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The Falklands/Malvinas War in the South Atlantic

“The War of the South Atlantic (1982) continues to resonate in multiple ways as a
historical watershed of recognized national and international scope, consequences
and projections. The military conflict between Argentina and Great Britain—after
the frustrated Argentine intention to recover the islands in British possession
since 1833 in 1982- meant the withdrawal of the last military dictatorship and
the beginning of an unprecedented democratization process in Argentina and
throughout the Latin American Southern Cone.

The only war that Argentina fought in its contemporary history was a ‘witness
case’ that brought forward the end of the Cold War and can also be taken as a
precedent for the type of warlike confrontation characteristic of the times that
followed, with the collapse of bipolarity until the wars of our days: asymmetric
conflicts, disputes for the control of natural resources, geostrategic relevance of
maritime transit routes and resizing of naval, air, land and space power.

This impeccable and rigorous academic research offers new perspectives to
study and understand that conflict and its significance in the regional and global
historical context.”

—Fabián Bosoer, political scientist, editor-chief/journalist of Clarín, Author of
Malvinas, Capítulo Final: Guerra y diplomacia en la Argentina (1940–1982)

“The Falkland’s War was a critical factor in propelling Argentina from mili-
tary dictatorship and towards a democracy and continues to influence Anglo-
Argentine relations. While other Latin American nations, such as Chile and
Brazil, also made the transition from dictatorship to democracy, none did so
through the lens of external conflict with a European power. Drawing upon
new material which has come to light primarily in South American archives this
edited volume balances out the wealth of Anglo centric literature that has been
produced since 1982 by assessing the Argentine experience of the war and its
aftermath.

While the Falklands War infused concepts of British identity in the 1980s and
beyond, this volume adds not only depth but breadth to Argentine planning
and decision, including the key role played by Admiral Anaya in pushing for
war, the conduct of the campaign and its significant impact upon Argentina.
It’s multidimensional approach to the Argentine perspective provides a stark and
highly relevant reassessment of civil-military relations in Argentina, the utility and
professionalisation of Argentine military forces that conducted the campaign, the
role of the war in Argentina’s domestic and foreign policy as well as the impact
upon wider Latin American relations. This is a welcome, and much needed,



volume that adds rich depth to understanding critical aspects of the war itself
and the legacy it has had upon Anglo-Argentine relations since 1982.”

—Dr. Martin Robson, University of Exeter

“This book presents a multifaceted and multidisciplinary vision of the Malvinas
War from historical, sociological, international relations, and political science
lenses. The past is examined from a current perspective, by a group of qualified
experts, with richness and depth. An important contribution to the knowledge
and understanding of this important historical event and its consequences.”

—Professor José Manuel Ugarte, University of Buenos Aires
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Érico Esteves Duarte

The Falklands/Malvinas War, although its brevity, never left to be a case
recurrently addressed by the scholarship. Since 2012, the disclosure of
British and Argentine archives and new stages and levels of contention
over the Falklands/Malvinas Islands gave breath to a revigorated trend
of studies, which has brought new perspectives and contested old ones.
A brief review of the recent scholarship on the Falklands/Malvinas War
reveals four primary concentration areas.

First, new studies have continued focusing on the United Kingdom
and Argentina’s civil-military relations, strategic assessments, and diplo-
macy channels before and during the war.1 They have stressed the conflict
erupted in an unfortunate moment for British relations with the Euro-
pean continent, Canada, and the United States.2 A much smaller number
of studies have dedicated to drawing a better picture of the diplomatic
channels available to the Argentine military junta. They present new docu-
mentation and understanding of the international and regional alignments
regarding the conflict. For instance, the clashing arena in the Organi-
zation of American States between Latin American and Caribbean blocs

É. E. Duarte (B)
Federal University of Rio Grande do Sul, Porto Alegre, Brazil
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2 É. E. DUARTE

and the notable roles of Argentine exiles, Mexico, Cuba, and Peru in gath-
ering further support and matériel.3 New evidence also stresses the Israel
provision of military supplies to Argentina during and after the war, as
that moment was the lowest point of British-Israeli relations since 1948.4

Second, even the Anglo-Saxon share of the scholarship started to ques-
tion a simple history of the Falklands/Malvinas War centered on a sole
discourse of liberation of the British Islanders hostages. Based on crit-
ical theories, new studies have contended that ‘the Falklands/Malvinas
dispute, nonetheless, continues as a battle between history and memory.’5

The relation between identity and memory of that war unveiled new
aspects of its causes and consequences. The war stressed intersubjective
contradictions by severing the previous self-images of both contenders
and, at the same time, promising redemption.

In Argentina, the war broke its identity as more an European than
a Latin American country, which, in large, sustained its self-emulation
as the regional leader.6 The Argentine defeat made it impossible to
decouple the recent past of dirty war against left-wing groups, shadowing
the war’s remembrance and veterans’ reintegration, particularly those
that served in the continent in reserve and logistical roles. Though the
largest in numbers, the ‘fake’ veterans could not compensate the armed
forces’ involvement in domestic repression with a nobler duty against the
Britons.7

In the United Kingdom, the war also came in a moment of decline
due to economic stagnation and difficult relations with the continent
as Germany raised and started to centralize the European Economic
Community. Thatcher’s response manipulated the British collective
memory by re-enacting Churchill’s response to Germany in the Second
World War. That might have ended miserably in case of defeat, but the
victory allowed to resume the war’s predominant narrative as Argentine
aggression in prejudice of the legal question upon the Islands demanded
by the United Nations since 1965.8

The third area of studies’ concentration is the contest among theories
and hypotheses to divine the Falklands/Malvinas War causes. There are
five groups of them:

1. The collision of misperceptions focuses more on the British than
Argentine failures in coercive diplomacy that led to mutual misjudg-
ment and Argentina’s resolve to take the Islands by force. Those
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studies point out that the United Kingdom had several opportuni-
ties to make decisions to tackle the crisis and bargain with Argentina.
However, it was unable to realize beyond short term, predictable,
and visible costs.9 The inconsistent British policy would have as
counterpoint its action in the 1977’s previous crisis when it was able
to present a credible deterrence threat and deescalate the relations
with Argentina10;

2. The divide government theory advances the feature of the broken
decision-making process of democracies during crises. The divide
positions inside Thatcher’s cabinet would have caused overall reac-
tive decisions, loss of initiative, and lousy signaling.11 The divide
also existed in the Reagan administration due to the cracks in the
Anglo-American special relationship and inside the US government
to take a position between Argentina and the United Kingdom.
Others maintain the United States divide did not make it dysfunc-
tional and unsupportive to the British efforts to retake the islands
after the Argentine coup de main.12 It seems that both positions are
valid and expose the complexity of the diplomatic relations because,
at the same moment, the Secretary of State Alexander Haig pushed
toward US neutrality, the US Navy risked civil oversight and unity
of command by proactively providing anything the British Navy
needed: material, shared intelligence, qualified new equipment, and
prepared the USS Iwo Jima in case Argentines have neutralized
HMS Invincible or Hermes. Consequently, the United States’ ambi-
guity and indecisiveness severed the relationship with the United
Kingdom and South America. However, it is possible to recognize
the divide inside the Argentine military junta as well. The long
tradition of political involvement of Argentine military elites favored
different agendas and clients to serve, which explain that each mili-
tary branch followed its own planning and level of compromise to
the war13;

3. The honor theory proposes that the risk of shame and humilia-
tion restricts any bargaining with a moral nationalist decisionmaker
who favors defeat over concessions. In the British case, Thatcher
had ‘preferred fighting because it offered the prospect of avoiding
concession altogether or, at least, repairing honor by demonstrating
fidelity to “the basic principles we must protect”.’14 Collectively,
the British discourse was coined with stories of heroes and martyrs,
evident in the long list of books of British first-views and war
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memories.15 Furthermore, the ‘magic recovering’ of self-image and
international prestige resurfaced in the Argentine public debate once
in a while. It was present in the military junta’s communications
since the first moments of the crisis.16

4. The diversionary theory is the most disseminated explanation for
Argentina to provoke the war. The more common variation is that
the war was intended to be a scapegoat for Argentina’s economic
debacle. Variations of that formulation point out the military junta
aimed domestic support by accessing national symbols and interest.
Finally, the brinkmanship decision making recognized the need to
gain legitimacy and unity from a fractured society.17

5. The most recent proposition is the use of prospect theory that
posits Argentine could not have normalized its foreign policy after
losing territory and political and economic statuses in Latin Amer-
ican. Accordingly, Argentina moved to maximize the sunken costs
it invested for years in the military buildup and would have risked
a war with the United Kingdom even it had a different polit-
ical domestic arrangement.18 Therefore, the Argentine unity and
self-esteem would be dependent on the ‘recovering of the lost
things,’ which means the Argentine decision-making process was a
hostage of the psychological drive for retaking territory and national
projects.19

Finally, the recent scholarship has given attention to the prospect of
Anglo-Argentine relations. A new conflict is considered unlikely given
the current military gap between both countries is more extensive than
in 1982 and that the Islands are also much better defended.20 However,
the rivalry, since 2012, has continued with new shapes. Although excelled
by Argentina, both sides have performed, in different ways, the strategy
of cooptation of support from media, regional organizations, and interna-
tional forums.21 Beyond the diplomatic and public opinion, the expansion
of commercial fishing and offshore oil discoveries in the islands led
Argentina and the United Kingdom to enhance scientific researches
around the islands’ region to assert their claims. The Pampa Azul or
Pampa Submergida was created in 2014 by the Argentine Ministry
of Science, Technology, and Productive Innovation to have science in
the service of national sovereignty. By its turn, the Falklands Interim
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Government created and funded in the same year the South Atlantic Envi-
ronmental Research Institute to promote the ‘knowledge economy’ in the
islands but also to strengthen the islanders’ self-determination claim.22

That last point brings to the floor that the Falklands/Malvinas Islands
have always been active players before, during, and after the war. They
have a constitution since 2008 and revenues from fishing licenses and
oil drilling that promise to bring the islands’ GDP per capita to the top
among the South Atlantic countries.23

Despite those studies and topics, the scholarship on Falk-
lands/Malvinas War and its developments has been harmed by unbalanced
historiography and points of view. Besides Lawrence Freedman’s two
volumes, The Official History of the Falklands Campaign, one can
count several other general history books and more than thirty war
journals, biographies, and first-view narratives with British perspectives
of the war.24 Particularly relevant for the study of the war are several
publications covering British political and strategic decisions.25

However, in the English language, Moro’s The History of the South
Atlantic Conflict: The War for the Malvinas and Middlebrook’s Argen-
tine Fight for the Falklands are among the very few dedicated to ‘the other
side’s perspective.’26 Excellent edited books—such as Danchev’s Interna-
tional Perspectives on the Falklands Conflict: A Matter of Life and Death,
Badsey’s The Falklands Conflict Twenty Years On: Lessons for the Future,
and Barbérti and Castro’s 30 Years After: Issues and Representations of the
Falklands War—offer one or no chapter with an Argentine perspective,
and none of them access Argentine documentation and scholarship.27

Much of the research on the Falklands/Malvinas War is also insufficient
because it has been making little use of the benefit of the disclo-
sure of archives in Argentina and Chile, Brazil, Peru, and other South
American countries that performed a role in that war. Although the
Falklands/Malvinas War was a watershed moment in South American
relations, particularly between Argentina and Brazil, there is a lot to
uncover between the war’s regional consequences and the new regional
landscape it has shaped.28

That does not mean that Argentine scholarship on Falklands/Malvinas
War, or in other languages than English, is overwhelmingly consolidated.
There is a problem there, too. Ongoing research studies on the war in
Argentina and South America exist, but they are unconnected.
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That is the void this edited book aims to address—to balance the
scholarship on Falklands/Malvinas by connecting it to current Argen-
tine research. This book asserts more than one Argentine perspective
and approach to the Falklands/Malvinas War and its developments to
Argentine society and relations with the United Kingdom.

This book provides new aspects and assessments of Argentine armed
forces’ performance in the war. It also reflects the various short- and long-
term implications upon Argentina’s foreign policy and society. Therefore,
it dialogues with the reinvigorated scholarship on the Falklands/Malvinas
War, adding new perspectives and analyses. In this way, it aims to foster a
global history of the Falklands/Malvinas War by stimulating further South
American research publications.

It comprises seven chapters that assess original primary data, mainly
recent disclosed official documentation, and interviews with military offi-
cers and combatants, and the current scholarship in Argentina on the
subject. Finally, it provides a preliminary overview of the implications of
that war in South America by focusing on Brazil’s assessments and lessons
and accessing recently disclosed documentation.

The first three chapters appraise new aspects and assessments of the
Falklands/Malvinas War’s military history, contributing to a better under-
standing of its developments in Argentina’s domestic politics and foreign
policy.

Germán Soprano’s Chapter 2 queries the common notion of the
lack of professionalism of the Argentine Army’s units in the war.29 It
develops a social history of the artillery group sent to the islands, the 3rd
Artillery Group, revealing its qualifications and experiences. Moreover, its
commander, Lieutenant-Colonel Martín Balza, stood as a critical figure
in the war’s aftermath. He was raised as the Army commander after the
democratic transition and performed a central role in the containment
of the latest armed forces’ mutiny and the reconciliation with Argentine
society during their restructuration. Balza was also the first top military
officer to publish a mea culpa for the armed forces’ performance on
the ‘dirty war.’ Therefore, Soprano argues that professionalism existed in
some of the Argentine military units regarding tactical effectiveness and
detachment from the military regime’s repression.

Érico Esteves Duarte and Luís Rodrigo Machado’s Chapter 3 reassess
the causes of the war and its developments by offering a critical analysis
of the Argentine planning and decision-making process. It covers mainly
those related to Argentine Navy, unveiling its commander’s central role,
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Admiral Anaya, in dividing the military junta’s unity of command, esca-
lating the crises into conflict, and jeopardizing any possibility of more
positive development and conclusion of the war to Argentina. It also
contests much of the literature determining a sure British victory by
providing structured counterfactuals and a process-tracing analysis.

Daniel Blinder’s Chapter 4 expands the understanding of the most
intense dimension of that war: air warfare. It assesses the Argentine
Air Force plans, reports, and pilots’ testimonies, distinguishing organi-
zational from material deficiencies. It also analyzes an underappreciated
and sensitive implication of the war: the British policy restricting dual-
use technology transfer to Argentina from 1983 to 2018. As its analytical
background, this chapter has the interrelation between the international
structure of military production and technology transferences and geopo-
litical notions. Therefore, it bridges the gap between the war’s immediate
developments and the current Anglo-Argentine relations.

Andrea Belén Rodríguez, in Chapter 5, presents the results of ethno-
graphic research with the veterans of the naval unit Apostadero Naval
Malvinas. She reconstructs and interprets its former conscripts’ experi-
ences and memories in their returns to a daily life marked by censorship
and concealment. She dialogues with intersubjectivity studies of the war
and advances its causes and consequences by making the Argentine society
accountable for the deployment of thousands of conscripts and then
the absence of reintegration programs even after the 1980s’ democratic
transition. That sociocultural historiography is a relevant approach of
the Argentine scholarship that considers the factors for the normalization
of the civil-military relations in Argentina.30

The Falklands/Malvinas War reconfigured South American relations.
Despite that, the comprehension and processes-tracing of the defense and
foreign policies’ shifts in that region are a challenging project in construc-
tion. Among them, the South Atlantic war was a turning point event to
Brazil, ending a secular rivalry of Argentina and eroding much of the
Brazilian military regime’s convictions on itself and the relations with the
United States and Western Hemisphere. Chapter 6—by Vágner Camilo
Alves and Marcio Teixeira de Campos—and Chapter 7—by Eduardo
Munhoz Svartman and Dilceu Roberto Pivatto Junior—examine the
impacts of the Falklands/Malvinas War on the Brazilian Army and Navy,
respectively.

Alves and Campos’ Chapter 6 accesses the Brazilian military regime’s
assessments of war. It reveals the Army’s recommendations on military
preparation, which were deeply concerned about an emerging system
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of alliances and its role outside and beyond the Cold War’s bipolarity.
That notion of political transition also reflects the ongoing Brazilian
process of political openness. Therefore, the chapter considers which mili-
tary reforms were carried on during the democratic transition when the
Army enjoyed incomparable conditions to conduct its professionaliza-
tion. However, the actual execution of a review of its background of
involvement in domestic politics followed unsuppressed as it goes until
nowadays.

Svartman and Pivatto Junior’s Chapter 7 addresses the impacts of the
war on Brazilian Naval thought. Beyond naval technology and opera-
tions, the Brazilian Navy reassessed the Brazilian national interest and
strategic position in the international system. That was not just an intel-
lectual endeavor. It presented recommendations to the National Security
Council, and the chapter stresses those carried on by the latest Brazilian
military regime’s president.

Both chapters detail the Brazilian assessments over the belligerents’
performances and strategies, the United States and South American coun-
tries’ positioning during the conflict, and the lessons learned toward
modernization and professionalization. Many further studies are neces-
sary to figure out how Brazil paved its way to its actual position regarding
the Falklands/Malvinas issue and may, or may not, perform a buffer role
between Argentina and the United Kingdom.

Finally, Alejandro Simonoff’s Chapter 8 unfolds Argentine foreign
policy toward the Falklands/Malvinas Islands. It offers a thoughtful anal-
ysis of each Argentine administrations’ strategy, successes, and failures
from 1983 to 2019. It argues that, despite the variations in terms of
orientation and performance, all of them shared the same goal of reset-
ting the Anglo-Argentine relations to the pre-war state of negotiations
over the islands’ sovereignty. Therefore, this last chapter converges along
with Daniel Blinder and Andrea Rodrigues’s ones, pointing out the possi-
bilities and constraints of improving Argentina’s relations with the United
Kingdom over the Falklands/Malvinas Islands.31

The present book has several limits. For one, the Falklands/Malvinas
War deserves a better diplomatic history. This book approaches alter-
natives to Argentine diplomatic channels and strategy during the war
and the Argentine foreign policy toward the United Kingdom afterward.
However, the regional diplomatic exchanges during the crisis escalation
to war are still waiting for proper research, and the extra-regional impli-
cations of the war are under-considered. On the one hand, the Soviet
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Union offered material and intelligence to Argentina, but what was the
extent and plausibility of those offers? How did they affect the United
States and other Cold War players? On the other hand, what were the
war’s impacts on the rest of the former European colonies in Africa and
the Middle East?

Nevertheless, it is a long road for a global history of the Falk-
lands/Malvinas War. For a start, its scholars ought to recognize their
mutual existence and start to collaborate.
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CHAPTER 2

Combat Experiences of the Argentine Army
Campaign Artillery

in the Falklands/MalvinasWar

Germán Soprano

Introduction

The South American historiography has paid insufficient attention to the
understanding of the perspectives and experiences of combatants of the
wars in which the armed forces of the countries of the region participated
in the twentieth century: Brazil in the Second World War, Colombia in
the Korean War, Argentina in the First Gulf War, Brazil and Bolivia in
the Acre War, Bolivia and Paraguay in the Chaco War, Colombia and
Peru in the Colombia-Peru War (Leticia War), Ecuador and Peru in the
Cenepa War, and Argentina and the UK in the Falklands/Malvinas War.
In the twenty-first century, some researchers reversed this dominant trend
in the academic agenda. Still, in relative terms, we know more about
the interventions of the South American armed forces in national politics
and the imposition of forms of social control in the twentieth century,
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and less about perspectives and experiences of the combatants in those
conventional wars.

In order to contribute to the development of a social and cultural
history of war, combat and its combatants or the production of historical
anthropology of warfare, this chapter aims to build a historical and ethno-
graphic study of the combat experiences of the members of the Argentine
Army 3rd Artillery Group, which participated in the perimeter defense
of Puerto Argentino/Stanley during the Falklands/Malvinas War. On the
one hand, I analyze the importance of the adequate and intense instruc-
tion and training of the personnel and the enlistment of 3rd Artillery
Group before the war, for its high combat performance. On the other
hand, I seek to understand the positive impact of the leadership of its
commander, Lieutenant Colonel Martín Antonio Balza—who later was
head of the Argentine Army between 1991 and 1999—on the expe-
riences of officers, non-commissioned officers, and conscripted soldiers
from the moment they arrived at the Falklands/Malvinas on April 13,
until the end of the war on June 14, 1982.1 I hypothesize that there was
a conventional combatant capability at the tactical level in some units of
the Argentine Army. To support my arguments, I use the methodolog-
ical resource interviews with war veterans of the 3rd Artillery Group and
analyze the Argentine armed forces’ official documentation.

The chapter relates the study of 3rd Artillery Group to the research
of Argentine academics on the history of Argentine military units in the
Falklands/Malvinas War, analyzes the composition of 3rd Artillery Group
personnel, his instruction, training, and enlistment, his performance in the
war and the leadership of his commander: Lieutenant Colonel Balza.

The Social Science Research on Combatants

of the Falklands/Malvinas War in Argentina

This section situates my arguments into the Argentine scholarship on the
Falklands/Malvinas War and the perspectives, experiences, and memo-
ries of Argentine combatants and non-combatants. This dialogue with
social scientists’ research does not intend to disregard other civil and mili-
tary scholars’ contributions or by the testimonial literature produced by
veterans of the Falklands/Malvinas War. Therefore, it is not an exhaustive
review of the Argentine state of the literature on that war.

In the last thirty years, Argentine scholars have developed relevant
studies that recognized and understood the singularities of officers’
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perspectives and experiences, non-commissioned officers, and conscripted
soldiers on the Falklands/Malvinas War. Those studies have improved the
understating of hierarchy, trajectory, and roles the Argentinean militaries
fulfilled in the military chain of command, the organic and functional
characteristics of military organizations in which those social actors were
enlisted, and their locations units were stationed during the war.

The first anthropological study in this area was De Chicos a Veteranos.
Memorias Argentinas de la Guerra de Malvinas by Rosana Guber, whose
ethnographic fieldwork was carried out in 1989 and between 1991 and
1993. It was centered mainly on the memories of conscripted soldiers
who lived in different Argentine provinces and fought in various mili-
tary units. Also, it incorporated testimonials from Army and Air Force
officers and non-commissioned officers.2 The book highlights that one
of the consequences of this war was the formation of a new social iden-
tity defined by its national belonging, by age, and by direct participation
in the South Atlantic Theater of Operations between April 2 and June
14, 1982: the “ex-soldiers,’ “boys,” “former combatants,” or “Malvinas
veterans.” Subsequently, she continued her research on the war, focusing
on memories of the Navy personnel and the outstanding experiences of
the pilots of the A4B fighter aircraft of the Air Force.3

The studies initiated by Federico Lorenz in 1995 are an inescapable
reference, which also considers the diversity of combatants’ perspec-
tives and experiences. When he published Las Guerras por Malvinas,
he aimed at understanding the “distinct ways” in which the war “was
experienced” and “to explore the relations between the experience of
the actors, protagonists and voluntary and involuntary testimony of war
and its consequences.”4 The book focused on the conscripted soldiers or
“former combatant soldiers.” Likewise, in a more recent article, Lorenz
highlighted the uniqueness of war’s perspectives and experiences, recog-
nizable from the analysis of the places where the military units were
stationed. Some cases were addressed in particular, such as those Army
officers stationed in the Isla Gran Malvina/West Falklands—5th Infantry
Regiment 5, companies of the Mechanized Infantry Regiment 8, and the
9th Corps of Engineers—that were isolated after the British landing in the
Estrecho de San Carlos/Falklands Sound on May 21, 1982. They starved
due to shortages in supply and endured the harassment of enemy forces
practically without entering combat.5

In turn, the research of the political scientist Alejandro Corbacho and
the historians Andrea Belén Rodríguez and Pablo Melara focused on the
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particular experiences of the personnel of the Argentine Navy assigned to
the Malvinas Theater of Operations during the war: the Marine Infantry
Battalion 5, the Malvinas Naval Station, and the Tactical Divers Associa-
tion, respectively.6 Lastly, the anthropologist María Pozzio studied the
original experience of the women sent to the islands as nurses of the
military health personnel.7

Wars are collective phenomena, and as such, we can recognize histor-
ical similarities and differences among them. In turn, the experience of
combatants in a war also reveals collective and inter-individual similari-
ties and differences. A reading of the work developed by those Argentine
social scientists allows us to call attention to the diverse perspectives,
experiences, and memories generated by the Falklands/Malvinas War,
according to the social role occupied by its protagonists in their military
organizations and concerning the place they deployed and their unit’s
participation in the combat.

The 3rd Artillery Group Composition

The barracks of 3rd Artillery Group are located southeast of the province
of Corrientes in front of the Brazilian city of Uruguaiana (State of Rio
Grande do Sul). The unit belonged to the 3rd Infantry Brigade. In
addition to the 3rd Artillery Group, this Brigade sent the 4th Infantry
Regiment (Monte Caseros), 5th Infantry Regiment (Paso de los Libres),
and 12th Infantry Regiment (Mercedes) to the Malvinas Theater of
Operations.

On April 9, 1982, the 3rd Artillery Group left their barracks and
arrived in the islands on April 13. Its commander, Lieutenant Colonel
Balza, learned about their ‘recovery’ on April 2, together with the rest
of Argentina’s citizens.8 On April 6, the Army Command arranged for
its unit to be sent to San Antonio Oeste, on the coast of the province
of Río Negro. This decision was not made on the heat of the moment,
and the unit had been previously enlisted for combat. On the night of
April 9, they departed on a train to Paso de los Libres—taking with them
weapons, ammunition, vehicles, and provisions. After almost one day of
travel, they stopped at Martín Coronado station, in the conurbation of
Buenos Aires. In the evening, they boarded another train that took them
to Ingeniero White, where they arrived on April 12, at six o’clock in the
morning; at a stop at the Coronel Pringles station, they were informed of
their new destination: Puerto Argentino/Stanley. On that day, a part of
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the men traveled to the nearby Air Base, Comandante Espora, to board
three C-130 Hercules Air Force transport planes and two Boeings 737
from the state-owned civil aviation company, Aerolíneas Argentinas.

The unit had the Artillery Batteries A and B, with six OTO Melara
105 mm pack howitzer each. It was reinforced by the Artillery Battery C
with six other similar weapons from the National Military College. Lieu-
tenant Colonel Balza was not only the commander of the 3rd Artillery
Group but also the coordinator of the Fire Support Army Group of
Puerto Argentino/Stanley, whose mission was to defend the perimeter
of this region. To carry out this function, he coordinated the fire support
of his unit with the 4th Airborne Artillery Group (with 17 OTO Melara
105 mm pack howitzers) and the Battery A of the 5th Marine Infantry
Battalion (with 6 OTO Melara 105 mm pack howitzers). Besides, Balza
added to his unit two 155 mm caliber SOFMA guns of Artillery Group
101—incorporated on May 13 and 14—and two 155 mm caliber SOFMA
guns of Artillery Group 121—one arrived at Puerto Argentino/Stanley
in the morning of June 13 and the other later that night, the latter not
being able to be transferred to the area of operations. Balza made the
integration of all those people into the Artillery Group.9

The personnel of the 3rd Artillery Group assigned to the Malvina’s
Theatre of Operations was composed of 161 men: 13 officers, 39 non-
commissioned officers, and 109 conscripted soldiers—the majority from
the class of 1962 and a few from the class of 1963. Before arriving at
Puerto Argentino/Stanley, 17 officers and 24 non-commissioned offi-
cers from different locations joined their unit. In the Islands, the other
five officers, three non-commissioned officers, and 43 conscripted soldiers
from the class of 1962 were assigned. Thus, in the Malvina’s Theater of
Operations, the 3rd Artillery Group had, at a certain point, 35 officers
(33 from the command corps and two from the professional corps), 69
non-commissioned officers (56 from the command corps and 13 from
the professional corps) and 152 conscripted soldiers, making a total of
256 soldiers.

On the morning of June 14, when the ceasefire took place, only the
3rd Artillery Group had lost soldiers in the combat: Lieutenant Alberto
Rolando Ramos and Corporal Ángel Fidel Quispe, and other 25 were
injured. The Argentine troops in Puerto Argentino/Stanley were made
prisoners. The junior officers, non-commissioned officers, and soldiers
were sent by the British to Puerto Madryn, where they arrived with



20 G. SOPRANO

other Argentine combatants between June 18 and 21; while comman-
ders, senior officers, a few junior officers, and non-commissioned officers
of the Army, Navy and Air Force remained prisoners of war until they
were transferred to the locality mentioned above where they arrived on
July 14. Balza was among the latter.

It is important to highlight two issues arising from this composition
of the 3rd Artillery Group, which were decisive in subsequent combat
performance. On the one hand, the ratio between cadres and their soldiers
and “aggregates” was practically one to one; and, on the other hand,
almost all soldiers were of the 1962 class. Therefore, they had received
training throughout 1981. The main reasons invoked by the protago-
nists for which not all staff moved to the Falklands/Malvinas Islands were
at least three. First, they noted that an insufficient number of aircraft
was available to transport the whole unit. Second, as a result, much
of the personnel and material moved should remain on the continent.
Third, finally—as expressed crudely by some testimonies of officers, non-
commissioned officers, and soldiers—Balza decided to take only those he
considered best suited for combat. Balza endorsed this opinion: “Among
the officers and non-commissioned officers I selected to go to the islands,
I left on the mainland those who showed little initiative or excessive
attachment and reverence toward preconceived canons, as well as the ones
who were too cautious about making decisions. With a few exceptions, I
don’t think I was wrong.”10

In April 1982, Martín Antonio Balza was a lieutenant colonel. He
began his military career joining the National Military College as a cadet
at the beginning of 1952. When he was appointed commander of the
3rd Artillery Group in December 1979, he prepared for almost twenty-
eight years to lead an artillery unit in conventional warfare by attending
advanced training courses and activities in various operational destinations
and participating in an international mission. During this long period, he
undertook the following functions:

• Cadet of artillery branch at the National Military College (1952–
1955);

• Deputy Officer in operational units: Uspallata Mountain Artillery
Group (1956–1958), Light Artillery Group of Motorized Campaign
“Brigadier General Iriarte” of Ciudadela (1959–1960) and 3rd
Artillery Group of Paso de los Libres (1966–1967);
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• Instructing officer (1962–1964) and head of the Central Division
(1965) of the National Military College;

• Student (1958–1959), officer instructor (1961–1968–1969), and
director of the Teaching and Doctrine Division at the Artillery
School (1978).

• A military observer in the Middle East (1970);
• Student at the Army War College (1971–1973);
• Staff Officer of the Command of the IX Brigade in Comodoro
Rivadavia (1974–1975);

• Student at the Army War College of Peru (1976–1977);
• Head of the Teaching and Doctrine Division of the Artillery School
(February–September 1978) and head of the Artillery Group 102 of
Junín in the framework of “Operativo Soberanía” (October 1978–
March 1979) on the occasion of the escalation of the border conflict
between Argentina and Chile;

• Staff Officer of the Artillery Command (1979).11

I present this account of milestones in Balza’s military career to draw
the reader’s attention to the following premise: having a sound tactical
military leader demands an investment of resources that a State and a
society can only achieve by continuously sustaining efforts aimed at basic
training, improvement, and operational professional activity. Although
this premise’s obligatory fulfillment does not necessarily guarantee the
success of the tactical commander’s leadership in the war, it is not possible
to disregard its importance in the results of his performance. It should
also be noted that Balza reached the rank of lieutenant general and
was commander of the Argentine Army between November 1991 and
December 1999. His leadership is remembered not only for initiatives
of modernization and military reforms but also because on December 3,
1990; he repressed what would be the last “military uprising” which took
place under the democratic regime in Argentina and for an institutional
message addressed to the society in which he formulated a “self-criticism”
for the participation of the Army in the illegal repression during the
1976–1983 dictatorship.
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The 3rd Artillery Group’s
Instruction, Training, and Enlistment

The organization and operation of the 3rd Artillery Group and other
artillery units of the Argentine Army were planned and executed annu-
ally to face a conventional war, that is, considering the possibility of
border conflicts with Chile and Brazil. Balza was appointed commander
of that unit on October 31, 1979, and took office on December 20.
According to his cultivated idea for almost thirty years, this leadership
position was the opportunity he was waiting to model an artillery group.
He immediately focused on the instruction and training of personnel and
the enlistment of the unit. Lieutenant Oscar Martínez Conti, assigned to
3rd Artillery Group in the late 1980s, remembered that:

[…] Balza was always very focused on his profession. It was usual for him
to be active between seven in the morning and ten at night. Saturdays
and Sundays were often part of this dynamic. […] 3rd Artillery Group
was successful or had a good performance in Malvinas [war] because we
fulfilled what was expected of the organization. We did what we had been
preparing [to do] for two years. We didn’t do anything besides that. In
1981, we went to the field fourteen times. That’s why I always say: good
performance is number fourteen. War is waged on the ground. Except,
of course, that neither the classroom nor field practice can really repre-
sent what happens in war. Nevertheless, field practice is irreplaceable.
Usually, we would go to the training field at the barracks or to Campo
Ávalos, near Monte Caseros. Those outings provided technical and tactical
abilities. At the end of 1981, there was a replacement for officers and non-
commissioned officers. Balza put together an outstanding team of officers.
Balanced. On our part, the officers tried to maintain good interpersonal
relations of solidarity and camaraderie amongst ourselves and convey that
to our non-commissioned officers and soldiers. Perhaps it was a way to
face the personality and demands projected by the head of the unit.12

Major Carlos Milanese was an operations officer. He recounted that in
the year of 1981:

We had much work to do. 3rd Artillery Group was a unit selected to
experiment with the quarterly recruitment of conscripted soldiers. The unit
was always under training and operational. Possibly the renovation [of the
conscripts] every quarter was carried out inside each battery. The unit’s
enlistment program foresaw, for example, the motorized march with the
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equipment and supplies to the place chosen for the exercises, assuming a
position, artillery shooting, all this staged as a land operation. Balza had
the unit training all year round in the field. People were under continuous
practice. No one in the country had thought about a war against the
United Kingdom, let alone on an island territory. But still, we walked
all the time and all year round, walking at night, adapting, and learning to
endure fatigue. Balza put much emphasis on that.13

In times of peace, in addition to Command and Service Batteries,
artillery units had two batteries. In the specific case of 3rd Artillery
Group, each had six OTO Melara 105 mm pack howitzers pieces of
artillery incorporated in 1981, to replace the Schneider 105 mm canons.
There was a chief battery officer at the front of each battery (a first lieu-
tenant) and one or two battery officers (lieutenant or second lieutenant).
At the same time, for each piece of artillery, there was a chief sub-
officer (first sergeant or sergeant), an auxiliary sub-officer (first corporal
or corporal), and six soldiers working directly with the piece, assigned as
a right gunner, left gunner, grader (the one who sets the timer of the
projectile fuse) and two ammunition suppliers. Among them, one played
the role of communicator.

Soldiers of a class called to serve as conscripts were drafted by a letter
that ordered them to report to the military district’s headquarters corre-
sponding to their domicile, as declared on the national identity card or
enrollment register. According to Oscar Martínez Conti, at the end of
1981, the Army established an experimental system in the 3rd Infantry
Brigade called “quarterly.” This system meant that conscripted soldiers
would join the group quarterly to ensure soldiers were trained, and the
unit remained operational all year round. That is why only 25% of the
1962 class soldiers were discharged at the end of that year.14 With this
“experimental” system, the first incorporation of the year took place in
February-March and the last one in November-December. Thus: “If three
of the six people responsible for operating an OTO Melara were trained
- the gunner, the loader and the shooter - it was enough; the rest moved
the boxes.”15 As then Corporal Guillermo Castillo recounts:

The class of 1962 soldiers was very well trained in the [use of] OTO
Melara. The advanced observer knew how to estimate the target and make
corrections very well. The communicator knew the specific vocabulary. As
for the ones who operated the piece, the right and left gunners and the
grader were alert. Once the task had been learned, it had to be done
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routinely under the chief’s control and the officer in charge. Therefore,
when the class of 62 soldiers was reinstated in April 1982, it was only
necessary to refresh their knowledge.16

The daily routine began at the barracks around 06:00 hours, with
training formation at the place-of-arms, closed-order practice, artillery
studies, and practices: theoretical and practical knowledge of artillery
firing, topography, communications, service of artillery pieces, military
regulations, internal service, and garrison. Mostly, non-commissioned
officers were in charge of the instruction, but the batteries’ officers also
intervened in some instances, such as when they carried out shooting
simulation or artillery shooting.17 “We learned the roles in operating
the artillery pieces, advanced observer, and Firing Direction Center
[CDT].”18 They trained on the unit’s combat and athletic track. They
would run around or into the city. On the polo field next to the barracks,
they practiced artillery firing with sub-caliber ammunition that did not
produce an explosion but was used to reach targets.19 According to
Castillo:

Balza was present throughout the process of training soldiers as
artillerymen. The training was strict, permanently controlled, and eval-
uated. For example, on Friday, we would shoot on a field behind
Zapadores-Lomas Valentina. The target zone and base point were El
Hachazo. We went out to shoot [with howitzers]. In the afternoon, Balza
arrived to control the shooting exercise, and he could say: ‘This is not
right, stay until tomorrow’[…]. During the week, we went out to exercise
and run with him. […] The practice of artillery shooting was intensive,
permanent, throughout the training. We also went to the Campo Ávalos
to do our exercises or participate in those of the Brigade. We could fire 30
or 40 shots per piece […] In June, we did a helicopter transport exercise
in Campo Ávalos, only with the frames and with one piece of each battery.
Unfortunately, we could not put the latter into practice in Malvinas [war]
due to the lack of [helicopters] and, therefore, we had to move the pieces
with vehicles.20

The unit had systematized and well incorporated Standard Operating
Procedures (SOPs) to perform different activities automatically, facilitate
“their execution, command, and control of the head of the lowest level
element” and “overcome unknown demands” in contingencies that occur
during combat.21 For Balza, the SOPs were:
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Something that one learns in every activity. It automates everything. For
example, the firing procedure […]. That avoids giving unnecessary orders
to carry out routine tasks. To provide oneself with a signal is enough.
We had a request for everything. But to achieve that takes time in any
unit. And continuity in work with officers, non-commissioned officers, and
soldiers. I had already started that in 1980 and by April 2, 1982, I had
been doing it for more than two years.22

Soldiers with full secondary education were offered the possibility
of taking the AOR course (Auxiliary Reserve Officer). In 1981, the
conscripts who joined that modality were incorporated into the Battery
B. Their training as soldiers and artillerymen was more rigorous, as
they ended their military service with the rank of reserve second lieu-
tenant. That year, approximately forty-five to sixty of them opted for
this modality, but only seven or five concluded the course. They under-
went training as an advanced observer, a horizontal plane operator (who
handles cartography and performs calculations for artillery firing), and a
battery officer. This type of military service benefited from ending the
conscription in November, with the first soldiers being discharged.23

The outings of the unit to the field to exercise were frequent—some
testimonies point out once a month—and could include cross-country
marches with materials and equipment from Paso de los Libres to the
small town of Yapeyú, distant about 75 kilometers to the north along the
shores of the Uruguay River, or go to the training camp the Army had
a few kilometers to the south in Campos Ávalos. In the latter, they prac-
ticed firing with OTO Melara 105 mm pack howitzers. Sergeant José
María González Fernández remembers that in 1981: “We always had
field training. At any time, there was enlistment. Balza was present all
the time.”24 Moreover, the soldier Elías Mango: “In Campo Ávalos we
shot [artillery] close, above the [infantry] troop at less than 600 meters.
A very delicate, risky shot. In the war, we had to fire at our troops many
times, and we already had that experience.”25 Still, Sergeant Luis María
Rodríguez, ammunition and explosives mechanic, said:

That year the training was intense because the OTO Melara [105 mm]
howitzers were received, but when we returned the Schneider [105] mm,
we had to finish with all the ammunition we had [for the latter]. That’s
why that year we shot with both kinds of cannons. Although each one has
its particularities, the principles are the same. We optimized the instruction
as much as possible. We must have shot twice as much as we do in a year.
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I tell the young people that what we did in Malvinas/Falkland’s [war], we
did because we had already done it in training. […] Because we had had
training and the team was ready. We had reviewed it. There was an exact
order for packing things in our bags and for taking them out. It was only
later that we realized that it is not the same when everything is ready. We
each had our helmets, rifles, and ammunition. Everything was ready. The
formation was finished, and enlistment was ordered, and each one went to
get weapons, helmet, ammunition, and bag. At first, it was difficult. We
didn’t see the relevance [of this]. Then we finally realized why. Why do
we have to follow this exact order? So that each one knew quickly [what
to do] and others could use one person’s equipment. The ammunition
of the pieces, I already had them prepared by a battery and by piece for
each battery. Each one had the initial provision. In the case of the OTO
Melara [caliber 105 mm], 70% of projectiles with instant fuse, 20% with
timer fuse, and 10% with smoke projectiles. 190 shots per piece. I had
understood how the system was.26

The then first Sergeant Miguel Ángel Rubio used to say that Balza
ordered every month or every month and a half, the enlistment of the
unit to have it ready for its displacement and engagement in combat.
“Each one knew what they had to do. Enlistment could be ordered at
any time, for example, in the middle of the night and without warning.
On Saturdays, too. Once, he did it at two o’clock in the morning. He
gathered us in the barracks’ main place-of-arms and gave us the order
to march to Yapeyú. Deep down inside, we hated him for this, but that
made a difference in Falklands/Malvinas [War].”27

The soldiers had to learn to identify a vital issue for the survival in
combat of the members of an artillery battery: to recognize the time it
takes a projectile between the “bang” in the pieces of the enemy until
it falls to the ground in our location or its proximities. That was also
a critical practical knowledge later in the Falklands/Malvinas War, as one
non-commissioned officer pointed out: “There [in the Falkland/Malvinas
Islands] we had to learn that the [British] frigates shot with a certain
cadence and, therefore, it was difficult to differentiate the ‘bang’ from
the projectile being shot [from the frigate barrel] and the ‘bang’ of the
explosion when it hit the ground [in our location].”28 That is to say,
instruction in times of peace was paramount, but war always imposed
new situations. These unforeseen contingencies had to be understood and
dealt with to be efficient in combat and, of course, to survive.
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That year of 1981, 3rd Artillery Group was so well prepared physically,
militarily, and morally that they sent a representation to participate in an
infantry exercise competition—which included firing, grenade throwing,
combat tracking, and march or cross-country race—organized by the
Brigade in Curuzú Cuatiá and they won. “The commander of the Brigade
wanted to kill the infantrymen; the artillerymen had beaten them in their
own specialty!”.29 Having the personnel trained and the unit permanently
enlisted was a decisive factor when the 3rd Artillery Group was ordered
to march to the south of Argentina in early April 1982 and, obviously, in
the war.

