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ABSTRACT

The Security Council (SC) is a venue where many different countries gather to deal
with matters of international peace and security. Spain has held a seat in the SC on
four occasions (1969-1970, 1981-1982, 1993-1994, and 2003-2004). The presence of
Spain in these different periods of its recent history allows us to examine the evolution
of the Spanish foreign policy over that period. The conclusions that can be drawn are
two: First, that the presence in the SC has consolidated Spain as a relevant actor in
international relations; second, that Spain’s role in the SC can serve as an inspiration
for other countries that, like Spain, pursue a more active multilateral and supportive
role in international affairs.
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1 INTRODUCING SPAIN AND THE SECURITY COUNCIL

The non-permanent members of the Security Council (SC) constitute a very
heterogeneous group of countries with different characteristics: Let us think, for
instance, of countries such as Australia, South Korea, Pakistan, Spain, South Africa, or
Canada, to name some. These countries have great variations in population, size, Gross
National Product (GNP), location, military power, or per capita income. Yet all these
countries have a number of common features: They are not superpowers or great
powers, and nor are they small countries, but some of them such as Australia and South
Africa have reached the status of regional powers through their capacity to exert
decisive influence in their geographical areas. And all of them can be non-permanent
members of the SC. Indeed, we can distinguish four categories of non-permanent
members of the SC: great powers, regional powers, middle powers, and small states.
However, the distinction between great, regional, middle and small states are somewhat
blurred. For example, Germany is a great power that exerts decisive influence in its
regional ambit, which makes it a regional power (Britain and France can also be
considered as great powers but they are permanent members of the SC). Australia and
South Africa are also regional powers although they are not considered to be great
powers but middle powers. Spain, Italy and Poland are middle powers although they
cannot be considered as regional powers. And countries such as Sweden, Switzerland or
Finland could be considered as small powers but they are capable of exerting greater
influence than many other small powers. Thus, while it seems easy to identify a super
power, the distinction between great and middle powers is somewhat more difficult.
Similarly, the difference between middle powers and small states also seems to be

vague. As Carsten Holbraad succinctly says:

Since middle powers enjoy no legal or conventional status to separate them from lesser
states, the lower dividing line is bound to be more arbitrary. Deciding where to draw it
is complicated by the fact that no single minimum qualification for inclusion in the
category, whether expressed in GNP or in terms of any other indicator, can produce a

reasonably satisfactory result throughout the system.'

Therefore, the SC constitutes a venue where a great variety of countries, with a great

diversity of interests, gather to discuss and decide on matters of international peace and

! Holbraad, Carsten (1984), Middle Powers in International Politics, London and Basingstoke, Macmillan
Press, p. 80.



security. Such diversity of members and interests makes the SC a very good venue
where countries can hone their diplomatic skills with the aim of mustering the necessary
consensus to adopt resolutions. To that end, the observance of international law, the
inclination for multilateralism to solve international problems, the tendency and
capacity to reach compromises in disputes, the reluctance to use force and the proclivity
to act in accordance with good neighbourhood principles are very valuable attributes for
a country that aspires to play a relevant role in the SC. Although Spain can be a good

example of a country with such features, it is necessary to make some caveats.

Although there are authors who argue that middle powers are characterised by their
preference for multilateralism and their unlikely recourse to force to solve disputes,2
these are not exclusive attributes of middle powers. All members of the SC, both
permanents and non-permanent, great or small states, show predilection for reaching
solutions by consensus. The great powers because, although they can rely more on their
power and may have a tendency to unilateralism, seek to give their initiatives a halo of
legitimacy; and the other powers in order better to defend their interests multilaterally,
although they can also show unilateral tendencies when their vital interests are at stake.
The result is that neither super powers nor great powers are totally unilateralist, and nor
are middle powers absolutely multilateralist. In fact, there are authors like Mark W.
Zacher and A. Claire Cutler who consider the Canadian commitment to multilateralism
as uneven (Canada is one of the traditional middle states).> The same can be said with
regard to the defence of international law and order. Some authors argue that great
powers have an inclination to consider themselves above the law.* And Martin Wight
affirms that “History affords little support for the assertion the great powers like to make
that they are more restrained and responsible than minor powers. It suggests, rather, than

they wish to monopolize the right to create international conflict,”

and furthermore,
“...powers who by definition were without ‘general interests’ were more capable than

the great powers of pursuing consistently what might be regarded as the universal

2 Holloway, Steven (2000), “U.S. Unilateralism at the UN: Why Great Powers Do Not Make Great
Muliilateralists”, Global Governance, Vol. 6, Number 3, Jul-Sept, p. 364; Cooper, Andrew F., Richard A.
Higgott and Kim Richard Nossal (1993), Relocating Middle Power: Australia and Canada in a Changing
World Order, Vancouver, UBC Press, p. 18.

3 Cooper, Andrew F. et al. (1993), op. cit., p. 22.

4 Claude Jr., Inis L. (1993), “The tension between principle and pragmatism in international relations”,
Review of International Studies, Vol. 19, Number 3, July, p. 226.

3 Wight, Martin (1986) (2nd ed.), Power Politics, Harmondsworth, Middlesex, Penguin Books, Royal
Institute of International Affairs, pp. 42-43.



interest of upholding international law and order.”®

However, this is not a totally
accurate picture, because super powers or great powers also show an inclination to obey
rules in order to obtain an image of reliability, with the aim of giving their actions a halo
of legitimacy. In fact, Hedley Bull affirms that “...most states obey most agreed rules of
international law most of the time,”7 and that only in specific cases are rules of law
violated or disregarded.® Nevertheless, great powers are more susceptible of being

accused of having ‘double standards’ than middle or small powers.

