in its ‘place increasing’ fears “of natlonal impotence.

“tendencies within the national mood were apparent in th

- ftors of British society. -

. to an intensely xenophobic political campaign best de-
scribed as symbolic chauvinism. However, here again, the

~oric reflected the anachronistic nature of the leadership

o ‘tional trends.

“waving xenophobia have proven easy devices for tribal self-
" assertion. Both regimes seek to assauge ‘popular dissatis-
. faction by cultivating ultra-nationalist sentiments.

- However, the particular historical experience of Argentina
and Britain has determined that the official campaigns of
“ the two countries differ in one respect: in Britain it entails

means developm g 111usronary power asplratlons (Argentina
R potencza)

'ithe South Atlantic conﬂxct becomes crucial. This involves
elite perceptions — the way in which the leadership sees

. mass psychology. By amalgamating and articulating incip-
“ient fears; resentments and phobias in such a way as to
-focus attention away. from themselves, governments fore-
stall the brunt of public criticism. In Britain, the Thatcher

- cabinet — perhaps with the exception of Lord Carrington,

- himself a political casualty “of the affair — is almost. a
contemporary anomaly, harking back to a Victorian view of
world politics, when Britain ruled the world. As for the
Argentine Generals, unrestrained by mechanisms of popu-
lar representation, their image of international politics
clouded primarily by a geopolitical mold 'a la von
Haushofer. In their-view, force and war are not only the
main tools of politics, but are in- themselves intrinsic
virtues.

While in both Argentina and Britain, the war did not

diffuse much disruptive anger. In short, the war became

~crucial to legitimizing the ruling -elites. The Argentinian
surrender allowed the Thatcher government to consolidate
its power, while it had the very opposite effect on the
Galtieri regime and the Argentine military in general.

- The simultaneous convergence of international (sys-
temic) and national crises, as well as the above-mentioned

- which led to the Argentlman action and subsequent British

~have followed but for the presence of certain precipitating
“factors. One was that each regime miscalculated in “calling
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* ~consequent backlash effécts have been severe. Ominous.

s electlon of Margaret Thatcher, which clearly reﬂected the-
-growing resistance to contemporary realmes n some sec— ;

, In Argentina, meanwhlle there was. the myth of
never-fulfilled grandeur. Lacking a genuinely nationalistic
-economic program of its own, the military regime resorted o

- _retrospective and highly romantic 19th-century-style rhet--
itself, its almost total 1ncomprehensron of current mtema—.

Inboth Argentina and Brltam drum—beatmg and ﬂag—, ‘

pealing to feelings of power-nostaigia; in Argentina, it-

It is'here that the other psychologlcal component of -

- the world, and most important, overcomes strained rela-
tions with its constituencies through the manipulation of -

smother all signs of domestic opposition, there can be no.
_doubt that each regime managed, at least for a while, to

* psycho-cultural factors, created the “strike-out” conditions = -

reaction. Yet, direct armed confrontation still need not

C o Atleasttwo possrble scenarios develop from
-Atlantic crisis. The first concerns the far-reaching implic
- tions for eXJStmg alliances. The second 1nvolv

pects for regional, and poss1bly global peace merglng o
from the conflict.. - P

Strained alliances -
From the outset, strams in the NATO alhan € We
visible, as the initial neutrality of the United States thre

- ened to sour relations between that country and}Bnt i
However, with Washingfon’s: subsequent shift in fa
Britain, combined with its 1mposrt10n of ecornl

Commumty, sohdarlty with Brltam"was by no mean
imous. Partlcularly since’ Brltaln s sinking of th

strongly condemned: the Brmsh ac d with Italy with-
drew its endorsément of sanctions against the Junta.
France and West Germany, in more cautious terms, indi-
cated a clear desire to distance themselves from certain
aspects of British policy. Thus; with ‘the breakdown  of
consensus within the EEC, the very umty of NATO as well
came into question.

The reverse side of the s same issue mvolved the reper-

cussions for Latin America — and the’ Inter—Amerlcan' -

system as a whole — of Washington’s support for Britain.
From the perspective of the US, the potential far-reaching
consequences for. its economic and military hegemony |
were more significant than even the immediate Argentine-
British disputé. For the American leadership, the situation
presented a potentlally disastrous balancing act. Unac-
customed to viewing conflicts in other than East- West
terms, the Reagan administration, a non-crisis team in the
best of circumstances, was suddenly- ‘confronted ‘with the .
need to mediate between two important allies in two key -

parts of the Western world, and between two. collective  * ©

defence systems which were never thought of as being in
danger of colliding. On the one hand,as. the ‘leader of
NATO, the US is militarily committed to Western. Europe

“Moreover, at a time when anti-American sentlments on’
that continent are running high, the Reagan admlmstratlon
could hardly afford to withhold support from its only un-
conditional ideological ally-in the region the,Thatcher .
government. To do so would only ha llenated that ally,
* - but mlght actually have contrlbute ' '