Finally, let us point out that according to the education directives given
by the Army, the discourse of the “fight against subversion” was present
in its conceptions. However, Balza maintained that those directives had
no practical consequences on the instruction and enlistment of the 3rd
Artillery Group since it was a unit that had no territorial responsibility
except for the control of the routes near the barracks. Consequently, in
the years in which he was the commander officer—1980, 1981, and part
of 1982—the priority was given to the training and enlistment activities
of a field artillery unit.30

Argentine Artillery

in the Falklands/Malvinas War

If the imminent confrontation with Chile at the end of 1978 had been
the result of tensions accumulated between the two countries during
a century of possibilities of border conflict, the recovery of the Falk-
lands/Malvinas Islands by Argentina on April 2, 1982, and the beginning
of the war with the UK were events for which the Argentine Army had not
prepared itself throughout its history. Federico Lorenz points out that out
of every ten Argentine combatants in the Army, seven were conscripted
soldiers of the 1962 and 1963 classes—those of the latter with little or
no military training, since they had been incorporated at the beginning of
1982.31 On the other hand, the British units were entirely integrated by
professional military personnel and were technologically better equipped.
These two factors were not the only ones that decided the conflict in
the UK favor since, despite the high performance of many Argentine
officers, non-commissioned officers, and soldiers, they could not face a
conventional war against a world power.
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The analysis of the Report of the Commission for the Analysis and Eval-
uation of the Responsibilities of the South Atlantic Conflict—known as
the Rattembach Report—highlights the remarkable role played by the
unit commanders of the ground operations: Lieutenant Colonel Antonio
Martín Balza (commander of 3rd Artillery Group), Lieutenant Colonel
Mohamed Alí Seineldín (commander of the 25th Infantry Regiment),
Major Aldo Rico (commander of Commando Company 602), Lieutenant
Colonel Carlos Alberto Quevedo (head of 4th Airborne Artillery Group),
Lieutenant Colonel Hector Lubin Arias (head of 601st Defense Artillery
Group), and Frigate Captain Carlos Hugo Robacio (commander of 5th
Marine Battalion).32

Comparing the firepower of the field artillery of the Argentine and
British forces, the asymmetry was expressed by the following: the first
had 18 OTO Melara 105 mm pack howitzer of 3rd Artillery Group, 17
OTO Melara 105 mm pack howitzer of 4th Airborne Artillery Group, 3
SOFMA 155 mm guns (the fourth was not operational) from Artillery
Groups 101 and 121 added to 3rd Artillery Group, and 6 OTO Melara
105 mm pack howitzer from the Artillery Battery of 5th Marine Infantry
Battalion (total 44 pieces). Let us remember that the Argentine 105 mm
cannons had a range of 10,200 meters, and the 155 mm cannons had a
range of 20,000 meters.

Meanwhile, the British field artillery had 105 mm cannons with a
range of 17,000 meters: 18 pieces the Airborne Regiment 4 of the Royal
Artillery, 18 pieces of 29th Regiment of the Royal Artillery, and 18 pieces
of the 66th Regiment of the Royal Artillery (total 54 pieces).

Colonel (R) Horacio Rodríguez Mottino, therefore, concludes that the
power ratio between the two field artilleries was favorable to the British at
a ratio of 3/1.33 For Balza, the asymmetry was increased due to Argen-
tine unfavorable mission of defending the extended perimeter of Puerto
Argentino/Stanley with relatively insufficient number of artillery pieces.
At the same time, the difficulties grew as very few 105 mm illuminating
projectiles, 155 mm ammunition, and radars suitable for the target selec-
tion and means of communication were available, helicopters were absent
for the transport of the material, and the lack of coordination with some
infantry units to regulate artillery firing.34

What factors contributed to accomplishing the 3rd Artillery Group’s
missions, and which ones did limit them? According to Balza’s evaluation
of his unit’s combat performance in the immediate postwar period in the
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3rd Artillery Group Operations Report of August 6, 1982, the positive
factors were:

1. Adequate level of instruction of cadres and troops;
2. Use of class 1962s soldiers with a system of quarterly incorporation

and selection of troop personnel, leaving on the continent those
who were not strictly necessary;

3. Optimum physical conditions of personnel;
4. Artillery material and Rasit radar in good condition;
5. Efficient Rasit radar operators;
6. Good functioning of communication equipment;
7. Intensification of night training before the start of operations;
8. Efficient technical assembly in piece service, advanced observers,

firing center, and communications equipment operators;
9. Means of communication were operated by army personnel

(cadres);
10. Supervision at all levels of the ordered aspects relating to the main-

tenance of morale, favoring positively in the ‘team spirit’ and the
‘disciplinary index’.35

On the other hand, in his opinion, the limiting factors were:

a. Lack of anti-weapon radars (counter-mortars and counter-artillery),
Ratac radars for artillery firing direction (especially for 155 mm
SOFMA guns), and David type computers for firing control;

b. Limited knowledge of the possibilities and limitations of the artillery
itself on the part of the maneuver elements;

c. Lack of illuminating projectiles for OTO Melara 105 mm pack
howitzer; the Navy provided those available for 155 mm SOFMA
guns;

d. Lack of mobility, mainly aerial (helicopters) for transporting parts,
ammunition, and personnel;

e. Need for more 155 mm artillery pieces;
f. Lack of integrated instruction between the maneuver element
(mainly Army infantry units) and fire support.36

Balza also highlighted other factors that contributed to his mission:
his men’s good health at the medical officer’s care, the maintenance of
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morale by the personnel officer, and the quartermaster officer’s high
performance. Other factors that made it difficult were: the admission
of new member (aggregates)—officers, non-commissioned officers, and
soldiers from other units incorporated into 3rd Artillery Group—a few
hours before leaving for the theater of operations, and the fact that, in
general terms, their technical knowledge of artillery was inadequate to
their higher commanders. Also, in some cases, they did not have adequate
physical conditions required for combat, for which “they had to take the
rhythm of the unit during the development of operations” and “some did
not achieve it.”37

In short, the adequate performance of 3rd Artillery Group in
the perimeter defense of Puerto Argentino/Stanley during the Falk-
lands/Malvinas War was a consequence of:

• a qualified and experienced military leadership forged in the process
of education and development of Balza’s professional career as an
artillery and staff officer that lasted for thirty years from the time
he entered the National Military College in 1952 until he took the
leadership of 3rd Artillery Group in December 1979;

• officers, non-commissioned officers, and conscript soldiers of the
1962 class were duly and intensely instructed in field artillery oper-
ations and enlisted with more than one year’s work in the barracks
and on field trips;

• a cohesive unit in times of peace that, despite having incorpo-
rated “aggregate” personnel shortly before crossing into the Falk-
lands/Malvinas Islands, was reduced in the continent, leaving the
unfit personnel for combat at the charge of the head of the unit.
Moreover, although it experienced the natural intergroup disputes
theta goes through in these extraordinary circumstances, they did
not lose their social integration and effectiveness in combat until
the ceasefire on June 14, 1982. That outstanding performance of
3rd Artillery Group was endorsed in the post-war period by the
decorations awarded to its commander and some officers, non-
commissioned officers and soldiers, and for one additional fact: it
is a unit of the Army in which its war veterans—officers, non-
commissioned officers, and soldiers—meet annually to commemo-
rate their baptism of fire’ in the Falklands/Malvinas War.38
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Now, here it is necessary to point out that the basic training of an
artillery officer, the development of his professional career as a subordi-
nate officer in weaponry operational units in the Artillery School and as
an officer of the General Staff. The intent is to assess the doctrine and
specific activities that Argentine field or anti-aircraft artillery officers had
to develop concepts and deployment of operations of a conventional war.
As Oscar Martínez Conti has pointed out during the Falklands/Malvinas
War, they acquired skills such as:

[…] to reach up to three targets simultaneously with the same sub-unit, to
perform night shooting against stationary or moving vessels with shooting
data obtained from the information provided by a land surveillance radar
– based on cartography [of the area] to gather shooting data such as loca-
tion, target identification and shooting adjustment from a helicopter in
an environment without aerial superiority - as well as the use of a stan-
dard target location system, to overcome the permanent difficulties of
observation due to the prevailing meteorological rigor and to simplify the
fire support requirements of elements engaged on the front line or of
command troops during their infiltrations.39

Thus, the imponderable situations experienced in the war led Argen-
tine officers, non-commissioned officers, and soldiers to acquire extraordi-
nary, infrequent, or unthinkable skills in planning training or field artillery
doctrine.

Balza’s Military Leadership

The performance of the 3rd Artillery Group in the Malvinas/Falkland
War depended on the suitable instruction and training of its staff and the
leadership of its commander. In this sense, officers, non-commissioned
officers, and veteran soldiers stressed in their testimonies the outstanding
role that Lieutenant Colonel Balza played in the combat effectiveness of
this unit at the tactical level.

Oscar Martínez Conti had told me that when he returned from the
Falklands/Malvinas War, “the only one who understood us was Balza.”40

Why? What was the meaning of that statement? Why did he understand
them? What did he know? What was the essence of Balza for his men?
I will attempt to provide some answers to these questions. However,
we must bear in mind that the roles of Balza as a lieutenant general in
charge of the Army in the 1990s and as a public figure since he retired in
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2000 to the present, had or have for each veteran of 3rd Artillery Group
is something necessarily vested with unique and historically changing
contents.

In testimony by Julio César Navone—an officer of Battery B—about
his experience in the Falklands/Malvinas War, he compared the differ-
ences experienced by the 3rd Artillery Group and other Army units when
they retreated over Puerto Argentino/Stanley due to the land advance
of the British forces. In that comparison, the role played by Balza in the
leadership of his men stood out:

In general, without ammunition, lacking equipment, shelter, exhausted by
effort and tensions, without having received food in the last forty-eight
hours, many of them without their original team leaders, either because of
the disorderly retreat of some fractions or because they had fallen dead,
wounded or prisoners and yet, despite the gravity of the general situation,
our men [those of 3rd Artillery Group] stoically stood at the foot of the
cannon. Standing by us, serene, exhausted by the long nights of combat
but with great lucidity to continue commanding the unit as he did from
the first day we arrived in Malvinas, was our commander. I thank God
that I was commanded with firmness and rigor in combat, but always by
personal example. That allowed that spirit to reach the last of the men,
and the unit fought outstandingly, but above all, the discipline was kept
monolithically until the last day of combat.41

Trying to understand the deeper meaning that Balza had and has for
the 3rd Artillery Group veterans, at the end of the interviews with officers
and non-commissioned officers, I asked if they could define who Balza
was for them. Oscar Martinez Conti told me:

You ask me to talk about General Balza, and for me, Balza is that lieutenant
colonel I met in Libres in December 1980 when I was 23 years old. When
I graduated from the Military College, I was assigned to Zapala. There,
my first mentors were a sergeant and a second lieutenant. They were my
first role models as a soldier. Then came Balza. Other companions were
not that lucky. In Balza, I see the guy who took me to war and brought
me back. I can tell you about Balza in Malvinas, but when I talk about it,
I don’t think about the isolated man but about the 3rd Artillery Group,
in a context. Balza was a good leader, but leadership is the merit of the
one who leads and those who recognize his leadership and follow him.
He convinced people. I see Balza as the lieutenant colonel who led us
in combat. And there he was not alone. He knew how to transmit to
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his subordinate commanders what he wanted from them. They gave an
outstanding response, and the success of the group followed from that.42

Miguel Ángel Rubio stated that:

Balza was a true leader in the Army. [He was] the ‘commander’ that
thought and executed. He provided non-commissioned officers with the
benefit of having a secondary education. As a unit commander, he always
cared about his cadres and solved problems immediately. But he had us
shitting [ourselves] the two years he was here… [laughs].43

Likewise, Luis María Rodríguez asserted:

When Balza arrived at the unit […], he embraced the unit’s operational
performance as a whole unit and individually. This articulation that he
produced in the Group was later extrapolated to the Army when he was
chief. He prepared us physically and intellectually in peacetime to perform
in a theatre of operations […] The unit is a set of people who contribute
to the common goal of being useful in the theatre of operations. When
that does not happen, [the concept] of the unit as a whole is lost. Maybe
the young people didn’t see it that way then. He demanded physical and
intellectual preparation, and we would say “hey” as if it were an excessive
demand, but then we valued it when we were in the war because there we
applied what we learned in peacetime instruction. If we compare ourselves
with other units, we did have a team spirit […]. Balza sent the message to
the unit that each one of us was necessary for our work. Today I see it.
Maybe then I couldn’t see it, but it’s the whole that matters.44

In turn, soldiers Julio Palacio and José Carlos Carbonell said:

Lieutenant Colonel Balza was a great leader in the Malvinas [War].
We respected him very much. We had great admiration for him as a
commander. He did not allow mistakes in the personnel. He went through
the trenches to see if we had dug them in the correct depth because
he said that could save the soldiers’ lives. It was tough to make them
because of the stones and wet soil. It was complicated to make them. He
would review us, and the soldiers had to have everything in [adequate]
conditions for their protection. If I had to serve again, I would serve in
artillery. We received the shots from the enemy, we took refuge, and after
protecting ourselves, we shot again. That generated adrenaline. The smell
of gunpowder. The command conditions of our officers were excellent. We
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rose to the occasion. There was much camaraderie among the gunners.
Why? Because it was encouraged by the chief: Lieutenant Colonel Balza
[…] Also Seineldín and Robacio had a special recognition. The Nation,
however, has not given the same credit. I don’t know if it is appropriate,
but I think it’s important to say so—a simple soldier’s opinion, but one
hundred percent Argentine. I never knew of anyone who disagreed with
Balza’s order, and we had great respect and, above all, admiration.45

I am proud to have fulfilled my duty to my country. Whenever I talk
about Malvinas [war], I always say: [I hope] that what we did will help
the Argentine flag fly in Malvinas one day. I hope it works, and maybe
my children won’t see it. Maybe some grandson could say that he had a
grandfather who was in the Malvinas [war]. And if 3rd Artillery Group had
an outstanding performance in the Malvinas [war], it was because of Balza.
He protected us, and he went to the front. He was always at the head as a
great soldier. When he became chief of the Army, he continued to have a
relationship with us. It did not change a thing. For me, he is Martín. He
used to come here [to Paso de los Libres] […]. And once he got us on a
helicopter and took us to Yapeyú for a ceremony to [commemorate] San
Martín.46

Luciano Abel Benitez, then chief non-commissioned officer, defined
Balza using Balza’s word, [based on something he had said] around
1966 when he was a young corporal: “You cannot confuse discipline
with submission. You must be subordinate. Do as you are told. But only
whether the order [given] is a good one. And then you must decide when
to do carry it out and when not to do it”.47 In turn, Guillermo Castillo
said:

The basis of the unit’s good performance in the Malvinas [war] was prepa-
ration and instruction during times of peace. Balza was a fierce chief, a son
of a bitch [smiles] both in peace and war. But you’ll never find a soldier
who says Lieutenant Colonel [Balza] didn’t share what they did. After each
counter-battery fire, the presence of the chief [Balza] was noticeable. He
took care of people. He got into the jeep with Quiroz and even went to
see Battery C, which was further away. But if he came and found some-
thing wrong, he would shit on our heads. In that, he was as fucked up in
peace as in war times. You knew that you didn’t fuck with the chief. And
if my chief is here, we thought, I just have to follow him. You don’t know
how that boosts morale […]. We went as a unit and came back as a unit.
And we only had two dead. You can also see here that the training was
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excellent. Today the spirit of unity is intact. It is not, therefore, just any
unity.48

The remarks that Balza awoke among veterans, however, are not
exhausted in these positive appraisals. Other veterans’ testimonies—albeit
the minority—gathered in interviews or informal conversations criticized
his assessments as a military leader and public figure. They were more
accentuated in some cadres, especially officers, and referred to his role as
Chief of Staff of the Army between 1991 and 1999 or, later, with his
public performance since he retired.

Assessment of Balza’s Command and the 3rd

Artillery Group in the Rattembach Report

The Commission for the Analysis and Evaluation of Responsibilities in
the South Atlantic Conflict (CAERCAS), created on December 2, 1982,
carried out a survey of information, systematic analysis, and evaluation of
the functions and responsibilities of political and strategic-military lead-
ership in the Falklands/Malvinas War, materialized in the Rattembach
Report.

While the Commission’s conclusions were generally overly critical, it
gave positive weight to some tactical units’ performance, including the
3rd Artillery Group. Balza was one of the last officers to testify before the
Commission. His informative statement was made on May 17, 1983.49

Not all the questions asked him were informative; some requested an
assessment of the facts. He was asked, for example: “What impression
did you have of the defense plan when you set up your unit in Malvinas,
or what did you see as defenses installed at Puerto Argentino?”.50 Balza
said that in addition to being the commander of the 3rd Artillery Group,
he was fire support coordinator for the Puerto Argentino/Stanley Army
Group and that, as a result:

The defensive maneuver that I had to support with the fire was a perimeter
maneuver, and it was a perimeter defense, that is to say, in 360°, very
overextended. Perhaps one of the fundamental drawbacks of fire support
was that I was the oldest artillery officer. Perhaps that was also the case of
the rest of the units in the position - was the lack of mobility.51
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He was then asked if he could defend those three hundred and sixty
degrees of perimeter and if he could do so by changing the pieces’ posi-
tion or initially placing them in the zone of positions. He replied that
he could adapt to limitations, having three batteries—six pieces each—
belonging to 3rd Artillery Group at the beginning. He pointed out that
he had foreseen position changes, placing two batteries to the south of
Puerto Argentino/Stanley. Consequently:

There was no major limitation to the north, the east, or the south because
the distances were truly short; there were four and a half kilometers to
the South coast. The problem was to the west. That worried me from
the start. That is why I deployed a battery under my command, central-
ized, but eight kilometers from there facing west, to reach that sector’s
maximum reach, which worried me initially. That was mainly resolved
when Marine Infantry Battalion 5 received a battery added by the main-
land Marine Infantry Group; they made it available to me. I had, then,
one more battery to cover that western flank, which worried me.52

Balza’s initial appreciation that the western flank of Puerto
Argentino/Stanley’s perimeter defense was the primary defense organiza-
tion problem was a decisive issue. The final British attack advanced on that
flank, after the landing in the Estrecho de San Carlos/Falklands Sound.
He was then asked whether he was under the command of Brigadier
General Oscar Jofre and whether Brigadier General Mario Benjamin
Menendez “conducted the defense according to what was discussed,
or rather had other concerns.” He answered the first question affir-
matively and the second that at all times, he received orders—as well
as planned, executed, and changed positions—under the command of
Jofre as Commander of the Army Group of Puerto Argentino/Stanley
(Menéndez was Governor of the Islands). They asked him again about
the defense plan and his evaluation of it:

When asked: You mention that the defense plan contemplated the
defensive maneuver; the fire program was executed for a defensive
maneuver. Was that displacement foreseen somewhere in the plan,
or was it merely a static position that you had to complement with
your fire?

He responded: No, when I say defensive maneuver, I don’t rule
out the dynamics of the defense, which is the movement; that is, I
don’t disregard a movement within the dynamics of the defense. In
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this sense, I had a battery ready to be moved by airmobile means,
as soon as it was ordered; a battery that was qualified, because of
the training in times of peace, I had done heliborne exercises, but
for that, I needed heliborne elements that, in that case, was the
Puma helicopter.53

Those heliborne means of transport were not available for the pieces’
movement, and they could only rarely count on them for artillery
observers. The members of the Commission were aware that the defense
of Puerto Argentino/Stanley had presented problems, especially in
securing the western flank of that position. They then asked him if he had
participated in the defense planning: “Were you in agreement with those
defense plans? Did you think they could be effective?”. Balza responded
cautiously, but acknowledging that there was a weakness in the defense:

What I know about the mission was to defend Puerto Argentino. The
defense was geared towards that. Although very overextended. The overex-
tension of the front caused weak spots, but there were no available assets
to avoid it. Perhaps, what I was not satisfied with was mobility; I saw that
it was lacking.54

Stressing that the weak flank of Puerto Argentino/Stanley’s defense
was to the west, the Commission specified its interest in the following
question: “And that defense was fundamentally concerned with an attack
from which direction?”55 Balza’s answer was descriptive, without offering
any assessment:

The defense was oriented at three hundred and sixty degrees. Artillery
supported the maneuver element. The maneuver elements were made up,
from north to south, by Infantry Regiment 7; on the airport peninsula,
25th Infantry Regiment; going from east to south, by 6th Infantry Regi-
ment - facing south -; and, to the southwest, 3rd Infantry Regiment,
limited to the west - I am going from the north, clockwise - with the
5th Marine Infantry Battalion, and there was a highly visible path on the
cards - the road leading to Darwin - which was the boundary between the
5th Marine Battalion and the 7th Infantry Regiment, covering part of the
west and the rest of the north. That is, the maneuver elements were at
three hundred and sixty degrees.56
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The problematic lack of coordination between commanders and,
mostly, the absence or a few examples of joint military action between
the armed forces was one of the issues on which the Commission was
interested. That is why he was repeatedly asked in that regard. Balza
reported in some detail about the coordination with Brigadier Luis
Guillermo Castellano for an operation in which three Pucará planes of
the Air Force—based in Puerto Argentino/Stanley—and the 3rd Artillery
Group intervened, intending to attack an enemy artillery position to
the west of Mount Kent. On that occasion, Balza’s artillery pieces—
which could not beat the British pieces—employing two or three smoking
projectiles guided the Pucará to target them. The members of the
Commission asked him whether air defense coordination was right; his
answer was affirmative.57 The Commission then returned to the ques-
tions concerning the difficulties encountered in the perimeter defense of
Puerto Argentino/Stanley:

When asked: Always with the vision of the Commander of the
Artillery of General Support, with a defense of zone whose front
limit is given by the heights, so in general terms what possibility
did you have, of support to an action that was executed in Mount
Kent: limited, none, scarce?

He responded: Very limited. Our artillery had no means of acquiring
targets. When I say ‘had no means,’ I mean suitable means, target
acquisition radars. The acquisition of targets was limited, on the
ground, to the action of advanced observers and aerial observers.
At risk, particularly on the twelfth and thirteenth days, they carried
out several missions […].58

When asked: Always from this perspective and returning to the
dynamics of zone defense, the offensive reactions, ways of [carrying
out] counter-shock, counterattack prepared in certain zones and
directions - most threatened ones - etcetera, how do you evaluate
the battle for Puerto Argentino after the fact? Were any of those
[protective measures mentioned above] executed? Was there any
forecast? Did you have supplies to carry out [these actions]? Were
there any reservations in magnitude and location, or was it a defense
that each one executed as they could - in their areas of responsi-
bility - without a coherence in the set of actions and conduction
through firing, movements, reserves, etc.?

He responded: The reserve lacked the necessary mobility.
When asked: What was the reserve?
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He said: I meant the defense. The defense lacked a fundamental
element to react within that dynamic that of a defense able to
execute quick actions, counterattacks. It lacked mobility. It did not
have mobility.

When asked: But, did you know from the beginning that you
wouldn’t have it?

He responded: Initially, heliborne means of transport were planned
to transport the reserve. When the final assault took place, the
helicopters had already been destroyed on the ground.59

Note that the members of the Commission insisted on focusing on the
difficulties of the perimeter defense of Puerto Argentino/Stanley until
they finally got a compelling assessment from Balza (who until then
prudently had not made it explicit): the defense lacked mobility. More-
over, this was indeed the case. He was not wrong in his assessment. The
issue of reserves—and the mobility of reserves—for the defense of Puerto
Argentino/Stanley was also of interest to the Commission. The questions
they then asked Balza exceeded his role as fire support coordinator; they
questioned him as if he had been an officer of Brigadier General Jofre’s
General Staff:

When asked: There was a moment when you knew that there was
no mobility that you could not give mobility to your reserve. What
measures were taken to approximate these reserves, to foresee other
forms of employment when, in reality, you had no reserves in the
first place to employ? What reserve did the defense have at the
critical moment of the twelfth and thirteenth?

He said: I think at the critical moment, the reserve was practically a
fraction of the Armored Cavalry Exploration Squadron 10. And
I say I believe because, in those last two or three days, I was
already absorbed by the unit [he refers to his: 3rd Artillery Group].
The Armored Cavalry Exploration Squadron 10 is equivalent to a
subunit.

When asked: One single reserve?
He said: And a fraction because here I want to clarify that I was
already entirely [involved with] the problem of [artillery] fire in
those days. I believe there was a fraction of Regiment 6, under
Major Jaimet. And I say I believe, because in the night - I need to
tell this, because it can clarify - in the night of the thirteenth to the
fourteenth [of June] and during […]. First, on the thirteenth, all
day long, the Artillery was bent on supporting the Marine Infantry
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Battalion 5. During the night of the thirteenth to the fourteenth,
the Artillery acted in coordination and support of the withdrawal
of the Infantry Battalion 5. And that night, two counterattacks
are executed. I listened. One of them was support with fire by
Captain Soloaga, Second Chief of the Exploration Squadron of
10th Armored Cavalry, the equivalent of a Company. This Captain
carried out a counterattack because he asked me for fire, and fire
I gave him. He told me on the radio that he reached some posi-
tions previously held by the RI7 [7th Infantry Regiment]. So that
counterattack, which is being executed by Captain Soloaga, was
a reaction – and in my opinion - a feeble reaction, an insignif-
icant counterattack, because it was part of the Squadron. And I
don’t know if it was executed - but I think it was - a slight offen-
sive reaction, under Major Jaimet. But there is no other that I can
specify.60

The members of the Commission understood that the defense of
Puerto Argentino/Stanley had not been planned or had poorly been
planned by the high command. Therefore, they asked Balza again about
the means and the quality of the means available. Balza first responded
with prudence, but finally ended up stating what his critical analysis was:
the weak point in the planning of the perimeter defense of Stanley, the
western flank, had not been well resolved by the command of the Army
Group. Balza also maintained that he had warned his superiors of this
problem, and they did not foresee that the final enemy attack would come
from the west and not from the seaside. They wanted to deepen his under-
standing of why the Command had initially foreseen that the most likely
enemy attack was an amphibious operation to the east or south, or even
to the north, of Puerto Argentino/Stanley:

When asked: Did you just say that you thought that this enemy
operation - to disembark there - would have been risky and costly?

He said: For the enemy, yes.
When asked: Did some of the other members who attended those
meetings agree with you on that opinion?

He said: Yes, I was talking […]. The thing is that they were such
informal conversations […]. But there were several.

When asked: In your Command, at all times, was it clear that the
landing was going to be by force - in the peninsula - in the vicinity
of the airfield, in the part where Lieutenant Colonel Seineldín was,
either none did even think about that western [flank]?
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He said: I concluded that the Command thought so because there
was no modification of the devices. So, if you ask me, I owe you
an answer. Perhaps - and I don’t say perhaps, because I said this
informally, in a conversation, as if, perhaps, it could be or not,
speaking of this element, in agreement, with Lieutenant Colonel
Quevedo, of having taken out a Company of the Infantry Regiment
25, a Company of the RI6 and a Company of the RI3 - already on
the twenty-first [of May] - and having formed a grouping under
someone’s orders, towards the west, as if to strengthen the west.
Because already on May 21, the center of gravity of the enemy – in
my opinion - was defined.

When asked: However, did the Command still think, at that time,
that this may be a diversion operation and that the main action was
yet to come, where the RI25 was?

He said: I listened to the radio, and a landing - when they said they
had already landed four or five thousand men - it was the main
effort and not the secondary one.61

In this last intervention, Balza referred to the British landing in
the Estrecho de San Carlos/Falkland Sound—which separates Isla
Soledad/East Falkland from the Gran Malvina/West Falkland—that took
place on the night of May 21, 1982. It is then possible to imagine
Balza’s professional recognition in the face of the following Commission
statements:

When asked: Evidently, you were right. But then, the defense lacked
a sound foundation from its conception and means of execution;
what was achieved was by the individual merit of the Comman-
ders in the field themselves, and not by the unsuccessful conduct;
and, probably, had the facts been accepted as they were presented,
the outcome - for example, in time - would probably have been
different, or perhaps delayed. Do you agree?

He said: I agree with that view. Regiment 4, for example, is a Regi-
ment that mostly organized its position under enemy fire because it
was placed in the sector of Mount Harriet - in the area of Mount
Harriet and Mount Challenger - at the last moment. Lieutenant
Colonel Soria, who organized it under enemy fire […]62

When asked: If you had been the defense commander of Puerto
Argentino/Stanley and your Chief of Staff had told you: ‘Sir, let us
not scatter the troop on such a wide front, which is always going to
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be weak; why don’t we keep the mass for the counterattack where
our infantry attack is within reach,’ what would you have said?

He said: That I agreed. And the reason is as follows: we did not
have the means, nor the forces, nor the elements to carry out a
defense of the zone that – by doctrine – maintains a specific terrain.
Moreover, if I cannot be strong in the front as a whole, I will
occupy critical sectors. I would have had occupied Mount Kent -
because there, an Englishman told me, they had installed a telescope
that increased the starlight a million times, and he told me that
Mount Kent is an amphitheater from which he could see the whole
position. I would have occupied some key points, with more or
less reliable elements, and formed one or two strong groupings
to counterattack. However, I would have had to ask for greater
mobility, and the limiting factor in the transport between the islands
was the helicopter.63

The Commission members also asked whether, between April 2 and
May 1, it was possible to organize the defense as Balza proposed, bearing
in mind that the first British attack took place only on the latter date.
Balza answered in the affirmative, but with limitations.64 Finally, they
were once again interested in joint military action, this time in the coor-
dination between Balza and frigate captain Robacio—commander of the
5th Marine Infantry Battalion:

When asked: In his statement [before the Commission], Captain
Robacio said that they worked with artillery as if they had worked
together all their lives. That phrase implies an opinion. Why is that?
Was it because [the interaction] was planned, or because you had
contacts and solved the problems there, there, in the field?

He said: I said the same thing on several occasions that I worked
with BIM5 as if I had worked [with them] all my life. But I think
it is because - I am not going to talk about the training of my
unit, because it is not my place and it would be inappropriate
for me to do so - it was a very well trained unit, and they were
used to working on the integration of the firing element and the
maneuver element; therefore, things were made more straightfor-
ward; the advanced observers had been trained up to the section
level. It means that the fire requests, the radio traffic, the type of
fire you ask for were all very fluid when you worked with the BIM.
[Illegible] that on the seventeenth, eighteenth, and twentieth of
April, we totally agreed. He even put his battery at my disposal.65
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This answer was the closing statement in his declaration, which
confirmed the existence of joint military action experience at the tactical
level between units of Argentine armed forces.

Conclusions

The analysis of field and anti-aircraft artillery experience and, particularly,
of the 3rd Artillery Group allows us to advance in a hypothesis prac-
tically unexplored by social scientists in their analysis of the Argentine
Army between 1955 and 1983. In essence, the higher performance of
the Argentine artillery in the Falklands/Malvinas War can be understood
due to the improvement of base camp training and the military academies.
The operative units’ readiness planning period followed mainly to face a
conventional war.

That hypothesis does not contend but rather complements researches
that highlighted the importance for the Argentine Army of the “French
doctrine of revolutionary war” since 1957 and, especially, of the
“American doctrine of counterinsurgent war” since the early 1960s in
defining an internal enemy as the main scenario of military employment.
Conversely, there is a limited number of studies on specific military units
or on the trajectories of officers and non-commissioned officers that allow
empirically weighing the application—considering different military juris-
dictions and types of units—of the hypothesis that emphasizes the role
of conventional warfare in basic training and improvement in military
academies and the instruction, training, and enlistment of units between
the decades of 1950–1980.

The findings reached here are in line with a renewed history and
social and cultural anthropology of the Argentine military in those years,
suggesting one should not neglect the study of their conceptions and
professional practices for a conventional war. In other words, the doctrines
of “revolutionary war” and “counterinsurgent war” were indeed taught
at the Escuela Superior de Guerra, exercises were carried out in which
their conceptions were put into practice, and they even served as the
basis for the legislation on defense and national security of the period
between 1955 and 1983. However, at the same time, the basic training
of officers in the National Military Academy, their further training in the
Weapon Schools and the National War College, as well as the annual plan-
ning of instruction, training, and enlistment of infantry, cavalry, artillery,
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engineering, and communications units, continued to focus on conven-
tional warfare. In turn, the outstanding professional career of Lieutenant
Colonel Martín Antonio Balza between 1952 and 1982 and the adequate
performance of artillery in the Falklands/Malvinas War also confirm that
hypothesis.

Moreover, the present study adamantly counters interpretations that
reduce the performance in combat of all the officers and non-
commissioned officers according to the hypothesis that the Argentine
armed forces in the Falklands/Malvinas War were not prepared to fight
a conventional war because, since 1955, they would only have been
prepared to carry out functions of political intervention, governmental
administration, and internal repression on the population. I defer to that
statement applies to the decisions and actions of those most respon-
sible for Argentina’s political, diplomatic, and military leadership in
the Falklands/Malvinas War. However, it does not adequately corre-
spond to all officers and non-commissioned officers and their operational
units. Therefore, it is necessary to produce reports about each unit and
its personnel, giving accounts of their trajectories before, during, and
after the Falklands/Malvinas War as more precise assessments of their
respective performances.

Finally, I would like to point out a research agenda on Argentine
military units in the Falklands/Malvinas War, with adequate historical
adaptations or modulations of time, space, and military actors. I high-
light at least three. First, it is still vacant the research one specialties units
such as military intelligence and command companies that the notions of
the revolutionary war and counterinsurgency could have more weight and
more significant impact on instruction, training, and readiness.

Second, even so, it is waiting for better scrutiny to distinguish the
Argentine military units that attained responsibilities in State terrorism
during the dictatorship of 1976–1983. The case of the 3rd Artillery
Group should not be generalized. The assignments of illegal and clandes-
tine repression activities followed according to jurisdictional zones, and
not functional or branch specialty. Therefore, the theoretical and prac-
tical influences of revolutionary war or counterinsurgency could have been
appropriated and eventually also exercised by other artillery units.

Third, it is necessary to address the latter trajectory of the Argentine
veteran officers and non-commissioned officers of the Falklands/Malvinas
War, especially to investigate whether the military services and themselves
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exploited those knowledge and practical experiences later, in their postwar
period’s professional career.
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CHAPTER 3

Between Coercive Diplomacy andMalvinas
Fortress: Argentina’s MaritimeOperations

in the Falklands/MalvinasWar

Érico Esteves Duarte and Luís Rodrigo Machado

Introduction

This chapter contends that the Falklands/Malvinas War is an exemplary
case for a theoretically oriented approach since it complies with the
two most essential requirements of limited war as described by Julien
Corbett’s theory: the dispute for a territory of limited political value and
it took place in a theater prone to be strategically isolated.

When other propositions of his theory are applied, it is possible to
have a preliminary evaluation of the reasons for the Argentine failure and
the importance of a thoughtful study. The Argentine invasion was rapid
enough to prevent any British reaction that could bring it to a halt and
adequately proceeded with the concentration of land forces to defend
the islands. However, either Argentina was not compelling enough or
did not have adequate means to conduct a maritime offensive that could
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break the British maritime lines. The British were the ones to isolate the
islands, resulting in the demoralization and rendition of the Argentine
land forces, rendering Argentina unable to retaliate to this setback.

Several questions must be better investigated and reviewed with the
benefit of the disclosure of the official archives since 2012. Among them,
two questions are central: Were there better options for the Argen-
tine maritime campaign? To what extent was the lack of interoperability
among the Argentine armed forces decisive to the war?

According to Corbett’s theory, Argentina was incapable of conducting
all the phases of a maritime operation in limited wars. The UK had ample
advantage of naval resources in relation to the Argentine Navy, with the
highest level of performance and readiness of a full naval task force with air
support, submarines, surface vessels, and missiles. Argentina was incapable
of withstanding the British in a decisive naval battle on the high seas.
Consequently, they were also unable to conduct a naval offensive that
could break the British sea lines of communication or neutralize British
access to the islands. Let alone conduct a coercive offensive to conquer
additional British possessions of value to exchange them for the Falklands
or add reasons for London to give into the Argentine terms. Similarly,
Argentina could not sustain sea lines of communication for supporting
any established force in the islands.

The British naval advantages were potentially limited in coastal
and shallow water environments where its submarines would have less
freedom of action (mostly as they were subordinate to the naval command
in Northwood and not to the task-force commander, Admiral Wood-
ward). In the case that the British relied almost exclusively on their Sea
Harrier fighter-bombers to face the combinations of missile capabilities
of the Argentine surface vessels, with the coastal anti-aircraft defenses and
their numerical superiority in the aerial arena. In the worst-case scenario,
Argentina had an advantage of 80 fighter-bombers against 20 of the
opposing side. Although the British had more effective air-to-air missiles,
the Argentines, on the other side, were capable of undertaking casual-
ties that would not put their operation at risk. This Argentine advantage
would have been more significant if Argentina had been able to count
with its aircraft carrier, Veinticinco de Mayo, operating close to the islands,
with unrestricted use of the runway at Stanley (or Puerto Argentino, to
the Argentines) for supersonic fighters, as the Mirage III or the combined
availability of A-4 fighters with the destroyer, General Belgrano, and
three modern frigates which they had at their disposal at the beginning
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of the conflict. Therefore, the Argentine pilots would rely on shorter
flights, allowing them to conduct combat missions for longer durations
and a concentrated air campaign with the support of radar systems and
ship-based and land-based communication systems.

Our main argument is that, in contrast between the conceptual propo-
sitions of Corbett and the correlation of the fighting forces of Argentina
and the UK, Argentina had only two strategic options: either it would
conduct a symbolic military operation with minimal land and maritime
signatures, reducing the possibility of losses; or it would increase risk by
concentrating enough forces in the Falklands islands that would make the
British consider the costs of recovering the islands too high. In the first
case of coercive diplomacy, the garrison force would suffice. In the second
case, Argentina would have to build its own “Malvinas Fortress” and be
capable of resisting, at least, limiting British attacks for a beachhead or
a demonstration of force in order to influence the negotiations, which
should never be suspended. Argentina had sufficient naval, air, and land
means to convert the islands into its “Malvinas Fortress” and to impose
upon the British a decision-making dilemma: accept the risk of losses with
the available means in a short time, or to postpone the recovery opera-
tion in order to concentrate more means carrying the risk of losing the
political conditions—both nationally and internationally—for this.

Although this chapter focuses on the analysis of Argentina’s strategic
possibilities, it is not constrained to the Argentine sources nor solely by
the point of view of the use of engagements for the purpose of war. It
also considers the political, tactical, and logistical points of view of the
maritime operations in the Falklands/Malvinas War. The next section,
after this introduction, presents the theoretical content to be applied. We
limit this presentation to a fraction of the theory of limited wars, focusing
on the propositions that consider the aspects involving maritime forces
and briefly cover land operations.