When states seek support to solve international issues multilaterally, or when they try to
reach compromises in disputes, it is possible to distinguish three patterns of
performance: states can act as catalysts, as facilitators, or as managers.9 They enact as
catalysts when they use their diplomatic abilities to trigger international initiatives and
take the lead in gathering followers around it. Donna Lee, for instance, offers a good
account of how Britain influenced US policy and contributed to the successful outcome
of the Kennedy Trade Round.'® In turn, states will perform as facilitators when they use
their diplomatic skills to seek the formation of coalitions at the regional or global level,
with the aim of pursuing specific objectives. And finally, they can play the role of
managers when their diplomatic efforts are orientated to the formation of institutions or
regimes.!' For example, middle powers played a key role in the creation of the Stand-By
High Readiness Brigade for United Nations Operations (SHIRBRIG), in the ban of anti-
personnel landmines, and in the creation of the International Criminal Court (ICC).!
Notwithstanding the examples aforementioned, it is important to point out that great
powers can also play the roles mentioned above because they have the resources, the

diplomatic ability, and the specialised skills to carry out these activities. Others, by

¢ Ibid., p. 66.

7 Bull, I?Iedley (1995) (2™ ed.) The Anarchical Society. A Study of Order in World Politics, New York,
Columbia University Press, p. 131.

8 Ibid., p. 132.

® Cooper, Andrew F. et al. (1993), op. cit., pp. 24-25.

10 Lee, Donna (1999), Middle Powers and Commercial Diplomacy. British Influence at the Kennedy
Trade Round, London, Macmillan Press Ltd, and New York, St Martin’s Press Inc.

= Cooper, Andrew F. et al. (1993), op. cit., pp. 24-25; Hamill, James and Donna Lee (2001), op. cit., p.
35.

12 Behringer, Ronald M. (2005), “Middle Power Leadership on the Human Security Agenda”,
Cooperation and Conflict. Journal of the Nordic International Studies Association, Vol. 40, Number 3,
September, pp. 305-342.



contrast, are simply reluctant or self-restrained to play such roles, as it is the case of

Mexico."

However, regardless of their will or their capacity, the multilateralist tendencies of states
can be subjected to limitations. The international structure of the system is, perhaps, the
most important. As Holbraad shows, the behaviour of states will vary depending on the
structure of the system. They do not behave in the same way as in a unipolar system (or
unifocal, as Holbraad calls it), than in a dualistic, triangular, or multiple system.'* Each
system offers different opportunities and options. However, this is not the only restraint.
There are other limiting circumstances that restrict the multilateralist tendencies of
states. We have already mentioned the vital interests of states, although their defence
can also have the opposite effect, which is the encouragement of cooperation with other
countries as the best way to defend their interests and fulfil the priorities of their
agendas. The domestic political circumstances can also be a very important factor that
constrains the multilateralist inclination of states. And in the case of the SC, where face
to face diplomacy is a common feature, a key factor is the good personal relationship
among the representatives. A good or bad personal relation among SC members can
affect the receptiveness to some initiatives, affecting the performance of the roles of

catalyst, facilitator, or manager.

In spite of these limitations, which affect all countries, there are states that can be placed
in a better position than others to exert multilateral diplomacy for historic, cultural,
geographical, economic, or political links with other countries: States with a long
tradition of neutrality, which offer more guarantees of impartiality, can obtain greater
receptiveness when acting as brokers in conflicts; countries that contribute generously to
development aid for Third World countries can use such aid as a leverage to obtain
support to certain initiatives; ex-colonial powers that maintain historical, cultural,
political or religious ties with their former colonies can use their privileged relationship
to act as a mediators and muster support for different projects; ex-colonies that maintain
special bounds with their former metropoles or other ex-colonies can obtain the
endorsement by other countries to fulfil their ambitions; or countries that belong to the

same geographical region can act together to pursue more easily the accomplishment of

13 Pellicer, Olga (June 2006), “Mexico — A Reluctant Middle Power?”, at hitp://library.fes.de/pdf-
files/iez/2lobal/50417.pdf, accessed on 10 December 2010.
14 Holbraad, Carsten (1984), op. cit.




those issues of their common interest. All these countries are more likely to be able to
play successfully multilateral diplomacy, not only in the SC but also in other

international fora.

In conclusion, many states that gather in the SC show an interest, at least in theory, in
upholding international law and order, a reluctance to use force as a means to solve
disputes, a predilection to reach compromises, and a tendency to act in accordance with
good neighbourhood principles. This is despite their different characteristics, interests,
and agendas. As a result, the SC constitutes a fertile field for those countries that,
because of their special bonds with other UN members for historical, cultural,
economic, religious, geographical or political reasons, can and wish to take advantage of
those links to make a significant contribution to the maintenance of international peace
and security. This contribution can be exerted by the adoption of different roles, such as
that of catalyst, facilitator, manager, or bridge builder. The choice of role will depend on
different and diverse circumstances. In any case, these functions are extremely
important because they help the SC to discharge its responsibilities, at the same time

that granting to those countries that fulfil such roles, a greater international relevance.
Spain in the Security Council