The second section places into context the objective elements of war:
the correlation of forces, and the conditions related to the direction of
the engagements, and a brief review of the Argentine decision-making
and planning.

In the third section, from the contrasts of Corbett’s conceptual frame-
work and the objective conditions of means, we consider the utility of
the use of force in the Falklands according to the political interests of
the Argentine military junta. Hence, Argentina’s two strategic possibil-
ities are considered: Either the symbolical use of a military operation
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as a source of coercive diplomacy.1 Alternatively, a campaign of limited
war centered in the first phase of the defense of the valued object and the
resignation of any initiative for the sea’s control. Therefore, it uses consid-
erations regarding the contemporaneous reality of war in the missile era
that would favor coastal forces over fleets on the high seas, in relative
terms.2

The fourth section presents the final remarks and a critique of Argen-
tine maritime operations.

The Theory of Maritime

Operations in Limited Wars

Julian Corbett states that the political utility of limited wars derives first
from not always being advisable or possible to destroy the opposing
fighting forces. Secondly, some political goals can be reached with limited
intervention by seizing positions and limited objects. Thirdly, the polit-
ical context and other more or equally critical political goals can prevent
significant involvement in a specific war.

In the context of national states, he states two prerequisites for limited
wars to not escalate to an unlimited war. First, the aimed objective must
not only be limited by area but by political value as well. In other words, it
must not be an organic element of a nation. Second, it needs to be “strate-
gically isolated or be able to be reduced to real isolation for strategic
operations.”3 The disputes for territories or border possessions between
neighboring or adjacent states in continental terms will occur in a gray
area between limited and unlimited wars. The same reasoning applies
regarding the conquest “of overseas possessions or in the fringes of vast
swaths of countryside not perfectly occupied.” In all these cases, political
goals can be isolated by maritime and land operations, meeting limited
war conditions.

These elements bring the most relevant distinction of limited wars.
In unlimited wars, the weight and power of strategic offensives compel
the opponent to concentrate forces in its own defense, and because of
this, it is made difficult to counterattack other areas of the aggressor.
Whereas in limited wars, everything will depend on the geographic dispo-
sition of the objective and the global distribution of forces. In remote
regions, and where there is a low probability of enemy reaction, just one
limited offensive may suffice. In less remote regions, or those prone to any
response from the opponent, it could be necessary an offensive campaign
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to conquer the objective, followed by a coercive second phase—ideally, a
defensive campaign served by limited engagements—in a way to force the
opponent into accepting the adverse situation imposed upon it.4

The same is true for a war between two continental powers separated
by a third country. Corbett concludes that limited wars will always be
a resort of insular powers or powers separated by sea, but mainly used
for the power capable of commanding the sea. It allows not only isolate
the objective of war but also to make its recover unfeasible due to the
high costs involved, as well as any retaliation operation elsewhere. With
this elegant reasoning, he exposes the maritime operations’ more relevant
role in limited wars than unlimited ones. Adding to these considerations,
we have a map for a war plan in limited wars, coordinating combatant
activities—both maritime and on the land.5

Firstly, a limited war develops by the dynamic of the balance between
the theater of operations and the impacts and political use of the goals
under dispute in other geographical regions. In other words, in most
cases, there is no geographical correspondence between the political
effects and the theater where the war is fought. Corbett points out that
an object must have limited political value. Otherwise, there will be no
room for concession and accommodation with the opponent.

Secondly, the probability of success increases with initiative and speed
in the object’s conquest before the opponent can defend it. At this point,
the object is the aim of the war, and the destruction of the opposing
forces is only a means when necessary.

Thirdly, the consolidation of the intended political goal is obtained
after building the balance of forces in the theater of operations through a
strategic defensive, which cannot be restricted to defensive engagements.
At this stage, the opposing fighting force becomes the military goal on
the land, while the maritime forces assume an essential role in preventing
the opponent’s buildup over the recently conquered object. Hence, it may
create the need to block the opponent’s naval bases, and even take control
of its sea lines of communications through naval battles.6 Thus, although
conducting a defensive land campaign, the dispute for the sea lines of
communications may require an offensive maritime campaign, mainly
because both opponents will lay their lines in common areas.7 Acknowl-
edging the opponent can have landlines of communications, combined
operations may be necessary to break them or set a more advanced
position to isolate the desired object.
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Fourthly, after securing its positions through land and maritime oper-
ations, a campaign with defensive intent, but vigorously offensive in the
form must be conducted. At this stage, a general pressure—by threat-
ening or taking control of another or more objects would demonstrate to
the opponent that it stands to lose more than win with the continuity of
the war. Once more, one must consider the political effects of these other
objects. If they do not imply a sovereign symbol, on the one side, and if
they have some value to the opponent, on the other side. If the political
and strategic circumstances do not allow for this possibility, it is necessary
to apply attrition operations against the opponent’s fighting forces.8

It is essential to observe that the maritime activities of the last two
stages necessarily demand the division of the fleet and that the command
of the sea, in those cases, does not mean the concentration of the fleet
or navy in a limited area. That would demand at least three sections:
one section to support the defensive position of the object and the line of
communication; a second section to obstruct its use by the opponent, and
a third to defend the homeland. Only from these accomplishments, and
mainly from the second, it would be possible to consider a fourth section’s
redeployment or reunited naval force to realize a coercive campaign.9

Finally, in light of this political and strategic overview, Corbett rein-
forces the centrality of joint military staff and its articulation with the
political leadership for the success of a limited war.10 Mainly where the
correlation of forces is symmetrical or disadvantageous, the difference
in the success of operations resides on the quality of the structure and
procedures of the joints military staff. The development of limited wars
demands decisions from the assessments of the political value of goals
and objects, conversions of offensive and defensive campaigns, and the
concentration and dispersion of land and maritime forces, which factors
are complex as they are fluid.

The Context of the Falklands/Malvinas War

This section presents the composition of Argentine and British aeron-
aval forces and outlines Argentina’s political goals and decision-making
process.
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The Argentine Naval and Air Forces

The Argentine Navy was composed of miscellaneous warships and
submarines, with some acquired brand new, mixed with veteran ships
from World War II.

The aircraft carrier Veinticinco de Mayo was the flagship of the fleet,
with a displacement of 16,000 tons commissioned in 1945, it had already
undergone three modernization processes and operated with twelve
Douglas A-4Q Skyhawks and five Grumman Tracker aircraft in its Air
Group. The aircraft carrier and its air group were designated Grupo de
Tarea 79.1 (GT 79.1).

Their escort was composed of the ARA Hercules and the ARA Santís-
sima Trinidad, two destroyers with missiles—Type 42, acquired as brand
new from the UK, different from the British Type 42. They had four
MM38 Exocet anti-ship missile launchers besides the usual class arma-
ment: a 4.5-inch naval gun, a twin-arm anti-aircraft Sea Dart missile with
a 22-round capacity, and two 20 mm anti-aircraft guns. Also, as part of the
escort, there was the ARA Segui, an old World War II Allen M. Summer
class destroyer, modernized with the installation of four MM38 Exocet
launchers in addition to its six 127 mm naval guns, two triple torpedo
launchers, and four anti-aircraft guns mounted on two twin arms. The
three escorts and the auxiliary tanker ship ARA Punta Médanos made
GT 79.2, operating in support of GT 79.1. However, due to propulsion
problems, the ARA Segui had to return to port on April 29 (Table 3.1).

The second biggest ship on deployment was the ARA General
Belgrano, also a World War II veteran and survivor from the Japanese
attack of Pearl Harbor. It was a ‘light cruiser’ with 11,000 tons of
displacement, also modernized, but the characteristics of its armor and
massive guns displayed the anachronisms of its design. The cruiser was
the only armored ship in the whole theater of operations: its armor was
10 centimeters thick, contrasting with some British ships made of the
aluminum superstructure. Its guns were also the biggest of the theater:
fifteen 150-millimeter guns mounted on five triple towers with a range
of eighteen kilometers. Belgrano also had eight 127-millimeter guns
mounted on a single-arm, which primary function was to provide heavy
anti-aircraft fire, but it also against ships or support and fire to land.
After a modernization process, it received two 40-millimeter quadruple
launchers of anti-aircraft SeaCat missiles, and, complementing this role, it
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had two 40-millimeter double guns. During the conflict, it harbored two
helicopters, one of them an Allouete.

Its escort comprised two destroyers. The ARA Hipólito Bouchard and
the ARA Piedra Buena were also World War II veterans and modernized
Allen M. Summer class with four MM38 Exocet launchers, six 127-mm
guns, two triple torpedoes launchers, and a hangar and deck for heli-
copters. These ships, alongside the tanker ship ARA Punta Delgada,
completed the GT 79.3.

The remaining surface warships available at the beginning of the
conflict made up GT 79.4. Three frigates of 1,000 tons of displacement
were the French A-69 D’Estienne d’Orves class with four MM38 Exocet
missiles launchers, two triple-tube ASW torpedoes, besides a 100 mm
gun for naval gunfire and fire support for land attacks. This group was
supposed to be reinforced. Four Meko 360 destroyers with 3,440 tons
of displacement were being built in Germany, and six frigates of 1,700
tons of displacement were being built in Argentine shipyards. Three were
already at sea from the units built in Germany, and the first commission
was expected in the second semester of 1982.

The Argentine submarine force was notably reduced at the beginning
of the war. From the four submarines of the fleet, the ARA Santiago
del Estero was inoperative, towed between bases to confuse the British.
The ARA Salta was under maintenance at the beginning of the war,
unready to fight, remaining two submarines operational. Santa Fé was a
US remnant of World War II with ten 533 mm torpedo launch tubes, with
1,700 tons of displacement. San Luis was a German Type 209-1300 with
1,200 tons of displacement, eight 533 mm torpedo tubes, but its firing
computer was inoperative, constraining its launches to manual calculations
(Table 3.2).

At the beginning of the conflict, besides the aircraft onboard the
ARA Veinticinco de Mayo, some other aircraft were deployed to close air
support missions in the islands. There were 25 Pucarás close air support
aircraft, four Turbo-Mentors trainers modified to attack mission, and
seven Aermacchi AM339 for the same mission besides several helicopters,
all based on the archipelago.11

The Argentine Air Force (Fuerza Aérea Argentina—FAA) and the
Naval Aviation Command (Comando de La Aviación Naval Argentina—
CANA) had operationally available twelve Mirage IIIs, 25 IAI M5
Daggers, 38 A-4B Skyhawks, eight Canberra Bombers, 45 Air Force
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Table 3.2 Argentine
aircraft deployed to the
Falklands/Malvinas
Islands

Type Force Quantity

Pucará FAA (Air Force) 25
Aermachi AM339 CANA (Navy) 6
Turbo-Mentor CANA 4
Chinook Army 2

FAA 2
Puma Army 5

Coast Guard 1
Hue Army 2

FAA 2
A109 Army 3
Skyvan CANA 1

Source of data Grove 2005; Rivas 2012 (Philip Grove, ‘Falklands
Conflict 1982—The Air War: A New Appraisal,’ in The Falklands
Conflict Twenty Years On: Lessons for the Future, ed. Stephen
Badsey, Rob Havers, and Mark Grove [London: Frank Cass, 2005],
268; Rivas, Wings of the Malvinas, 330–344)

Pucarás, four Super Étendards, eight A-4Q Skyhawks, ten Aermacchi AM
339s, three S-2 Trackers and two P-2 Neptunes.12

Due to inadequate preparation of runways and the lack of proper
aircraft maintenance facilities, most of the Argentine aircraft had to take
off from the continent, flying between 700 and 1,000 kilometers until
reaching the archipelago airspace. These long distances were covered at
the cost of air refueling or combat time. For instance, the IAI M5 Dagger
could spend only five minutes at a time ‘on-station’ (Table 3.3).

The Argentine Air Force could count on two Embraer P-95s leased
from Brazil for maritime surveillance missions, alternating with the P-2,
due to their short range. The Argentines used the C-130 Hercules and a
military Boeing 707 to identify British ships on the route from Ascension
Island until the theater of operations. Although they were inadequate for
surveillance, the crews’ navigation and flying skills allowed them to locate
many targets.

One of the C-130 was improvised as a bomber with the installation
of bomb pylons under its wings replacing external fuel tanks and an
aiming system derived from a Pucará. The “Bomber” C-130s performed
three patrol missions on the Atlantic Ocean, between Ascension and the
Falklands.13
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Table 3.3 Argentine
aircraft employed in the
Falklands/Malvinas
Islands

Air Force Commissioned Operational

Mirage III 15 12 (Group 8)
Dagger 37 25 (Group 6)
A -4B/C(P)
Skyhawk

52 38 (Group 4 &
5)

Canberra 10 7 (Group 2)
Pucará 45 45 (Group 3)
Air Navy Force Commissioned Operational
Super Étendard 5 4
A -4Q Skyhawk 10 8
A M339 10 10
S-2 Tracker 6 5
P – 2 Neptune 3 2

Source of data Grove, 2005; Rivas, 2012 (Grove, Falklands Conflict
1982—The Air War: A New Appraisal, 271; Rivas, Wings of the
Malvinas, 330–344)

Besides the combat aircraft cited above, some transport aircraft—C-
130 Hercules, Boeing 707s, and other small aircraft such as the Short
Skyvan—were available to the operation to meet the logistical roles of
transporting troops, supplies, and armament to the archipelago. Another
critical role of the Hercules variant KC-130H was in-flight refueling,
which executed 40 missions and more than 100 operations of this type
for Skyhawk and Super Étendard.14

The most significant deficiency of the Argentine aircraft resided in
their weapons systems, particularly in their air-to-air combat missiles.
The missiles available for the intercept missions were Matra R530, Matra
R550, Shafrir 2, and an old version of the Sidewinder AIM-9B. It
demanded the attack plane to position itself behind the target to fire.
Another critical point was the armament’s quality to attack ships, since
the Argentine armed forces had only 5 Exocet MM 39 missiles capable of
being launched from airplanes, having to rely most of the times on using
unguided bombs.15

The British Naval and Air Forces

Conceived as an escort aircraft carrier during World War II, the British
had the HMSHermes available. It had undergone the installation of a sky-
jump in 1980 to operate as a base for Sea Harriers. It usually operated
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with 24,000 tons of displacement with twelve fixed-wing Sea Harriers
and nine Sea King helicopters. For air defense, at the time of the conflict,
the HMS Hermes had two surface-to-air Sea Cat missile launchers. The
second aircraft carrier available to the British was the HMS Invincible with
16,000 tons of displacement and an air component of ten Sea Harriers.
The Invincible also boasted an anti-aircraft Sea Dart system.16

The escorts at the theater of operations consisted of eight destroyers
and fifteen frigates of different classes and capabilities. The force was
composed of five Type 42 destroyers with 3,500 tons of displacement,
equipped with a double launcher of Sea Dart surface-to-air missile, a 4.5-
inch gun and two 20 mm guns, two triple launchers of ASW torpedo,
and a Lynx helicopter. Two County-class destroyers, with 5,400 tons
of displacement each, equipped with four MM 38 Exocet launchers, a
double launcher of Sea Slug surface-to-air missile, two quadruple Sea Cat
launchers, two 4.5-inch guns mounted over a double tower, two 20 mm
guns, and an ASW helicopter. Finally, there was the HMS Bristol, with
6,100 tons of displacement, equipped with a double launcher of Sea Dart
surface-to-air missile, one ASW Ikara, one 4.5-inch two 20 mm guns17

(Table 3.4).
The British task force also had Type 22 frigates. The HMS Broadsword

and the HMS Brilliant had 3,500 tons of displacement each and four
Exocet MM38 launchers, two sextuple launchers of the Sea Wolf anti-
aircraft missile, two 40 mm and two 20 mm anti-aircraft guns, besides
carrying 2 Lynx helicopters. There are seven Type 21 frigates with 2,750
tons of displacement, with four MM38 Exocet launchers, a quadruple
launcher of Sea Cat missiles, two triple launchers of torpedoes, and one
4.5 inch, and two 20 mm guns, besides carrying a helicopter.

Three Type 12 M frigates, the HMS Argonaut, the HMS Penelope,
and the HMS Minerva with 3,200 tons of displacement, which had four
launchers of MM38 Exocet, two quadruple launchers of Sea Cat, and two
40 mm guns. One Type 12 M frigate, the HMS Andromeda with the
configuration of a six-round anti-aircraft Sea Wolf missile launcher. Two
Type 12 frigates with 2,800 tons of displacement with one quadruple
launcher of Sea Cat missiles, two 20 mm guns, and two 4.5-inch guns
mounted on a double tower, with Wasp helicopter. Also present were two
oceanic patrol ships with 1,500 tons of displacement, configured with one
40 mm gun.18

Two amphibious assault ships, the HMS Fearless and the HMS
Intrepid, with 11,000 tons of displacement, followed the task force with
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700 men on board. They had air defense capabilities composed of two
40 mm guns and a four-round Sea Cat missile launcher. Although they
were not considered combatant ships such as the two amphibious assault
ships, the six Sir Lancelot class logistic landing ships with 5,600 tons
of displacement could transport 400 men and two 40 mm anti-aircraft
guns.19

The task force brought several smaller ships such as two mine-
countermeasure vessels with 750 tons, three hospital ships, ten tank
ships, four combat supply ships, a storage ship, and a helicopter support
ship, all from the Royal Fleet Auxiliary. In addition to the Royal Fleet’s
insufficient logistics ships, civilian ships were required, with volunteer
crews appointed to the theater. Among them, three luxury cruise ships,
the RMS Queen Elizabeth II, the SS Canberra, and the SS Uganda,
performed essential roles during the war. The British Navy requested
fifteen tanker ships, eleven roll-on/roll-off ferries, a container ship, six
passenger ships, four offshore support ships and three tugboats, a cable-
laying ship, and three fishing ships to be used as mine-countermeasures.20

Five British nuclear submarines and one conventional diesel-electric
participated in the war. Among the nuclear ones, two were Churchill class
commissioned at the end of the 1960s, with 4,900 tons of displacement
and six torpedo tubes capable of firing 533 mm torpedoes and Harpoon
missiles, two Swiftsure class submarines, commissioned during the 1970s
with 4,400 tons of displacement with five torpedo tubes, also capable
of launching missiles and torpedoes. Finally, the old HMS Valiant, the
second nuclear submarine of the Royal Navy, commissioned at the begin-
ning of the 1960s with 4,200 tons of displacement and six torpedo tubes.
An old Oberon class diesel-electric submarine was available for the oper-
ations, mainly used for the commandos’ infiltration into the archipelago,
with 2,000 tons of displacement, six bow and two stern torpedo tubes.21

The task force’s fragility was its surface ships’ limited anti-submarine
capability, relying on the anti-submarine protection to the British attack
submarines.22

Among the air defense capabilities of the surface force, the most
modern was Sea Wolf, supersonic, short-range, capable of engaging
aircrafts and missiles, present only in three of 27 of the task force’s
combatant ships. It was challenging its employment against close surface
targets because of its deficiency in differentiating the target from the
waves caused by its trajectory. The second most modern system was the
long-range Sea Dart, present on seven ships, effective for high altitude
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engagements. However, it was known for losing efficiency when engaging
targets close to the surface, and to would take a long time to warm up
after being reloaded. Sea Cat was the oldest and most numerous missile
system, present on 17 ships. It was the first generation of air defense
missiles and is still based on a manual optical guided system operated by
radio.23

Argentina’s War Plan

The sources indicate that the planning for the Argentine operation in the
Falklands/Malvinas began on the December 22, 1981, one day before
Galtieri’s inauguration as president, when Admiral Anaya instructed the
chief of the Navy Staff, Vice-admiral Alberto Gabriel Vigo, to formulate
a detailed plan for the deployment of special forces for reconnaissance,
and information gathering about the necessary number of troops to
occupy Port Stanley with supporting units and with the logistics for its
defense. Although not mentioned a deadline for execution, the instruc-
tion detailed that the Super Étendard and P-3 aircraft preparation should
occur before July 1982. He retransmitted this instruction to Vice-admiral
Juan José Lombardo to proceed with the preparation measures alongside
the ‘Departamento de Material Naval.’ From then on, Lombardo became
the main official in charge of designing the original Argentine plans.24

However, Galtieri’s authorization for the beginning of the planning
occurred a week later, on December 29, at the first meeting of the military
cabinet (or junta)—between Galtieri and Anaya, and Brigadier Basilio
Lami Dozo. At this meeting, Galtieri and Anaya mentioned that the 150-
year milestone of the British occupation of the Falklands/Malvinas would
take place in one year and introduced the idea of an Argentine action that
could take place by that date.

Without any unequivocal planning schedule, the junta continued to
meet regularly to discuss the Falklands/Malvinas, among other issues.
Meanwhile, the Navy developed its operational planning alone without
consulting its peers. Remarkably, the Army Staff were not included in
it, although Lombardo complained to Anaya of its importance when he
anticipated that the new conscripts would be unready to deploy before
April.25

On January 5th, 1982, the junta agreed that they should proceed with
negotiations round with the UK in New York, between February 27th
and 28th, stressing they would only proceed with the military planning in
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the case those negotiations failed. On January 12th, the junta defined the
Malvinas’ planning group, composed of General Osvaldo Jorge Garcia,
Brigadier Sigfrido Martín Plessl, and Vice-admiral Lombardo. However,
this was not a real joint planning command, since the Army and Air
Force Staffs were not included, and the drafts and plans were classified
as ultra-secret and restricted. Not even the composition and activation of
the group, on January 26th, was documented.

The planning group elaborated on three work plans. The National
Strategic Directive (DENAC 1/82) defined military deployment’s
strategic parameters to solve the Falklands/Malvinas issue. It assumed
that the UK would not react with military operations, that the United
States would remain neutral, and that the operation’s logic would be to
occupy the islands to set negotiations. The Military Strategic Directive
(DEMIL 1/82) had to consider the most favorable circumstances in its
proposal to execute the operation. It proposed July 9th as the date for
the operation’s execution, and the Argentine forces should be instructed,
including of their logistical details, by May 20th.26 Afterward, this date
was changed to May 15th. Finally, the Campaign Schematic Plan expected
the employment of a considerable amphibious force, without British casu-
alties, to be finished within five days of the commencement of operations.
The Malvinas’ planning group had to present the final operational plans
in mid-March.

Curiously, on January 12th, the same planning group pointed out to
the junta that Operation Alfa should not be executed before the February
negotiations. The operation involved infiltrating a military detachment in
the South Georgia Islands. Versions of this plan had been considered since
Perón’s times. However, initially, Operation Alpha did not aim to create
an international incident, neither its occupation.

Vice-admiral Lombardo was also responsible for updating this oper-
ational plan, before Galtieri’s inauguration and the emergence of the
islands issue in the junta’s meetings, since its execution had been consid-
ered in the South Atlantic summer of 1982. Consequently, when he
also received the task to plan Falklands/Malvinas’ operations, Lombardo
mentioned the incongruence between these two operations to Anaya,
since the first would compromise the second. Anaya gave into Lombardo
and canceled Operation Alpha. Chancellor Costa Mendez and the Argen-
tine ambassador at the UN had access to this operation plan and requested
its cancellation, too. However, seemingly, Anaya secretly proceeded with
the planning, shared only with his right-arm, Vice-Admiral Vigo.
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At the junta’s first meeting after the failure of the negotiations
with the British at the end of February, on March 2nd, there was no
definition about the date for Operation Azul, the occupation of the
Falklands/Malvinas, but the date and the procedures for the review
of the Malvinas group’s plan were defined. On March 16th, the first
meeting between the Military Committee and the Malvinas’ planning
group occurred. Therefore, for the first time, the Argentine Joint Staff
was involved aiming to broaden the DEMIL 1/82. At this meeting, they
also decided that would put Operation Alpha on hold, and it would
only be executed alongside Operation Azul, the occupation of the Falk-
lands/Malvinas.27 At last, on March 23rd, the military junta determined
that the operation would be executed in the first days of April.

With the developments of the incident in South Georgia, and after
the original Argentine’s dispatch contingent to the Falklands/Malvinas,
on March 26th, the junta and the Malvinas’ planning group conjectured
that the UK could react militarily. They considered two options: either
suspension of the landing or going ahead, considering the possibility of
engagement with casualties. The decision made by Anaya was to deploy
the corvettes Granville and Drumond to the conflict zone. Only on the
night of the same day, Galtieri decided on the deployment.

On April 7th, Galtieri decided on the expansion of the operation
to start in two days. Consequently, the operation was not a resource
of coercive diplomacy anymore and opened the path to war. However,
in addition to the marines’ detachment, they decided by deploying
three mechanized infantry regiments without their armored vehicles and
organic artillery groups, which was not reported to General Menendez,
the senior commander of the operation’s land forces.28

The Argentine Strategic Possibilities

Most of the British literature points out that Argentina’s political reasons
to take the Falklands/Malvinas were based on an attempt to give survival
to the military regime, which was in disarray due to economic and
social deterioration conditions. With access to unpublished documents
and interviews with the key figures, recent Argentine academic scholarship
draws a more complex and idiosyncratic narrative.

Archives about the government of General Leopoldo Galtieri show
that a resolution of the Falklands/Malvinas issue was the Navy’s price
to support his ascension to the presidency in place of Roberto Viola.
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However, although Galtieri manifested an inclination to deal with it, he,
the Argentine Army, and the Air Force never developed previous plans or
elaborated discussions.

Galtieri had as master plan in his first months as president to neutralize
the Navy’s influence and centralize the military and civil ministries under
his authority. The chronology of the military junta’s meetings allows for
questioning whether Galtieri really would opt for an invasion at some
point, under the influence of the Argentine Navy, and not as a resource
to unite and deceive the military high command. At the same time, he
drove the reorganization of political forces and loyalties both inside and
outside the military government.

The minutes make evident how those meetings dealt with the islands
erratically, with revised schedules at each meeting and no preparatory
measures relating to joint planning. On the one hand, he had much more
energy and urgency in replacing provincial governments with the focus
of reviewing the political loyalties of the armed forces to the presidency,
and he even began to work out the conditions for his candidacy for pres-
ident after a democratic transition. On the other hand, he accelerated
Argentine alignment to the United States to support his regime. Even
by British intelligence, something identified later was that an attempt at
retaking the islands could occur within the first two years of his presi-
dency.29 However, the crisis came only three months after the transition
of the new military regime and would not have occurred so early were it
not for Anaya’s performance and the incident of South Georgia.

Thus, where the Falklands/Malvinas issue was most pressing was in
the Navy, which had updated operational plans since 1955. Admiral
Jorge Isaac Anaya last accessed these on December 22nd, 1981, just
two months after his promotion to Commander of the Navy. In addi-
tion to a personal obsession with the issue, Anaya justified that the
action in the islands was necessary to win the necessary diplomatic pres-
tige and so providing the foundations for civil-military reconciliation.
By the end of 1981, Anaya and the Navy recognized that the military
regime was unsustainable and needed a transition process. However, this
would not be possible, and without vindictiveness against the military
establishment, without conditions that, in some way, would celebrate
or recover its credibility.30 It was assumed that a military operation’s
in the Falklands/Malvinas was symbolic and an expected short-term
effect. Therefore, it would be no more than a low-risk and low-cost
demonstration of force with limited gains.
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Given the correlation of forces and the military junta’s political goals,
it can be pointed out that there were only two viable courses of action.
The first was creating an international crisis from which Argentina could
withdraw concessions from the UK. In this case, it should avoid any possi-
bility of confrontation with British forces, and the development of the
crisis should be maintained mainly in diplomatic terms. Accordingly, the
military footprint in the islands should be minimal and symbolic. On the
one hand, the positive side of this course of action was keeping military
risks and potential losses to a minimum. On the other hand, the gains
would also be limited and symbolic, as well as the development of this
course would not necessarily be under the military junta’s control. While
the dispute had become an international crisis, with possible involvement
and arbitration of the United Nations and the United States, Argentina
would have to wait and accept sub-optimal gains.

The second course of action would involve proper and detailed military
preparation and a plan of action that involved taking and retaining the
Falklands/Malvinas, with a substantive concentration of naval, air, and
land resources to make the British intervention very costly. As discussed
in the previous section, Argentina had the means to do so, whether the
course of political decisions and logistical preparation had been different.
Below, we propose in detail the viability and operational prerequisites of
both alternatives.

Coercive Diplomacy

From a theoretical point of view, Argentina’s strategic alternative of
compelling the British to resume diplomatic conversations in a more reli-
able way to be more susceptible to their plea would be not a course of
action of limited wars. However, it is considered here given that it was
a viable option and a plausible counterfactual for contrasting the second
strategic option.

The junta’s original plan of action involved three steps: (1) a new
round of bilateral negotiations; (2) the conduct of the operations in the
Falklands/Malvinas and perhaps also in South Georgia; (3) the return to
bilateral negotiations with the UK. Moreover, the original plan for Oper-
ation Azul of January 12th forecasted a military incursion of only five
days.31
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[The] Military Strategic Directive “(DEMIL) prepared by the junta initially
established an operation limited in time by the withdrawal of Argentine
troops from the Malvinas.

The initial provisions provided that the “D” day would be set for the
second half of May and would end five days later.32

This symbolic force would have a composition of 600 men, who
would bring bilateral negotiations through a fait accompli, in which the
British would be indemnified and compensated. It also included the
United States and consultations with the European Common Market and
contacts with socialist bloc countries.

However, the Argentine diplomatic service was isolated from the
junta and the Malvinas’ planning group’s considerations and planning.
Evidence of that was the request by Admiral Anaya for the replacement
of the Argentine Ambassador in the UK by a naval officer, arguing that
this would give better conditions to report the events to his peers.

In this sense, if the junta’s main political goal was to create an inter-
national situation that would confer diplomatic prestige, this coercive
diplomatic action had to conduct a military operation synchronously with
actions by the diplomatic representatives in United Nations, where the
talks about sovereignty and decolonization of the Falklands/Malvinas
Islands were treated since 1965 and resumed in 1982. Diplomatic rela-
tions with the United States had to be considered, especially in a period of
rapprochement with Argentina for its support in counterinsurgency oper-
ations in Central America and a peace operation in Sinai. Thirdly, there
should have been better coordination in the consultations and discussions
with potential supporters and allies in Latin America and the Non-Aligned
Movement Bloc.

This operation of coercive diplomacy had two essential prerequisites.
Firstly, from the beginning, it should have been designed and planned
with the participation of diplomats regularly in the junta’s weekly meet-
ings, from December of 1981, and principally in the Malvinas’ planning
group—formed by Admiral Lombardo, General García, and Brigadier
Plessl—responsible for the detailing of the military operation. Second, in
addition to the logistical considerations of the landing and extraction of
military detachment, the composition, and the operation’s timing had to
be subordinated to a plan of diplomatic movements in Washington, New
York, and London.
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Nonetheless, as far as is known, the Argentine foreign service had
only consultative and limited participation in the junta deliberations
and was informal in the case of the Malvinas’ planning group. In the
latter case, the most striking was the erratic assessment of the mili-
tary actions of Operation Alpha on South Georgia by the Argentine
Foreign Minister, Costa Mendez, and the chief of the Naval General
Staff, Admiral Lombardo, and the recommendation for its cancellation.
Furthermore, the junta’ s understanding was that the diplomatic negoti-
ations and military actions existed in the absence of, or as a result, of the
other.

There was an evident lack of synchronization between military opera-
tions and diplomatic actions. In the first instance, the Falklands/Malvinas
dispute had never been presented to the Latin American countries and the
Non-Aligned Bloc, which was not even aware of the resumption of nego-
tiations with the United Kingdom since the beginning of 1982. They
were never consulted on the possibility of forming a support group in
the United Nations Security Council and the General Assembly. In the
same vein, the Argentine representative at the United Nations, Eduardo
Roca, took his position on March 31st, 1982, too late to play any role,
and there are still no records to indicate that he had been charged with
any such task. Furthermore, because of the gravity of the issue, Costa
Mendez, should have consulted the block of supporter countries directly
and outside of the United Nations and been present at the United
Nations before the military operation. Costa Mendez was present in New
York only on April 3rd: after the invasion order was given. Francis Toase
points out that the Argentine landing in the Falklands took place too
late because, after the US Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick’s replacement
as president of the UN Security Council. He was a prominent figure in
the endorsement that US foreign policy should give more support to the
Argentine military regime in exchange for its anti-communist activity in
Latin America.33 Likewise, Argentina made little use of the support it
enjoyed by the Latin American block within the Organization American
States.

Nevertheless, even considering the actual events, between April 6th
and 27th, Argentina had an international stage at its disposal and the artic-
ulation of the two major Western powers seeking its reconciliation. The
Argentine should have seen the US diplomatic intervention led by State
Secretary Alexander Haig as incredibly positive and should have accepted
some of his proposals, especially the second one.
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Haig conceived three proposals. On April 6th, he proposed the British
task force’s diversion and the Argentine forces’ withdrawn and replace-
ment by a peacekeeping force composed of Canada, the United States,
and two Latin American countries, which would give the conditions
to resume negotiations. On April 12th, this proposal was updated by
a second suggesting that would serve most of the Argentine interests
since it recommended the suspension of economic sanctions, and that the
United Nations, the United States, the UK, and Argentina would consti-
tute an interim authority to celebrate an agreement. Argentina would
have participated in the island’s administration, controlling the police, and
appointing the governor. Haig’s third and last proposal was presented on
April 27th and tended to favor the UK, whose task force was ready and
waiting for the command to proceed: either give a demonstration of force
or perform a recovery operation for the islands. According to it, both
belligerent countries and the United States would name representatives
to compose an interim administration, and a definitive way of govern-
ment for the islands would be decided by consulting the local population
and preserving the continuity of the local administration traditions, where
Argentina would be able to name two representatives to compose the
executive council of this administration.34

Any scenario accepted by Argentina regarding the first two proposals
would place the UK in an uncomfortable situation and under pressure
from the international community. Regardless of the amount of time and
whether the islands would continue under total Argentine sovereignty or
not, these would be small drawbacks if compared with the international
prestige acquired for defeating, diplomatically and publicly, a great power
and with United States’ endorsement.

The Malvinas Fortress

According to Corbett’s limited war theory, the object’s conquest and
defense can immediately bring the war to a peace agreement in circum-
stances of positive political goals in limited wars. First, it occurs because
the defensive campaign at this stage does not suffer from the disadvan-
tages, typical of unlimited war, with the moral and material effects of
relinquishing territory added to the loss of initiative. Therefore, it is an
extraordinarily strong position, even allowing for small forces’ strategic
success over larger ones.35
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We point out that the gap between Argentine and British assets was
not so significant. The British task force had more than twice the number
of ships of the Argentine Grupos de Tarea, 27 against 13, respectively, and
had approximately three times more displacement capacity, 140 thousand
tons against 51 thousand tons. However, the relative missile launching
capabilities were only 1.5 times in favor of the British ships. Although the
quantity and the quality of the Argentine naval assets were insufficient for
engagements at the high seas, the strategic balance could be different at
narrow seas of islands’ coasts.

According to Corbett’s theory, Argentina did not have the means
to execute the last two stages of a limited war. It did not have the
naval means to attack, on the high seas, the British task force, or
escape its blockade. Neither had Argentina the capacity to attack other
valuable objectives to disperse the British forces sent to recover the Falk-
lands/Malvinas and as a bargaining token. Therefore, Argentina had to
bet everything on the defense of the islands. It should have been a cred-
ible undertaking with a concentration of means which—added to the
geographic and climatic factors, scarcity of British military reserves, and
an undefined international alignment—would profoundly constrain the
UK’s cost-benefit analysis.

Argentina could have prepared and planned the invasion having a
strong defensive position on the islands as the primary strategic aim. In
this way, to impose upon the British political assessment the dilemma over
increasing risks uncertainties with the task force possible at hand, or the
need to deploy a more robust task force, with the logistical burdens and
time constraints that it would have involved. Even the deployment of a
task force with the sole role of a demonstration of force would be subject
to the Southern Atlantic “stoppable power” and would have a short time
of self-sustainability.36

Argentina had relative logistic advantages and numerical superiority in
aerial and land assets, which, combined with the naval ones, were enough
to an effective coastal defense plan. As much as the Argentine defensive
position concentrated forces, which clash with the British task force would
result in significant losses on both sides, whoever be the victor, more the
internal and external political forces would be against the British reso-
lution of following with the interposition. A strong position, adequately
prepared and served by reserves, would allow Argentina to use all the
advantages of defense, without its deficiencies. The longer the Argentine
forces could keep the islands and presenting its claim to the international
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community, it would lead to a high British cost for opening the hostilities
compared to yielding to the return of negotiations and the subsequent
symbolic gains mean to Argentina.37

The first and greatest Argentine mistake was the inadequate use of
naval means. First, it employed the submarine Santa Fé and two corvettes
to support Operation Alpha in South Georgia. Second, after the sinking
of the Belgrano, the decision for the total retreat of its naval force from
the theater of operations. What happened less for lack of means and more
for Anaya’s decision not accepting a significant number of casualties that
could put his command position at risk. Anaya was enthusiastic about
the Falklands/Malvinas defense, but not with his own service paying the
costs.38 Therefore, the Argentine Naval Aviation Command designed an
aerial campaign based on opportunity shots of the five Exocet air-surface
missiles.39 After this, the Argentine defense of the islands was limited to
an aerial campaign of fustigation and depriving the land forces of any
support of aerial and naval fires. Under such conditions, the land forces
were limited to a static defense and forced to disperse its contingents to
more favorable terrain to protect against British close air support attacks
and avoid being surrounded by British troops.40

The understanding that the British submarines and missile advantages
could surpass any Argentine defense is biased. A more detailed assessment
of both sides’ relative means may suggest other scenarios.

On the one hand, the British forces’ employment of attack submarines,
propelled by nuclear power, was not omnipresent or even combined
with the surface force. The deployment of these assets was questioned
and done very carefully after the decision made because of their role
in safeguarding the Barents Strait during the Cold War.41 Furthermore,
their employment affected the political impressions of both socialist and
Western blocs. For this reason, the submarines Splendid, Spartan, and
the Conqueror had their operations directly and exclusively subordinated
to the British Royal Navy in Northwood and not under the task force
commander, Admiral Sandy Woodward.

The HMS Spartan and the Splendid left from England on April 1st,
and the HMS Conqueror on the 2nd and arrived at the theater of
operations ten days after to impose the maritime exclusion zone. The
HMS Spartan witnessed the Argentine landing on Stanley, and the HMS
Splendid patrolled the area between Argentina and the Falklands. On each
occasion that they had contact with Argentine vessels, they reported to
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Northwood. The Conqueror initially had the mission of patrolling South
Georgia and could not detect the Argentine submarine Santa Fé.42

The two Argentine diesel-electric submarines would have threatened
the British task force only with intelligence support from a surface, air,
or land platforms. The Argentine submarines had sufficient concealment
capacity but limited targeting systems.43 Therefore, the possibility of
attacks from a safe position relied on the triangulation from information
obtained by other assets. Since the first week of April, this had been avail-
able due to the deployment of the anti-submarine patrol aircrafts Tracker
to Stanley and West Falkland Islands.44

On the other hand, despite the British forces’ numerical advantage,
none of the sides had doctrines of missile employment in “salvo,” as
oriented by the modern understanding of war at sea.45 Because the
British had longer-range missiles with better guidance and communica-
tion systems, they would probably always prevail in a pinpointed attrition
exchanges of fires.46

Had Argentina concentrated its overall assets to only a few coastal
battles, it would have immensely increased its odds. Because, despite
even having more losses, the British would suffer much more significant
logistical and political effects. In other words, Argentina should have posi-
tioned at least one fraction of its surface navy around the islands. Even
the British task force commander, Admiral Woodward, admitted that if
one of the Argentine destroyers with the capacity of launching Exocet
missiles had been deployed between them, it would have been exceed-
ingly difficult to neutralize it. Possibly, this would have been more useful
employment of the Belgrano and her two escort frigates.47

In the same fashion as the first, the second Argentine mistake was
deployment and employment of its air force because it was possible to
have allocated a share of Argentine aircrafts on the archipelago. By oper-
ating far from the theater, 600 kilometers, and without radar support
available to naval land forces, the Argentine pilots were no match for
the Sea Harriers. Consequently, they did not have enough operational
engaging time nor intelligence data to be used more effectively against
the amphibious landing ships.48 Despite it, between May 21st and 25th,
the Argentine air fighters forced the British aircraft carriers to keep a very
safe distance, operating east of the islands. As a result, the Sea Harriers
were limited to provide air superiority for the amphibious operations only
six hours per night.49
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Therefore, the presence of Argentine air groups in the islands would
significantly impact the British task force’s assessment and positioning.
Argentina did have conditions for adjusting the runways in Port Stanley
to operate Mirage and Super Étendard fighters if its Malvinas planning
group had planned for that. Even without those preparations, it was still
possible for the A-4 Skyhawks to operate under the existing airstrips at
the time.50 However, that deployment would have meant to take them
from the Argentine aircraft carrier and to operate probably under another
chain of command. Moreover, that was the essential point: the Argentine
Navy controlled the planning process and decided not to deployment any
of its air assets to the islands.

The Malvinas Fortress option would have a final significant benefit for
the Argentine forces: to fight with its air and naval forces in the defense.
Thus, the most detrimental effect of the “fleet in being” strategy that
remained as the only course of action was that those forces had to under-
take the costs of attacking the British task force. Even under numerical
inferiority conditions, the Argentine naval forces conducted an attack on
May 2nd, when the Belgrano was neutralized. In much the same way, the
Argentine air campaign gave the British the advantage of employing their
limited air assets with the economy of force.51

Something remarkable regarding the Falklands/Malvinas War and
current debates about Anti-Access and Area Denial (A2/AD) are that
radar platforms operating on the land have comparative advantages over
radars on ships and aircraft.52 On April 2nd, the Argentine installed a
240-mile range AN/TPS-43 radar in Port Stanley, capable of locating
aerial threats and British ships and aircraft carriers. Besides, seventy anti-
aircraft guns were integrated into its air defense systems.53 This system
would have had considerable effect against the British task force had it
been added to the conventional missile and artillery power of surface
vessels and A-4 airplanes.

There was no surveillance and early warning aircraft system from the
British side, and they were dependent upon perimeter security provided
by the Sea Harriers. Besides the limited sensing capabilities, the British
also had limited fire coordination systems and communication between
its naval force’s main components. The amphibious transport docks,
Fearless and Intrepid, were out of date in command installations and
sensoring. The Fearless did not have satellite communications and secure
communication only via VHF.54
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Therefore, even with minimal capacity for denying access to the islands,
it would have affected the British odds of success. The British comman-
ders were aware that the task force would initially be only a dissuasive
resource. The deployment meant to be a demonstration of force to influ-
ence the negotiations, in which the upper threshold would be a beachhead
in a safe area and without opposition.

On April 8th, the British military staff briefed the task-force command
with a plan for Operation Appreciation in which it was acknowledged that
the available military means would possibly not be sufficient to comply
with the political goas. The operation was constrained to reestablish the
British presence on the Falklands/Malvinas and pressure the Argentine
position. The document assumed that a landing would not be possible
until an effective maritime and aerial exclusion zone had been established.
Most importantly, the document was ambiguous about the operation’s
result and did not cover instructions beyond a beachhead’s establish-
ment. Michael Clapp and Julian Thompson—respectively, commanders
of amphibious and landing groups—assumed that conducting a forced
amphibious assault landing against the opposing forces would not be
possible. Until April 22nd, it was maintained that the operation’s objec-
tive was only a demonstration of force.

After the Argentine refusal to Haig’s third proposal on the 26th, the
British activated the plan for Operation Sutton, which demanded the
recapture of the islands, starting on May 16th.55 At this point, South
Georgia had already been recovered, and a special forces detachment had
found out about the Argentine contingent on the islands and concluded
that they had limited training conditions.

Final Remarks

In this final section, we bring final remarks to critically assess some
of the overarching aspects that led to such a stark contrast between
our hypothetical expectations and the actual Argentine conduct of its
maritime operations in the Falklands/Malvinas War. We also return to our
initial questions: Were there better options for the Argentine maritime
campaign? To what extent was the lack of interoperability among the
Argentine armed forces decisive to the war’s outcome?

We argue that Argentine had two strategic alternatives to orientate its
maritime operations. Each of them had a specific pre-condition.
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On the one hand, to conduct a typical coercive diplomacy action, a
temporary and symbolic seizure of the islands. The main pre-condition
for this alternative course to be plausible was Operation Alpha’s abandon-
ment in South Georgia. It did not attend Argentine political goals and just
served to expose any diplomatic and military actions to improvisation. On
the other hand, the strategic option for a Malvinas Fortress, a concen-
trated coastal defensive position in the islands, had as pre-condition
significant changes in the preparation and momentum of the Argentine
invasion. We point out that all of those were feasible, which made the
second alternative plausible.

By contrasting those counterfactuals with the Argentine course of
action, we may assess its main failures that answer our first question.

First, Argentina wasted the constellation of diplomatic support and
options it had in the United National, Organization of American States,
Latin America, and within the United States’ government. Conversely,
Argentina should have acted in those arenas to access and pressure British
representatives. There was a general prerequisite that seemed to be more
challenging to Argentina’s military establishment whatsoever the course
of action. In limited wars, military operations must advance combined
with diplomatic negotiations. However, in the Argentine military junta’ s
reasoning, there was a misinterpretation that diplomatic actions and mili-
tary operations should be sequenced. The former would be suspended
and only resumed after the conquest of objectives by positions and
secured strategic advantage. Conversely, Argentina broke the negotiations
mediated by the United States Secretary of State Alexander Haig on April
27th, two days before Prime Minister Thatcher’s authorization for the
amphibious deployment, and one day after the Argentine deployment of
reinforcements to the islands.

Second, the Argentine military failed in reaching the Achilles heel of
any expeditionary operation: its logistics. The British operation to recover
islands—executed 14,000 kilometers from its territory—has an intrinsic
fragility in its supply line. We criticize the Argentine Navy’s surface forces
and its submarine force’s disastrous participation, which compromised the
operation’s possibility of success. In the first moment, the Navy decided
for a decisive “Mahan style” battle, and then it assumed a “fleet in being”
strategy confined by its air force seeking for opportunity targets around
the British exclusion zone. It never conceded employing its assets in
a joint coastal defense of the islands, which would benefit the Argen-
tine Army’s anti-aircraft artillery and radars, available there. Therefore,
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Argentina had the possibility of executing a coordinated defense in the
Falklands/Malvinas, with reasonable chances of keeping their possession,
which was assumed by the British, United States, and Soviet observers of
the war.56

The Argentine Navy would have the chance to perform more useful
and effective maritime operations if it had divided its fleet. The employ-
ment of its two submarines to harass the British lines of communication,
and the deployment of some surface ships, including its aircraft carrier,
close to the islands’ ports or in the strait between them, keeping the
remaining of its fleet in the continental ports, but as ready task force
in reserve. On the contrary, Argentina chose a middle-ground approach
between the two alternatives we proposed here. It was too intense for a
coercive diplomatic action and too weak to establish a defensive position
in the islands that could uncover the British calculations and possi-
bilities for success. Consequently, the nonsense fail accompli in South
Georgia (Operation Alpha) escalated the operation initially intended to
be a rapid and symbolic capture of the islands (Operation Azul) toward
an improvised invasion (Operation Rosario). In this sense, the execution
of Operation Alpha colluded against the possibilities of Argentine diplo-
matic and even military success. These results were so negative that some
Argentine authors consider Operation Alpha a conspiracy.57

Before answering our second research question, it is necessary to high-
light two important factors. First, it was necessary to prevent the rivalry
and mutual distrust among the Argentine military services. Second, the
Argentine air and naval forces needed a major doctrine review. While the
Air Force was not adequate for naval warfare, the Navy did not appre-
ciate the employment of its surface force as “mobile artillery” in defensive
coastal operations.

Beyond that, although desirable, an Argentine joint task force deployed
to the islands would not require a high interoperability rate. It was
possible to determine operational sectors for air, naval, and land compo-
nents. However, that concentrated deployment of forces would demand
a joint operational command in the islands, with authority and capa-
bility to design and execute one standard operational plan. In that
sense, the Argentine divided military establishment seemed to face an
insurmountable obstacle.
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CHAPTER 4

Falklands/Malvinas’ Air Warfare and Its
Consequences: A Critical Geopolitical

Approach

Daniel Blinder

Introduction

This chapter investigates the geopolitical and technological dimensions
of the South Atlantic air warfare conflict over the Falklands/Malvinas in
1982. On the one hand, it analyzes the aerial dimension of the war and
its results for the Argentine Republic and the UK. On the other hand,
it reviews the postwar context of technological restrictions imposed upon
Argentina and, consequently, the two countries’ different airpower capa-
bilities. It assesses the Argentine presidential administrations from 1983 to
2018, that is to say: Alfonsín, Menem, De la Rúa, Kirchner, Fernández
de Kirchner, and Macri. With an emphasis on the last two, it stresses
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how the UK controlled the exports of military technology or dual-use
technology to Argentina, developing a “web of technological limitation,”
which extended from British defense and trade governmental apparatuses
to international institutions.

The analysis proceeds a critical geopolitical approach, combining
world-systems theory with geopolitics. This approach recognizes the
international division of labor and technology, including the military
ones, to attend not merely the capital accumulation but also the national
notions of territoriality and power. Therefore, that approach addresses the
geopolitical drivers of diffusion and the manufacture of military industry
and technology.

Besides a bibliographical review, this chapter benefits from the survey
of British official documentation on export licenses to Argentina between
1997 (the first year the reports were available to the public) and 2018.1

These sources allow me to outline the British policy to hamper Argentine
access to sensitive technologies, constraining its path to acquire military
capabilities that could threaten the Falklands/Malvinas Islands.

I argue that the UK kept a coherent policy toward the Falk-
lands/Malvinas issue, and consequently, of technological transference
restriction that could empower Argentina’s capability to jeopardize the
islands. Meanwhile, Argentina had presidencies that changed its foreign
policy toward the UK, resulting in much more variation and inconsistency
in its policies to face British restriction.

The chapter has five sections. The next one presents the conceptual
framework of critical geopolitics. The second one analyzes the contending
air forces, especially Argentina’s losses, which significantly depleted its
overall air capabilities. The third one outlines the postwar British restric-
tions on Argentina to obtain military material amid economic crises and
after the Cold War’s end. It analyzes the British documentation on
export control, reasoning the patterns of export licenses to Argentina
with the Falklands/Malvinas issue, and the bilateral and global geopolit-
ical dimensions of that policy. Subsequently, the fourth section provides a
preliminary assessment of Argentine last administration and a perspective
of the bilateral relations. The last section resumes my final remarks.
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Geopolitics, Semi-Periphery, and War

A review of the critical geopolitics’ literature points out the relation-
ship between war and capitalism, as the modern military institutions have
followed the contemporary development of capital.

At the beginning of the twentieth century, Werner Sombart related
economic development, geographical expansion, capital accumulation,
the manufacture of materials for war, destruction, and subsequent recon-
struction and other events that favored the capitalist system’s emergence.
The war as an institution also created a bourgeois spirit by demanding
martial order and uniformity, construction, and research in military
technology, nationalism, and expansionist colonialism. Later, Schum-
peter called this the destructive force that creates capitalism.2 However,
Sombart identified it as the two faces of war: it destroys here and
builds there.3 A few decades later, Cipolla recognized that innovation in
military technology, firepower, and navigation is related to the expan-
sion of European capitalism.4 Ruttan went so far as to respond that
war is necessary for economic growth, explaining the case of the US
science and technology institutions, which funded research and devel-
opment in general-purpose technologies—and in the defense sector—to
then be produced and commercialized for civilian use. That was the
nuclear industry cases, computing, semiconductors, the Internet, and the
aerospace sector.5 In turn, Mazzucato, studying similar cases, analyzes
this problem for an enterprising State, which invests in disruptive devel-
opments whose risk investment the capitalist would not be willing to
undertake due to risk aversion. However, when the technology proves
to work, the private sector invests.6

Furthermore, geography is never the backdrop where events unfold:
no spatial arrangement is neutral, as Peter Taylor and Colin Flint assert.7

Geopolitics is studying the geographical distribution of power among
states and the assumptions, designations, and interpretations that inter-
vene in politics at all geographic scales. Thus, geopolitics implies the
geographic distribution of power among different States, comprising
the corresponding normative framework and without neglecting the
legal omissions of that which is not legislated or regulated by a state
bureaucracy or a world multi-state system.

Wallerstein claims that a world-system gives rise to core countries,
semi-periphery countries, and the periphery countries. A core country has
robust attributes for the exercise of sovereignty. The peripheral countries
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lack them, such as institutional and political consistency for that exer-
cise. However, semi-periphery countries are in transition. Despite being
in periphery areas of the world-system, they display some core coun-
tries’ characteristics in their internal structure and government, mostly
due to greater industrialization and other economic resources.8 A crit-
ical component of the semi-periphery is that having some industrial
capacity and scientific and technological development, they demand tech-
nology from the core countries that could ultimately lead to competition
for their market. Capital-intensive technology, such as aerospace tech-
nology, is headed by core countries and, on a much smaller degree, by
semi-periphery countries.

The study of value chains in interdependent competition focuses on
the geopolitical organization of capital of production. This organization
defines horizontal and vertical structures that rule a country’s partici-
pation in the total profit produced by the global value chains’ capital.
The international governance of value chains sets in which such capi-
talist corporations and states wish to participate, which countries provide
which components of the chain, and who controls the strategic assets that
allow relative monopoly or monopsony.9 This process involves control
over logistics, the division of the most qualified and least qualified
labor throughout the global value chain, technological innovation, and
property rights.10

However, concerning the military sector of global chains, they operate
differently, since the defense technology companies, even in the era of
globalization, benefits from protection, incentives, and other advantages
for production in their home countries. The decision-making process for
developing a military technology mediates the national security interests,
bureaucratic preferences, and foreign policies toward allies and rivals.
While the strategic ones can be transferred to allies to maximize the
scale of production and profits, the leading defense manufacturers will
not allow its transfer to semi-periphery countries, especially if they are
considered potential rivals. Therefore, the global value chain of a military
platform or system to be manufactured is not market-oriented but based
on geopolitical reasoning. That is to say that the national security policies
oversight the clients, the partners, and a given line of military equipment’s
production, which is observable in the five cases discussed in this chapter,
even though they comprise billions of dollars companies that expanded
internationally to gain scale economies.11
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To perform as a modern military institution, the Argentine Air Force
requires systems and platforms of the high-value chain, whose suppliers
turn out to be foreign countries capable of manufacturing, and willing to
sell the surplus. However, as other semi-periphery countries, Argentina
can never acquire the state-of-the-art, but mature or obsolete technolo-
gies replaced by more advanced ones. The most advanced aerospace
technologies, especially in military aircraft, tend to be limited to countries
that share the global security/capitalist core architecture, excluding semi-
periphery countries. Moreover, these countries’ position in the worldwide
chain value creates a path dependency determined by supplier countries.

Until 1976, Argentina was a country with significant levels of indus-
trial development and income distribution. However, since that year’s
military coup—in addition to the repression of trade unions and polit-
ical opponents, state terrorism with kidnappings and torture—a policy of
market liberalization began to undermine the country’s industrial foun-
dations and national productive activity,12 and to transfer resources from
workers to the capital linked to the financial and transnational sector.13

Toward the end of the dictatorship, the military government forcibly
recovered the Falklands/Malvinas Islands, leading to a war with the UK.
The consequences of which further deepened the crisis of the regime and
the national economy in general.

After re-democratization, Alfonsín’s government faced structural limi-
tations due to the existent political and economic crisis before the
Falklands/Malvinas War. Thus, they also unfolded political and institu-
tional crises, hyperinflation, foreign debt, and coup attempts by military
sectors that limited the exercise of presidential power and its legitimacy.14

In the 1990s, President Menem subsumed the military’s executive branch,
stifling the last subversive attempts against democracy. Conversely, he
carried out trade liberalization and financial deregulation policies, forging
an alliance with the United States that had prevailed in the Cold War and
resuming bilateral relations with the UK. That model reached exhaus-
tion during De la Rúa’s government, which ruled over economic and
institutional collapses.15 Kirchner took office in the following decade,
and his wife, Cristina Fernandez de Kirchner, followed him. Both carried
out economic-growth oriented policies, aimed at certain levels of income
development and distribution.16

Summarizing my argument here, Argentina, before its last military
dictatorship, was a sovereign country with significant productive capa-
bilities, with a relative level of industrialization, a foreign policy with the
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ability to gain ground in the international agenda, whose central hypoth-
esis of conflict was the internal enemy, Chile, and Brazil. After the military
government’s negative economic performance and the defeat in the Falk-
lands/Malvinas War, Argentina’s development suffered significantly and
its armed forces as well. Among them, the Air Force paid the highest
price due to its loss of pilots and aircraft.17

Falklands/Malvinas’ Air Warfare

What were the geopolitical consequences of the Falklands/Malvinas War?
The Argentine Air Force and Navy participated in aerial warfare, and their
military aviation suffered the effects of a theater of operations located
around 500 kilometers from the coast. The British Task Force had to
travel more than 12,000 kilometers, which involved impressive logistics of
personnel, warships, submarines, helicopters, aircraft carriers, and fighter,
bomber, and cargo aircraft. The British resolve to reach the islands’
territory, and the adjacent maritime area was accomplished on April 30,
1982.

In the war’s first air operation, codenamed Operation Black Buck,
Vulcan bombers attacked Puerto Argentino/Port Stanley. Informed of
that, the Argentine Air Force Command correctly anticipated there would
be further air raids on radars and other defensive positions in Puerto
Argentino/Stanley by the British Task Force aviation. It assumed the
British aircraft carriers would be kept far enough to the east of the islands,
out of the Argentine Navy‘s fighter-bombers’ radius of action. For this
reason, it was only possible to devise the use of Air Force’s Mirage III and
M-5 Dagger interceptors to perform missions against British targets.18

The first air engagement of the war took place at 07:45 am. Two M-
5 Dagger took off from the Rio Grande, armed with Shaffrir missiles.
These Argentine fighters, codenamed “Toro” and piloted by Captain
Carlos Moreno and lieutenant Ricardo Volponi were supported by the
Malvinas Interception Station of the Center for Information and Control
and continued in contact with two Sea Harriers of the HMS Invincible,
piloted by LtCdr RN Robin Kent and Lt Brian Haigh. The Toro did
not engage in combat and landed back in the Río Grande at 09:45
am. Compared to the Argentine Mirage, the Sea Harriers, due to their
steerable engines’ design and the possibility of gaining an extra lift in
combat maneuvers, had more maneuverability at low levels. Their AIM-
9L Sidewinder missiles were “all aspect,” that is to say, they could be
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fired in any relative position to the target, and not only from the tail cone
as the Argentine Shaffrir but, above all, they had a long time of perma-
nence in the zone of combat.19 The combat at low altitude increased the
Mirage III and M-5 Dagger consumption, which could not return to the
continent without being refueled. That battle was their baptism of fire.

The following air combats inflicted significant damages on the British
forces at the cost of a large portion of the Argentine Air Force
and its pilots. It deployed for the Theater of Operations a total of
84 combat aircraft,20 out of the approximately 200 of its inventory,
including Canberra MK-62, Mirage IIIEA, M-5 Dagger, A-4B Skyhawk,
A-4C Skyhawk, IA-58 Pucará, Hercules C-130H, and Hercules KC-130,
among other transport and reconnaissance aircraft.21 The Naval Avia-
tion went into battle with 12 attack aircrafts: 8 Skyhawk A4Q, 4 Super
Étendard, and 5 Aermacchi.

They were able to sink the British ships Sheffield, Ardent, Antelope,
and Atlantic Conveyor, which meant nearly half of the enemy surface
fleet, though it had its price the loss of three A4Qs.22 The Air Force,
even operating at the limit of its radius of action from the continent
and with adverse weather conditions, had hampered the enemy’s goal of
achieving local air superiority. It was able to enact a real aerial-maritime
tactical intervention against a powerful naval fleet with high NATO mili-
tary technology, detecting the enemy’s weaknesses, especially its flawed
early warning system. The Navy’s Super Étendards, armed with Exocet
AM39 missiles, succeeded in sinking the HMS Sheffield destroyer and
the HMS Atlantic Conveyor container ship. The Air Force’s Skyhawk and
Dagger bombs sank the HMS Ardent and Antelope frigates, the HMS
Coventry destroyer, and the HMS Galahad logistic ship.

Furthermore, below follows a list of British vessels that suffered partial
damage by Argentine air attacks:

• the HMS Glamorgan missile destroyer was damaged by impacts of
30 mm cannon and explosions nearby 1000 pounds bombs. The
ship continued in operations but was later knocked out by an Exocet
AM/39 missile, fired from the coast by the Navy;

• the frigates HMS Arrow, HMS Alacrity, the destroyer Glasgow and
the frigate HMS Brilliant which were severely compromised by
bombs dropped by fighter planes from Argentina;

• the missile frigate HMS Argonaut damaged by cannons and missiles;
• the missile destroyer HMS Antrim;
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• the missile frigate HMS Broadsword damaged by 30 mm cannon
shots, then put out of combat by bombs MK17 which did not
manage to explode;

• the landing ship RFA Sir Bedivere, the logistic landing ships RFA Sir
Lancelot, RFA Sir Galahad, HMS Fearless damaged by bombs and
shootings;

• the missile frigate HMS Yarmouth;
• the aircraft carrier HMS Invincible;
• the landing craft LCU Foxtrot 4;
• the landing ship RFA Sir Tristram;
• the missile frigate HMS Plymouth.23

The Argentine Naval Aviation’s pilots had to teach the Air Force’s
colleagues their techniques and expertise in low height air raids during the
war. Since the Air Force’s pilots had never received this type of training
before, they attended classes on aeronaval tactics at Comandante Espora
Naval Air Force Base in the south of the country but enjoyed short
hours of flight training. That type of low-level flight “combing the waves”
hindered early detection by the ships’ radars and favored the attack.24

However, it resulted in failures in the activation of bombs’ fuses, resulting
in hits without detonation over the targeted vessels. The bombs were
either lodged in their hulls or went to the bottom of the sea.25

The Super Étendard performed very skillfully, flying remarkably close
to the water waves to not be detected by their naval targets and thus deliv-
ering destructive blows with missiles. The Daggers, Mirages, Skyhawks,
and Pucará attacked naval targets in the Falklands/Malvinas, dropping
bombs and shafting fire. Also, they faced modern naval defense systems
and met British Harrier and Sea Harrier in aerial combats. The Argen-
tine Air Force lost 10 Douglas A-4B Skyhawk, 9 Douglas A-4C Skyhawk,
AMD 2 Mirage M-III, 11 IAI M-5 Dagger, 2 BMK-62 Canberra, and
11 FMA IA-58 Pucará.26

The UK, in turn, fought with the last generation technology in aerial
combat. Its air component comprised 38 Sea Harrier and Harrier fighter
planes, and about a hundred support planes and helicopters. According to
official records, the Sea Harrier performed much better than the Argen-
tine expected, resulting in 21 British victories and the Argentine fighters
brought none of the opponents down. However, the Argentine Air Force
Captain Guillermo Donadille and other observers tell a different story
about a confrontation between a squadron of Dagger and Mirage that
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he commanded.27 He reported the hits of a Harrier with shots from his
only weapon, a 30 mm cannon, which aircraft was up in smoke and fall
30 kilometers away from the area.28

The Harrier and Sea Harrier were the state-of-the-art in technology
for the year of 1982. They could take off and fly vertically, giving them
more maneuverability and, therefore, tactical advantage. For instance,
they could perform the VIFFing, which raises and reduces flight speed by
positioning the aircraft to attack or other maneuvers.29 They had similar
characteristics to the Argentine fixed-wing fighters in terms of weapons,
but they had the American air-to-air AIM9L Sidewinder missile, with a
much more precise heat-guided system.30,31

What were the British losses of aircraft in combat? A total of 4 Harriers
GR3 and 7 Sea Harriers were lost, all of which suffered an attack or
were shot down due to ground attacks with anti-aircraft artillery, attacks
on aircraft carriers, by small arms, or hit by a missile. However, due to
lousy flight conditions or operational accidents, two of these planes also
fell.32 What was the planning logic for gaining sovereignty over the Malv-
inas/Falklands Islands and how to sustain it with airpower? According
to the Rattenbach Report, there was no planning, and the UK was
technologically and militarily superior.

Operational Plan 2/82 “Maintenance of Sovereignty” was issued on
April 7, a few days after the troops’ arrival in the islands. This plan was
the product of a meeting in Buenos Aires, in which the Commander
of the South Atlantic Theater of Operations, the Commander of the
Malvinas/Falklands Military Garrison, and the Strategic Air Commander
intervened. They assigned the Air Force the tasks of maintaining an
airline of communication between the Falklands/Malvinas Islands and
the continent; patrolling and distant reconnaissance missions with KC-
130s in coordination with Naval Aviation; strategic interdiction over the
enemy fleet; and tactical air operations such as close fire support, search
and rescue, and direct and indirect air defense.33 The planning also
contemplated Chile’s intervention in the conflict and provided units to
counter it. The purpose was to neutralize British naval task forces’ possible
action, carry out air and ground operations, and prevent a surprise action
by the Chilean Air Force, dissuading this one from intervening in the
conflict.34 However, while British regulations prohibited attacking targets
on the continent and limited operations to the islands and their respective
maritime boundaries,35 the Chilean deployment and regulations for the
Falklands/Malvinas War are still unassessed and open to scrutiny.
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On April 5, the Strategic Command created the Southern Air Force
Command with strategic, defensive, tactical, and transportation air
responsibilities in the South Atlantic Theater of Operations and the
Southern Theater of Operations, correcting their jurisdictions’ overlap
and fostering their coordination.36 The Air Defense Command planned
and executed with speed and efficiency the deployment of air defense
assets to Patagonia’s coastal bases. For instance, Mirages were transferred
to the Southern Theater of Operations, though there were no confronta-
tions in the continent, so they remained unused.37 The Air Transport
Command carried out its tasks with success until the Argentine capitula-
tion. The resources and personnel to be transported and the scarcity of
military cargo aircrafts led to the mobilization of the air fleets of commer-
cial companies such as Aerolíneas Argentinas and Austral Líneas Aéreas.38

The Southern Air Force Command deployed with speed and success,
and without notice, to the continental air bases in Trelew, Cómodoro
Rivadavia, Santa Cruz, San Julián, Río Gallegos and Río Grande.39

Concerning aeronaval warfare, the Rattenbach Report stated that:

[…] at the beginning of the conflict with the United Kingdom, the Navy
was not operationally ready to face this hypothesis of unprecedented war,
due to the recent initiation of the naval year training, and the incorpora-
tion of the Super Etendard-Exocet weapons system was neither completed
nor ready. (…) Concerning joint training, this was practically non-existent.
Therefore, after the conflict had already begun, the two practices had to
be improvised with the Air Force’s resources.40

The Naval Aviation could not operate from the aircraft carrier ARA
25 de Mayo as this was taken to its Naval Station. The Skyhawk A4Qs
operated from the continent, as well as the recently incorporated Super
Étendard. They were not employed combined, decreasing their attacks’
effectiveness, though they could inflict damages above the preliminary
estimative.41

The Rattenbach Report replicates the Air Force assessment, pointing
out it could not face that type of air warfare at sea, lacking doctrine, and
joint training, which resulted in improvisation and less effective employ-
ment. Although they also managed to inflict considerable damage, that
was insufficient to neutralize British air forces’ superiority.42

The training of the Argentine personnel followed other combat
scenarios. Therefore, the pilots experienced unprecedented procedures of
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attacks on surface ships, “but the lack of specific training for this type
of fight, added to the great technological capacity and size of the enemy
force, cause numerous losses of lives and aerial resources.”43 Besides, as
mentioned above, the attacks’ effectiveness was considerably diminished
because 60% of the bombs that hit British naval assets did not explode.
“This was because the available bombs did not have their fire train ready
for naval targets, nor for the used technique of attack, the only one that
allowed to launch their ordnance with some probability of survival against
modern enemy anti-aircraft weapons.”44

Although it was decided that the Puerto Argentino/Port Stanley
airstrip would be adequate for Argentine aircraft’s needs, it could not
be completed because of the British naval blockade.45 The lack of coor-
dination between land forces and the air attacks’ employment resulted in
limited close air support.

[…] this could not be carried out as expected since there was not a well
delimited Main Line of Combat, nor was it possible to distinguish it from
the enemy targets by the aircraft in flight. The differences of approach
concerning these air operations had their origin in a lack of training in
joint operations, which generated ignorance on the part of the land forces
of what an aircraft could do.46

Also, “the operations carried out in conjunction with the Naval Avia-
tion obeyed, preferably, to direct local coordination between the assigned
resources, instead of an operation [embracing] the doctrine in effect in
this field.” However, they were able to coordinate in-flight refueling and
attacks on the British HMS Invincible.47 Furthermore, Argentine planes
did not operate from the islands or the 25 de Mayo aircraft carrier, due
to technical issues, the blockade, and bombardment generated by the
enemy forces. The Rattenbach Report recognized there was a clear supe-
riority of the British pilots “not only because they had the last generation
missile Sidewinder AIM-9L provided to Great Britain by the USA, but
also because of the lack of autonomy of their airplanes that limited their
permanence on the target to 2 or 3 minutes, otherwise they would run
out of fuel.”48

Nevertheless, all those British advantages could not capitalize on a total
or permanent command of the skies since it could not prevent the crit-
ical losses inflicted on its surface vessels, given the innovative and brave
action of the Argentine pilots in combat. During the last days of the
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conflict, the Air Force tried to provide close fire support by attacking
British units heavily defended by “RAPIER” and “BLOW PIPE” infantry
missiles, which resulted in the shooting down of several of its aircrafts.
These actions were not fully effective due to the lack of coordination
with the Argentine Army units and the Air Force’s pilots own inability to
hit those ground targets.

Moreover, there was a jurisdictional issue that marked the competences
between Argentina’s two air forces. The Air Force was in charge only of
the air space over the coast. Once at sea, the Naval Aviation held opera-
tional command. The Air Force had as a secondary responsibility and no
autonomy to attack targets at sea. Therefore, it did have the authorization
to search naval targets, but not to attack them.49

The Naval Aviation Command, in turn, also had an outstanding perfor-
mance, although with operational flaws like those of the Air Force.
At the beginning of the operations, the embarked attack planes could
not operate to help accomplish the assigned mission. Still, when these
aircrafts were deployed to mainland bases, they performed well enough
to inflict severe damages to the enemy. The units employed were Grupo
Aeronaval Continental, Grupo Aeronaval Insular, and Grupo Aeronaval
Embarcado. They performed air patrolling and reconnaissance, attack and
armed reconnaissance of British ships, positions and land forces, logis-
tical support and transport of personnel, search and rescue, and various
other purposes. The assets deployed to the Falklands/Malvinas Islands
were divided between the Malvinas Air Base and the Calderón Island
Base, which was evacuated after a successful attack by British commandos
that destroyed several of their planes. These troops were under the Naval
Component Malvinas’ operational command,50 acting successfully in few
opportunities of joint military maneuvers with the Air Force. Section F
of paragraph 679 of the Rattenbach Report states that “all aerial assets
were not organized under a single command from the beginning; instead,
each component was allowed to independently dispose of its aircraft
and support elements and conduct them under different criteria.”51 It
confirms that the UK always counted on aeronautical advantage and
achieved military supremacy over the air and the sea.

In summary, according to the analysis carried out by the military
regime itself, the Argentine Air Force and Naval Aviation were not ready
to embark on such a conflict against a superior enemy. The air forces were
not adequately trained for aeronaval warfare, and the doctrine restricted
the action to the sea. Nevertheless, the report mentioned that, given such
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disadvantages, the Argentine high command decided not to discard these
combat forms, accepting its perils.52

The Argentine Air Force had another challenge in securing the airspace
of coastal areas. It is faced with the need to extend the scope of airspace
control and cover the radio’s shadow cones surrounded by fixed echoes
from the ground. To attend that, it created an Air Observer Network,
made up of volunteer radio amateurs, stationed in their combat zone,
to give a timely alarm to the air defense. Alongside them, there were
pilots and civil aircraft for flight relay tasks, light transport, patrolling and
surveillance, search and rescue, diversion tasks to confuse and keep alert
the British forces with different planes, and aircraft guidance squadrons
to the combat zone.53

The Rattenbach Report also states Argentine technical and logistical
inferiority to British ability to sustain air operations and air defense
capacity.54 It was particularly challenging to supply fuel and lubricants for
its aircrafts had to be transported from a very remote area from the theater
of operations—such as Buenos Aires—because there were no means of
packaging them in the nearest city of Cómodoro Rivadavia.55 Therefore,
no unified command acted organically and efficiently during the war.

The procedures adopted by the Military Junta led the Nation to war
without adequate preparation, contradicting essential planning norms and
thus engendering fundamental errors and omissions that affected the mili-
tary’s strategic orientation and the coherence of contributing planning. All
this constituted a decisive cause of the defeat.56

The British Policy of Military

Technological Transfer to Argentina

In the long term, the Falklands/Malvinas War resulted in different paths
of air power development. Argentina’s military expenditure has fallen
systematically after it and continued the decline in the 1990s due to a
new foreign policy based on international insertion in line with the new
liberal world order, hegemonized by the United States after the disap-
pearance of the Soviet Union. Chart 4.1 shows how Argentine Defense
spending has systematically decreased.

Consequently, Argentina invested a small percentage of its national
budget in defense—and only a share of it in the Air Force—which was
not enough to keep its military aircrafts operational. It retired most of
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Chart 4.1 Argentine military expenditure as a percentage of GDP, 1997–2018
(Source The World Bank Data. “Military expenditure [% of GDP].” https://
data.worldbank.org/indicator/MS.MIL.XPND.GD.ZS?end=2018&locations=
AR&start=1997. Accessed July 12, 2019)

the Mirages and Skyhawks, remaining only a few that can fly.57 Some-
thing similar happens with Navy Aviation, which received five modernized
Super Étendard fighters, almost forty years old.58 Indeed, after a long
period of decline, Argentina no longer has a capable military air force.
Meanwhile, the Royal Air Force remains operational: its Harriers, once a
state-of-the-art weapons system, are now regarded as museum pieces and
replaced by the fifth-generation F-35.59

One explanation is the lack of resources to invest in defense programs.
Although this is a reasonable interpretation for Argentina’s period of
economic crisis in the 1990s, its economic recovery took place in
the mid-2000s, which affected the Defense budget, as can be seen in
Chart 4.2.

Thus, alongside domestic politics, what else can explain those different
paths? I argue that a significant share of the explanation lies in the UK
controlled the exports of military technology or dual-use technology
to Argentina, developing a “web of technological limitation,” which
extended from British defense and trade governmental apparatuses to
international institutions.

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/MS.MIL.XPND.GD.ZS?end=2018&amp;locations=AR&amp;start=1997
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Chart 4.2 Argentina’s Military expenditure (current USD), 1997–2018 (Source
The World Bank Data: https://datos.bancomundial.org/indicator/MS.MIL.
XPND.CD?end=2018&locations=AR&start=1997. Accessed July 12, 2019)

Although the UK has lost its place as a world power after the Second
World War, it has retained strategic industries, global value chains, multi-
national corporate interests, and oversight over strategic-military tech-
nology transfers. In effect, any industrial-technological system grounds
on a dual-use matrix, the result of which is the development of indus-
trialized products for military and commercial purposes, and scientific
knowledge create multinational businesses linked to the defense industry.
Investment in this area has increased a lot since the terrorist attacks in
New York and the Pentagon in 2001, after declining relative terms during
the 1980s and 1990s. In 2014, the UK had 13 companies at SIPRI’s The
Top 100 Arms-Producing and Military Services Companies: BAE Systems,
Airbus Group, Rolls-Royce, Babcock International Group, MBDA, Serco,
Cobham, QinetiQ, GKN, Thales UK, Meggitt, CNH Industrial.60 In a
list in which the United States companies predominate, nine are of British
property, three join a European consortium, and BAE Systems ranks as
the third top defense company. After the United States, which holds
54.4% of the list’s value, the UK’s participation is 10.4%: the second in
relative terms.61 That entails the British potential to use technology as a
power resource.

https://datos.bancomundial.org/indicator/MS.MIL.XPND.CD?end=2018&amp;locations=AR&amp;start=1997
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Military technology is directly related to the territory in which it
is produced, and its geopolitical worldview. The international system’s
patterns and distinct characteristics attributed to individual countries
define policymakers’ geopolitical worldview. Consequently, there is a
geopolitical discourse about how political and economic events are read,
and how power is represented in space, as it is and as it should be.62

Geopolitics offers perspectives of the global landscape using geograph-
ical descriptions. Metaphors such as “Iron Curtain,” “Third World,”
or “Rogue State” are inherently geographic as they also inform poli-
cymakers about political characteristics, positions, and commitments.63

A First World or Core Country represents a country with a developed,
diversified, technologically advanced economy, which enjoys considerable
leverage in the international system. Can one think of a technologically
advanced country outside the interstate system? Not in any way: there
are metaphorical notions about development because these also exist
about underdevelopment. Developed countries design national and inter-
national norms and institutions—that regulate socio-economic growth
and technological tenure. The most sensitive and regulated of them are
those related to war and the development of military technology.

After the Falklands/Malvinas War of 1982 with Argentina, the British
geopolitical strategy consisted of blocking the institutions and the
economic sectors on which Argentine military technological develop-
ment depends. The UK has constrained Argentina technologically so that
this one became unable to develop either its military or technological
capabilities. After the war, the British policymakers kept the geopolitical
notion that Argentina has remained as a threat to the islands. There-
fore, Argentina became an object of British foreign policies that limited
economic intercourse related to military use technology. The official
documentation published by the British government between 1997 and
2018 makes that evident.

After Argentina’s defeat and the diplomatic relations broke down, the
British exerted pressure to constrain the Argentine military capabilities
and enforced an embargo over a series of items as long as possible.64 That
was carried on even after the UK’s allies—for instance, France and Italy—
ended the ban and sold some military equipment to Argentina.65 At the
time, however, the UK lifted part of the embargo on Argentina to facil-
itate compliance with contracts with its European trading partners who
used British industrial components in their war machinery. For instance,
four Rolls-Royce turbines and propulsion material and electronics from



4 FALKLANDS/MALVINAS’ AIR WARFARE AND ITS CONSEQUENCES … 101

the firm BAE Systems were authorized for Argentine destroyers of West
German origin. The Argentine ships also embarked on British-made West-
land Lynx helicopters and Exocet missiles manufactured in France but
with British components. Rolls Royce 540 Viper engines powered the
French Mirage planes and the Israeli Daggers of Argentine Air Force.
Despite this, Thatcher’s government continuously lobbied in the shadows
to guarantee the embargo, and therefore the restriction of Argentine
access to the international market of military technology and arms. The
ban lasted until 1998, during Carlos Menem’s presidency and with the
normalization of the bilateral relations.66

The UK resumed the embargo on Argentina in December 2011,
when the tension between them escalated because the Mercosur countries
(Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, and Uruguay) decided to deny their ports
to British Falklands ships.67 In 2012, a British Parliament report stated
that issue, mentioning the original policy on controlling Argentine access
to British goods and technology for military use and the new orientation
since 1998. There was still embargo over new military technology items.
However, it allowed the export of older military materiel. It also acknowl-
edges that the last change and hardening of British policy responded
to the diplomatic actions of Mercosur countries, as they damage the
Falklands Islands’ economy, but aimed exclusively export licenses for
end-users in Argentina.68

Moreover, Argentina is subject to British export controls along with
other countries such as Afghanistan, Burundi, Macao Special Admin-
istrative Region in China, Rwanda, Tanzania, Uganda, Congo, North
Korea, Eritrea, Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Republic
of Guinea, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South Sudan, Sudan, Syria, and
Zimbabwe. The People’s Republic of China also suffers from export
controls on military technology, and the Russian Federation is under sanc-
tions from the European Union.69 These technological export restrictions
comprise sensitive material, not only to weapons of mass destruction but
also to software and hardware technologies that may end up composing
a high dual-use development.70 The European Union’s list of export
control materials, to which the UK adheres, comprises nuclear mate-
rials and their equipment, chemicals, micro-organisms, toxins, processing
materials, electronics, computers, telecommunications and information
security, sensors and lasers, navigation and avionics, navigation control,
and aerospace and propulsion technology.71
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The UK stands two lists of export lists. The Standard Individual
Export Licenses (SIELs) are the most restrictive and list export licenses
for specific controlled goods such as: as dual-use (civilian or military),
coercion (including drugs used for lethal injection), radioactive sources,
military products, and electronic technology.72 Issued by the Export
Control Organization (ECO), the Open Individual Export Licenses
(OIEL) is more flexible and designed for the exporter’s needs, allowing
multiple overseas shipments of specific goods to specific countries. It
contemplates the control of dual-use technologies and materials that
could be sensitive. Therefore, their commercial trade can be facilitated
depending on the nature of the business and the exporter.73

All the accessed documents mention criteria to grant or not licenses
related to the buyer’s behavior in the international community, the atti-
tude toward terrorism, the nature of their foreign alliances, and respect
for international law. Besides, there are other factors such as the impact
of the export in question on the economic, commercial, industrial, and
social interests of the acquiring country, and in particular, the effects on
the British economy, as well as its commercial and industrial benefits, the
effect on bilateral relations, the effect on collective defense with British
allies, and the strategic protection of industry.