Spain has been one of the long established middle powers, whose position would date
back to the nineteenth century, when Spain lost its colonial empire. Although the
majority of the Spanish American colonies gained their independence in the first half of
the nineteenth century, Spain remained a colonial power that still maintained Cuba, the
Philippines and Puerto Rico, until the war with United States in 1898. Despite the
turbulent political life, and the economic crisis, that followed the loss of the last colonial
territories on the American continent, Spain, by the volume of its population,
geographical dimensions, military strength and economic size, still could be considered
as a middle power. Its official recognition as such came from the League of Nations in
1928, when Spain together with Poland were officially recognised as the first two
'> The Spanish Civil War (1936-1939) made the country an

impoverished middle power, and the ostracism that the Franco regime experienced

middle powers.

during the years that followed the end of the Second World War, made Spain a middle

power with a very low profile within the international context. Nevertheless, the

15 Ibid., p. 53.



ostracism imposed upon Spain began to ease in the 1950s, with the signature of the
bilateral agreement with the US, and the admission of Spain into the UN, and other
international organisations. Since the restoration of democracy after Franco’s death in
1975 the position of Spain within the international community and within the UN has

steadily strengthened.

Although it has been said that middle powers are not the only countries that uphold
international law and have an inclination for multilateralism, the case of Spain seems to
be a priori that of a country that has always been a supporter of multilateralism, an
advocate of peaceful solution to disputes, and of a defender of international law and
order. These seem to have been the principles that have guided Spanish foreign policy
during the dictatorial period, as well as during the transition and consolidation of
democracy in the years that followed (see below). A glance at Spanish policy from the
first time the country obtained a seat in the Security Council (SC) in 1969 seems to
corroborate this affirmation. Although Spain has been in the SC in very different
domestic political circumstances: the Franco dictatorship first (1969-1970), then during
the transition to democracy (1981-1982), and after the consolidation of democracy twice
(1993-1994 and 2003-2004), Spanish diplomacy acted according to these guidelines.
For instance, Spain called upon Israel to observe the provisions of the Geneva
Conventions in 1969; it opposed the use of force by Argentina in the Falkland War in
1982; it supported the creation of international tribunals to prosecute those responsible
for genocide and violations of human rights during 1993-1994; and in the last period of
service in the SC, Spain supported SC Resolution 1502 (2003) of 26 August, which
reaffirmed the obligation of states to comply with international law regarding the
protection of humanitarian personnel; it co-sponsored SC Resolution 1556 (2003) of 30
July, which among other things condemned all violations of human rights and
international humanitarian law; and it supported SC Resolution 1460 (2003) of 30
January, which called upon states to respect international law concerned with the rights
and protection of children in armed conflicts. In the chapters 4, S, 6 and 7 this will be
examined in more depth and the extent to which Spain’s commitment to the upholding

and defence of international law has been a constant in Spanish foreign policy.

From the multilateral point of view, although the policy followed by Spain in the SC

will be examined in chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7, it can be pointed out here that Spain has



played the roles aforementioned of facilitator, catalyst, and manager, although like all
powers, it has been constrained by different multiple circumstances, such as: its geo-
strategic position; the importance that the issues in question have had for Spain; the
Spanish domestic or internal circumstances; and the opportunity to carry out the
mentioned roles (receptiveness). As a result of these constraining factors, Spain will
have to decide on an “ad hoc” basis what the best role to play is, if any. For instance,
while environment, disarmament, or the reform of the SC is a matter of concern for
Spain and most countries, other particular issues such as the situation in East Timor or
in Western Sahara will attract different degrees of attention. For geo-strategic reasons,
Australia, for instance, will be more concerned about security in the Pacific area than
Spain is, and as a consequence, it is expected that the former will perform a more active
role with regard to East Timor for the potential destabilising repercussions that this
matter could have in Indonesia, Australia’s neighbouring country. Spain could see this
matter with relative attention for the few Spanish interests in the region. By the same
token, the attention that Australia pays to Western Sahara can be of secondary or tertiary
importance, whereas it would seem logical that Spain should play a more active role on

this issue.

In spite of these limitations, which affect all countries, Spain is in a more advantageous
situation to play the roles of catalyst, facilitator or bridge builder in the SC than other
countries are. The special ties that Spain maintain with its former colonies in the
American continent, the good relationship that Spain has with the Arab and African
countries, as a result of Spain’s political ostracism within Europe during Franco’s
regime, and the inevitable strong bonds that Spain maintains with the European
countries because of economic, geo-strategic, historical and cultural connections
(despite of the political ostracism during Franco’s dictatorship), place Spain in a very
good position to play the aforementioned roles. Nevertheless, since Spain’s
incorporation into the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1986, now the
European Union (EU), the weight of African issues in the Spanish governments’
agendas, have increasingly diminished. Even so, Spain’s role in the SC with regard to
African issues has been significant in the four periods in which Spain has served in the
SC.