The available data presents that, between 1997 and 2018, the UK
has exported to Argentina a certain amount of variable inputs, which
have been affected by the abovementioned British policies’ changes
during the same period. However, the UK has granted SIEL and OIEL
export licenses to Argentina independently its administration and policy
orientation to the Falklands/Malvinas Islands: from the most friendly
government in terms of foreign policy and the islands—Menem’s—to
De La Rúa’s, through the provisional government of Duhalde, to the
most sovereign government of the Kirchners, and, finally, Macri’s compla-
cent government toward the UK and the Falklands/Malvinas issue. What
remained constant, and what changed?

Chart 4.3 presents that British SIEL licenses to Argentina had
increased since 2004, leaping during the Néstor Kirchner’s administra-
tion and reached its peak in 2008 when Cristina Kirchner Fernández
had already been elected. A slight fall followed the international crisis
of the same year. The increase of licenses resulted from Argentine
higher demand due to industrial growth and import substitution policy
and Kirchner’s creation of the Ministry of Science, Technology, and
Productive Innovation to foster scientific and technological activities.74
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Chart 4.3 U.K. Standard Individual Export Licenses (SIEL) to Argentina
(Source UK Government. “Standard Individual Export Licences, September
12, 2012”. https://www.gov.uk/guidance/standard-individual-export-licences.
Accessed November 11, 2019)

Conversely, the number of rejected licenses, which was relatively low
until 2012, increased in reaction to Argentina’s decision to reject the
docking of British-flagged vessels bound for Falklands/Malvinas Islands
throughout Mercosur. Those licenses include dual-use material, cataloged
as both civilian and military.

Chart 4.4 presents the grants of OIEL licenses performed similarly:
they steadily increased since 2004, decreased after 2008, and the number
of rejected licenses increased significantly from 2012. It is essential to
highlight that the SIEL and OIEL licenses did not increase significantly
during the Macri’s government that took office in December 2015. It
tried a détente with the UK by suspending the Argentine claims over
the Islands. Despite that, it had equivalent levels of acceptance and rejec-
tion of licenses of Kirchner’s last years. The same can be said about the
military-type export licenses, presented in Chart 4.5. It may be due to
three concomitant factors: the economic opening that brought down
productive activity in the country, the systematic reduction of the mili-
tary budget, and the president’s statements on talks with the UK about
the sovereignty of the islands, later emphatically denied by the latter.75

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/standard-individual-export-licences
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Chart 4.4 U.K. Open Individual Export Licenses (OIEL) to Argentina (Source
UK Government. “Open Individual Export Licences, August 14, 2012”. Last
updated February 13, 2015. https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-individual-exp
ort-licences. Accessed November 11, 2019)
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Chart 4.5 U.K. Military Equipment Licenses to Argentina (Source UK
Government. “Standard Individual Export Licences, September 12, 2012”.
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/standard-individual-export-licences; UK Govern-
ment. “Open Individual Export Licences, August 14, 2012”. Last updated
February 13, 2015. https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-individual-export-lic
ences. Accessed November 11, 2019)
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An Assessment of British-Argentine Relations

During the Macri’s Administration

The Prime Minister of the UK, David Cameron, telephoned his counter-
part Mauricio Macri, who won the 2015 presidential elections by a tight
margin on the second round. In this conversation, Cameron congratu-
lated the president-elect, and they agreed there was an opportunity to
strengthen bilateral relations and develop the existing investments and
trade. The Prime Minister gave his support to the economic market
reforms to be carried out and the free trade negotiations between the
European Union and Mercosur.76

Prime Minister Cameron later met with Mauricio Macri. Both agreed
that there was an opportunity to embark on a new chapter of the relation
between the two countries. They spoke about economic reforms, trade
and investment, and about the Malvinas/Falklands issue. They discussed
how the European country could help Argentina in its plans for reforming
the economy, particularly in terms of energy, transparency, and science.
According to both representatives, the economic reform in Argentina
could lead to significant business opportunities for British investors in
infrastructure, oil and gas, mining, agribusiness.77

Subsequently, in the heat of foreign policy successes that gave a
different color to bilateral relations, the British government issued a press
release in which it celebrated that “the United Kingdom received with
resounding success the visit of the Argentine Navy in July 2016 through
the ARA Libertad to the city of Liverpool. The visit was part of the
resumption of relations with Argentina under the Macri administration.
The last time this training ship visited the UK was in 2003.”78

The British Foreign Minister, declared a significant improvement in
relations with Argentines since Macri’s election: “a great step was taken
after a decade of difficulties given the isolationist approach of the previous
government.”79 He was alluding to Cristina Fernández de Kirchner.
Nonetheless, no such official visit had taken place since 2009, when
Fernández de Kirchner was in her first term in office, and that the
dialogue was a significant step forward in establishing air connection with
the Argentine territory. Cristina Fernandez de Kirchner also stressed the
right of the islanders to remain British citizens.

Both parties made a joint statement covering several of the new
Macri and Cameron administrations’ bilateral agenda topics. I highlight
point 3 of cooperation in Science and Technology for innovation and
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manufacturing improvement and collaboration in scientific and Antarctic
institutions: all sensitive and strategic issues for Argentine foreign policy
and development, whose position in the face of power like the UK is
weaker. Jointly, in item 8 on Security and Defense, it was agreed to
confront the global challenges to world peace and stability, and the coop-
eration of the Armed Forces of both nations. The most important of the
bilateral relationship—point 10—establishes collaboration and dialogue
between both parties. “In this context, it was agreed that appropriate
measures should be taken to remove the obstacles that limit the economic
growth and sustainable development of the Malvinas/Falkland Islands,
including trade, fishing, transport, and hydrocarbon exploitation.”80

Although that reversed Kirchner’s policy and discourse of avoiding and
blocking the colonial enclave in the Argentine territory and exploiting
its resources, the British remained unchanged. It was made clear that
dialogue on sovereignty was out of the table, since “nothing in the discus-
sion or declaration affects the sovereignty of the islands and the United
Kingdom remains clear in its support for the rights of the islanders.”81

A preliminary review of reports from 2016 to 2018 suggests an
increase of British exports to Argentina in dual-use and military tech-
nologies during President Macri’s first administration year, which they
fell to zero in a couple of years. Better treatment of further British data
is necessary before a more conclusive assessment. Nevertheless, I believe
that drop and Macri’s foreign policy shift at the end of his administration
suggest there was still—although to a lesser degree—a British geopolitical
restriction of technological transfer to Argentina.

Final Remarks

This chapter presented evidence that the UK conducted a policy to limit
technologically Argentine military capabilities without cutting all trans-
fers. The available data show that limitation was not total but followed
segmented and conditioned by the British governmental control since, at
least, 1997.

After the war, Argentina conducted different bilateral relationship
approaches with the UK and its technology transfer policies. The govern-
ment of Alfonsín (1983–1989), heir to the military dictatorship policies
that led to the war in the South Atlantic, saw its political action reduced,
limited by domestic political and economic crises. Menem’s govern-
ment (1989–1999) began governing in the post-Cold War transition



4 FALKLANDS/MALVINAS’ AIR WARFARE AND ITS CONSEQUENCES … 107

and adopted the widely advocated neoliberal policies of democratization
and economic openness. However, British and Argentineans’ context of
re-establishment diplomatic channels of communication set up another
institutional and geopolitical scenario. The Falklands/Malvinas War never
faded away as an issue and plagued their bilateral relations with corre-
sponding limitations. The UK documents of 1997 onwards corroborate
the British control over exports, both of complete military material and
dual-use technologies, to Argentina.

The assessment of that documentation indicated some upward move-
ments in the number of export licenses granted to Argentina in the
mid-2000 when its economic recovery took place. The relations with
the UK were still fluid. Conversely, from 2010 and onwards, the islands’
bilateral disputes were triggered again, causing rejections from the British
Parliament, recognized in official and public statements, and the fall
of the export licenses to Argentina. The Macri government (2015–
2019), whose foreign policy toward the UK and the Falklands/Malvinas
issue was complacent in its search of being acknowledged as pro-market
and Western-oriented, tended to yield to British power over Argentine
national interests. However, it seems it had no significant impact on those
bilateral relations and the Argentine (lack of) access to British technology.

Considering the data assessed in this chapter, I proceed with the
following conclusions. First, there was a policy of technological restric-
tions toward Argentina, described in the UK governmental documents.
That policy observes the British interests in the Falklands/Malvinas
Islands, securing their population, military troops, and territory with
any direct transfer of war material or dual-use technologies that could
be used militarily against them. Second, unsurprisingly, the Argentine
foreign policy mattered on the levels of those restrictions. An appease-
ment policy—like that of Menem—that favored an excellent relationship
with the Americans and their European allies was much more likely
of acquiring British technologies than a contending one—like that of
Cristina Fernández de Kirchner, which promoted a joint policy with the
countries of the South American region to harden the supplying of the
Falklands/Malvinas Islands—that resulted in much more demanding and
taxing restrictions on exports licenses.

Why have I called it technological limitation geopolitics? Because it
is a policy with territorial anchorage, with the construction of a geopo-
litical worldview based on strategic perceptions of Argentina, related to
recent military history, but also because there has been a planned action
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to prevent technological capabilities that could foster Argentina’s power
projection in the South Atlantic. That policy was institutionalized in the
British government and had been making use of international regimes.
Thus, the Parliament in London limits exports to the government in
Buenos Aires and emphasizes Argentina’s commitment to treaties that
control mass destruction weapons and non-proliferation. In other words,
the British policy is a double game that compels them to participate in the
liberal game of international control, as it is global and local by accessing
its national and international institutions. British geopolitics is in line
with the core countries’ policies, and on the other hand, it directly limits
interests in the bilateral relationship. The data presented in this chapter
indicate that the policy has been successful.

A recent and illustrative case took place in 2014 as a development of
Argentina and Brazil’s foreign policy changes and rapprochement through
cooperation agreements on development and defense issues. One of them
fostered the Argentinean Military Aircraft Factory to cooperate with the
Brazilian Embraer to manufacture the medium transport plane KC-390.82

In turn, Argentina announced the intention to participate with Brazil in
producing the Swedish fighter planes SAAB Gripen 39 that has compo-
nents of British manufacture. For this reason, the UK stated that it was
not conducive to such a technology transfer to Argentina and blocked
it.83 Therefore, Malvinas/Falklands is an essential issue in the history
and politics of the UK. Despite not being a military threat, Argentina
continues to be the object of a restriction policy on sensitive and dual-use
technology transfer that has not changed since the war in 1982.
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CHAPTER 5

The Silence After Defeat: The Apostadero
Naval Malvinas Veterans in the Early Postwar

Andrea Belén Rodríguez

Introduction

The Malvinas War was the sole international conflict Argentina took part
in the twentieth century.1 British and Argentine troops clashed over the
Malvinas, South Georgia, and the South Sandwich Islands from April 2
to June 14, 1982. Anchored in a national historical claim—which origins
date back to 1833, when Great Britain took the islands by force in an
illegal act—the war was started by the bloodiest military dictatorship
in Argentine history in power since March 24, 1976. In a context of
an intense crisis after six years of a government filled with kidnapping,
torturing, and murdering of thousands of citizens; the military junta tried
to kill two birds with one stone: to recover the islands and regain popular
support.

The islands remained under the Argentine domain for seventy-four
days, during which the regime enjoyed phenomenal popularity: several
social and political sectors enthusiastically supported and greeted the
soldiers. Although it did not imply automatic support for the military
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dictatorship or leaving other economic and political demands adrift, the
overall positive public opinion and support suspended the dictatorship’s
intense delegitimization process.2

However, when Argentina’s surrender was unquestionable, the massive
irregularities and improvisations that happened during the conflict went
public. From mid-June onward, the military junta had to pay the price
of facing a contesting society. The return of the defeat’s witnesses was
perceived with apprehension by the regime because their testimonies
about the terrible military planning and even the abuse of the conscripts
by some superiors began to circulate. They were able to fuel the social
indignation and become a decisive factor of the government’s destabiliza-
tion and the armed force’s delegitimization. That was the context of the
return of about 13,000 Argentine veterans who fought in the islands.3

The present chapter focuses on the early postwar period of only a small
group of those soldiers who were part of the Apostadero Naval Malvinas.
This was the Navy’s first unit created during the war to organize the
islands’ port facilities and based on Malvinas’ capital at some point. It had
approximately 200–250 members among civilians and military, conscripts,
and career military officers. Most of whom had some technical expertise,
but they were logistical personnel, not frontline troops.

Its members were assigned to various tasks, but their primary function
was to stow the cargo of ships arriving on the islands and to guard the
docks. Approximately thirty of them fought on the battlefront on the
Camber Peninsula. On June 14, 1982, the unit ceased to exist. From
that moment, its former members became prisoners of the British troops
until June 20, the day they returned to the continent.4

Specifically, this chapter deals with the return of the conscript soldiers
who integrated that unity into their daily lives in the 1980s, emphasizing
the silences of the (mis)matches with civilians who had remained on the
continent.5 It also proposes a reflection on how the absence of coherent
state reintegration policies left the former combatants alone in the face of
war marks. That condition continued beyond the military regime (which
lasted until 1983) and persisted during democratic transition under Raúl
Alfonsín (1983–1989).

Unlike the traditional military history that perceives combatants as
a uniform and homogeneous collective,6 this chapter focuses on the
diversity of the early postwar experiences of Apostadero Naval Malv-
inas former conscripts in their subjectivities, emotions, projects, hopes,
fears, and disappointments from a micro-perspective, keeping in sight
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the political and social backgrounds. It is a matter of contributing to
the sociocultural history of the Malvinas War and its postwar period,
which is still an evolving branch of Argentine scholarship. Although there
is a reasonable amount of testimonial or written bibliography from the
political-diplomatic and military perspectives of that war, the veterans’
war and, especially, postwar experiences are still scarcely investigated.7

Therefore, this chapter is based on oral testimonies of the Apos-
tadero Naval Malvinas veterans, gathered through semi-structured inter-
views and other accounts published by them. Moreover, to contrast
and complement the memoirs, I use periodical publication and offi-
cial reports of the war and postwar periods. It has four sections. The
first examines how those veterans received public indifference by several
sectors of Argentine society (at least in the big cities). That unfolded
disagreements between the veterans, civil society, and the government,
which constrained the veteran’s reintegration in the 1980s. The second
section focuses on the (im)possibility of talking about their experiences
in during the democratic transition. The third section addresses their
daily life returns, emphasizing social networks, and the scarcity of imple-
mented reintegration policies. The fourth and last section presents some
conclusions and topics for further research.

The Impossibility of Returning

After the surrender, the Apostadero Naval Malvinas soldiers returned
from the islands with a bitter taste of defeat, with thousands of questions
about the meaning of their sacrifice and the deaths of their comrades.8

Many were disappointed with the end of the war but also with the Argen-
tine armed forces’ performance. The conscript soldier Eduardo Iáñez
remembers his arrival at Capital Federal by plane, the striking view of
the illuminated city in contrast with the islands’ desolated landscape, and
the feeling of uselessness of the recent experience: “I remember when we
were entering Buenos Aires that I said ‘this is worth fighting for’.”9

The questionings about the meaning of the experience and the war
itself were frequent among the veterans and many social sectors, which,
as soon as the war ended, organized broad mobilizations demanding from
the military regime “the truth” about what had happened in the islands.
Beyond the public inquiring, those who had spent two and a half months
in the archipelago, giving their all, expected a sure reception and recog-
nition from the armed forces and the government that had sent them to
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fight but also from the society they had fought for and for whom their
comrades had given their lives. Like all others, the Malvinas War veterans
expected recognition for their participation, which would serve to reaffirm
the meaning of what they had experienced.

However, the armed forces’ reception was plagued with silences and
concealments, sometimes even the same irregularities and improvisations
that characterized their war performance. The soldiers who had recently
come back posed a double threat to the military regime: They witnessed
the defeat and the lousy military action on the islands. If their voices
were to be heard, they could both fuel social indignation and deepen
military smear. The three military services established a mandate of silence
to all the war protagonists, prohibiting them from speaking about their
experiences and hiding them and preventing contact with society.10

Neither the actions of the armed forces, nor the social receptions were
what the combatants had expected. Although it is difficult to generalize,
by the time the troops returned, almost a week after the surrender, large
social sectors living in the big cities, far from the theater of operations,
were more attentive to the comings and goings of the military regime, the
tremendous crisis hanging over the dictatorship, and to the FIFA World
Cup. The media coverage of combatants’ return was a clear indication of
this postwar climate. The newspaper Clarín covered their return only on
June 21 and 27 at the bottom of its pages, while the election of the pres-
ident, his chosen cabinet, and the local soccer championship dominated
the news.

In fact, the picture is much more complicated. The truth is that
several letters were published from several citizens asking for a tribute
to the combatants and for the armed forces to be held accountable for
the defeat. However, in the end, those demands were not embodied in
concrete actions. One must bear in mind that the dictatorship still ruled,
and its censorship policy and concealment of the combatants did not
contribute to their encounter with society.

It is also true that the news of their return was leaked to the press.
In some Patagonian cities that had lived through the conflict intensely,
such as Puerto Madryn, the citizens broke down the military barriers
to embrace the soldiers who had recently come back. Nothing similar
happened in the big cities far from the South Atlantic Theater of Oper-
ations or from the main military bases.11 In Buenos Aires, where many
Apostadero Naval veterans resided, there were no significant tributes with
broad public participation in the immediate postwar period, but rather
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small acts of recognition by institutions that had an affective bond with
them. When they arrived, the people waiting outside the military units
were, in their great majority, relatives and close friends, not the public in
general.

The different routes that they took in the capital or Gran Buenos Aires
until they reached their homes were signs of how they would be received
by the society that had applauded them on their way to the islands. Many
of them returned to their homes by taxi. The conversations with the
drivers were their first contact with the civilians who had remained on
the continent and lived the war in a quite different and sometimes distant
way. The former conscript Alexander Egudisman remembers this:

I took a cab, wearing camouflage […]. When I got on the taxi, the driver
looked at me and said, “where are you coming from?” and I answered, “I
come from the Malvinas” “Ah!” “Please, could you take me home quickly?
I live in Saavedra”. He said, “wow, cool?” the guy seemed to be asking me
about a soccer game. When I got home, he charged me for the fare, and I
had to ask my father for money. And then I say: Shit! I was the only one
who went to war because the people in other neighborhoods kept playing
soccer.12

The sensation that Buenos Aires society had experienced the war as
one more piece of news spread by the media appears recurrently in the
testimonies, and it was in these first contacts with those who “had not
crossed the puddle” that it became obvious.

The Apostadero Naval Malvinas veterans experienced very mixed
receptions, which, besides being subject to individual situations, often
depended on the region to which they were returning. While in Buenos
Aires and other large urban centers, the war was experienced as a distant
commitment; the receptions were more effusive and public in other local-
ities of the countryside that were headquarters of great military units for
being border regions or close to the South Atlantic Theater of Operations,
such as the Patagonian coastal cities. These locations were also marked by
their history of connection with the armed forces, as Lorenz explains:

Both Patagonia and the Northeast (Chaco, Misiones, Corrientes) are
regions of Argentina where the military institution has a much more robust
and less questioned presence than in other parts of the country: these
are national territories that were the last additions to the map, where for
example it was not uncommon for many young people to go to school
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during their compulsory military service and look at the military career as
a work option. The garrisons’ routine marked the life of the towns or cities
where the regiments were based. There, the officers and non-commissioned
officers established concrete family ties among them and their families.13

The public receptiveness depended not only on the province but also
on the city’s size and, fundamentally, on the social networks in which
the soldiers who had recently come back and his family were immersed.
In those villages, where sociability was marked by closeness and kinship,
the returning combatant quickly became “the” character of the locality.
It was also true for those who had lived in the same neighborhood for
years in cities of Gran Buenos Aires or who were more extroverted. The
return of the conscript Claudio Guida to the city of Vicente López is a
clear example:

I arrive home, one and a half in the morning, the block cut, my friends,
neighbors, and… because my mother called everyone “Claudio was coming
back” […]. Ovation, I get off on my feet, greetings […]. The whole block
receives me; I am a guy who gets along with a lot of people […] everybody
was inside my house […]. Well, hugs, my mother crying, I was calm, I was
fine. I sit on the bed, I say “my bed, my room, I thought I’d never see
it again, motherfucker, after sleeping in so many places, after so long, I’m
sitting on my bed again, how incredible.14

Some entities with bounds with the veterans organized small public
ceremonies in their homage. For instance: The neighborhood club
recognized Eduardo Iàñez; while Claudio Guida, Fernando González
Llanos, and Gabriel Asenjo were honored by their secondary schools;
and Alejandro Egudisman by the Popular Socialist Party where he was
a member.

However, in most of the cases, the absence of broad public tributes in
the big cities fed the veterans’ perception that they had been alone in the
war. For those on the islands for more than two and a half months, the
distance between the desired return and reality could not be more signif-
icant. If not anger and indignation, a sense of disillusionment permeated
their postwar years, deepening civil society’s distancing, which had already
begun during the conflict.

The veterans’ astonishment and anguish with the unchanged civil life
is a common feature in any process of post-conflict reintegration.15 In the
case of the Malvinas War, additional factors contributed to their perplexity
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and indignation in face of society’s alienation. First, the theater of opera-
tions was an insular territory far from the major urban areas. Second, the
veterans recurrently expressed their discomfort with the abysmal contrast
between the radio news about the combats—partly due to the censor-
ship—and the reality in the islands, which reinforced the contrast between
the pleasant life of those who had been at home and those under the
enemy bombardments. Their collective identification as combatants was
forged in the war, in part, in opposition with the civilians and the military
who had remained on the continent. Soon, most of them shared a sense
of estrangement to society. They were the “others.”16

In many cases, that estrangement—or impossibility of recognition—
turned into anger and resentment toward the social groups that had not
been sufficiently engaged in the war (when they had initially massively
supported it) and did not recognize their sacrifice and their compan-
ions’ deaths and embrace them when they were returning. From their
perspective, the Argentine society seemed schizophrenic—if not hypocrit-
ical. It had radically mutated from an initial overexcitement during the
Malvinas’ “recovery,” in which it had placed the hopes of national regen-
eration, to casual indifference about the defeat. That is evident in Roberto
Herrscher’s testimony:

I got off the bus at Saavedra Bridge. I walked the fifteen blocks to my
house, looking at people with infinite strangeness […]. In all wars, those
who return remember the astonishment at the fact that life in the cities
remained the same while they were under shrapnel, and their friends died. I
had stopped understanding my country when everyone went crazy on April
2, and now I didn’t understand why everything was back to normal.17

Moreover, the veterans also had changed because of the experience
of war. They were unable to understand much less explain these sensa-
tions or what was happening to them in the first moments after their
return, as they began to see themselves differently from “others.” The
discord, then, was also within themselves and their pre-war identity. The
difficulty of linking the experience of war—the “there”—and peace—the
“here”—and finding some continuity between both times/spaces—were
clear signs that would be hard for many of them to leave the past behind.
This feeling of not being “either there or here” is the factor that marks
them as “others,” and distances them from the civilians and military
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who remained on the continent, sometimes alien to the conflict or with
unbridled bellicosity.

The veterans were suddenly confronted with the fears, distresses, and
anxieties that they had tried to deny or hide during the conflict. The
marks of the war, the emotions contained, and the impossibility of
assigning meaning to their experience came into full force in these first
moments after returning. For this reason, some of them needed some
time to try to find themselves before anything else, although this reunion
was impossible:

I didn’t want to; I couldn’t get on the bus to the door of my house and
ring the doorbell. Is that it? Is the war over? I came back, and life goes
on?

I wanted to come back, but I needed to walk, to breathe. I felt in
a way that I couldn’t explain that I wasn’t prepared to endure the hugs
[…]. I got off the bus at Puente Saavedra. I walked the fifteen blocks to
the house, looking at people with infinite strangeness.18

On the night of their return, the Apostadero Naval veterans were
reunited with their loved ones and the wars they had lived through, full of
despair, anxiety, and uncertainty. The soldier Alejandro Diego remembers
that reunion:

I enter my house through the back door, through the stairs, I ring the
doorbell, and my mom sees me through the peephole, opens the door,
and instead of hugging me, she goes backward and stays that way, and she
couldn’t believe it, [I was] dressed in war, strong. […] And I go through
the kitchen, and, in a moment, there is a long corridor, and you see the
living room. My father was sitting, looking at the newspaper, reading the
newspaper, hunched over the paper, and carrying the sorrow that his son
will not return to him. I saw him like that. I could see what they suffered.
I walk towards him, I say “Daddy,” and he looks at me, and […] he
goes back, hugs me, and “you came back” what do I know. And then we
hugged, and I was alive19

This estrangement toward those returning from the war was experi-
enced by many loved ones, or the returned soldiers felt that way. The
veterans felt that their relatives treated them as “others,” with qualms
or cares that showed that they also noticed the mark of war in their
lives. Some situations lived by the Apostadero Naval veterans made it so
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that their loved ones could not recognize them in their eyes, in their
appearance, in their war history, nor in their attitudes, marked, now, by
the extreme experience. Many of them remember situations in which
they were disturbed by a loud noise that referred them to war or ate
desperately. Others also evoke the glances given by those who were with
them in the face of these strange behaviors. For example, Antonio Gulla
remembers a situation he went through with his cousin the day after
returning:

The next day after I arrived, well, I didn’t sleep; obviously, I didn’t even
know where the fuck I was, I was here, but I didn’t know where I was.
I’m going with my cousin to my mother’s house, we’re going to take the
train in Retiro, we’re taking a bus, and we were walking through the square
[…], and a plane passes by. My cousin looked at me and didn’t understand
a thing. What did I do? We came together like this, I grab him and throw
him, throw myself, and throw him [to the ground], I cover him. […] My
cousin says, “This one is crazy” “Of course because you didn’t go through
all…”. Then I said, “Forgive me,” “No, it’s fine, cousin.20

Faced with these strange behaviors and unprecedented situations, the
loved ones of several veterans chose to treat them with complete care to
help them elaborate such a painful experience and “forget” the war. The
truth is that as soon as they returned, their relatives did not know well
what to do to help them in the elaboration of their experience: Was it
better to speak or not? What to ask about the war? How to do it? Fearing
to deepen the traumatic experience wounds, many opted directly not to
ask them about the war or hide all kinds of elements that could refer them
to their wartime past.

Finally, if the veterans had returned from the war different and felt that
way, the first contact with their loved ones only confirmed their feeling of
being “others.” The encounter with their relatives and, in general, with
civil society, was, in fact, a discord not only with those “others” but also
with themselves. The return proved impossible because they had no place
in a society that had mutated into “other,” but, fundamentally, because
they were no longer the same: They lived between war and peace.
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The Impossibility of the Word

The estrangement from society, the disagreement with the “other” civil-
ians, which the veterans noticed during the first days after return,
deepened throughout the postwar period. Some consider that it even
continues to this day.

The conscripts who had fought on the islands felt no place for them in
the post-dictatorship society. They felt that they could not find a space to
talk about their experiences or resume their lives after the war experience.
Why did this “social short-circuit” occur? What were those situations that
fueled the veterans’ sense of being in excess? Why did many of them keep
silent about their experiences for decades?

This distancing was based, in principle, on the diversity of meanings
that civil society and veterans assigned to the war; meanings that ended
up being antagonistic and conditioned their social bounds.

During the democratic transition, the intersections between state
terrorism and the Malvinas War in the press were the day’s order. The
magnitude of the armed forces’ massacre in the 1970s and the claims
for the “truth” of the war have gradually overshadowed the combatants’
voices. The testimonies of the families of the disappeared and the survivors
of the clandestine detention centers denounced the horror they had lived.
The war was less uncomfortable and embarrassing for many sectors of
society because it questioned the responsibility of each person in the face
of the support granted to the conflict. Unlike the illegal repression, society
could not claim ignorance about the war: It had been a public act, and
popular support had been massive.

To understand how many sectors of society resolved this discomfort—
or tried to do so—it is necessary to bear in mind the meaning given to
state terrorism in the democratic transition since both memories were
configured at the same time and were closely related. The “problem of the
disappeared” had arisen together with the regime’s political debacle and
the economic crisis. The immediate postwar period created a deep feeling
of indignation and repudiation, which produced a true re-signification of
what had happened in the 1970s, different from—and in part opposed
to—the military narrative of the “anti-subversive war.” As Novaro and
Palermo state:

The judgment of moral disapproval of illegal repression was based on a
discourse that, although it had a pre-war history, was, to a great extent, a
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novelty of the transition and operated through the replacement or twisting
of the parametric definitions with which the question had been handled
until then. What had been called “internal war” was now “repression”
or “state terrorism,” and those who had been “subversive” were now
“militants,” “idealistic youth,” “victims,” and more precisely, “innocent
victims”.21

The images of illegal repression eventually led to a discourse known
as the “theory of the two demons,” which hegemonized the public
debate during the democratic transition (and much later).22 This “the-
ory” constructed the narrative of an innocent and passive society that had
been threatened by two forms of terrorism: one from the right and one
from the left. It was functional for a nascent democracy that attempted
to establish the legitimacy of the rule of law based on an abrupt cut with
the past. It challenged the use of violence and “equated the incomparable
crimes committed by irregular groups with the criminal system set up by
the State, which had perverted the very principle of legality.”23

While blaming both the armed forces and paramilitary organizations
for the appeal to violence and the breakdown of democratic norms,
human rights organizations and survivors of clandestine detention centers
continued hiding the past of political and armed militancy to legitimize
their demands. The “theory of the two demons” eliminated all possibility
of talking about political affiliation without being questioned and judged.
On the one hand, it built an image of the detained and disappeared citi-
zens as innocent victims—they had only been young idealists who fought
for social change—at the cost of suppressing their political identity, which
was widely disseminated. One the other hand, it also absolved the social
sectors for their past commitment to the Malvinas War and exempted the
conscripts for any blame, which allowed this page to be turned quickly.24

The Argentine civil society constructed a memory that was an “absurd
war” waged by a “drunken” general to recover the military regime’s
legitimacy. Thus, it condensed the responsibility for defeat in the mili-
taries, which had organized an “adventure” based on a national cause
with strong roots in Argentine society only to perpetuate itself in power.
To that end, the military junta would have deceived civil society of the
reality of what was happening. To make matters worse, in this useless and
meaningless enterprise, the militaries and society had played with the lives
of thousands of young soldiers who had suffered deplorable conditions
and mistreatment from superiors.
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In a context in which everything related to violence and the mili-
tary was covered with a sign of reprobation, several social groups saw
the soldiers as innocent victims of the dictatorship (likewise the young
people who had been repressed in the 1970s). They stripped them of any
agency over their experiences, to prevent that such discredit also fell on
the conscripts who had gone to war without option. The complete spread
image of “war boys” highlighted that soldiers were underage, perceived as
passive actors without war preparation. They had only suffered inhumane
conditions and abuses of authority by their superiors. The same military
had tortured and killed thousands of other citizens in the 1970s.25

In the democratic transition, the war was explained more in terms of
domestic than international politics. It would have been an asymmet-
rical struggle—or, instead, a massacre—between military executioners and
civilian victims (conscripts, and by extension civil society). This narra-
tive, which quickly took over the public debate, explained the war “as
yet another example of the arbitrariness of the military, nullifying collec-
tive responsibilities concerning the agreement and popular satisfaction
with the recovery.”26 It ultimately relegated the conflict, which became
as distant as incomprehensible to its protagonists.

From the moment the emotional impact of the defeat was dissolved,
the Malvinas War remained in an aura of silence, broken intermittently by
commemorative acts, by the emergence of cultural resources that nour-
ished that memory, and by the news of veterans who committed suicide.
Thus, the place of the conflict and its protagonists in the media was
increasingly reduced. At least in large urban centers, the Malvinas were
remembered only when the events indicated it.

The military and the new democratic regimes chose to alternate
between the war’s silence and its memory when public courtesy to
remembrance events dictated it.27 For both of them, the war took second
place to the very complicated processes of repressors’ trials for the crimes
committed in the 1970s. Therefore, the recognition and reintegration
policies destined to veterans would take long to arrive.

How did that postwar social context influence—conditioned or made
possible—veterans’ willingness to narrate war experiences? Was the image
of a useless war, of conscripts as innocent victims and the military offi-
cers as perpetrators, condoned by their own representation? Beyond the
situations faced in each of their homes, what other factors can explain the
silence that many Apostadero Naval veterans chose to keep for years?
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The truth is that the war’s public memory had little to do with the
meanings that conscripts and officers had assigned to it. For them, the war
had been much more than Galtieri’s “adventure.” Although they differed
in many ways, the war had been a struggle for sovereignty, and as such,
a just war. Therefore, their sacrifices and comrades’ deaths had not been
useless: They were legitimized by the defense of sovereignty, regardless of
the conflict’s outcome.

However, as soon as they returned, the veterans realized that they
would have no place in the Argentine society to vindicate the conflict.
If they wanted to talk about their war experiences, they should do so
within limits set by social images rooted in commonsense. Especially when
they began to talk about their experiences, the memory of the conflict as
a “military adventure” had already been constructed, and the script of
what could be spoken about and the unspeakable was already partially
drawn. In short, their testimonies were in excess. As this war narrative
went against the meanings that the veterans themselves assigned to the
conflict and their participation in it, the soldiers—and the civilians—who
were part of the Apostadero Naval fell into silence.

The young veterans did not find social frameworks to integrate their
memories marked by their war experiences. Simultaneously, the public
debate was only enabled for those stories that denounced their superi-
ors’ abuses, which fed the image that victimized them. Therefore, in the
absence of a real willingness to listen, many soldiers chose to remain silent,
as Julio Casas Parera states:

I was cautious when I talked, wasn’t I? I didn’t talk to anyone, because I
wasn’t interested, and maybe a little also because I saw that other people
weren’t, let’s say, receptive to the subject, and those who were receptive
came up with the hard question “did you kill someone?”, that’s not impor-
tant. […] I don’t know if I killed or not, but I think. […] To ask that is
disrespectful. We’re not watching a war movie; you’re talking to a person,
a human being, I think it deserves respect and consideration […]. That’s
far from […] opening up [makes you] close yourself more, [and then you
become] mute.28

The members of the Apostadero Naval Malvinas were silent in the face
of the questions of the “others” who were anchored in images of the
war that they did not share, and with whom they did not feel identified.
Rosana Guber clearly explains:
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The three questions that civilians asked the “boys” and that the “boys”
listened to until they had had enough were “did you kill?”, “were you
hungry?” “were you cold?” they showed more the attitude of an adult
towards a child than the concern for an experience that had hardened and
moved those boys, but that indeed had not turned them into boys nor,
much less, would it allow them to return to that condition.29

The discord between former soldiers’ social image as “war boys” and
the self-representation of the war experience is very evident in Claudio
Guida’s story:

After a week of receiving visitors at home had passed, I couldn’t leave
home. Everyone came to ask me, “how many did you kill?” bullshit. […]
“Yes, the war was hard,” “Did you starve?” “And, yes, I didn’t go on
vacation,” “And cold?” “And yes, in the South, it’s cold”. In other words,
I didn’t answer bullshit, “did you kill many?” “yes, I may have killed or
not, I don’t know” “and did you see your comrades die?” “no, none of
mine, no, I know that the people nearby took it hard.30

The communication between many sectors of society and those who
had lived through the war was impossible because what the veterans
wanted or could tell was not what their interlocutors wanted or could
hear, and vice versa. Society’s questions from its preconceptions and
images of war were considered disrespectful or, plainly, flagrant. The
sensation of incomprehension of one’s own experience on the “others”
deepened the silence of veterans.

They also remained silent in the face of the impossibility of fulfilling
the expectations of the “others” about the war, or with their perception
of them. It is usual for veterans to feel their story does not live up to what
their interlocutors’ expectations because the war experiences are different
from the social imaginary of the glory and honor of combat.31 This situ-
ation became critical among Malvinas War veterans who had completed
logistical missions far from the battlefront. The distance between the
questions and the answers soon became an abyss, which only brought
silence. Fernando González Llanos, a volunteer that collaborated with a
local Combat Information Center, recalled a case that was paradigmatic
of this kind of situation:

Fernando: When I went with the boys now, and the youngest says to me,
“But where were you?” I showed it to him. “And Horatio, what did
he do?” you saw, my brother [captain of the schooner Penelope], “and
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he wasn’t, he was there” “then he was in much more danger than you”
“yes - I tell you - much more, he was attacked from all sides.” “And
you, then, what did you do?” he says to me [laughs], “and look, I did
what I could, what had to be done I did.” […] But that happens to
me often when people ask you, “did you kill someone?”, typical, right?
I say, “no.” So, people kind of wait, asking, “So what did you do?”

Interviewer: They expect you to tell them something heroic.
Fernando: Yes, of course, wait […] “Yes, tell me something exciting.” And

no, not really. But I’m always happy because let’s just say I did what
had to be done, that’s all.32

The contrast between the experiences of Apostadero Naval veterans
and the expectations of those who asked is also linked to specific elements
that formed the hegemonic memory of the Malvinas War. That collective
image had built on the news of the war and, above all, of the testimonies
that reached public visibility in the postwar period. In this sense, the
stories of veterans did not find a place in the public space due to two
questions, which are nothing more than two sides of the same coin.

On the one hand, their experiences did not fit with the allegations
of the soldiers in the media about the deplorable conditions in which
they had fought and the terrible improvisations they had to face, nor
with the accounts of their own experiences of trench war. Faced with the
difficulty of making people understand what “their” war consisted of or
its undervaluation by “others”; many chose to share only with those who
had lived the same experiences, the only ones who could fully understand
them.

On the other hand, their testimonies shed light on the tremen-
dous logistical difficulties they had suffered, and denounced the priv-
ileges enjoyed by those who had been in islands’ capital—Puerto
Argentino/Stanley—almost as an obscenity. Let us bear in mind the
following accounts by Army soldiers published by La Semana, a widely
distributed magazine, in July 1982: “The fault was down there, where
everything was leftover, and it was not distributed. […] To go back to
the village and see the difference was to go crazy.” In this context, already
in these first months of the postwar period, it became clear which would
be those voices authorized to speak about the war: those of soldiers who
had been in the trenches, fighting, and facing the maximum difficulties.
The rest would always have a secondary place. Early on, the war survivors
built themselves a hierarchy of experiences based on pain and suffering:
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those who had suffered the most had the most right to talk about the
conflict. This situation is another factor that explains the dense silence
in which the Apostadero Naval veterans plunged. It seemed that they
had not lived the “real” war or, even worse, that they were guilty of
the logistic shortage and of the suffering of their compatriots who had
remained in the trenches.33

Some of them did not return with the sensation of having been part
of something historical or having lived a limited experience but rather
naturalized it as a role that they had to fulfill because they were in the
obligatory military service. Now, they wanted to return to the everyday
life. Simply put, many soldiers did not speak because they had not under-
stood the dimension of their own experience. They did not know what to
tell; nothing seemed too extraordinary. After saying that his family always
questioned him because they met many times to listen to him and contain
him in the immediate postwar period and he “didn’t care at all for the
whole thing,” veteran Julio Casas Parera explains this disagreement with
his loved ones: “From the first day, I started to talk, but I talked about
specific things, and very much like we did things naturally, what do I
know, so I told you that we had gone to undermine and told you so, as
you tell me this and the other, not […] or did not add that quota […].”34

Likewise, others silenced their experiences because they felt that they
were perceived as “phenomena,” making it difficult for them to return
quickly to their everyday pre-war life. The conjunction between not
dimensioning one’s own experience and the fascination it generated in
some people because it was a strange and disruptive experience was an
explosive “combo” that resulted not only in silence but also in the isola-
tion of many veterans. The former conscript Gabriel Asenjo remembers:
“A couple of morons decided to ask if I had seen dead people and all
those things, so I felt [I was some] kind of phenomenon and it bothered
me. So, when someone came over, I didn’t want to see them.”35

The veterans’ interplay with society prompted many of them to remain
silent about their experiences and to take refuge by isolating in them-
selves from society. However, there were cases in which, far from hiding
and remaining silent, they met and formed groups in the public debate
and claimed for recognition and reparation for their participation in the
war. In the end, the space conquered was quite limited.36 The disagree-
ment between the conflict’s hegemonic meanings and those constructed
by the veterans had symbolic but also very practical consequences that
conditioned their return.
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The Everyday Life After Defeat

How were the returns of the soldiers of the Apostadero Naval to
their everyday lives in the 1980s? What situations did feed their feeling
of discomfort or displaced? What difficulties did they have to face in
their returns to militancy, friendship groups, the club, the school, the
university, and work?