There are several reasons for selecting the SC as a place to examine Spanish foreign
policy: The SC is an organ of the United Nations (UN) in charge of the preservation of
international peace and security. Its competences are global in scope, it has the capacity
for adopting resolutions that are compulsory for all states, and it is to work
continuously. These three attributes makes the SC the most important organ of
collective security. Furthermore, it is also an important source of legitimacy, prestige,
and even economic aid for its members. Moreover, the composition of the SC is of
spectal relevance because it makes it the perfect venue for middle powers to develop
their skills. The SC is an organ where we find global, regional and middle powers, as
well as small states. Some of those states are highly developed, while others are
developing or underdeveloped countries. Such diversity of states, and the wide range of
issues the SC deals with, makes it a place where the different interests, perceptions, and
visions of states converge. As decisions in the SC are adopted by majority, and subject
to the veto of the permanent members, the presence of countries with the capacity to
encourage common views is very important. The role that middle powers can play is,
therefore, of great consequence. Another important reason that explains the selection of
the SC is that it is an organ in which the interests of the individual European states still
prevail over the communitarians, circumstance that makes the SC the best venue to
examine Spanish foreign policy, which by the very nature of the SC, will be focused on
aspects of international peace and security or ‘high politics’. Finally, election to the SC
will make possible an analysis of the evolution of Spanish foreign policy, and the
different roles that Spain has played, since the end of the 1960s to the beginning of the

twenty first century.

Since its membership of the UN, Spain has been a non-permanent member of the SC on
four occasions: 1969-1970; 1981-1982; 1993-1994; and 2003-2004. Spain was thus
present in the SC every twelve years between 1969 and 1993, a period that has been
reduced to ten years between 1994 and 2003. For the Spanish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, this shorter interval is an indication of the increasing relevance of Spain in
international affairs, and within the UN. The Ministry supports this opinion with the
following reasons: Spain was the eighth major contributor to the UN regular budget,
behind the US, France, the UK, Germany, Japan, Canada and Italy; the Spanish
contribution to the peacekeeping operation budget represented the 2.53% of the total

budget of the period July 2002-June 2003. In addition, Spain contributed 3,500



personnel to the different peacekeeping operations that the UN had deployed all over the
globe; furthermore, Spain had become the twelfth largest contributor in development
aid.'® All these facts are regarded as relevant when considering a country as a candidate

for a seat in the SC, besides the geographical criteria (Article 23 of the UN Charter).

Nevertheless, this was not always the case. The economic backwardness of Spain gave
the country an entitlement to receive development aid until the end of the 1970s.!” In
1969, Spain was just the eighteenth major contributor to the UN. Argentina and India,
for instance, contributed more to the UN budget than Spain did.'® Moreover, during the
period 1981-1982 Spain was immersed in a deep economic crisis, which resulted in the
country’s failure to maintain payments to the UN. Spain did not pay its contributions to
the Organisation on time, and contributions to different UN missions were put on hold."
In addition, Spain did not contribute to peace keeping operations until 1989, although
thereafter the country supported the deployment and continuation of these operations.
Participation in peace keeping operations has been a task that has traditionally been
carried out by middle powers such as Sweden, Canada, Pakistan, the Netherlands or
Norway, although on occasions small powers, such as Fiji or Nepal, also make
significant contributions. Participation in these missions confers respectability on the
participating countries and has helped to create the middle powers’ image of ‘good
citizens’. Spain took its time in cultivating this image of a good international citizen.
The first UN mission that Spain participated in was in Namibia in 1989. Although since
then Spain’s involvement has constantly expanded. Spain’s increasing participation in
peace-keeping operations has been a task that has contributed to the consolidation of
Spain as a middle power and to its increasing commitment in international affairs.
Nevertheless, Spain’s contribution has not always been consistent. The reason for this
inconsistency is due to limited economic and military resources and a lack of political
willingness to deploy military staff in areas that are not especially relevant to Spain. If
we refer to Article 23.1 of the Charter, which states that at the time of electing members

to the SC the General Assembly (GA) must pay specially regard to the contribution of

16 www.spainun.org/pages/viewfull.cfm?ElementID=1990, accessed on 5 February 2006.

Uhttp://stats.oecd.org/qwids/#?x=1&y=6&f=4:1,2:1,3:51,5:3,7:1&q=4:1,100+2: 1+3:51+5:3+7: 1+ 1:20+6:
1969,1970,1971,1972,1973,1974,1975,1976,1977,1978,1979,1980,1981,1982,1983,1984,1985,1986,1987
.1988.1989,1990,1991,1992,1993,1994,1995,1996.1997,1998,1999,2000,2001,2002,2003,2004,2005,200
6,2007,2008, accessed on 5 February 2006.

*® Yearbook of the United Nations 1969 (1972), Vol. 23, New York, Office of Public Information United
Nations, pp. 827-828.

19 See Chapter 5, p. 99.




those members to the maintenance of international peace and security, it draws attention
the fact that Spain with this record was elected twice to serve in the SC (1969-1970 and
1981-1982). Without doubt, both elections were political successes for the respective

governments of each period.

The SC is not just the place where states can demonstrate their diplomatic skills. The
presence in the SC can also constitute a source of economic benefits. Ilyana Kuziemko
and Eric Werker demonstrated in 2006 that developing countries present in the SC
between 1946 and 2001 experienced an increase in the financial aid they received
during the two years term in which they have been members in the SC.” This additional
aid, according to these researchers, would come from the US directly or through the UN
agencies influenced by the US, such as UNICEF. The aim of this aid is to influence
those states to change their voting pattern with the purpose of minimizing opposition to
US policies. Spain is not explicitly included in this research because it only includes
those countries with a low income in 2003 but there is no reason to think that Spain had
been excluded of such economic advantages in 1969-1970 and 1981-1982. After all,
Spain was a low income country in need of development aid. It was not until 1983 that
Spain was removed from the Development Assistance Committee’s (DAC) list of
recipient countries. Furthermore, the political proximity of Spain to Third World
countries during those years reinforces the hypothesis that Spain may have become a

recipient of such aid.

However, more important are the political reasons. Ian Hurd affirms that “...Council
membership confers status and recognition on a state and allows the state to appropriate
some of the authority derived from the legitimacy of the Council.”?! As a consequence,
the election of Spain in 1969-1970 was not only a source of prestige to the country, but
also a powerful source of legitimacy to Franco’s dictatorship. It is important to
remember that the Franco regime was always in search of political recognition and the
legitimization that the Western European countries refused to give it. The lack of
support for the Spanish candidacy to the SC among the Western European countries
shows the little sympathy that the Franco regime was given. The Franco regime was

aware of this disaffection, and for that reason looked for support among the Latin

% Kuziemko, Ilyana and Eric Werker (2006), “How Much is a Seat in the Security Council Worth?
Foreign Aid and Bribery at the United Nations”, Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 114, No. 5.

2 Hurd, lan (2002), “Legitimacy, Power, and the Symbolic Life of the UN Security Council”, Global
Governance, Vol. 8, Number 1, January-March, p. 43,
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American, Arab, and African states. This support would be extremely useful in case of
an open election in the GA, which takes place when the members of a geographical
group can not endorse its candidates. This was about to happen in 1968, when the
Western European and Others Group (WEOG) could not endorse two countries because
there were three candidates. However, the last minute withdrawal of Italy, one of the
three European countries that campaigned for a seat in the SC, allowed the endorsement

of Spain and Finland, and an open election in the GA was not necessary.

The recognition and status that SC membership confers on states could have been the
factor that also motivated the candidacy of Spain to the SC in 1981-1982. Democracy
was in a stage of consolidation,> and SC membership could have played an important
role in providing international support, recognition and legitimization to the young
Spanish democracy. However, SC membership was not the initial intention of the
Spanish government, but the presidency of the GA, a post that the German government
also sought for its representative to the UN. The candidacy of Spain, therefore, was the
product of a trade-off with Germany. Spain would support the German candidate to the
Presidency of the GA, and in exchange, Germany would campaign for Spain to be
present in the SC. However, in spite of Germany’s support, Spain had to deploy an
intensive diplomatic activity to succeed. In the other two periods, 1993-1994 and 2003-
2004, Spain’s motivations to be on the SC were the desire to participate in the decision-
making process, a fact that was understandable because of the increasing participation
of Spain in UN missions, especially in the former Yugoslavia. Nevertheless,
participation in the decision-making process is not the only reason. The prestige,
relevance and preponderance that presence in the SC grants a country, and the desire for
showing commitment with international peace and security, are also reasons that should

be borne in mind.

Despite the late admission of Spain to the UN in 1955, the country’s presence in the SC
on four occasions between 1969 and 2004 is comparable with the majority of other
Western countries, some of which have expressed their commitment to international
peace and security since the foundation of the UN. Only Canada, which has been in the

SC six times between 1945 and 2004, and Italy which has been in the SC five times

2 Linz, Juan J. & Alfred Stepan (1996), Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation. Southern
Europe, South America, and Post-Communist Europe, Baltimore and London, The Johns Hopkins
University Press, p. 108; Serra, Narcis (2008), La transicion militar. Reflexiones en torno a la reforma
democratica de las fuerzas armadas, Barcelona, Debate, pp. 55-56.
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during the same period have been members in the SC more often than Spain. This is not
surprising because both countries are important contributors to the UN budget, and
Canada has traditionally been an active participant in UN peace-keeping operations.
Behind Canada and Italy we find the majority of Western countries with four periods of
membership each: Norway, Belgium, the Netherlands, Denmark, Australia and
Germany. With the exception of Germany, these countries have always been
characterised by their commitment to international peace and security through their
participation in peace keeping operations, and all of them are important donors of
development aid. Germany, for its part, is one of the main contributors to the UN
budget. Spain’s four periods on the SC, comes within this group. Ireland, Luxemburg,
Greece, Sweden, Finland, Austria, Portugal and Malta, by contrast, have occupied a seat

on the SC less than four times.

The multiple benefits that presence in the SC confers on states, explains the intense
competitiveness that characterises the campaigns for a seat in the SC. Competition is
particularly strong within the WEOG, group to which Spain belongs. According to the
geographical quotas, two seats are assigned to the WEOG. In those cases in which there
are only two candidates, the WEOG endorses both, and they only have to campaign with
the aim of mustering the necessary majority in the GA to get elected (two thirds of the
GA members present and voting). In these cases the election becomes a somewhat
routine procedure because UN members only have to elect those candidates endorsed by
their respective geographical groups. However, if there are more than two candidates
rivalry becomes even more intense because candidates have to compete first within the
WEOG to obtain endorsement. If a disagreement persists, and it is not possible to
endorse the candidates because there are still more than two candidates for a seat on the
SC, the candidates will go directly to an open election in the GA. However, this option
is risky because if none of the candidates obtain the necessary majority, the group could
lose its representation in the SC, although such an outcome is unlikely and it has never

happened.