The returns of veterans were crossed by multiple conditionings and
unpublished experiences, which deepened their distance from society and
fed the feeling of loneliness. Firstly, the veterans had to return to everyday
situations with the scars of having undergone a traumatic experience of
coexistence with death. Secondly, there were specific postwar circum-
stances, such as how society, different governments, and veterans could
deal (or not) with defeat. On the one hand, the public images were
constructed about the conflict and the combatants. On the other hand,
the practical absence of the State conditioned their “social reintegra-
tion.”37 The Argentine veterans were left alone in different aspects and
ways in the face of the marks of war at the end of the 1980s and later.

Concerning the difficulties and unprecedented emotions that every
veteran experiences when returning from the war, the sensation of being
in an indefinite space and time is one of the most recurrent. Many protag-
onists experience war as a “discontinuity.”38 In their life and identity, as
being out of time/space, because of the impossibility of articulating that
borderline experience with their past, now, when they return, the same
thing happens: For a time, the veterans did not manage to find themselves
again in times of peace.

Most of the Apostadero Naval veterans remember the feeling of not
being “here” or “there”—neither on the mainland nor on the islands,
neither in peace nor in war—that we saw right after their return. These
feelings were experienced more profoundly during the first months of the
postwar period—and sometimes, it continued, although to a lesser degree,
even today. The former conscript Fernando González Llanos remembers
that feeling: “All those first weeks were extraordinary, I felt very strange
[…]. The same sensation as I had over there is to say: What am I doing
here? What is this? I remember that I looked at everything when I was
traveling by bus.”39

Likewise, the changes in the perception of life and death—that every
war experience brings with it—condition the combatants’ returns at the
beginning and explain the difficulty of articulating times of peace with
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the past of war. While they conceived that in war, “they reached the peak
of their existence and experienced life at its maximum intensity, and by
doing so, they had fully realized themselves.”40 They saw as impossible
and sometimes unreal the return to everyday life’s futility. They simply
did not find meaning or relevance to the life of peace. For this reason, in
the beginning, many veterans chose to live on the edge, going out and
traveling compulsively.

Many alternated the need to leave and travel with isolation. The
reclusion in their homes and the distance from the social circles they
frequented before the conflict was a common situation in the postwar
of many veterans. In some cases, the aftereffects of war resulting from
post-traumatic stress disorder may explain it.

In the beginning, the impossibility of fighting or controlling some
symptoms such as nightmares contained violence and the fear of loud
noises from sirens, explosions, or airplanes, which resulted in unconscious
and impulsive reactions, such as throwing oneself to the ground or taking
refuge in some corner, led some former combatants to lock themselves
in their homes ashamed that this would happen to them again in public.
Likewise, guilt, the feeling of debt to those who had perished, that one’s
own life continued because others were reaped was another factor that
deepened social distancing. The case of José Bustamante, whose war was
marked by great contact with the troops on the battlefront, is noticeably
clear in this regard:

The postwar period was quite difficult for me to go through, that is,
because [after the war] you go back to your life and you think why I
could [come back to my life while] others couldn’t? Understand me? That
is, for me, it was a very, very difficult subject to overcome for years. That’s
why I was always half isolated from everything, and then I isolated myself,
even more, I stayed more alone in life still because I didn’t want to spend
the Christmas and New Year […]. You say, “why do I have to be cele-
brating Christmas or this and that, and other companions … or at least …
or establish a family?”.41

This inability to understand and recognize the society to which they
belonged deepened the sense of alienation of the veterans and their isola-
tion from society, which was embodied concretely in alienating their
groups of belonging. The former conscript Gabriel Asenjo highlights his
friendships before and after the war:
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I have friends before the war and friends after the war. All my friends from
before the war, I distanced myself from everyone, […] because when I
came back from the war, I saw how they had continued their everyday
life, they cared about their personal matters, the dances, what do I know.
It’s like they had given a shit about everything that had happened. So,
although I didn’t like being treated like a freak for having gone to war,
the people you like, the people close to you, to see them [enjoying] this
bullshit, and that they don’t give a damn what you… not you, because,
in reality, I was fine, but I remember S.’s face, I remember S. who did
primary school with me and sat in front of me, and died there.42

Claudio Guida also felt out of place when he returned to the militant
group he participated in before compulsory military service. His comrades
from the Communist Youth Federation of Vicente López were very hard
on the subject, everything that had to do with the military was punished,
and I said “stop, it wasn’t all that way,” [and they responded] “you’ve
changed, they ate your head.”43

After the war, Claudio and his fellow militants disagreed about their
perceptions of Argentine reality or the urgencies that had to be faced
in the early democratic transition. In tune with what was happening
publicly, the Communist Youth Federation’s priority was to fight against
the dictatorship and denounce the human rights violations committed by
the armed forces. In this struggle, they denounced everything that was
military. Claudio could not help but feel uncomfortable in that environ-
ment: In his experience, there were superiors of the Apostadero who had
had a good performance or, at least, who had worried about their subor-
dinates. Finally, although he continued to be a militant for a while, that
militancy no longer had the same meaning. The different perceptions of
war and dictatorship marked his definitive disassociation:

It was like I started to separate, I couldn’t fit in, I hated what had happened
here, on the other hand, I was susceptible because of the war, with my
comrades, with Malvinas, with the kids, with those of us who returned
and began to commit suicide or didn’t leave Campo de Mayo […]. Well,
that’s when I started to take off, that is because they didn’t think like I
did […] I went on for a while, but now… I went to parties, I went to
meetings, but I didn’t discuss politics much. […]. Then I went to the
meetings, I shared the songs “With Fidel we say to you…” it was nice, I’d
go to pick up chicks.44
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Some social images associated with the veterans circulated widely in
the postwar period largely conditioned their search for work. What is
certain is that for a large part of society, the veterans were “war madmen,”
unbalanced and violent people, with severe psychological problems that
did not respect authority, norms, or order. This stigmatization was a
severe problem that the Apostadero Naval veterans also had to face, which
conditioned several aspects of their lives.

The rumors of those not hired due to mental conditions spread quickly.
Press reports of veterans’ discrimination and unemployment were daily.45

Since commonsense dictated their employing was equivalent a problem,
many appealed to the strategy of hiding that condition when looking
for work. Many testimonies highlight it. For instance, former conscript
Ricardo Pérez voiced:

As a rule, every time I changed jobs, they found out that I was a war
veteran afterward, never before, because you never know how you’re going
to be judged […]. So, first they know me by the stigma of the “war freak,”
of the scratched ones. Let’s agree that many of our people didn’t help to
improve the image, but they were people who were in a bad situation,
didn’t have any kind of support, and were hungry; what else did they
have? And, careful, because they also maintained the image of “we are
here, we are.” On the other hand, I didn’t reveal myself, and I even hid
in away.46

As those prejudices quickly spread, many veterans chose to hide like-
wise Ricardo in all spheres of socialization for a long time as a conditioned
behavior to “others’” gaze. Alejandro Egudisman reflects humorously on
this stigmatization in relationships:

In many cases, you are branded as crazy; I repeat: you do the same as
anyone else, but you are a veteran, and you have the burden of the veteran
[…]. I can say to my partner, “I feel suffocated, I feel drowned,” and you
say a typical phrase that happens to everyone, and since I am a veteran
[they tell me]: “you are no longer in the war.” That’s not the reason
why!47

The hegemonic images of the conflict also conditioned its protagonists
because the veterans were left to their own luck and without of almost
any reintegration policy during much of the 1980s. As we saw, in the
face of the discomfort generated by the Malvinas War and with other
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tasks that they regarded to be more urgent, neither the military nor the
democratic government implemented comprehensive and coherent poli-
cies aimed at veterans until 1988. They only implemented isolated and
disjointed measures, which were insufficient in the tremendous demand
they faced.

In principle, before approaching those policies, it is necessary to bear in
mind a particular legal difficulty that young veterans raised to the public
officers, which gave rise to difficult resolution situations:

I’m going back to school, the first report card. They give me the report
card; I look at the report card, I give it back to the preceptor, “wait, you
have to take it to your father” I say, “listen to me, go tell the principal
- if you want me to go with you I will - that three months ago, two
months ago, I was looking for people to blow their head off. If he finds it
inconvenient that I am responsible for my signature, I’ll accompany him to
talk to the minister if necessary; I’ll explain why I think I can sign myself
now”. But legally, I couldn’t.48

That was another of the great paradoxes that the Argentine veterans
had to face when they returned. In contrast to the image of “war boys,”
the 19 and 20 year olds affirmed that having gone through war had
helped them mature and approach adulthood; actually, that was not
contemplated in the legal terms. In Argentine law, young people under
21 years of age were minors, incapable before the law.49 They needed
an adult custodian to answer for them for many procedures, such as,
for example, medical treatment decisions, to manage compensation, or
to sign official documents.

Certain situations were resolved through isolated measures aimed
mainly at veterans (excluding those that remained enrolled to military),
attending the entire population of veterans who were affected by a specific
problem. For instance, the resolution of the military regime that all public
agencies and state enterprises should favor the hiring of veterans, or
the exemption of their absence in schools.50 However, in others, it is
evident that, although sometimes they followed an official orientation,
the measures were taken as initiative by the different public entities or
by each of the forces, which reveals the tremendous disorganization that
characterized the policy followed by the military regime.

Some educational institutions granted the veterans special conditions
to finish their secondary studies or reintegrate into the university as soon
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as they returned. For example, Eduardo Iáñez was able to finish his
secondary studies thanks to the intensive courses for veterans given by the
technical schools. Carlos Olsece was able to enter the School of Medicine
thanks to an exception granted by the same university, following a letter
published by his father in the newspaper Clarín.

Other former conscripts were able to enter the labor market due to the
military dictatorship’s law that favored veterans’ hire by public administra-
tions or state enterprises. Thus, Claudio Guida and Eduardo Iáñez joined
SEGBA (Servicios Eléctricos del Gran Buenos Aires), Osvaldo Corletto
joined Banco Nación, and José Bustamante joined a railway company.
However, the fact that the law existed did not imply that it was followed in
practice, since, in some cases, its compliance depended on the arbitrariness
of whoever was in charge of the company or the subsidiary, and on the
national economic context.51 For José Bustamante, a former conscript of
humble origins who lived in Bahía Blanca, joining a state-owned railway
company was not easy. After the manager in Bahía Blanca denied him
admission “because there were no vacancies” (even though José reminded
him of the law that favored veterans), he traveled to Buenos Aires to meet
with the chief of staff and, through him, achieved the desired position.
Like everything else in his life, that was also the product of his struggle.52

Since 1988, the veterans had the possibility of taking refuge in the
Law 23.109 of “Social Benefits” destined to the veterans that the demo-
cratic government advocated. It established benefits of health, housing,
work, and education, carried out to veterans. It allowed some of them
to conclude their studies at a higher level or entered the labor market.
However, the delay in its implementation—published in 1984 and regu-
lated only four years later—only confirmed a widespread perception
among veterans that the society they had fought for had turned its back
on them after the defeat.

Final Considerations

Wars are extreme experiences that scar the lives, identities, and memo-
ries of combatants. Living in a liminal condition, in which the regular
borders that exist in times of peace are blurred (borders between life and
death, man and animal, man and machine). The daily decisions regarding
killing or dying explain war as a “discontinuity” by the combatants, as
an extraordinary and limited experience.53 When the conflict ends, the
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veterans face difficulties returning to their old ways of living and reestab-
lishing bridges between peace and war times. As Hynes puts it, the returns
ultimately become impossible: “War annihilates the past selves of young
men, changes them so utterly from youths into soldiers, that return to a
past life is impossible; then, in the end, it dumps them into the strange
new disorder that is peace, to construct new lives.”54

The case of the Malvinas War was not an exception. Those who had
fought in the islands went through the postwar period with scars that
were difficult to elaborate on, seeing themselves as “others” right after the
conflict. For approximately 500 former combatants, the wartime experi-
ence and the immediate aftermath of the conflict was so extreme and
impossible to overcome that they ended up taking their own lives.55

Generalizations about the wartime experience explain too little about
veterans’ alienation to those who stayed in the continent. Undoubtedly,
the Apostadero Naval Malvinas veterans realized that coming back from
war would be extremely difficult, not only due to their war’s scars but
also because of their discord with those who had not taken part in the
war. Each party assigned different meanings to the war. Veterans wanted
acknowledgment for “their” war and the sacrifice of those who had
perished. The civilians who stayed in the continent were first overexcited
about the possibility of victory, but later viewed the war as meaningless,
just a “military adventure,” ready to be forgotten. In turn, the military
tried to hide the defeat under a veil of silence. The clash between these
three perspectives explains why those veterans did not find a place to
return. They could not return from war because they realized that society
had changed after the defeat, and so had they.

The feeling of alienation and discomfort experienced by them was
framed in the last years of the military dictatorship but also in the
first democratic government (and even for some, it continues, although
tempered, today). The Malvinas War issue was uncomfortable and, at the
same time, not a priority for both regimes. The Argentine armed forces
had to face the responsibilities for the defeat, but, urgently, were trying
to escape as much as possible from the review and trial for the other
conflict in which they had intervened: “the anti-subversive struggle,”
which was a victory from their perspective. Consequently, they tried to
impose a mandate of silence on the veterans to avoid increasing the mili-
tary discredit. Conversely, the Malvinas War appealed for the democratic
government due to its consensus over a conflict carried out by a regime
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that had committed grave human rights violations, crimes whose investi-
gation and prosecution were at the center of the government agenda and
the public debate.

In the face of the government intention of quickly turning the page on
the Malvinas War and the absence of reintegration policies, the veterans
took different paths, ranging from extreme isolation, and even suicide, to
creating associations to fight for their rights. The Apostadero Naval Malv-
inas veterans met again as early as 1983 and created a camaraderie meeting
that continues to this day. The many battles they fought together in the
islands and the continent explain the permanence of those emotional ties,
forged in that experience that marked their lives for more than 35 years,
at the same time fairway and so close.

Finally, it is relevant to highlight the importance of the war and
postwar Malvinas’ sociocultural historiography, a perspective of incipient
development in Argentina.

Most of Argentine scholarship on Malvinas Was has been made from
a political-diplomatic perspective that addresses on the war only as a
political instrument, or from a traditional military approach, which only
focuses on the operations, tactics, and chronologies of the conflict. In
both cases, the experiences, identities, and memories of the combatants
in the war and the postwar period have been being under considered.56

The study of that war as a sociocultural event with its entity linked to
the military, economic and political dimensions just began after twenty
years of its end with the founding works of Rosana Guber and Federico
Lorenz. However, although the field is in continuous and slow growth,
even today, we find disjointed and fragmentary analyzes that are far from
addressing it in a complex but, at the same time, synthetic way. Even
nowadays, there is still a need for a comprehensive social history that
addresses the Malvinas War and postwar from a multiplicity of spatial and
temporal scales, which focuses not only on the combatants but also on the
civilians and military who remained in the continent and gave meaning to
the conflict based on its history, dynamics, and local political cultures.57
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CHAPTER 6

South Atlantic Lessons: Falklands/Malvinas
War and the Brazilian Army

Vágner Camilo Alves and Marcio Teixeira de Campos

Introduction
1

The Falklands/Malvinas War has been the last major conventional conflict
in South America.2 It can also be considered the most modern conflict in
its time.3 It is not surprising that it had notable effects on the different
aspects of Latin American politics.

Several organizations, such as the Organization of American States
(OAS) and the Rio Treaty (Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assis-
tance), were shown to be ineffectual during the war. The inoperativeness
of these authorities and the United States’ open support for the United
Kingdom made clear that these organizations worked properly only
insofar as they complied with US interests.4 Brazilian diplomacy paid heed
to this lesson. Brazil-Argentina’s rapprochement had begun with Itaipu-
Corpus agreements in 1979 and continued, timidly, during the war, with
Brazil’s benevolent neutrality toward its neighbor. It was increased in the
following years, with the prospect of integration between both countries.5
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Military lessons, both strategic and tactical-operational, were also
drawn. Two events gave support to the preceding. In 1982, Brazil still
had a military government in power. General João Batista Figueiredo was
the incumbent president, and wars were matters that naturally received
full attention from him. Moreover, Argentina was also under a similar
regime. Until the 1970s, its army was the traditional opponent in
hypotheses of engagement and war games designed by Brazilian military
schools. Its equipment and doctrine were remarkably similar to those of
the Brazilian Army. The same inclination for counter-insurgency warfare,
at the expense of the preparation for conventional fighting, was present. It
stands to reason to consider the Brazilian government and army as atten-
tive observers of the conflict. Lessons must have been learned. Did they
cause institutional transformations?

Large organizations are resistant to changes. Traditions, norms, and
procedures render transformations difficult. Military organizations are
even more resilient since they are institutions ruled by the principles of
hierarchy and discipline. Changes always depend on the higher echelons’
approval, who are usually the most conservative.6 Besides, military orga-
nizations, differently from the civilian ones, prepare for an activity seldom
performed. This is true even for great military powers. In a country such
as Brazil, a middle power located in a somewhat peaceful region, that rule
is even more valid. The last time its army operated outside the country
against a foreign opponent was during the Second World War, at the
Italian front, in 1944–1945. All of that reinforces an inherent aversion
to change.

Nevertheless, military organizations must continually change. Other-
wise, they will become obsolete. The most widespread thesis on changes
in military organizations stresses the need for an external driver. This
driver can be a military defeat or a political player outside the organization
with the power to impose changes from a hierarchically superior position,
such as a minister or a president. Recent studies, however, emphasize that
such a thesis cannot account for the entire phenomenon.7 A more robust
theory on such changes is still needed.

The present chapter intends to describe and analyze the effects of
the Falklands/Malvinas War on the Brazilian Army. Our purpose is to
investigate whether there were lessons drawn from the conflict and, if
so, which of them brought about institutional transformations. To do
this, a summary of the war is presented, emphasizing land warfare. Then,
it appraises the lessons discussed by the community of strategic studies,
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comprising civilians and militaries. Finally, it reviews the Brazilian Army
changes in the following years, assessing the lessons learned from the Falk-
lands/Malvinas War aftermath. Finally, the chapter presents the Army’s
leaders and organizational culture’s influence upon its transformation
agenda.

We inspected extensive English language bibliography produced by
specialists in strategy and military history.8 Besides, published primary
sources, both in Britain and Argentina, were also assessed.9 Two works
are outstanding regarding how the Brazilian Army saw the conflict and
which lessons learned caused transformations in a military organiza-
tion. The first one is a classified document produced by the Brazilian
Army General Staff, written in 1982 and disclosed, inside the Army, in
the same year. In this primary source, war lessons were assessed, and
reforms were suggested. Regarding the relationship of the cause and
effect of the war to transformations brought about in the Brazilian Army,
the seminal work is the unpublished dissertation defended by Marcio
Campos in the graduate program in political science of the Universidade
Federal Fluminense.10 This thesis combines theoretical reflective thinking
on the subject with the examination of many primary and secondary
sources, including an interview by the author with General Leônidas Pires
Gonçalves, the Brazilian Army Commander from 1985 to 1990.

The Falklands/Malvinas Land Warfare

The Falklands/Malvinas War, from the military point of view, can be
broken down and studied in two phases. In the first phase, an aeronaval
conflict was fought mainly by Argentine aircraft deployed from the conti-
nent against the British task force, including Navy vessels and aircraft.
After the establishment of a British beachhead in San Carlos Water, on
May 21, the second and last phase of the conflict began. In this phase,
the most significant event was the clash of troops on land, though the
aeronaval conflict would proceed until the surrender of Argentine troops
on the islands, on June 14.

Contrary to the first phase of the conflict, where equipment and tech-
nology prevailed, command and organization would decide the war on
land. The combat on the islands was typically infantry fighting. Though
flat and uncovered, the Falklands/Malvinas terrain had hardly any paved
surface and was inappropriate for motor vehicles. A hard look at the
number of soldiers and equipment shows a certain balance of forces. Two
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British brigades faced two Argentine counterparts. Troops had relatively
similar artillery support. Armored vehicles were almost absent, except for
a few brought by both sides.11 The weapons used by both infantries were
similar, and there was even a coincidence of rifles and machine guns of
general use. Contrary to what many Argentines would state after the
war, night-vision devices were also available to both sides.12 The Britons
had the critical advantage of fire support from its air force and warships.
They also showed superiority in a specific class of equipment: helicopters.
While the Argentines possessed twenty such aircraft, the British, despite
the losses on the Atlantic Conveyor, had more than a hundred, special-
ized for the most different functions, like cargo and troop transportation,
escort, observation, and attack. However, a number of these helicopters
were also destined to support the task force ships.13

This British material advantage was more than compensated because
the Argentines had stationed their troops on the island over a month
earlier. Theoretically, they had time to prepare their defenses and bring
and store provisions, spare parts, and ammunition before the British
blockade became effective. Moreover, it is a well-known fact in military
science that tactical defense has superiority over attack. Historically, it is
considered an essential advantage, in men and equipment, three against
one to guarantee a successful offensive action. However, the debate on
the issue is still unsettled.14 The British did not have such superiority in
any of the battles fought. In Goose Green/Pradera del Ganso, they were
at a significant disadvantage, with less than half as many fighters as their
opponents.15

Considering only the numbers, the war on land was equally balanced.
It is surprising, under the circumstances, to acknowledge the British
victory, so quick and straightforward. In approximately three weeks,
counting from the landing on San Carlos, the British infantry defeated
its Argentine counterpart in half a dozen quick and violent battles,
making the commander of the Argentine garrison Major General Mario
Menendez surrender his troops.16 It is worth including here a brief report
of the events.

After securing the beachhead, nearly without resistance from the
Argentine troops, part of the British contingent, under pressure by
their government, headed for Goose Green/Pradera del Ganso, the
closest target. London demanded victory on land to motivate public
opinion. Housing the 12th Argentine Regiment, the village was approxi-
mately 25 km away from the beachhead. After a battle that lasted over
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24 h, basically fought on May 28 and conducted by the British 2nd
Battalion, Parachute Regiment (2 Para), the Argentines surrendered.
There, the British took around one thousand and five hundred POWs.
The fall of Goose Green/Pradera del Ganso completely isolated Argen-
tine troops on West Falkland/Gran Malvina and, in practice, removed
them from the conflict. The British now had to face the most signifi-
cant and most crucial enemy front, entrenched in Port Stanley/Puerto
Argentino and surroundings, on the opposite side of San Carlos and
Goose Green/Pradera del Ganso beachhead, more than 60 km away.

On June 1, the second part of the British military personnel, the 5th
Infantry Brigade, arrived at the beachhead. With all the troops reunited,
the final attack against Stanley/Puerto Argentino was launched. The heli-
copters lost on the cargo ship Atlantic Conveyor, particularly the three
Chinooks used for heavy load transportation, obliged part of the British
troops to set off on a long march carrying heavy equipment on their
backs. Another part was transported by landing ships to Fitzroy port, to
the south of the capital. There was a successful attack by Argentine jets
taking off from the continent against British landing ships, causing two
hundred casualties. However, the siege had been laid.

Notwithstanding the time required for the British troops‘ moving
toward their final objective, Stanley/Puerto Argentino and surroundings,
Argentine forces remained unmoved. They kept their defensive positions
in the capital and hills around it, hoping to have a bitter defensive battle
such as the trench fights on the Western Front of the First World War.
Only small commando units left their previous positions to face the
enemy.17

From the night of June 11 onward, the final battles took place around
Port Stanley/Puerto Argentino. In the dawn of June 12, Mount Harriet,
Two Sisters, and Longdon were taken in violent and quick combats. After
a short respite, on the night of June 13, the second stage of the attack
started, directed to Wireless Ridge and Mount Tumbledown. The pattern
of the previous combats repeated itself.

Due to British troops‘ proximity and the organized and unorganized
withdrawal of the Argentine troops from the mounts taken, the Argentine
command accepted the offer of surrender. So ends the combat on land
and the war itself. In Port Stanley/Puerto Argentino, the British would
take over ten thousand enemy soldiers as POWs.18 A large part of them
had participated in no combat. One hundred forty-eight combatants of
the British Army and Royal Marines died during the land campaign. Out
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of these, only 56 perished in the six land battles, all of them British victo-
ries. On the Argentine side, the land campaign of the Falklands/Malvinas
took the lives of 228 soldiers; most of them conscripts.19

After the war, as usually occurs, the community of strategic studies
indicated and drew the lessons learned from the South Atlantic conflict.20

Differently from what happened with the war at sea and in the air, highly
influenced by technology, war on land did not bring fame to any weapons
system, at least not in the same way as it had happened to the naval
and air arsenals. In short, there was no equivalent on land to nuclear
submarines, VSTOL Harrier fighters, and last generation air-to-air AIM-
9L Sidewinder and anti-ship AM 39 Exocet missiles. The lessons of the
war on land would point to a few technological wrinkles. Above all,
however, the conflict would consolidate more traditional lessons, such as
the importance of the technical quality, training, and initiative of the rank
and file and the officers and the capacity for organizational logistics in a
conflict situation.

Lessons Learned from War

on Land in Falklands/Malvinas

To draw lessons from the campaign, we will base on foreign sources,
experts, official documents produced in both countries, and also on a
document produced by the Brazilian Army General Staff (Estado-Maior
do Exército—EME), soon after the conflict.

Concerning conventional combat, no revolutionary lesson was learned
from this war. However, some old ones—put into practice in more mili-
tarily advanced nations—were, somehow, new to both Argentines and
other Latin American military organizations.

The first general aspect highlighted is the importance of logistics in
war. Considering that the conflict occurred in a distant region, this
aspect gains considerable relevance. The British naval blockade rendered
the Argentine defense on the islands extremely difficult. It was in dire
need of supplies just in the final stage of the war, when the siege of
Port Stanley/Puerto Argentino took place.21 Despite that, it should be
underscored the higher efficiency of the British logistics vis-à-vis the
Argentines’. While the latter were approximately 700 km from the closest
continental bases, in Patagonia, the first had Ascension Island, more than
6000 km away, as their closest base. It should be emphasized that the
Argentines had almost a month to store on the islands all the equipment
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and provisions necessary for their defense before the British blockade was
imposed. The Argentine logistics preparation was very deficient and alto-
gether accounted for many soldiers’ shortage of supplies. They suffered
from cold, infirmities, and even lack of food, which influenced their
combat morale. Nothing like that happened to the British.

Another aspect to be emphasized concerns the absence of practice and
joint operations doctrine by the Argentine military. As a result, every
single force fought its own war separately—the Navy was operational
chiefly until the sinking of the light cruiser Belgrano, on May 2, the Air
Force played a significant role until the British landing on San Carlos,
and the Army lead, henceforward, the most significant effort in the war.
The lack of integration involved chiefly the command on the islands and
the command responsible for the air raids carried out from the continent.
The Rattenbach Report, in the chapter on war lessons, states that “only
the integration of the Armed Forces allows the achievement of military
objectives.” Differently from what it said about Argentina, it is also stated
that “Great Britain showed great ability to assemble an amphibious task
force perfectly balanced for its operational needs.”22 Even though the
Royal Navy led the whole action, the troops were very well blended,
with parts of Army and Marines units. Operations on land had the
support from RAF Harrier fighters, Army and Marines helicopters, and
the Navy frigates’ bombardment, acting in an integrated way under a
unified command.

Regarding tactical action, the victory conquered was, in the end,
secured through “rifles and bayonets.” The British troops proved to
be superior in professionalism, technical capacity, and combat experi-
ence.23 They knew how to apply, with more competence, the classical
principles of infantry warfare, taking the lead, concentrating fire, and
maneuvering whenever necessary.24 The Argentines did not show aggres-
siveness and mobility, something confirmed by the president, General
Galtieri, himself.25 The British disregard for Argentine soldiers’ perfor-
mance was such that the British Army did not deem it worthwhile,
after the war, to draw lessons from the defeated. The institution assessed
their performance later, based on the sole experience of its forces.26 The
Rattenbach Report, produced in Argentina, deems that the Argentine
Army performance was not satisfactory, except for honorable exceptions,
such as, for example, commando companies, the army air force (heli-
copters), and artillery groups.27 The infantry units had the worst combat
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performance. They were comprised of conscript soldiers and were most
of the Argentine combat force.

The troop command on the islands is also criticized for its rigid
conception of defense, something the report considers that goes beyond
the serious logistics and mobility limitations of the Argentine force.28

General Menendez and his top brass are chided for transferring the whole
initiative to the enemy, even when there were propitious conditions for
offensive operations.29 Menendez has acknowledged the immobility but
argued that it was caused by the lack of transport (helicopters) and the
British’s air superiority.30 Curiously, the Argentine commander refers little
to his army of conscripts’ low military competence in his statement on the
war.31

Indeed, poor mobility and initiative came from several factors.
However, we cannot disregard the difference in terms of professionalism
and combativeness of troops used by Argentines and the British. The
difference in air mobility was considerable. However, at crucial moments
of the war, the British also suffered from a shortage of helicopters, partic-
ularly after the loss of several aircraft aboard the cargo ship Atlantic
Conveyor. General Julian Thompson, commander of the 3 Commando
Brigade of the Royal Marines, complains, for example, that the 16 heli-
copters available to his brigade were not enough to move his troops and
equipment away from the beachhead in the days following the landing.32

Two units—the 3rd Battalion, Parachute Regiment (3 Para), and 45
Commando Royal Marines—had to march over 60 km with the whole
equipment on their back, from San Carlos to the high ground near Port
Stanley/Puerto Argentino.33

The Argentine conscript soldiers‘ performance was much inferior to
that of the United Kingdom’s professional forces.34 Besides the fail-
ures in logistics, lack of air support, and an uncreative command, it is
worth emphasizing that troops’ difference mainly explains the difference
in aggressiveness and mobility between Argentine and British forces.

In terms of the machinery, the conflict stressed the helicopter‘s impor-
tance as a means of reconnaissance, close air support, and chiefly as a
means of transportation of cargo and personnel. Battles took place chiefly
at night. It should be emphasized here the importance of the night-vision
goggles. Electronic warfare was also well applied, expertise in which the
British were also superior to the Argentines.35

The Brazilian Army General Staff (Estado Maior do Exército—EME)
produced, for internal consumption, an extensive document examining
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the conflict less than six months after its conclusion. The analysis made
is notably based on Argentine sources, which is evident in the reproduc-
tions of maps, pictures of combatants, and weapons. There was a closer
affinity with the Argentine Army rather than with the British Army, due
to aspects such as similarity of equipment, doctrine, combat experience,
among many others. Both armies were also involved in politics for years
and had intensive training in counter-insurrectional warfare.

Amid the topics addressed in the document, we are particularly inter-
ested in the third and fourth parts of the study, entitled “Apreciação de
Conjunto” (Comprehensive Assessment) and “Ensinamentos” (Lessons).
In the third part, the conflict is systematically analyzed. Its importance
is highlighted when the document states that the seriousness of those
events for Latin America would only be outweighed by the “Communist
takeover of Cuba” after the Second World War.3 The authors of the study
did not escape from the general pattern when they acknowledged the
failure of OAS and Rio Treaty in the crisis and pointed to the consequent
growth of distrust, in Latin America as a whole, of the United States.
Specifically, as for regional defense issues, the failure of multilateral secu-
rity instruments was seen as a precedent for the occasional use of force
to solve territorial disputes in the region.37 Despite such preoccupations
and showing the Army’s continuous immersion in the Cold War mental
framework, the document mentions Argentina’s delicate situation, where
“public discontent and military dissension may favor the resurgence of
the international communist movement.” Later, discussing the lessons of
the conflict, the study points to the need for diplomatic actions—”within
the possibilities available to us”—in the sense of avoiding Argentina closer
ties with the Soviet Union and Cuba.38

As for the military reasons for the British victory in the South Atlantic
conflict, the EME document was not far from what studies produced by
the belligerent countries and by foreign experts stated.39 Its fourth part
treats two kinds of lessons from the war at length, the textbook ones
and those that hint at innovations. The latter will be emphasized here.
The war showed the need to transform the army by adopting effective
doctrine and means to change aspects of the organization similar to those
of its southern peer. Thus, there are indications of desirable innovations
in the Brazilian land force, based on the conflict’s lessons.

Two issues that deserve to be highlighted are connected and are
outside the specified range of the Army’s actions. The first concerns suspi-
cions about the support from friendly powers if Brazil became involved in
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a similar conflict. This issue referred to the support given to the United
Kingdom by all European powers and, chiefly, by the United States, which
moved away from hemispheric solidarity in favor of the North Atlantic
Alliance’s strengthening. The preceding corollary was the need to proceed
with the quest for autonomy in military equipment production. Such a
lesson was already being put into practice. However, the nationalization
of the weapons used by the Brazilian armed forces and, more specifically,
by the army was low, particularly in more sophisticated equipment. Brazil
was not significantly different from Argentina in this regard, which was
far from auspicious.

Particularly regarding possible transformations in the land force, the
first and maybe the most vital aspect concerned the type of combatant
they were supposed to adopt. The document is clear when it states that
one of the causes for the British victory was their professional soldiers’
relative superiority vis-à-vis Argentine conscripts with one year of mili-
tary instruction.40 It suggested studies for the “adoption of professional
soldiers in the Army, according to our conditions.”41 More immediately,
it was necessary to think about “creating at least one large rapid mili-
tary deployment unit with only professional personnel.” Some pieces of
equipment should be produced or, in case it was unfeasible, purchased
abroad. Radars, smaller communication equipment, electronic equipment
for this type of war, helicopters for fire support and transport, missiles,
night-vision devices were mentioned, and even battle fatigues appropriate
for the regions where Brazilian troops were likely to be deployed.42 In
doctrinal terms, in addition to the establishment of a large professional
unit in the Army, the noteworthy aspects were comprehensive studies
of combined operations with other forces, the creation of units and
personnel specialized in electronic warfare, the creation of organic heli-
copter units (as yet nonexistent) and greater diffusion and appreciation of
the tactical principles governing conventional warfare.43 Next, we will see
how such lessons caused, in fact, institutional changes.

Transformations in the Brazilian Army Based

on Lessons Learned in the Falklands/Malvinas War

Large and complex organizations produce too much paper. Though well-
made and grounded, analysis is not, per se, sufficient to overcome the
conservatism inherent in these organizations. This is most noticeable
when it comes to a military organization with significant autonomy within
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the state, and little recent practical experience in the métier, conventional
combat against an enemy nation. The drive to immobility is strong.

The South Atlantic conflict, however, shook the organization and
worried the Brazilian Army high command a great deal. The study
conducted by the General Staff, as previously mentioned, was the result
of an order by the Minister of the Army himself, General Walter Pires de
Carvalho e Albuquerque, issued on June 8, therefore, before the end of
the conflict. This order enjoined a study on the need for the creation of
“a powerful core group, essentially professional, with characteristics of an
intervention force”; as well as verification of “the adequacy of the current
system of military service concerning the current operational needs of the
Army, taking into account short-term intervention required by contem-
porary conflicts, [and] the validity of the system for massive training of
reserves vis-à-vis the needs of an updated and objective mobilization.”44

Stephen Rosen, discussing transformations in military institutions in
times of peace, acknowledges that, for them to be effective, in addition
to external pressures, the organization command must be committed to
changes.45

The Falklands/Malvinas War occurred in the middle of General João
Figueiredo’s government, the last president of the Brazilian military
regime. The political détente had already prevailed, conducted by his
predecessor, General Geisel. Such a process aimed at opening the regime
slowly, gradually, and safely. In 1985, there were indirect elections, and
the first civilian president took office, after more than 20 years. The Army,
however, was an essential player during the transition through the next
Minister of the Army, Leônidas Pires Gonçalves.46

Leônidas played an outstanding role in Sarney’s government. In
exchange, the vice-president, made president by Machiavellian fortune,
gave the minister full freedom to deal with issues related to his duty as
the Army’s minister. In addition to this freedom, the Sarney’s government
also ensured that funds destined for the institution were not restricted,
despite the severe economic crisis.47

Leônidas was a moderate reformer. He took advantage of the conjunc-
ture to implement institutional transformations in a project for the Army
modernization, called Força Terrestre 90—FT-90. Most of these transfor-
mations were connected to the lessons learned or reinforced from the
Falklands/Malvinas War.

Amid the technological changes, the implementation of electronic
warfare and Army aviation should be highlighted. The first, present both
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in British and Argentine forces, was practically nonexistent in the Brazilian
Army. The first measure was training specialized personnel in electronic
warfare and creating a specific unit inside the organization.

As for Army aviation, the process occurred in the reverse direction. For
being too expensive, because of the cost of the aircraft (helicopters), their
maintenance, the training of pilots, and the construction of bases, the
1st Army Aviation Battalion was created in 1986, even before possessing
a sizeable proportion of specialized personnel. The reason for that was
to take advantage of the political and institutional conjuncture favor-
able for incorporating helicopters in the land force, something that could
change all of a sudden.48 The adoption of organic helicopter units had
been a subject discussed by the high command of the Army since, at
least, 1977.49 However, these aircraft’s fundamental roles in the Falk-
lands/Malvinas War, considered by the Argentine military command on
the islands, even with a little exaggeration, as the primary reason for the
troops’ immobility, were a strong incentive for finally incorporating them
into the Brazilian Army.

However, changes toward a more professional army and the universal
conscription system were something else. Such changes faced several
barriers, even and mainly inside the military institution. A thoroughly
professional force is much more expensive. For its adoption in Brazil,
much more resources would be needed, something unfeasible, or at
the cost of the contingent reduction. Of course, that would go against
the organization’s esprit de corps, which would never accept a reduc-
tion, and against the organizational mission seen as historic: its presence
throughout the national territory.

Nevertheless, a “more professional” army was built during a specific
period. Before the explanation, some clarifications are needed. The
Brazilian Army is constituted, concerning its enlisted personnel, of the
“Efetivo Variável - E.V.” (Variable Contingent) and a “Núcleo Base –
N.B.” (Base Core), the latter comprising career enlisted personnel and
temporary professional militaries, who can remain in the organization
for a limited period. It means that the E.V. comprises conscript soldiers.
The base core possesses a substantial number of privates and corporals
who opted, after their military service, to remain in the force. They
are, initially, better trained and better paid. According to Kuhlmann’s
data, there was a progressive reduction in the number of recruits (E.V.)
from 1987 to 1998. From 129,898 conscript soldiers, it decreased to
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74,652 by the last year. Since there was no reduction in the Army contin-
gent in this period, the difference was filled by active enlisted personnel
(N.B.). This improvised professionalization was ephemeral. Since 1999,
the organization’s base core percentage has started to decrease, with a
simultaneous increase in the variable contingent. Economic issues obliged
the Army to cut expenses. Since reducing the contingent was out of the
question, the solution was to reverse the process then undertaken and
again to count on an increasing number of low-paid recruits.50

The lessons of the conflict, however, led to the creation, within the FT-
90, of the “Brigadas de Pronta Resposta” (Prompt Response Brigades),
also known as “Forças de Ação Rápida – FAR” (Rapid Reaction Forces).
Paratroops Brigade, Special Forces units, and the recently created avia-
tion squadrons were integrated into it. The FARs gradually started to
possess only engaged enlisted personnel.51 It was the “powerful, profes-
sional core with characteristics of an intervention force,” as mentioned by
the minister.

Thus, in this respect, the Brazilian Army reached a somewhat
Solomonic decision. We could say that two armies were created. One
of them made up of conscript soldiers, large, spread out across the vast
national territory and in tune with the strategic mission of presence, and
the other, smaller, more professional, better equipped and trained, ready
for quick movement and deployment in crises, such as the one occurred
in South Atlantic.52 If, nevertheless, they did not have the same level as
that of the wealthy nations’ professional forces, like those deployed by
the United Kingdom during the war, they were better than the conscript
troops employed by Argentina and Brazil.

As for logistics, a fundamental aspect of British superiority in the
land conflict, the lessons learned did not have significant repercussions.
International manuals on the subject already stressed the need to make
peacetime logistics as close as possible to wartime logistics.53 In practice,
however, little was done. Logistics, maybe more than any military field,
are put to the test in conflicts. It is hard to say whether the Brazilian Army
started to be better trained, logistically, after the Falklands/Malvinas War.
Based on its little combat experience since then, we would risk saying no.