The competitiveness of the campaigns means member states will use different
stratagems with the objective of obtaining as much support as possible, and Spain has
been no exception. Spain has appealed to historical and cultural links to obtain the

support of the Latin American countries, as did Sweden in 1992 and 1996, with the
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Nordic countries, and Portugal with other Portuguese speaking countries in 1998.2
Spain has also appealed to the good relationship that it has maintained with the Arab
countries, which have campaigned if favour of Spain in their areas of influence. Spain
has also established diplomatic relations in exchange for support. The maintenance of
diplomatic relations is also important to obtain the favour of countries. This is what
happened to Spain in 1980 with Fiji and Papua New Guinea, which did not support
Spain’s rivals because they did not maintain diplomatic relations. Spain has also traded
off votes: It tried with Britain in 1968, and it was successful in 1980 with India. Another
tactic used by states is the purchase of votes through development assistance
programmes.>* However, there is no evidence that Spain has resorted to such

manoeuvres. More common is the hosting of lunches, dinners, and diverse events with

the aim of influencing the will of the electors.

The UN headquarters in New York is another key place where a country can obtain
decisive support in its campaign for a seat in the SC.2° This is because some
representatives to the UN do not receive instructions from their capitals on which
candidate to support.”® This fact turns the UN headquarters into another diplomatic
battlefield, where the representatives of those countries that run for a seat in the SC, can
play a significant role in mustering as much support as possible, for their respective
countries. The personality, determination, and dynamism of a representative are crucial
qualities that can be used to decide whether a campaign is a success or failure. This is
because at the UN, as in other international organisations which are mainly conducted
by personal contacts, face-to-face diplomacy, informal meetings, and other types of
encounters (formal or informal), have been revealed as extremely relevant from the
diplomatic point of view.”” The case of Jaime de Pinies, the Spanish representative to
the UN in the periods 1968-1972 and 1973-1985, is an example. He recommended
Spain as a candidate for the SC in 1968, while the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs

was still hesitant about the adoption of such step; and it was also he who pressed for the

3 Malone, David M. (2000), “Eyes on the Prize: The Quest for Nonpermanent Seats on the UN Security
Council”, Global Governance, Vol. 6, Number 1, Jan-Mar, p. 12,

* Ibid., p. 13.

% Ibid., pp. 13-15.

% Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 6 September 1980 to the Spanish Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20969, expediente 11,

z Alger, Chadwick F. (1965), “Personal Contact in Intergovernmental Organisations”, in Kelman,
Herbert C. (ed.), International Behavior. A Social-Psychological Analysis, New York, Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, pp. 527-532.
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maintenance of the Spanish candidacy in rivalry with Italy and Finland. This last
movement was decisive because it allowed the election of Spain when Italy later
withdrew, as mentioned above, from the competition for domestic political reasons.
Both decisions could have been based on privileged information that he obtained in the
course of his personal contacts and formal meetings as mentioned above, although there
is no direct evidence of this. It is equally unknown whether Jaime de Pinies had first
hand information of the support to Spain at the UN of which the Spanish Ministry was
unaware. Nevertheless, these were not the only examples in which the Spanish
representative’s strong personal attributes proved to be most useful. The key role that he
played in the election of the jurist Federico de Castro, as a member of the International
Court of Justice (ICJ), and the resolution that he showed to avoid the matter of Northern
Ireland getting included on the SC agenda, are also examples. Perhaps such outcomes
would not have been possible with a representative with é less determining and resolute

personality.

The episodes mentioned above highlight the importance that some leaders and key
policymakers play in events. Schechter and Finkelstein offer good examples.”® Ned
Lebow, in his approach to the Peloponnesian War, also shows how important leaders
can be in the development of events.”’ Furthermore, “...human understandings, beliefs,
and values have a hand in the creation and evolution of international systems.”*® For this
reason, academics such as Bruce Bueno de Mesquita have proposed a refocusing on the
study of leaders, leadership and citizens in order to obtain a better understanding of
International Relations.’' However, the exclusive focus on human agents* would offer

an incomplete account of social or political phenomena/events because their actions are

28 gchechter, Michael G. (1988), “The Political Roles of Recent World Bank Presidents”, in Finkelstein,
Lawrence S. (ed.), Politics in the United Nations System, Durham and London, Duke University Press;
Finkelstein, Lawrence S. (1988), “The Political Role of the Director-Gencral of UNESCO”, in
Finkelstein, Lawrence S. (ed.), Politics in the United Nations System, Durham and London, Duke
University Press.

% Ned Lebow, Richard (1996), “Play it again Pericles: Agents, Structures and the Peloponnesian War”,
European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 2, Number 2, June.

0 Dryzek, John S., Margaret L. Clark and Garry McKenzie (1989), “Subject and system in international
interaction”, International Organisation, Vol. 43, Number 3, Summer.

3 Bueno de Mesquita, Bruce (2002), “Domestic Politics and International Relations”, International
Studies Quarterly, Vol. 46, Number 1, March, p. 4.

32 Although there are authors that locate the agency in the states, these are here considered as constructed
social forms that “... can only act in and through individual action. State activity is always the activity of
particular individuals acting within particular social forms”. Wight, Colin (1999), “The Shoot Dead
Horses Don’t They? Locating Agency in the Agent-Structure Problematique”, European Journal of
International Relations, Vol. 5, Number 1, March, p. 128.
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influenced, constrained and conditioned by the international historical circumstances
(structural conditions) that they have created.>® Thus, there is a reciprocal influence, or
as Putnam puts it, ‘an entanglement’,* between domestic politics and international
relations, which has led many experts to question the independence of foreign policy
from domestic politics. To what point they influence or condition each other or which
one prevails remains a contentious issue, since the outset of the social sciences as a
discipline, despite a vast literature which has been generated. The different theories that
have tried to discern “what proportions to put in the blender”, an expression used by
Martin Hollis and Steve Smith,” have not been totally satisfactory. What is clear,
however, is that a complete explanation and understanding of social events cannot be
achieved by only focusing on one of the *...two contentious truths about social life:
First, that human agency is the only moving force behind the actions, events, and
outcomes of the social world; and second, that human agency can be realized only in
concrete historical circumstances that condition the possibilities for action and influence

. 36
its course.”