As for the forces’ joint operations, virtually nothing was done, which
was more than expected. In the absence of an external agency capable
of enforcing training and developing a specific joint doctrine, every
single force kept dealing autonomously with its equipment, training, and
warfare. Only with the Ministry of Defense’s creation in 1999 did the
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Army start, due to obligation and timidly, to discuss the matter and, in
fact, work on it.

Conclusion

The impact of the Falklands/Malvinas War on the Brazilian Army is
undisputed. If all wars are followed with attention by worldwide armies,
even as a duty, the South Atlantic conflict had a special place for
Brazilian militaries, for reasons already provided (basically its locus and
combatants).

The developed world’s literature on changes in military organizations
is only partially applicable to Latin American countries such as Argentina
and Brazil. First, the discussion abroad treats chiefly cutting-edge inno-
vations; transformations never applied to other military institutions. The
changes effected in the Brazilian Army were novelties to the force, but not
to armies in the developed world. Therefore, there are no innovations per
se, but only modifications.

Another aspect that should be highlighted is the role of civil-
military relations. The literature, particularly that written by Anglo-Saxons
discussing their military organizations, has objective control by the civil
power over the militaries taken for granted. Brazilian history is quite
different. The participation and interference of the Brazilian Army in poli-
tics were constant during most of the Republic, diminishing since the last
decade of the twentieth century. The Falklands/Malvinas War occurred
still under military government, and later organizational transformations
took place under a civil government largely constrained by the Army.54

General Leônidas played an outstanding role in the national polit-
ical structure. We can consider him as the last of this type, an heir of
a continuous tradition of institutional interference by the Army in poli-
tics, inaugurated in the Revolution of 1930. The Army’s changes brought
about by the Falklands/Malvinas War, and the maintenance of certain
organizational traits that should be changed, were mostly caused by this
military leader. However, he was a symbol of what it meant to be, in
terms of institutional culture, an end-of-the-century Brazilian general.
Although the Army ambitions to change were realized by incorporating
new equipment and technology and creating a core of elite combat-
ants, the implementation of other thornier issues—full professionalization
and the development of joint operations doctrine—followed without
unequivocal institutional support and failed.
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CHAPTER 7

The Falklands/MalvinasWar and the Brazilian
Naval Strategy: Autonomy
for a Blue-Water Navy

Eduardo Munhoz Svartman
and Dilceu Roberto Pivatto Junior

Introduction

The Falklands/Malvinas War, from April to June 1982, involved Argen-
tine and British sea, air, and land forces in a limited conflict over
the archipelago sovereignty. Its repercussions were decisive for the
collapse of the Argentine military dictatorship and the conservative British
government’s consolidation. London’s diplomatic victories in the United
Nations (Resolution nº 502), in the European Community (economic
sanctions and arms embargo on Argentina), and with the United States (a
country which left its mediator role and backed up the United Kingdom
with regards to the war) brought up into discussion, especially for Brazil,
the regional security system based on the Inter-American Treaty of Recip-
rocal Assistance, under the Organization of American States, as well
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as the already criticized dependency on Washington regarding modern
weaponry acquisition. These factors drove Brazil’s neutrality to favor
Argentina during the war,1 reinforced the Brazilian diplomacy to get
closer to Buenos Aires, and triggered the latter cooperation initiatives to
aim toward South American integration.2 The war was closely followed by
Brazilian diplomats and military because it shook up the regional system,
as it was framed as a North-South conflict. At that time, as we will see
in the next section, Brazil was engaged in a quest for strategic autonomy
to become a great power. In the late 1970s and early 1980s, many semi-
industrialized Third World countries harbored aspirations to change their
position in the international system as Brazil did. Understanding how
the conflict affected perceptions and influenced naval programs in Brazil
matters both for clarifying Brazilian strategy’s history and better assessing
the limits and possibilities intermediate countries had to conduct their
own strategy in the late Cold War years.

In the military realm, the Falklands/Malvinas War operations involved
anti-ship and anti-air missiles, conventional and nuclear-propelled
submarines, the confrontation between shipboard and land-based avia-
tion, expeditionary infantries and mobilization efforts, and logistics in
sending and maintaining men and arms to and in a hostile and distant
environment. Some characteristics such as a war in the South Atlantic,
involvement of a neighboring country (with similar military capabilities),
and a major central power (whose Royal Navy was a point of reference
for the Brazilian Navy) also influenced Brazilian strategic perceptions. The
Brazilian Army, as the Argentine, had also been involved with domestic
politics and counterinsurgency, and closely followed the conflict and its
implications.

According to Alves and Campos in the previous Chapter 6 of this
book, the evaluation of the Falklands/Malvinas War made by the Army
Staff was important in order to adopt electronic warfare innovations, the
employment of helicopters, and the creation of specialized ‘rapid deploy-
ment’ units, formed by professional soldiers and not by conscripts. The
Brazilian Navy also paid close attention to the conflict and its political,
strategic, and operational implications. We argue that the war did not
substantively change Brazilian Naval thought, whereas its impact was in
the sense of reinforcing the already current strategic options. Even under
a scenario of budget restrictions, the idea of seeking more significant levels
of autonomy and domestic production of military means was consoli-
dated. The war and its aftermath were perceived as the endorsement for
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the Brazilian quest for a blue-water navy formed by modern platforms,
supported with shipbuilding capability and high-level weapon systems.

Here, Brazilian Naval thought is perceived as a set of prevailing
conceptions about war, strategy, and military theory in the Brazilian Navy
during this period.3 It should not be treated as only naval strategy and
employment doctrines adopted, available in the Navy’s manuals. Military
thought also involves more general conceptions regarding the interna-
tional system, its risks, and threats, the country’s position; the role of its
armed forces in the execution and design of national defense policy, still
involving views about the meaning of war and about the kind of armed
force the country needs to prevent or to win. On the one hand, it can be
learned from articles and books published by the specialized military press
and the official documentation that guides the Navy’s action regarding
establishing priorities and resources, creating programs, and selecting the
chosen options’ legitimacy. On the other hand, these military publications
have an intellectual role in its means (in the sense of spreading particular
strategic concepts) and are an essential tool for feeding, backing up, and
legitimizing the production of those documents since, until recently in
Brazil, these type of documents that are linked to national defense were
overwhelmingly produced by military personnel, most of the time being
written by them exclusively.

The notions that feed strategic formulations, identifying opportunities
and threats, allies, and enemies, the policy designs originated from them,
as much as the profile of the armed forces are not merely corollaries of
the international system. We acknowledge that the accepted formulations
and the decisions taken derive from a socially built perceived structure
that defines what is understood as national interest. Therefore,

the national interests are created social constructions, […] that emerge
from representations – or, to employ a more usual terminology, descrip-
tions of situations and definitions of problems – throughout which the state
agents and other stakeholders give meaning to their surrounding world.4

In this regard, absorbed from publications that perform an intellec-
tual role in the military realm, and from official documents, we consider
that the Brazilian Navy thought those pieces regarding the construction
process of ideas for the named Brazilian national interests. In other words,
who are its allies and partners, and what to expect from its real or poten-
tial adversaries. This production of ideas fed the Navy’s strategic concepts
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and contributed to constructing identities and meanings regarding this
service’s role, structure, and doctrine. In the meaning given by Hopf,5

they are discursive formations that define the social cognitive structure of
the stakeholders.

In this chapter, the primary source to identify how the Falk-
lands/Malvinas War impacted military thought in the Navy, we find the
articles published in Revista Marítima Brasileira (RMB), between 1982
and 1992. The RMB is a journal specialized in naval military issues
published by the Brazilian Navy since 1851. Throughout time, the journal
underwent a process of change. During and after the war, the Brazilian
naval officers published articles referring to strategic, tactical, and tech-
nological aspects and analyses of naval military operations from different
historical periods, besides letters and readers’ comments. Frequently, the
RMB also used to publish articles or transcripts of speeches and confer-
ences by the Minister of Navy, what gave (and still gives) a connotation
of an official channel. Despite this, their authors signed the articles. They
left some room for opinions and views that have some degree of discor-
dance regarding the war and how the Brazilian Navy could better adapt
to the war’s military innovations and strategic consequences. It is then
possible to perceive Revista Marítima Brasileira as an open space for
the circulation of ideas in the naval scope, also open to society, that
performs a vital role in promoting the Navy’s consensus about the coun-
try’s strategic options. It is essential to highlight that the articles that
were published with regard to the Falklands/Malvinas War not only
had a ‘scientific’ motivation in the sense of investigating some aspects
of the conflict but also presented clear recommendations of actions to
be followed or avoided in the reasoning of ‘lessons learned’ with the
conflict. In a complementary way, documentation produced by the Pres-
ident’s Cabinet was used (National Security Council and Messages to
the National Congress) to check to what extent the authors’ recom-
mendations and priorities were aligned with the program’s reformulations
implemented by the Navy in that time.

Thus, this chapter is organized in the following way: this introduction;
a section that describes Brazil’s insertion in the international scene and
the characteristics of the Brazilian Navy in the late period of the Cold
War, already engaged in the process of supplier diversification, modern-
ization and a quest for autonomy; a section dedicated to the analysis
of the production of ideas published in military professional periodi-
cals regarding the Falklands War; an evaluation of the extent to which
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this production of ideas was converted into practical measures under the
Brazilian Navy and, in the end, the final considerations.

Brazil’s International Policy

and the Brazilian Navy in the 1970s and 1980s

The 1964 military coup promoted an inflection on Brazilian foreign
policy toward an alignment with the United States and placed great
weight on anti-communism as a central role for the national defense
policy. The first government of the dictatorship repudiated the then
named Independent Foreign Policy that was in action, broke off diplo-
matic relations with Cuba, and, in close cooperation with the United
States, took part in the Dominican Republic’s occupation in 1965.
With military troops numbering over one thousand soldiers in the
Inter-American Peace Force, Brazil took charge of this mission under
Organization of American States’ mandate (which allowed the continuity
of the United States’ unilateral intervention in that country).

During the 1970s, though, the following military governments
adopted more pragmatic policies oriented toward greater autonomy in
foreign relations.6 In this new realignment, the foreign relations policy
was conceived to ‘provide society and the State with conditions and suit-
able means to drive autonomous development, as far as possible.’7 A more
diversified economy, getting through a fast industrialization and economic
expansion process, demanded new markets, technologies, supplies, and
partnerships. In a more complex international scenario, marked by chal-
lenges such as the oil prices spike and opportunities such as the Cold War
détente and Portuguese Africa’s decolonization, Brazil was redesigning
its presence in multilateral forums and its bilateral relations in order to
project itself internationally in a more autonomous and industrialized
stance.

The word autonomy is used here with the meaning given by Andrew
Hurrell to understand the Brazilian military regime’s foreign relations
policy: It entails the degree of effective independence that a State can
provide. Specifically, autonomy

implies an ability to independently and coherently determine national poli-
cies, resist attempts at outside control, adapt flexibly, exploit favorable
trends in the international environment, and limit and control unfavorable
ones.8
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According to Hurrell, autonomy worked as a kind of guiding ideal
to provide a basic intellectual framework for foreign relations policy
and Brazilian development. We understand that the quest for autonomy
should not be confused with a possible ‘emotional’ and ‘national-
ist’ adherence to major projects (such as the development of nuclear
submarines), according to Lima da Silva.9 It is a rational option for
expanding the country’s maneuver ranges that occupy an intermediary
position in the international system.

When the Falklands/Malvinas War broke out, the Brazilian dictator-
ship, in charge of a transitional process to a democracy controlled by the
military, was bounding toward Argentina as part of a market diversifica-
tion strategy, elimination of conflicts, and political conciliation in what
was known as the north-south dialog. Simultaneously, the regime was
facing growing internal opposition and a crisis in its economic model,
marked by the second oil crisis, contraction on external funding, inflation,
and GDP reduction.

The regime’s central element was anti-communism, which used
resources and personnel from the armed forces and police departments
all over the country. However, conventional war preparation (and not
only for counterinsurgency) never vanished completely for the Brazilian
military, increasing demand for modern weaponry systems. The acquisi-
tions pattern current at the time was through transference programs of US
weapons, under the terms of the Cold War military cooperation and some
casual opportunity purchases. This became progressively frustrating for
the regime that, besides competing for military supremacy in the region,
intended that its more remarkable political and economic international
stance should also be backed up by military support. The United States
engaged abroad and internally divided about Vietnam, limited its military
aid for Latin America toward counterinsurgency, and, during the 1970s
and 1980s, restricted transferences of modern systems for the region.
Frustration became bitterness with the US policy, which collided with
Brazilian research and development. Subsequently, the regime received
criticism regarding human rights violations perpetrated by the Brazilian
military dictatorship, putting an end to the special military relation
between the two countries.10

The conjunction of these elements reinforced strategic partnership
diversification and drove the domestic production of weapons systems. In
this context, the United States refusal to supply supersonic fighter jets led
Brazil to acquire them from France. In 1969, Embraer was founded, and



7 THE FALKLANDS/MALVINAS WAR … 173

then had the Xavante jet trainer on its first orders, built under license
from the Italian company Aermacchi to train future Brazilian fighter
pilots. In 1970, Brazil signed a comprehensive agreement with the United
Kingdom to acquire six modern frigates (Niterói class), two of them built
in Rio de Janeiro, a modified version for ship training, locally built, and
three diesel-electric submarines. The impact of this agreement was felt in
the Navy’s personnel’s training and in the departure from the model that
depended on obsolete material provided by the United States.11 Besides
this, it implied a critical strategic change since the Brazilian Navy stopped
being merely a subsidiary from the US Navy, specialized in submarine
warfare, and enable itself for surface war and anti-ship missile operations
and computerized firing systems.12 The Brazilian Navy’s re-equipment
program was tuned with the strategic review that set the South Atlantic
as a primary designated area for Brazil, which was also expressed by the
beginning of the offshore oil exploration in 1969 and the decree that
expanded the Brazilian territorial sea from 12 to 200 nautical miles in
1970.

The most significant change was in the nuclear sector. In 1974, in the
middle of the oil crisis and the Indian nuclear test, the United States
suspended the delivery of enriched uranium that fed Brazilian research
reactors, bought through the program Atoms for Peace, which incre-
mented the negotiations with the German Federal Republic in order to
establish a comprehensive agreement that encompassed the construction
of nuclear power plants in Brazil and technology transference. According
to Corrêa,13 from 1976 to 1978, the presidency’s cabinet started to
consider including in the Brazilian nuclear program the idea of nuclear
submarines. This proposal resonated within the Navy and other state
sectors, which perceived that ‘a nuclear-propelled submarine would be a
giant leap for Brazil that would enter the country to a new era of scientific
and technological transformation and would change Brazil’s status in the
international system.’14 However, the program faced opposition sectors
of Brazil and the United States’ societies, which led the government to
conduct its secrecy plans.

Therefore, the South Atlantic conflict happened in a delicate moment
for Brazil when the regime wanted to advance its autonomy and industri-
alizing project under an economically adverse environment of low political
legitimacy since it was still a dictatorship. The war between a neighboring
country and a great power could not have been gone unnoticed by the
Brazilian Navy.
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The Lessons Learned

Before going over the content of the analysis published in Revista Marí-
tima Brasileira, it is essential to highlight that all the writers were
Brazilian Navy officers, two of them admirals and that, although some
texts had made considerations with regard to the political and diplo-
matic dimensions of the conflict, the approaches focused primarily on the
tactical and strategic aspects; besides this, the authors avoided choosing
a side between any of the belligerent countries. The sources used in the
analyses were predominantly British, though, like the narratives, which
followed the victorious country. Concerning this, we should ponder that
it is more frequent in the instrumental studies about military campaigns
that try to get ‘lessons learned’ from war to emphasize the ‘hits’ of the
winner than on the ‘misses’ of the defeated. Since the early days, the
British have made reports and documents about the war available, unlike
the Argentineans. The latter publicized the Rattenbach Report only in
2012.

Alliances, Dependency, and Autonomy

To the Brazilian military, the Falklands/Malvinas War consisted of an
essential experiment about the convenience, or not, of the alliances’
system of that time and the problems that resulted from the dependency
of foreign defense material. In general, the articles show the importance
of the United Kingdom of being a NATO member, which would have
contributed to the diplomatic victories at the UN, EC, and the support
from the United States (after the period that Washington attempted to
mediate the conflict). However, according to the analysis by Admiral
Armando Vidigal, the United Kingdom had been restructuring its armed
forces to always operate jointly with other members of the alliance and,
especially, under cover of the US Navy would justify the decommissioning
of its two aircraft carriers. Because the United Kingdom had to fight a war
in the South Atlantic without NATO support, this was pointed out as a
negative consequence of decreasing a naval force’s ‘strategic flexibility’
when delegating other alliance members’ functions. The United States
position, favorable to the United Kingdom and the European embargo
on Argentina, reinforced Brazil’s domestic weapons production. Several
Brazilian officers pointed out that the dependency levels of weapons and
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ammunition imports of Argentina limited its logistic and operational capa-
bilities. Therefore, Brazil should guide the development of its naval power
through a modernization that was less dependent on material imports
from other countries. According to them, the war had revealed that the
acquisition of modern weapons systems could not only be restricted to
merely purchases in the international market: It should go through a
nationalization process of the Brazilian military power and should be
capable of challenging the threats and risks of similar conflicts.15

This perception was also shared by the military intelligence that advised
the National Security Council. In an April 1982 confidential report with
regard to the ongoing conflict, it was argued that countries such as Brazil
‘should give greater emphasis on technological and industrial autonomy
in strategic sectors such as military equipment, energy (production of
liquid fuels and propellants in general), the nuclear sector and in the fields
of communication and computing.’ In the officers’ reasoning that drafted
this document, investments in defense would be a ‘contributing factor for
triggering the Brazilian industrial complex.’ They would help promote the
technological development of the country.16

At the Sea

Once the Brazilian Navy took her first steps in developing nuclear-
propelled submarines, this kind of weapon’s employment was considered
fundamental in favor of the British. According to one of the analysis inves-
tigated, the British naval power restricted the Argentine Navy to coastal
areas and ports, from the moment the cruiser General Belgrano was torpe-
doed and sunk by the nuclear attack submarine Conqueror. After this fact,
the Argentine aircraft carrier 25 de Mayo returned to its base, transfer-
ring its planes to the south of Argentina. This decision was taken due to
the Argentine Navy’s incapacity to challenge the British nuclear-powered
submarines.17

According to Admiral Mário César Flores,18 the conflict showed up
that the navies ‘will be divided into two groups: The ones that have
submarines [nuclear-powered] and ultimately secondary ones, the have-
nots.’ The British strategic and operative conduct was fast and intensive,
not only because of its surface fleet readiness and mobilization capability
but also for its nuclear-powered submarines’ autonomy and speed, capable
of pushing the Argentine naval retreat, denying her use of the sea. Sea
denial resulted in the isolation of the Argentine garrisons in the islands,
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making any action toward landing new troops, weapons, ammunition,
and medicines difficult.19 Therefore, the nuclear-powered submarines had
been paramount to the final conflict result, acting as an ‘imbalance’ of
power during any confrontation in the sea, even offsetting the aircraft
carrier force’s projection capability when they became targets. The author
highlighted that the modernization of the Brazilian Navy could not relin-
quish its autonomous production of submarines, like those of the United
States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and France.

The employment of various missiles, electronic warfare instruments,
and its consequences to the war’s conduction was a novelty followed by
Brazilian Navy officers. The Exocet’s performance, French-built anti-ship
missile, responsible for the sinking of a destroyer and an (improvised)
aircraft carrier, was perceived as a combat proof for these new technolo-
gies. According to Armando Vidigal,20 the following electronic warfare
elements would change the war in the naval way of thinking:

[The] introduction of precision-guided weapons, what changed the
emphasis from fire volume to precision; […] the electronic development in
the areas of detection, location, defense, and command and control; [and]
a gradual but continuous decreasing in the importance of protective armor,
of compartmentalization and systems redundancy in ship projects.

The performance of Argentine attack aircraft, using anti-ship missiles,
sometimes using bombs, showed the limits of the British air defense
capabilities and its ships’ resilience: Two frigates, a destroyer, and two
amphibious landing ships were sunk or severely damaged by the Argentine
raids. According to Vidigal’s evaluation,21 the surface naval forces should
have an air defense system (including combat aircraft, surface-air missiles
of several ranges, and guns) perfectly integrated and capable of facing
modern enemy weapons such as air-surface missiles and smart bombs.
Naval shipbuilding also should be reviewed, according to the new survival
needs of ships after being attacked, that should not use: low-melting point
materials and materials which, when burnt, expel toxic fumes, such as
those recently used by the British. These remarks are particularly rele-
vant because, at that time, the Brazilian Navy’s most modern ships were
precisely the British-built frigates, which had been recently commissioned.

The development of electronic warfare techniques was regarded as a
priority that should be adopted by the Brazilian Navy,22 with the need for
research and development of more sophisticated radars. Another aspect
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highlighted in the Falklands War analysis was the importance of the soft-
ware used in weapons computing systems. As a recommendation, the
Brazilian officers proposed the national development of more efficient
software since the most advanced versions of these products would not
be for sale in the weapons market due to the strategic imposition to limit
some states’ military capability to reach cutting-edge technologies.

If nuclear-powered submarines were necessary for establishing control
of the sea (and consequently for isolating landing troops), the aircraft
carriers remained important since they provided air supremacy and power
projection over land and sea. Fernando Silveira and Vidigal23 under-
pinned the importance of fleets centered around aircraft carriers once their
aircraft could be used in airborne early warning, logistics, lines protec-
tion, interception, amphibious operations, and close support with more
extended range and flexibility than land-based aviation. Its protection,
though, would depend on the availability of nuclear-powered submarines,
which added to the Argentine aircraft carrier limitations and made this
defeated country’s platform particularly vulnerable. It was noticed that the
British carrier-based fighters equipped with air-air missiles were capable
of imposing heavy losses to Argentine land-based aviation. Therefore,
the Falklands/Malvinas conflict would revive the importance of aircraft
carriers, which led the British to interrupt the sale of the Invincible
and the decommissioning of the Hermes, in order to keep three aircraft
carriers, being two in operational condition and one that was being
repaired.24 These ships’ capabilities to accommodate heavy helicopters
and Vertical Take-Off and Landing (VTOL) fighters, even on improvised
platforms, as the cargo ship Atlantic Conveyor, were seen by the authors as
being fundamental for the British to be able to land the necessary infantry
troops for retaking the islands.

Inland

The landing operations were prominent elements of the conflict, both
during the islands’ capture by the Argentineans and during their retaking
by the British. However, the object that interested Brazilian analysts the
most was the operations of the Royal Navy. The British amphibious force
had a group of marines corps, a minimal number of landing ships (for
troops and vehicles) and, mainly, support ships, helicopters, naval avia-
tion, and the merchant navy in terms of conditions of boosting the
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formation of a major force.25 Great importance was placed upon heli-
copters’ employment for reconnaissance and landing operations and the
British forces’ night operations capability since Argentine attack aviation
could not conduct night operations. According to Umberto Martins,26

the Falklands/Malvinas conflict led to a proposition to the Brazilian
Navy about the need for a permanent, fixed center as the base for its
entire amphibious force: It should be formed by ships that could perform
command and control tasks, have docking capability to transport heavy
landing ships, the means to operate an adequate number of transport
helicopters and, most importantly, an organized landing force, equipped
and trained to conduct amphibious assaults. Besides that, he suggests the
development of a doctrine for the Brazilian amphibious forces.

The inland combats showed the conceptions of two different armed
forces. Argentina occupied the archipelago with many soldiers formed
mostly by conscripts, with only basic compulsory military service training.
The British, for their side, were composed of volunteers that had
chosen the profession of arms. This difference was particularly significant
because Argentineans, now in defense positions, outnumbered the British
offensive troops. This fact went against the tactical manuals that recom-
mended that offensive forces must outnumber defensive forces threefold.
Although the emphasis was placed on topics such as weaponry, equip-
ment, and on their technologies, this organizational gap was not ignored,
thus providing the Brazilian officers some lessons to learn such as the
need to develop highly trained personnel and their readiness to perform
special operations.27 Still, no proposal to substitute compulsory military
service in favor of Brazil’s professional forces model was discussed.

Mobilization and Logistics

Specialized literature usually highlights the United Kingdom’s capability
to rapidly dispatch a task force to retake the islands and keep a supply
line provided by air and sea that would stretch for thousands of kilome-
ters between the North and South Atlantic. This capability was formed by
both the availability and a degree of readiness and the potential of mobi-
lizing merchant navy resources, shipyards, ports, and other civilian logistic
systems. This mobilization was one of the points that most attracted the
attention of the Brazilian military personnel.

In this context, the analysis highlighted that the British merchant
navy’s use, as an instrument of support, was possible due to the merchant
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ships’ high mobilization capability and the fast adaptation of them by
the British industry. The use of modified merchant ships enhanced the
action capabilities of the Royal Navy, such as the modifications performed
in the cruise ships Canberra and Uganda, which received flight decks,
the container ship Atlantic Conveyor, modified into a carrier, and several
smaller ones requested and adapted to the war effort as auxiliary ships.28

It was unanimous among Brazilian military personnel that the United
Kingdom’s rapid mobilization had a critical infrastructure supported by
national industries and technologies, which caused the availability of
material not to be dependent on foreign suppliers. Argentina faced this
limitation. These evaluations emphasized that the Brazilian merchant
navy (with their ships of different types and a relatively young fleet)
would potentially be adapted for employment against possible threats and
conflicts. Because of this, it was recommended that planning and mobi-
lization instruments should be designed, similar to those employed by the
British in the Falklands/Malvinas War.

From Ideas to Practice: Evaluating the Impact

on the Programs of the Brazilian Navy

The quest for higher levels of autonomy of arms and systems produc-
tion remains until today, a critical component of the Brazilian Navy’s
strategic thought. As commented before, the Navy had already been
building its arsenal up to six from two frigates purchased from the United
Kingdom through the 1970s and 1980s. The perception regarding the
Argentine difficulties with the embargo imposed by its arms suppliers
(the United States and Western Europe) is in tune with the creation,
in 1982, of the company Empresa Gerencial de Projetos Navais, EMGE-
PRON. According to a message sent to the National Congress in 1983,
it was a state-owned company linked to the Ministry of the Navy (now
the Ministry of Defense) that intended to manage programs that would
lead to the nationalization of material used. In 1984, the Navy initiated
a national development and production program of corvettes (Inhaúma
class). It sealed an agreement with the German Federal Republic to
acquire a diesel-electric submarine and for licensed production of 3 more
ships of the same class (Tupi). These programs’ length suffered from
the budgetary restrictions that resulted from the external debt crisis of
the 1980s and the public investment downturn in the 1990s. However,



180 E. MUNHOZ SVARTMAN AND D. R. PIVATTO JUNIOR

despite delays and redesigns, the programs were concluded, and the
Brazilian Navy still uses these ships.

The nuclear-powered submarine’s story, whose development was
supported by the referred authors, differs from conventional ships. The
challenge of developing a nuclear-powered submarine involves a strong
political dimension since no powerful country that masters this tech-
nology is inclined to cooperate. Quite the opposite, the nuclear energy
and non-proliferation regulatory regimes that were being designed since
the early 1960s were very restrictive in this sense. That is why the
secrecy of Navy’s program due to the cooperation agreements between
Brazil and the United States and between Brazil and Germany vetoed
any military initiative. Beyond the political dimension, the technological
and engineering challenge is not simple. The secret program focused on
two technologies before the submarine itself: The uranium enrichment
process, necessary for the nuclear fuel, and the reactor development to be
placed in the submarine. The program suffered from funding problems,
both during the military regime and after democratization. Besides that,
it faced opposition even from inside the Navy, where some sectors were
against the relevant draining of organic resources from the fleet operation,
which would feed internal conflicts.29

After a long latency period, in 2007, the project grew in importance
when it became to be considered as a priority. The next year, Brazil signed
an agreement with France to construct new diesel-electric submarines and
future nuclear-powered submarine hull. The publication of the National
Defense Strategy in 2008 seems to reveal that after almost four decades,
the Navy had consolidated its thought about the convenience of being
equipped with nuclear-powered submarines. The emphasis on the role of
the British strike submarines during the Falklands/Malvinas War seems to
the Navy’s prevailing thought only after an extended period. However,
the resilience of the sectors that kept the complex project on course
during underfunding periods and the successes obtained in uranium
enrichment showed how consolidated this idea was among its supporters.

Since World War II, the Brazilian Navy has been seeking to incorpo-
rate an aircraft carrier as its fleet’s backbone. Due to the lack of United
States support, Brazil acquired the old HMS Vengeance in 1956, which
underwent a modernization process in Holland and was only delivered
in 1960, rebaptized as the Minas Gerais. Its dimensions and capabili-
ties did not support jet operations, and its employment was in tune with
the Navy’s mainstream doctrine, which prioritized anti-submarine action.
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At the time of the Falklands/Malvinas War, this was still the scenery in
Brazil, only in 1988, the Navy incorporated attack and interceptor jets
but based on land. Finally, in 2000, the Brazilian Navy started to operate
a new aircraft carrier acquired from France (ex-Foch) and became capable
of carrying its jets. The country had to wait until the turn of the century
to allow its fleet’s flagship to overcome the anti-submarine war paradigm
that its 1970s frigate acquisition program had begun, and could be able
to project power, a condition supported by officers in academic positions
during the 1980s.

Concerning the merchant navy mobilization and employment in
the logistics topic, it seems that the ‘lessons learned’ from the war
were converted into concrete measures. Decree nº 89331 instituted
in Brazilian law the National Maritime Policy, which was published in
1984 and had the purpose of guiding the development of the country’s
maritime activities, in a harmonic and integrated manner, besides being in
tune with the development and security policies. Therefore, it articulated
different ministries. Among the multiple actions listed, it was oriented to

Plan maritime mobilization in peacetime, including establishing rules to be
followed in the construction of selected merchant ships, suiting them to
rapid conversion for military employment.

The implementation and effectiveness of this policy are still to be scru-
tinized. However, the contraction of the Brazilian naval industry in the
1990s suggests that, at least with regard to the above action, little has
been achieved.

Final Considerations

The Falklands/Malvinas War did not produce a substantial change in the
Brazilian Naval thought. Its impact, according to our findings, rested on
the reinforcement of its previous strategic options in order to constitute
a blue-water navy supported by the national capability of shipbuilding
and modern weapon systems production. The souring military ties with
the United States in the 1970s, the support to the United Kingdom by
Washington and the other Northern countries, and the arms embargo
imposed on Argentina had significative political relevance to the Brazilian
Navy. The most crucial strategic lesson from the war for the Brazilian
Navy was to be wary about alliances with the Northern powers. Despite
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the convergences around the Cold War agenda, it became clear that a
great power would not hesitate to use force against a Southern country.
So, the best way to protect its interest would be to develop autonomous
military capabilities.

Thus, even under an economical crisis and a budget cuts scenery, the
idea of seeking higher levels of autonomy and domestic production of
weaponry was deeply rooted. The development of ships and technolog-
ical mastery, such as nuclear and missiles, was perceived as an alternative to
international restrictions and the risks associated with ‘excessive’ depen-
dency on foreign suppliers. It is essential to observe that the quest for
autonomy was not implied in autarchy since occasional purchases and
cooperation agreements have been frequent since then.

The military operations assessments reinforced the shared under-
standing that the Brazilian Navy should be backboned by aircraft carriers
(and nuclear-powered submarines), which would provide it with the
speed, flexibility, and force projection they perceived in the Royal Navy.
They also understood that the high-tech and precision-guided systems
were successfully tested in the air-naval operations during the war, which
reinforced the demands for missiles, helicopters, airplanes, and highly
trained personal for the Navy. These lessons learned had different levels
of impact. The logistics and mobilization legislation reforms might have
been the organizational changes that were most immediately impacted by
the war. The Navy kept its course seeking to produce new combatant
platforms domestically and acquire engineering expertise to become a
more autonomous blue-water navy. It is worth note that this course was
traced in a time of economic and budgetary restrain and had many rival
projects competing for scarce funding, which harmed its schedule and
effectiveness.

Notwithstanding that and the almost three decades of underbudgeting,
as mentioned before, the downsized programs were mostly completed.
In 2008, Brazil released its National Strategy of Defense, the first all-
encompassing defense posture document ever published. The chapter
devoted to the Navy reaffirmed, once again, the long-term strategy of
developing the capacity to design and manufacture surface and subma-
rine warships and their weapon systems as well. The priority given to
sea denial and force projection in the document can be understood as
a longstanding echo of the learned lessons from the 1982’s war.

The subject we approached here demands an unfolding research
agenda. There are essential documents from the Brazilian Navy Chief
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of Staff, intelligence, and other departments not yet declassified or
consulted. Broadly, the Falklands/Malvinas War’s impact within other
Third World intermediate state navies and its comparative assessment
remains to be done. Such a research agenda would improve our knowl-
edge about military thought and an essential set of countries’ strategic
options.
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CHAPTER 8

Argentine Strategies Towards
the Falklands/Malvinas Since the Democratic

Transition, 1983–2018

Alejandro Simonoff

Introduction

The dispute over the Falkland/Malvinas Islands’ sovereignty between
Argentina and the United Kingdom is an overly sensitive subject in the
Argentine public debate, particularly after 1982. Although the conflict
implied a tabula rasa in the negotiations, as pointed out by Juan Carlos
Puig, two predominant forms of strategies preceded it and dated from the
sanction of the United Nations General Assembly Resolution nº 2065
on December 16, 1965. On the one hand, to seek a “collective legit-
imization of the answering positions adopted by the claiming country.”
On the other hand, to carry on economic cooperation with the United
Kingdom, “that had nothing to do with the controversy.”1 The contem-
porary Argentine scholars have been failing to escape the gravitational
weight of those strategic poles. Autonomist and Sociohistorical Schools

A. Simonoff (B)
National University of La Plata, La Plata, Argentina

© The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature
Switzerland AG 2021
É. E. Duarte (ed.), The Falklands/Malvinas War in the South Atlantic,
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-65566-2_8

185

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-030-65566-2_8&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-65566-2_8


186 A. SIMONOFF

were more sensitive to the former, while those of the Neoconservative
and Neoliberal Schools pointed to the latter.2

However, any prospect for improving Argentine-British relations and
the Falklands/Malvinas issue requires understanding Argentine contem-
porary foreign policy better than a simple duality. According to this,
the present chapter reconstructs Argentine foreign policy since the Falk-
lands/Malvinas War. It critically assesses Argentine public and academic
debates, suggesting more variations of the Argentine foreign policy-
making from Raúl Alfonsín to Mauricio Macri administration. It offers
a preliminary appraisal of Alberto Fernández’s new government.

The chapter follows as this. The second section resumes the state
of Argentine-British relations until the rupture of 1982. The third one
assesses the Argentine foreign policy from 1983 to 2018, arguing that
Argentina’s permanent goal has been to normalize the relations with the
United Kingdom, or, at least, to return to a pre-war pattern of relation-
ship. But the Argentine foreign policy strategies fluctuated depending on
domestic and external factors and the actual state of negotiations with the
British delegations. The last section summarizes this chapter and provides
some scenarios and reccomendations.

The Dispute Over

Falklands/Malvinas Until the War

From the dispossession carried out by the United Kingdom in 1833,
Argentina made claims during the nineteenth century and the first half
of the twentieth century, trying to avoid prescribing the problem. It
should be noted that, during this period, the Falklands/Malvinas Islands’
sovereignty was at the bottom of Argentine foreign policy’s priorities,
given the decision to preserve the relations with the United Kingdom.
Not coincidentally, when the international system’s changes ceased
the British global primacy, Argentine claim over Falklands/Malvinas’
sovereignty was raised as a political objective. For instance, the first Argen-
tine reservations upon the issue were made within the 1940 Pan-American
Conference framework in Havana and at the United Nations’ foundation
in the immediate post-war period.

Since Juan Domingo Perón’s first term (1946–1952), and in the
successive administrations, the related measures taken were almost exclu-
sively internally rather than external. Only in Arturo Umberto Illia
administration (1963–1966), Argentina promoted the problem within
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the United Nations Decolonization Committee framework before the
Islanders could proclaim their independence. The territorial dispute was
reduced to an abstract question.3 His administration set three objec-
tives: (1) to restore the territorial unity of Argentina while affirming
its sovereign rights over the islands; (2) to reject any attempt of self-
determination of the Islanders and as an indigenous population; (3) to
achieve a Decolonization Committee resolution instrumental at achieving
the first objective.4

The approval of Resolution nº 2065 of the United Nations General
Assembly, in December 1965, was based on recognizing the colonial situ-
ation and invited the parties to end it through peaceful negotiation. It was
an act of political acumen, having a sense of opportunity that showed a
remarkably high degree of pragmatism. Since this resolution, Argentina
has maintained that the Islands’ sovereignty was a bilateral issue, based
on territorial integrity and not on self-determination.5 Opposing the
British position, Argentina had qualified Islanders’ “interests” only about
preserving their way of life and never acknowledged them as a third party.

Authors such as Carlos Escudé challenged this position, believing that
there were two opposing nation models in the negotiation process: the
Anglo-Saxon model and the Volksgeist.6 The United Kingdom repre-
sented the first model in which citizens’ rights are in harmony with those
of the nation-state. In second, as is the case in Argentina, the citizens
would be below the state’s interests.7

Dictator Juan Carlos Onganía (1966–1970) initially went ahead
with the process of negotiation. In August of 1968, it reached an
agreement for a memorandum of understanding, which, as noted by
Archibaldo Lanús, “contains the most explicit commitment by the
United Kingdom on the eventual transfer to the Argentine State of the
sovereignty exercised over the islands.”8 Instead, the military government
delayed responding, which led the British to dismiss the proposal and
waste the opportunity.9 Following this failure, during the dictatorship,
the Alejandro Augustín Lanusse (1971–1973) administration sought a
seduction-type strategy, consisting of regular trips to the islands, educa-
tional exchanges, health exchanges, among other aspects claimed by the
British from the beginning. From the Shackleton incident in 1976 to
the 1982’s war, the subsequent events marked the escalation of the
Falklands/Malvinas issue.

On February 4, 1976, a British economic survey expedition carried
out by Lord Shackleton to the archipelago ended up granting them a
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new strategic relevance due to the acknowledgment of existing natural
resources. The controversy generated the interruption of bilateral rela-
tions. Since 1978, diplomatic ties have resumed based on agreeing to an
annual meeting to discuss the dispute. However, differences persisted in
incorporating the Falklands/Malvinas Islanders (Kelpers) into the nego-
tiations and consideration given to their wishes. Argentina rejected them
and the lease proposal, initially driven by both the Labor Party and the
Conservative government of Margaret Thatcher.10

The lack of definition in the negotiations was aggravated by dictator
Leopoldo F. Galtieri (1981–1982) and the Foreign Minister Nicolás
Costa Méndez, who sought new ways to hinder them proposing an
impossible deadline for the British.11 It had to do with the decision to
boost the armed conflict due to the economic problems that resulted from
the military regime’s monetarist policy. The intervention solution to the
islands had no objective other than guaranteeing the military’s perma-
nence in power instead of claiming the islands’ sovereignty. Furthermore,
as Figari says:

The Malvinas War has been a clear example of the irrational adventure of
attempting to do justice for oneself […]. It was not negotiated as indicated
and ended in certain speculations that culminated in an irrational war,
which only had Latin American countries’ moral support first and the Non-
Alienated Movement later.12

As noted by Carlos Escudé, the war caused Argentina’s international
isolation and was the culmination of a series of mistakes: the character
of the military government, the systematic violation of human rights,
the financial scandals, and the decision to declare void the interna-
tional arbitration of the territorial disputes with Chile.13 In the British
understanding, the Argentine defeat closed the possibility of continuing
negotiations over the islands.

In general terms, the Falklands/Malvinas War was the terminal point
of the military regime securing a stable political system. It highlighted the
fragility of Argentina’s foreign policy and the bad image it had of itself.

Tabula Rasa Negotiations

The Argentine political objective for the Falklands/Malvinas, defined by
all administrations since democratic transition, has been to return to
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the state of pre-war bilateral negotiations. However, Argentine admin-
istrations performed several strategies to achieve it. The present section
assesses all of them from 1983 to 2018.

The Negotiations During the Alfonsín Administration (1983–1989):
The Multilateral Option as the Only Way

In its 1983’s Radical Civic Union (UCR) platform, Raúl Alfonsín’s
political party stated that it would defend territorial integrity “through
the recovery of the Falklands, South Georgia and the South Sandwich
Islands, subject to colonial domination” and that it would promote “their
recovery and definitive integration into the national territory through
compliance with the Resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly
on this issue, in particular 2065 and 37/9.”14 It also denounced as a
threat to the country “the installation of military and nuclear base estab-
lished by the United Kingdom in the Falkland Islands and the exclusion
zone declared by that country.”15

Raúl Alfonsín’s administration firstly sought a bilateral negotiation
route that failed in the Bern meeting of 1984 as the British representa-
tives demanded “the previous and expressed abandonment, on the part of
Argentina, of the claim of sovereignty.”16 They also demanded the cessa-
tion of any antagonisms regarding the islands.17 Both issues made further
dialogue impossible,18 which is the reason the issue had an unprivileged
profile but yet kept alive by Argentina in international forums such as the
Decolonization Committee and the United Nations General Assembly.19

With the improvement of relations with the United States, the Alfonsín
government sought a mediation that allowed it to advance in the design of
the sovereignty umbrella theory, which was later reflected in the Madrid
Accords of 1989.

Conversely, the signing of fishing agreements with the Soviet Union
in 1986 meant the implicit recognition of “the Argentine sovereignty
over the waters around the Falkland Islands, becoming a fantastic prece-
dent.”20 This fact produced an interpretative controversy between several
authors. For example, according to Carlos Escudé, this situation compli-
cated relations with the United Kingdom and the United States, as they
were challenged by introducing the Soviets into the area.21 For others, as
Robert Russell points out, although:
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Washington was not happy with these agreements (with the USSR) […].
It maintained a consistent support position towards Argentina as part of
its new policy of defense and promotion of democracy in Latin America
[…]. It acted as a transmission belt of the so-called non-papers between
Argentina, and the United Kingdom tend to maintain an informal contact
between the parties after the frustrated Bern bilateral meeting of 1984 and
helped avoid friction between Buenos Aires and London over the Malvinas
issue.22

From another standpoint, Mario Rapoport stated that the problem of
the Falklands/Malvinas showed, on the one hand, the difficulties of a
strategy that contemplated “a substantial part of its economic, commercial
and political relations in the two superpowers”; and on the other, the
government’s “increasingly reduced” margins for maneuver.23

The Negotiations in the Menem Administrations (1989–1999):
Bilateralism and Seduction Strategy

Despite the electoral campaign’s bellicose tone, the Menem adminis-
tration decided to implement the bilateral negotiation outlined by the
United States mediation and abandon Argentina’s previous multilateral
strategy.

According to Soukassian, Menem administration privileged the strategy
of restarting bilateral relations. It became feasible by his negotiation team
composed by: Foreign Minister Domingo Cavallo, his personal advisor,
Aldo Dadone, and the Director for the Falklands/Malvinas, José María
Otegui, as well as the ambassadors Lucio García del Solar and Mario
Cámpora.24

They applied the sovereignty umbrella formula in the negotiations,
highlighted in Madrid I and II agreements.25 It consisted of protecting
each party’s rights concerning the archipelagos and surrounding maritime
areas. It was actually a stumbling block for normalizing diplomatic,
consular, and economic relations. For some authors, such as Federico
Bernal, this strategy was a lukewarm approach that “meant a postpone-
ment of the sovereignty claim.”26

Even so, those negotiations ran into the presidential announcement of
February 1992 to take the issue to international arbitration, an aspect that
“had not been duly studied by the Foreign Minister.”27 As a rejection of
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this, Carlos Escudé resigned as a government advisor. His position can be
summarized in four points:

1. The Argentine rights over the islands are real, but much more
relative than the Argentine public believes;

2. The legal issue is too complicated and ambiguous that the case will
never be resolved around these considerations;

3. The solution to the problem of the sovereignty issue will eventually
come through practical considerations;

4. The only possibility for Argentina to be included in this solution is
demonstrating to the world, the United Kingdom, and the Islanders
that it meets minimum stability and reliability conditions.28

The restoration of negotiations with the concession to British priority
on the economic agenda engendered domestic criticism over Menem,
especially related to fishing and hydrocarbon extraction. In the former,
the Squid Fishing Agreement claimed that “Argentina was limited to
fishing this species, the islanders’ main resource.”29 In turn, in the latter,
the signing of a Joint Declaration on Cooperation in oil activities in
the Southwestern Atlantic presented some difficulties. It has a declara-
tion signed by both countries but not really “joint,” as it was opened to
explanatory notes of each of them.30

Although it was just a statement and not a treaty (which denotes
the evasion of a parliamentary procedure due to the ambiguity of its
contents), it was the first bilateral commitment toward cooperation. It
evolved to a Joint Hydrocarbon Commission, promoting companies’
participation from both countries, and preventing any action that could
frustrate these undertakings. The unilateral Argentine declaration indi-
cated that its collaboration did not imply the British claim’s recognition,
nor imply accepting a British right to summon a drilling offering.31 It
only marked Argentine refrainment from taking discriminatory measures
regarding the companies’ rights that operate in the area. The expansion
of the exploitation zone to areas not in the litigation granted Argentina
the levy payment. The benefits and scope of the arrangement generated a
severe controversy.

The government has claimed—or rather, sources close to him—that
this agreement “represents a huge and unexpected diplomatic achieve-
ment.”32 Nevertheless, the former Foreign Minister Caputo said that,
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with the signing of this agreement, the sovereignty umbrella became
insufficient to protect Argentine interests. According to him, “we grant
our sovereignty over a resource,” reducing it to an “abstract, ungras-
pable, and indefinable issue while granting another concrete, tangible and
precise, as is the exploitation of the Malvinas oil basin.”33 Besides, the
existence of oil led to:

The issue will no longer be a discussion on natural resources that serve to
finance the Falkland Islanders, becoming a strategic interest for the British,
which will require, in the 21st century, sources of hydrocarbons to replace
those of the North Sea.34

Those negotiations highlighted the weakness of the Argentine govern-
ment’s position against the defense of its sovereign rights. The Menem
administration did not know how to take advantage of the British interest
in restoring trade and the flow of investments in Argentina, betting on a
presidential trip that obtained no real advances. The undeniable, though
symbolic, exception was the British permission for the Argentine families
to retrieve the soldiers’ bodies from the islands.

Furthermore, the Menem administration shifted to a “seduction”
strategy toward the kelpers, stating “that it would consider both the inter-
ests and the wishes of the Falklands Islanders,” which was a historical
mistake.35 For its execution, it was necessary first to silence any voice
that could place “objections” to this action in the Argentine department
responsible for the Falklands/Malvinas. Consequently, Guido Di Tella
stepped up as Argentine foreign minister during a moment in which “the
decision circle became extremely confusing.”36

The seduction strategy consisted of a means of approaching the
Islanders, but ambiguously. The Argentine government signaled to the
kelpers at the same time it declared they were not a part of the negotia-
tions. In this context, it worried about the Islanders’ level of progress in
handling several aspects, as their claim of independence became reliable
in the face of new resources to exploit.

The approach was strongly contested by Menem’s opposition in the
parliament, which maintained that the government delegated the Islands’
sovereignty.37 For instance, the previous Foreign Minister Oscar Camilión
stated that, despite “it has the clear merit of making the dialogue fluid
[…], London had not shown any sign of flexibility in the core issue.”38

Consequently, the seduction strategy entered a period of stagnation in
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1996. The government decided to return to international forums and
began to consider other strategies such as compensation to the Falklands
Islanders or shared sovereignty to push the issue again.

Two new factors have generated an opportunity to resume the conver-
sations in the following year. The arrival of a Labor administration in
the British government coincided with the imprisonment of the Chilean
dictator Augusto Pinochet in London.39 The British concession to the
extradition request of the Spanish judge Baltasar Garzón led Chile to
suspend regular flights to the Islands, leaving them isolated. Though
reduced to a protocol trip, Menem’s visit to the United Kingdom aimed
to profit from the incident, launch new conversations, and regularize the
Argentine-British relations.

The development of the situation galvanized a non-partisanship posi-
tion toward the Islands in the Argentine parliament, where the resump-
tion of the dialogue with the United Kingdom received overall support.40

That allowed the progress of negotiations on flights between Argentina
and the islands. However, they were interrupted once again due to
British missteps that eroded the Argentine government’s political base.
On the one hand, the British delegation was composed of Foreign Office
members and officials of the Falklands/Malvinas government council.
On the other hand, the British visa requirement for Argentines to visit
the Falklands/Malvinas caused further controversy because it implied
the islands were a different territory. Naturally, Argentina refused any
agreement or sign that converted the Falklands/Malvinas into a trilateral
issue.

Negotiations in the de La Rúa Administration (1999–2001): Return
to Multilateralism, Abandonment of the Seduction Strategy,

and the Hong Kong Formula

The Fernando de La Rua’s electoral campaign designed a strategy toward
the Falklands/Malvinas to continue with the bilateral negotiations initi-
ated after the Madrid Accords. However, it defended the replacement
of the seduction strategy to return to the multilateral path called by the
United Nations Resolution nº 2065 of 1965.41

In his inaugural speech, Fernando de la Rúa highlighted stated, as one
of his six objectives for his foreign policy, the continuation of the consti-
tutional mandate to recover sovereignty over the Falklands/Malvinas
Islands.42 Rodríguez Giavarini reaffirmed these guidelines in his speech
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of appointment as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in December 1999,
when he remarked that he would seek the islands’ sovereignty by peaceful
means. The negotiations would be maintained at two levels: bilateral with
the Kingdom United and multilateral with the UN and the OAS.43

The abandonment of the seduction strategy led to criticism from
former Foreign Minister Guido Di Tella, who said that “there was
no progress in recent years regarding the sovereignty over the Falk-
lands/Malvinas.”44 He also described the management of implementing
a “policy of hostility (that) leads to nothing but more hostility.”45 Even
the prominent ideological supporter of the 1990s politics, Carlos Escudé,
condemned multilateral diplomacy as “merely a secondary instrument for
the proposed strategic objective.”46 These perspectives granted the:

Responsibilities to Minister Rodríguez Giavarini for having broken the
communication established between the Foreign Ministry and the Malv-
inas government during the Di Tella years, which, as it was said, broke the
task of approaching the population on the island.47

At the bilateral level, there were several meetings between the Argen-
tine President and the British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, which can be
highlighted. The first was held in November 1999, before the inaugu-
ration of De la Rúa, at the Conference of Social Democratic Parties
held in Paris, in which the Falklands/Malvinas was only mentioned. The
other took place in Iguazú in July 2001, when the Labor Party offi-
cials maintained that it was one among many other points toward the
definitive normalization of bilateral relations after the 1982’s war. These
talks favored trade issues as the British were accompanied by representa-
tives of Jaguar, British Petroleum, Shell, and Rolls-Royce, among others,
to discuss investments in Argentina. For the British government, that
agenda prevailed because the Argentine domestic crisis and the economic
depression served to keep at bay the controversial issue regarding the
Falklands/Malvinas Islands.48 For the Argentine government, it was
necessary to create an environment of trust with the British, which would
allow progress on the Falklands/Malvinas issue.

Thus, the bilateral relations developed by addressing converging issues
such as investments, positions in the World Trade Organization, United
Nations peacekeeping operations, and the Socialist International meetings
in which De la Rúa and Blair’s political parties participated. Both leaders
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enabled a rapprochement, which would open the dialogue on sovereignty
in the long run.49

One achievement of this approach was the end of the British veto
against the Antarctic Treaty Organization setting headquarters in Buenos
Aires. That step forward was also achieved by lowering the topic’s profile
and some readjustment in Antarctic bases’ positioning. For Foreign
Minister Adalberto Rodríguez Giavarini, it was the product of “a firm
and realistic dialogue (that) had allowed cooperation and understanding
on other fronts.”50

Meanwhile, the Islanders unilaterally called for an oil tender in
February and April of 2000, which led to Argentina publicly rejected
Falklands/Malvinas sovereignty and a call for the United Kingdom to
negotiate. That year was marked by several incidents regarding Argentine
fishing vessels in the islands’ economic exclusion zone.

At the multilateral level, in the years 2000 and 2001, presentations
were given to the United Nations Decolonization Committee, in which
sovereignty and the will to settle the controversy was demanded through
peaceful negotiation. According to Rodríguez Giavarini:

The progress of the relationship is also measured in the understanding
achieved in the year 2001 for aircraft flight and the transit of private civil
vessels between the mainland and the Malvinas Islands, the decision of a
feasibility study for the demining of the Malvinas Islands, the meeting of
the Fisheries Commission, which seeks to avoid illegal fishing in Argentine
waters, and the implementation of binational scientific research cruises.51

In addition to the Foreign Ministry’s steps, the Secretariat of South
Atlantic Affairs was created. Under the responsibility of Ambassador
Susana Ruiz Cerruti, it has as attributions to explore new alternatives,
including taking the dispute to the International Court of Justice.

A new strategy, known as “Hong Kong Formula,” was proposed. It
referred to the British commitment in 1984 to deliver the territory to
Beijing in 1997, acknowledging that city’s particularities and its inhab-
itants for fifty years after its restitution to China. The Argentine case
attracted criticism from several analysts, such as Carlos Soukassian, who,
similarly to Escudé, stated that “it is impossible to reach a definitive
and categorical answer regarding who has the right of sovereignty over
the Malvinas Islands.” When Argentina occupied the islands in 1820,
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“it obtained rudimentary ownership over the Islands, based on expec-
tations” and that the United Kingdom “can make a strong case of
having perfected its ownership by the continuous and effective occupa-
tion and subsequent formal incorporation of the island into the British
Colonial Empire.” Another variable—not at all minor—indicated by the
author was “the composition of the Court and its judges’ nationalities.”52

Finally, the similarities between the Falklands/Malvinas and Gibraltar
were remarkable and interconnected as the former’s resolution would
have complicated the latter’s case, which has greater strategic relevance.53

For such reasons, Giavarini’s Hong Kong formula was abandoned in June
2001.

The Provisional Presidency of Duhalde (2001–2003): Political Crisis
and Negotiations at a Minimum Degree

Here, it was possible to observe the continuity of the foreign policy
carried out by the previous administration. It claimed sovereignty over the
islands, with a bilateral negotiation policy, which achieved the approval
for constructing the monument for the fallen Argentines in the war
and kept the multilateral negotiations (e.g., the UN Committee on
Decolonization).

It should be noted that this government had to face delicate situ-
ations both internally (political, economic, and social) and externally
(the Iraq War, negotiations with international credit agencies, and the
MERCOSUR). Therefore, its lower degree of action regarding the islands
can be understood.

The Kirchner Administrations (2003–2015): Multilateral Impulse
and Bilateral Changes

In Néstor Kirchner’s electoral proposal, the issue of Falklands/Malvinas
was highlighted. It raised the need “to ensure a multilateral approach and
the policies of alliances, as well as an increase in the permanence and entry
into international forums to obtain support.” It also qualified the matter
as “indispensable” for Argentina.54

On the day of his inauguration, May 25, 2003, President Néstor
Kirchner stated that he would claim sovereignty both bilaterally, as he
did at the 23rd Meeting of the South Atlantic Fisheries Commission,
and at international forums, whether in the case of the United Nations
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Decolonization Committee and other international organizations, such as
the OAS or Mercosur.55 However, his administration had to face several
issues, such as the Islanders’ reluctance to grant Argentine flights to the
islands, the indiscriminate exploitation as result of islands’ wide conces-
sion of fishing licenses that led to the scarcity of these resources, and other
issues hampered the bilateral relationships. For instance, incorporating the
islands as an Overseas Territory within the Constitution of the European
Union.

As a result, in 2007, the Argentine government communicated the
United Kingdom its decision to terminate the 1990s agreement of hydro-
carbons exploration in the Falklands/Malvinas area. Foreign Minister
Taiana pointed out:

The United Kingdom can no longer claim to justify, from the letter and
spirit of the agreement, its illegitimate unilateral action on our conti-
nental shelf, leading to the discontinuation, seven years ago, of the bilateral
commission established by the understanding.56

The decision was based on severe divergences of interpretation on
applying the agreement the parties faced from the moment of its conclu-
sion.57 Actually, Argentina signaled the desire to replace the terms in
which the bilateral relationship had been maintained since the 1990s,
with effects on legal security to British unilateral concessions. As Bruno
Bologna stated:

The strategy designed by the Kirchner Administration seems appropriate
and far from the policy of seducing the Falkland Islanders, which did not
yield satisfactory results despite the repeated opportunities in which it was
employed. For the first time, the islands’ inhabitants are dissatisfied with
Argentina, not for legal, political, or military reasons, but rather because
they have been affected in terms of income.58

The British response was immediate. It requested the Commission on
the Limits of the Continental Shelf its maritime sovereignty over the area
under dispute islands and Antarctica. For this reason, President Kirchner
expressed “his strong rejection” of the United Kingdom’s claim.59

The Cristina Fernández de Kirchner administration sustained the same
tune to mark the abandonment of the seduction strategy of the 1990s and
an attempt to promote bilateral and multilateral negotiations. In her inau-
guration, she noted the fact of the “irreversible and irrevocable claim,”
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and the denunciation of the existence of “a situation of a colonial enclave
denounced before the United Nations, and that it is time to fulfill the
mandate of those same United Nations of which we are all part.”60

On March 11, 2008, Foreign Minister Taiana met with members of
the Commission of Relatives of the Fallen in the Falklands/Malvinas
and South Atlantic Islands, promising to promote new efforts to finalize
the inauguration of the monument in the Falklands/Malvinas. It was
inaugurated in 2009, and the President noted in the United Nations:

We have been able to agree. [… ]They have their dead buried on the
islands, in the South. They have been able to travel by plane to inaugurate
the cenotaph, in which a tribute is paid to the memory of those who
fought fighting for the homeland.61

The Argentine government came to the new crossroads of domestic
criticisms when it submitted its technical report to UNCLOS to the
definitive delimitation of the Argentine continental shelf extension to
350 miles. Although rejecting them publicly, a new version of the report
included the Falklands/Malvinas, South Georgia, and South Sandwich
Islands territory as integral parts of the Argentine national territory.62

In a further step toward the Islanders’ autonomy, the Gordon Brown
administration promoted their new constitution’s sanction. Its entry into
force led to a protest by the Argentine government, which announced
that it would denounce the international community’s “flagrant violation
of Argentine sovereignty and international law.”63

The beginning of 2010 was marked by the initiative of British oil explo-
ration of the islands and the Argentine measures to prevent them. By the
publication of the presidential decree nº 256, the Kitchener administra-
tion hindered the shipment from the continent and indicated sanctions
to Argentine companies operating there. She also expressed her displea-
sure with the situation by a stark declaration at the Latin American and
Caribbean Unity Summit in Cancun on February 22, 2010.

Since then, bilateral relations have achieved a new level of tension.
Initially, as indicated by the US Embassy transcribed by Wikileaks, the
decree nº 256/10 “does not affect the islands’ oil production and
economy, as long as supply routes remain open from Chile, Uruguay,
and Brazil.64 However, the escalation would change that in the following
two years.
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The United Kingdom’s first response was increasingly aggressive
rhetoric. The British Prime Minister accused Argentina of “colonialism,”
which was rejected by Argentina.65 But, when the British conducted mili-
tary exercises with missiles in the islands, the tension generated Argentine
protests in October 2010 and international attention.

During his visit to Argentina in the same month, the chairman of the
UN Decolonization Committee, Donatus Keith St. Aimee, met with Pres-
ident Kitchener and her foreign minister, acknowledging that it will take
time to solve the conflict and asked the country for “patience.” In an
interview conducted by the newspaper Tiempo Argentino, he acknowl-
edged that “the parties have agreed that the interests of the inhabitants
of the islands should be taken into consideration.”66 As a response, in
December 2010, the British began to pressure the UN to change its posi-
tion of support for the negotiations on the Falklands/Malvinas through
notes to the Decolonization Committee. Later, the United Kingdom
invited Mr. St. Aimee to visit the islands and learn British position
concerning the archipelago.

One interesting aspect was the United States’ public response through
its Secretary of State. Hillary Clinton argued that the dispute was “a
bilateral issue that needs to be addressed by the governments” and
acknowledged that “management is de facto of the United Kingdom, but
we will not take a position concerning sovereignty.”67

The oil debate, the rejection of the military exercises, and the claim
made by the Kitchener in the United Nations marked an almost regular
rhythm for the Falklands/Malvinas issue until the end of her adminis-
tration. Her multilateral commitment had many critics, as shown in the
oil issue, with arguments on establishing cooperative policies toward the
kelpers and resume the seduction strategy. The situation led to a public
debate on the policy that Argentina should follow to recover the islands.
Many voices appeared in their criticisms of the decree sustained and the
lack of cooperation toward the Islanders and supporting the seduction
strategy of the 1990s.

Nonetheless, the overall situation achieved its peak from the moment
Argentina received South American support. On December 20, 2011,
Mercosur’s member countries started to deny the berthing of ships with
the Falklands/Malvinas flag.68 When Argentina received Chilean support,
British authorities tried to reverse it but without success.69 Moreover, the
United Kingdom used the excuse of Prince William’s visit to the islands



200 A. SIMONOFF

and the proximity of the thirtieth anniversary of the war to increase the
military presence in the area, which was also denounced by Argentina.70

In rhetoric escalation, the Kitchener instructed Foreign Minister
Timerman, on February 7, 2012, to denounce the United Kingdom
for the “militarization” carried out by the British on the islands before
the United Nations, while establishing a commission to disseminate the
Rattenbach Report.71

On February 25, the Argentine Foreign Relations Committees of the
Chamber of Deputies and the National Senate, meeting in Tierra del
Fuego’s province, vindicated the Argentine position regarding the islands.
It ratified “the legitimate and imprescriptible sovereignty of the Argen-
tine Republic over the Falkland, South Georgia, South Sandwich Islands,
and the surrounding maritime spaces” and condemned the militarization
carried out by the British, in the so-called Ushuaia Declaration.72

An accommodation started to be set up in early 2013, when the Kitch-
ener government sent a letter to Prime Minister David Cameron, inviting
him to “abide by United Nations resolutions” on the conflict.73 Besides,
the Argentine government continued with its strategy of adding interna-
tional accessions in favor of negotiation, an aspect in which fundamental
advances must be acknowledged.74

The British reaction was mixed. On the one hand, it attempted to
formalize a meeting with Timerman’s official visit to London. On the
other hand, the British Foreign Office attempted to add representatives
of the Islanders once more. Argentina rejected it, noting that “the inter-
national community does not accept the third party.”75 Moreover, the
call for a referendum on the part of the Falkland Islanders to decide if
they wish to continue under British sovereignty was another blow against
bilateral talks’ return. On March 11, 2013, a referendum was held on
the Falklands/Malvinas Islands, in which 99.8% of the voters adhered to
the idea of remaining under British administration as a British Overseas
Territory.76 The Argentine government rejected the referendum under
the same argument that the kelpers were an implanted and non-native
population.77

Besides the strategy of “Latin Americanization of the agenda,” Cristina
Kitchener tried to connect the Falklands/Malvinas issue to the other
economic and other strategic interests at stake:

I believe that later than sooner, or sooner than later, we will discuss
sovereignty, as ordered by the United Nations. Once again, we request



8 ARGENTINE STRATEGIES TOWARDS … 201

that the British government negotiate, considering the United Nations’
multilateral organization, which orders that we discuss sovereignty over
the Malvinas Islands.78

Nonetheless, despite some positive results, Kitchener’s strategies were
insufficient to take the Falklands/Malvinas issue from a marginal and
stagnation spot in Argentine domestic politics, with two exceptions. On
the one hand, in the context of Kitchener administration disputes with
the Judiciary, it criticized the highest court for refusing to consider
veterans‘ torture and harassment by Argentine officers during the Falk-
lands/Malvinas War. On the other hand, it encouraged the veterans to
seek justice in the instance of the Inter-American Commission on Human
Rights. Perhaps, the best evidence of that lack of attraction is that,
although the Falklands/Malvinas issue marked the whole of Kitchener’s
presidential terms, it received no mention in her final speech.79

The Macri Administration (2015–2019): Business Desires on the Rise
and Displacement of the Falklands/Malvinas Issue

Concerning the Falklands/Malvinas, the Macri administration aimed to
privilege economic cooperation over sovereignty discussion, as evidenced
in the bilateral meeting of May 2016. It claimed that both governments
highlighted “the positions of their respective countries and agreed that
the disagreement on this topic (Falklands/Malvinas) should not hinder
the development of a broader positive agenda.”80 Although the Falk-
lands/Malvinas did not occupy any more a central place in Argentine
foreign policy, it continued generating discomfort, as expressed by its
Foreign Minister, Marcos Novaro81 which he publicly stated:

Here is the most challenging issue to be dismantled. We have a truly clear
vision regarding our claim over the Malvinas, which is indisputable. As
said before, this is part of our responsibility as civil servants before the
Constitution’s provisions. That is to say, there is no discussion regarding
the Falklands/Malvinas issue.82

Unlike Cristian Fernández’s, the priority of this administration on the
agenda with the United Kingdom was not the islands’ sovereignty, but
rather:
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In the United Kingdom case, we feel that there is an opportunity to take
advantage of many opportunities to do business, trade, and investment.
Nevertheless, we also wish to keep open the dialogue with the United
Kingdom to work on a possible solution to this long-standing problem.83

That approach coincided with those carried out during the Argentine
Revolution, the National Reorganization Process, and the Menem Pres-
idency. They were characterized by an attempt to focus on economic
cooperation between Argentina and the United Kingdom and favoring
the latter’s main objective of relegating the issue of Falklands/Malvinas’
sovereignty to the background.84

I strongly believe in the principle of sitting at the table. It applies to hold-
outs. It applies to the U.S. It applies to the United Kingdom and, in the
bigger picture, to the Falklands/Malvinas. I am not suggesting that the
subject is going to be resolved in one night. I believe that it has deep
roots in both sides […]. I only know that we will be closer to a solution
when we sit down at the table – and that is what I think we should do
[…]. There are no expectations of a quick result, but we have expectations
regarding a conversation that can bring to the table some measures that
will give both parties the confidence to find a way to solve the problem.85

That marked the return of the so-called Hong Kong Formula from De
la Rúa’s time, which consisted of establishing negotiation parameters like
China’s former British colony. In the Falklands/Malvinas’ case, a negoti-
ation mechanism was established for approaching the issue from various
aspects to build confidence.

Unlike the Fernando de la Rúa’s, the Macri administration conceded
to the British long position of embracing the Islanders. It developed a
strategy referred to as “Humanitarian Base Plan,” which consisted of
“restoring relations with the Falkland Islanders” based on healthcare
aid, trading fresh food, and even “re-enabling the Mercosur coun-
tries to reopen trade” with them.86 Therefore, Macri also returned to
an approach similar to the Menem administration’s seduction strategy,
abandoned since 1999.

Another important change in the Argentine government was the
downgrading of Malvinas’ Secretariat to an under-secretariat, “as it has
traditionally been,” as mistakenly noted by the Foreign Minister Susana
Malcorra.87 In compliance to the Argentine Senate request for inquire,
she explained that the sovereignty dispute “is our most important latent
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conflict” and that the bureaucratic reorganization did not imply “devalu-
ing” the issue, but rather “revaluing it, as I personally take care of
it.”88

In August 2016, the new British Prime Minister, Theresa May, sent
a letter to President Macri advocating the negotiation of two relegated
points of British interest in the Falklands/Malvinas Islands: the expansion
of flight frequencies and the “lifting of the restrictions on prospecting for
oil in the disputed island territory.”89 The Argentine government consid-
ered the requests in the following month, and a Joint Argentine-British
Declaration, known as Foradori-Duncan, was announced. It addressed the
points claimed by the Prime Minister but advanced the other two. The
authorization to identify the Argentine soldiers’ bodies in the Darwin
Cemetery and the return to talks about sovereignty’s umbrella.90 As the
former Foreign Minister Jorge Taiana correctly evaluated:

The British interest in achieving the best conditions to guarantee the
exploitation of islands’ resources is evident. At the same time, the Argen-
tine government seeks more cooperation on some issues in which it is not
noticeably clear what the contribution would be from Great Britain or the
supposed benefit for our country.91

Like 20 years before, the extraction and exploitation of natural
resources, which were also the subject of the dispute, would be enabled,
under the promise of doing them jointly. Likewise, it also possibly
condemned the issue of Falklands/Malvinas’ sovereignty to remain sine
die.

The Argentine commitment to clear the agenda of oil and fishing issues
mitigated the logistical and cost problems of exploitation of the resources
for the British.92 It seems to have been developed without considering
two relevant events: expanding Argentine maritime limits and the Brexit.
Although the disputed territory was exempted, the Commission on the
Limits of the Continental Shelf granted to Argentina 1633 square kilome-
ters, which meant an addition of 35% to its economic exclusive zone. It
has been an excellent achievement for Buenos Aires’ claim in the islands’
territorial dispute.93 Meanwhile, the referendum’s result for the British
exit from the European Union was another favorable news from the
Argentine perspective. As indicated by Roberto García Moritá, it hindered
the islands’ fish production access to the European Union, the destination
of 73% of it, and representing 60% of their economic revenue.94
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Those events would create economic as well as diplomatic opportu-
nities for Argentina. Notably, the European Union may already have
changed its position on territorial disputes. For instance, Brussels consid-
ered the dispute between Spain and the United Kingdom over Gibraltar as
a “colonial issue95 As Martin García Moritan, current Argentine Perma-
nent Representative of Argentina to the United Nations highlighted:
“Perhaps the greatest success of Spanish diplomacy is having made the
Gibraltar issue a relevant issue in the process of the United Kingdom’s
exit from the European Union.”96

A few months later, the same ambassador specified the difficulties that
Brexit generates for British overseas possessions:

The question is whether London will contribute effectively to the universe
of needs of most of the colonies and the eight military bases it has abroad.
This scenario will test the financial capacity and, among others, British
logistics, both military and civil, to continue to maintain an extended
global presence. Former Chancellor Willan Hague had already warned
that Brexit could accelerate the disintegration of the last remnants of
colonialism.97

Conversely, Macri’s latest Foreign Minister, Jorge Faurie, pointed out
that any change in the case of the Falklands/Malvinas will need a different
pace of developments:

It will be the pace and needs of Brexit. Although the Islanders do not
have the slightest confidence in the Argentines, they could begin to change
their attitude “if Argentina ends the Kirchner government’s economic sanc-
tions.” The second point would be “to consider that the Islanders exist,
that we are people and we matter,” as the former island councilor Mike
Summers puts it.98

In several Argentine media outlets, he declared the Islanders “feel that
they can come to Argentina (sic) to educate themselves, to attend to
health issues, and to do business.” Accordingly, he developed that a new
Argentine strategy should be aimed at:

[…] create confidence for economic and commercial integration and
British investments in Argentina’s opportunities in energy, infrastructure,
mining, tourism, and the agricultural sector.99
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Faurie defended that course of action before the Argentine Chamber
of Deputies, even ambiguously qualifying the kelpers as “a people”—
something that Argentina historically rejects because it considers them
an implanted population.100 Another drawback occurred in December
2016, when both governments announced the beginning of the soldiers’
identification tasks buried in the Darwin Cemetery on Soledad Island.
However, as Carlos Biangardi points out, both in the joint declaration of
August and in the protocol with the Red Cross:

The Argentine government […] saves the responsibility of the British
for the violation of operational practices about the treatment of human
remains and information on the deceased, assumes joint responsibility for
identifying their dead, continues to admit that a private entity finds it
obliged to maintain a War Cemetery in territory occupied by the adver-
sary’s armed forces, which are obliged to take care of it in compliance with
the Geneva Conventions, and presents it as a success of its diplomacy.101

At the end of 2017, progress was made in identifying 88 graves of
the 123 without identification in the Darwin Cemetery. However, it is
worrying how the underlying problem, the discussion about the islands’
sovereignty, continued to be encapsulated in the remake of the failed
seduction strategy of the 1990s, which seemed to have failed again in
2010s. The British authorities manifested throughout 2018, on several
occasions, their complaint about the Foradori-Duncan Agreements. It
lacked progress to “remove obstacles” to flights to the archipelago
allowed the development of trade, navigation, fishing, and hydrocarbons.

Negotiations for the realization of a second weekly flight had been
paralyzed since July 2019. The only impediment for the British islands’
authorities was that it could not make a stopover in Argentina. The
Foreign Minister Faurie himself declared in an interview with the
newspaper Clarín: “We are analyzing having a longer air connection,
which facilitates the link between the continent and the islands.”102 In
November, the British government confirmed a monthly flight, which
would depart from Sao Paulo with a stopover in Córdoba by the Latam
company. For its part, the Argentine government declared that this flight
was part of the 1999 Joint Declaration and that its objective was to
contribute to a “gradual process of confidence-building.”103

As a result of the Foradori-Duncan Agreement, in November 2019,
the Scientific Subcommittee of the South Atlantic Fisheries Commis-
sion (CPAS) met in London. Argentine and British delegations discussed
scientific cooperation for the conservation of fishery resources in the
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Southwest Atlantic. However, as happened continuously during the Macri
administration, Jorge Arguello stressed:

The fact is that in this “bilateral dialogue table,” only the initiatives of one
of the parties, the British, are progressing, in need of economic responses
for the islands that London can no longer sustain, as in the past, due to
its own traumatic situation.104

The Argentine domestic opposition against Macri’s conciliatory
approach continued. In February of 2019, the International Court
of Justice (ICJ) sentenced the United Kingdom to abandon Chagos’
archipelago in favor of the Republic of Mauritius. This decision was rein-
forced by the United Nations General Assembly, which echoed it and
voted by 116 in favor, six against (the United Kingdom and the United
States among others) and 56 abstentions, with a resolution demanding
that London withdraw from the Indian Ocean archipelago.105

The British government indicated opposition to an equivalent legal
action in Falklands/Malvinas and Gibraltar’s cases by highlighting its
excellent relationship with the potential applicant countries.106 Even so,
given the similarity with the Falklands/Malvinas case, the Argentine
Foreign Ministry was asked if it would use the resource of requesting
an advisory opinion from the ICJ. However, the owner of the Palacio
San Martín ruled it out.107

Moreover, the Argentine government gave another step in favor of
its orientation of economic cooperation with the United Kingdom. The
Secretary of Energy awarded oil exploitation areas in the islands area to
thirteen companies (ExxonMobil, Qatar Petroleum, Tullow Oil, Plus-
petrol, Wintershall, Equinor, YPF, ENI, Mitsui, Tecpetrol, Total Austral,
and British Petroleum), including those linked to the kelpers. With this,
the director of the think tank the Observatory of Energy, Technology,
and Infrastructure for Development (OETEC), Federico Bernal, publicly
complained that “Macri consolidates the British occupation of the South
Atlantic.”108 Days later, the OETEC also extended its complaint by
indicating that of the seven areas awarded to Equinor, “two of them
are located in the West Malvinas Basin.” Consequently, those conces-
sions granted by the Argentine federal government received objections
from local political authorities. The “Rio Grande municipality presented
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a collective complain to stop the benefit of companies linked to the ille-
gitimate British government in Malvinas,” and “the Fuegian government
and Ushuaia municipality” did the same.109

Therefore, the Macri administration’s excessive interest in “doing busi-
ness, trade, and investment” with the United Kingdom subordinated the
islands’ dispute and neglected its political implications. Consequently, the
issue remained to cause significant domestic discomfort and damaging its
foreign policy.

Fernández Administration: First Impressions

At the time of the revision of this chapter, a change of government took
place in Argentina. The Mauricio’s conservative coalition was defeated by
the left-wing Alberto Fernández, supported by a formation called “Frente
de Todos.” Although it is too early for assessments, I want to rescue
some measures implemented, and others projected that mark changes in
comparison with the previous administration.

The first was the restoration of the rank as Secretariat to the depart-
ment in charge of Malvinas in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. It also
should be stressed the appointment of Daniel Filmus to head it, who had
held the same position during the administration of Cristina Fernández
de Kirchner, who now is the Argentine Vice-President.

Moreover, during his first speech at the opening of Congress’s ordi-
nary sessions in March 2020, Alberto Fernández announced the sending
of three bills to Congress. The first is to create the National Council for
Matters Relating to the Malvinas Islands, Georgia del Sur, South Sand-
wich, and Corresponding Maritime Spaces, which will be made up of
political representatives, academics, and veterans. The second document
relates to the demarcation of the Argentine continental shelf’s outer limit
and aims to preserve national jurisdiction’s natural resources as established
by the United Nations. Finally, the third bill, a Federal Fishing Regime,
aimed for sanction illegal fishing in the area.

Therefore, it is reasonable to assume the departure from the paradigm
of prioritizing business by sovereignty that had characterized the Macri
administration. Another two important distinctions are that this new
approach seeks to foster a social consensus for Argentine policies toward
the islands while delimiting the Argentine sovereignty and securing
control over managing the available natural resources.
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Final Considerations

The following aspects marked the answers that were sought toward the
issue of the Falkland/Malvinas Islands.

The Alfonsín administration’s foreign policy shaped a multilateral and
institutionalist response while seeking to reverse the post-war situation in
international arenas. The Menem administrations addressed the issue in
tune with the wishes of more powerful countries and the British on a
bilateral basis. Thus, Menem cherished too much the British economic
and political interests when making decisions, what the subsequent
administrations sought to avoid. First, De la Rúa dropped the seduc-
tion strategy; then, the Kirchners administrations reviewed the bilateral
relationship.

Despite the Argentine variations in foreign policy and strategies toward
the Falklands/Malvinas, one cannot ignore the degree of instrumental
continuity in Argentina’s attempts to retrieve the relations with the
United Kingdom to the pre-war’s period. The combination of bilat-
eral and multilateral marked it, broadly referred to as “State Policies,”
and implemented since adopting the United Nations General Assembly’s
Resolution nº 2065. It achieved one positive result with the Madrid
Accords of 1989 and 1990.

Following its several domestic crises of 2001, Argentina developed a
strategy that privileged two factors: the increasing collaboration among
Southern American countries and the relevance of an international multi-
lateral agenda. At that time, the Southern American block impacted the
peripheral nations, and the international relations were more suscep-
tible to upholding the international norms and law. However, although
Argentina pragmatically used and benefited from those favorable condi-
tions to bring Falklands/Malvinas to many international forums, they
were insufficient.

We know that it is difficult to suggest recommendations since the only
significant achievement would be the United Kingdom and Argentina to
sit down and resolve the dispute. However, until now, the last British
governments have not shown the slightest interest. Argentina’s effort
must be to achieve a change in British decision-makers’ attitude, but with
care. That happened in the past, for instance, when the Labor Party’s
members of British parliament supported negotiations, though based on
the interests of the Islanders, in the 1986’s Paris Declaration of the
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XXI Congress of the Socialist International. Nonetheless, Blair’s New
Laborism adopted Thatcher’s theses.

Conversely, the change in the British position could come from the
need to reduce military spending on the islands. That would give them
two options: negotiate with Argentina or find a form of making the Falk-
lands/Malvinas Islands pay for that spending (which they seek to avoid).
Moreover, Argentina needs to involve other relevant players on the inter-
national scene, as it did with Russia or China in the past. The European
Union and the United States are also decisive in this. By its turn, the
United Nations can still play a role by providing a negotiation framework
that reduces asymmetries between Argentina and the United Kingdom.
With such a varied and essential range of support, a solution, according
to Argentine interests, would be possible.

One element that should be considered is the globalization’s effect on
the dispute. In general terms, the unification of the global economy made
viable political entities that are far from being the nation-states of the past.
For this reason, we find elements that could reinforce the possibility of
independence of the islands. However, this situation is a marginal compli-
cation in the debate, and not a new one, as has been recently claimed.
The issue remains the violation of Argentina’s sovereignty by the United
Kingdom in 1833.

In turn, Argentina must not neglect in taking measures that avoid
the depredation of its claimed maritime resources and allow the sustain-
able development of this colonial enclave. Globalization can be either a
calamity or an advantage, depending on what aspects Argentina highlights
to get the most out of it. Therefore, in some economic issues of glob-
alization, such as the discussions on agricultural subsidies in the World
Trading Organization, Argentina and the United Kingdom have similar
positions. Furthermore, both nations have developed joint practices in
United Nations peacekeeping operations, which is hugely positive. Both
topics can indirectly approach positions and generate a climate of trust
necessary to address the main issue.

Another way to realize the matter is that it is not instrumental but
rather temporal. The Britons have always speculated and proposed solu-
tions in the medium and long term, which were rejected by the Argentine
rulers because they have been pressured by quick answers in the short
term. And that should be the essential change in Argentine mentality to
deal with the Falklands/Malvinas issue in the future. The management
of it as an emergency led it to almost half a century of dialogue since
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the sanction of United National Resolution nº 2065 of 1965, a war, and
more other thirty years of talks with no solution in sight. If we start to
think it through and act in the medium and long terms, we will achieve
not only a satisfactory solution but probably in a shorter time than it
already took.
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