Finally, we shall discuss another tactic that countries have adopted in their campaigns,
which consists in announcing a long time in advance their willingness to compete for a
seat in the SC. The aim of this strategy is to put off other countries with the same
aspiration by mustering up as much diplomatic support as possible, but quickly from the
start. Canada, for instance, announced its candidacy in 1994 for the term 1999-2000,
Greece did the same in 2000 for the term 2005-2006 and Austria for the term 2009-
2010.%7 Spain did exactly the same, when it began to campaign in 1996 for a seat in
2003-2004.%® This tactic proved successful because there were only two candidates,
Germany and Spain, which were endorsed automatically by the WEOG. In these
circumstances diplomatic efforts are focused on achieving the necessary majority of two

thirds in the GA to get elected on the first ballot. The traditional good relationships that

3 Neo-realists were aware of this fact and they considered the structural features of the international
system as an explanatory factor of the foreign policy of states. Waltz, Kenneth N. (1979) (1* ed.), Theory
of International Politics, McGraw-Hill, Inc.

34 Putnam, Robert D. (1988), “Diplomacy and domestic politics: The logic of two “level games”,
International Organisation, Vol. 42, Number 3, summer.

¥ Hollis, Martin and Steve Smith (1991), “Beware of gurus: structure and action in international
relations”, Review of International Studies, Vol. 17, Number 4, October, p. 393.

36 Dessler, David (1989), “What’s at stake in the agent-structure debate?”, International Organisation,
Vol. 43, Number 3, summer, p. 443.

37 Malone, David M. (2000), op. cit., p. 4.
% See Chapter 7, pp. 173-174 and 175.
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Spain maintains with the Latin American and moderate Arab states has been revealed on

those occasions as being extremely important.
Original contribution to knowledge

The consolidation of democracy at the beginning of the 1980s brought a proliferation of
academic studies on Spanish foreign policy. However, it draws the attention the little
regard that the study of Spain’s role on the Security Council, and on Spain as a non-
permanent member, has received. The information about Spain and the country’s
membership in the United Nations is rare, with the exception of the books written by
former Spanish representatives to the UN, such as Jaime de Pinies y Rubio® and
Inocencio Arias,*® or other diplomats like Ana Luz Menendez,*! although the latter does
not concentrate so much on Spain. However, these authors focus on the periods of their
respective terms in office and their works include anecdotal commentaries, although
Jaime de Pinies also wrote a book exclusively focused on the decolonisation of Spanish
colonies and Gibraltar at the UN.*? Thus, the originality of the present study is twofold:
First, it offers an account of Spanish foreign policy during the four periods of Spain’s
presence in the SC; second, it identifies Spain as a middle power, which explains
Spain’s role in the SC, and highlights the importance of Spain as a middle power and
the important role that these middle power countries can play in international relations.
The uniqueness of this work rests, therefore, in the absence of previous studies of Spain

as a middle power, and its role in the SC as such.
Methodology: archival research

For the very nature of the research the methodology followed has been essentially
qualitative. It has been based on primary and secondary sources, but especially
important are the papers I have analysed from the Archives of the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, and a variety of documents from the United Nations. I have also
analysed numerous books, articles, and newspapers.43 Among these sources I designed a

questionnaire, which I e-mailed Inocencio Arias, the Spanish representative to the UN

% Pinies y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), Episodios de un diplomatico, Burgos, Dossolcs.

40 Arias, Inocencio (2006), Confesiones de un diplomatico. Del 11-S al 11-M, Barcelona, Planeta.

! Menendez, Ana Luz (2007), Vulnerabilidad e irrelevancia. El papel de las Naciones Unidas en el siglo
XXI, Madrid, Ediciones Internacionales Universitarias.

42 pinies y Rubio, Jaime de (2001), La descolonizacion espaiiola en las Naciones Unidas, Madrid, Centro
de Estudios Politicos y Constitucionales.

# See Bibliography.
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between 1997 and 2004 (see Appendix). This particular source tried to provide this
study with a unique insight of Spanish foreign policy in the SC during the relevant
period of 2003-2004. However, he declined to answer several questions on crucial
issues. He argued that he could not answer them because he was still an active member
of the Spanish diplomatic service (he was at that time General Consul of Spain at Los
Angeles). He suggested me to contact the Spanish Ministry but he did not provide any
names. He also argued that some questions would demand extensive answers and he did
not have much time. As a result, he was not as helpful as I had initially expected. All in
all, he gave me some bits of useful information. More recently this official has retired

and I tried to contact him again but I was unsuccessful.

The archival research was challenging because of old-fashioned facilities. None of the
data is microfilmed, and there is no thematic database. To gain direct access to
documents, you have to request what you require by filling in an application form. As
I was not sure what documents I would need, I decided to request as many as the
archival staff were prepared to show me about Spain and the SC. However, I discovered
that not all the documents are available for researchers to view. There are a number of
documents which are considered by the Ministry as still ‘live’, for example documents
about Western Sahara and Gibraltar, and are not available to the public. Other
documents are considered ‘too recent’, and they are not yet in the archives of the
Ministry. To get more recent documents (those pertaining to the periods 1993-1994 and
2003-2004) T was told I would have to go to the Spanish delegation at the UN.
However, when I contacted the Spanish delegation to the UN they informed me that
they did not have any documents related to the above mentioned periods. They informed
me they were held in Madrid. They suggested contacting the Ministry at Madrid and the
UN website. As a result the archival documentation available for the present study is
restricted to the periods 1969-1970 and 1981-1982.%4 Therefore, to circumvent this
problem of a lack of primary documents covering the periods 1993-1994 and 2003-
2004, as mentioned above, I used secondary sources: books, articles, and mainly

Spanish and foreign newspapers. Hopefully, accessibility to archival documentation of

4 1n order to facilitate access to those documents to future rescarchers, it has been maintained in the
original terminology of their location in the archives. “Signatura” is the box in which files are located,
and “expediente” is the collection of documents on one particular issue. Every “signatura” and
“expediente” has a number. Therefore, a telegram with the reference “signatura 21950, expediente 2”
means that the document in question is in box number 21950, in the collection of papers number 2.
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the two more recent periods of Spain’s presence in the SC will be available for

researchers, to address this gap in knowledge, in the near future.
Outline of the chapters

The purpose of this chapter has been fourfold. First, it has highlighted the difficulty of
defining and classifying states for the diversity of countries that comprises the
international community. Secondly, the three approaches that serve to identify countries
have been examined: the hierarchical approach; the normative approach; and the
behavioural approach. However, none of these approaches have helped to clarify what
countries among such a variety of states could be considered as middle powers. This is
because the hierarchical and normative approaches contain inherent flaws, making them
unsuitable for an accurate depiction of which countries fall into the category of great,
middle, or small powers. Nevertheless, we should not disregard these two approaches as
they have provided us with useful information related to Spain’s position within the
international community. Returning to the behavioural approach, which we have argued
is the most recent (it dates from the 1980s) and useful way of categorising countries, it
is assumed that Spain is also a multilateralist country. However, this will be confirmed
(or not) in the following chapters in which the behaviour of Spain in the SC will be
analysed. The last part of this chapter has presented the SC as the perfect venue in
which non-permanent members can develop their skills. This is because it is the place
where super powers, great powers, middle powers and small states meet to discuss a
wide range of issues. Such variety of issues and countries make the SC a forum where
multiple interests converge. This makes the SC a very attractive place for multilateralist
countries. However, there are many other reasons why the SC is a very appealing forum,
not only for middle powers, but for every type of state. We argued that the SC is an
important source of prestige and legitimacy, and for the less developed countries it
offers economic opportunities because it provides them with an important source of
financial assistance. Furthermore, a seat in the SC is an excellent opportunity for every
country to obtain political salience and relevance that otherwise would be very difficult
to acquire. These benefits explain why states dedicate, as we have argued, enormous
diplomatic, financial, and political resources in their campaigns, and use different
strategies to gain a seat in the SC. However, in occasions the presence on the SC may

also involve onerous responsibilities.
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In Chapter 2, we will offer an account of the evolution and functioning of the SC. This
will start from its creation to recent years with the aim of depicting the general
framework within which Spanish foreign policy will be examined later. This is pertinent
because, as it was mentioned above, a complete understanding and explanation of events
is not possible from just one level of analysis, (either individuals, or states, or
structures). If individuals or states are important, so are the structures that constrain
them, and the SC constitutes the particular structure within which the subject of our
research will develop. In Chapter 3, we will explore the hostility of the victorious
powers of the Second World War (Britain, France, the US and the USSR) towards the
Franco regime for both its origins and its role in the Second World War. This hostility
led to the exclusion of Spain from the San Francisco Conference. It also continued with
Spain’s inclusion in the SC agenda, as a threat to international peace and security, and
ended with Spain’s international political ostracism, which in the case of the Western
European countries lasted until Franco’s death in 1975. These events are relevant
because they help us to understand Spanish foreign policy in the SC, and the role of
Spain as a middle power. Although the influence of these events was clearly evident
during the two first terms of Spain’s presence in the SC, the reverberations can still be
perceived nowadays. In Chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7, we present the core of the research. We
examine the role played by Spain in the four periods of service as a non-permanent
member of the SC (1969-1970, 1981-1982, 1993-1994, and 2003-2004). In order to do
this the main issues that the SC dealt with in each period will be taken into
consideration, paying special attention to the Spanish approach to them. We will
examine Spain’s performance within the SC with regard to those matters, and the
underlying motivations of Spain’s involvement in decision-making. This will offer a
general picture of Spanish foreign policy that will help us establish lines of continuity or
rupture/adaptation throughout the years. In Chapter 8, we will draw all the findings from
the other chapters together to answer the question of whether or not Spain can be

considered as a multilateralist country, judged from the behavioural approach.
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2 THE SECURITY COUNCIL

The Security Council (SC) constitutes the most ambitious attempt to date to create an
effective mechanism for collective security. It represents the culmination of a process
that germinated in the nineteenth century with the Congress conferences after the
Napoleonic wars. After the Congress of Vienna came the Hague conferences of 1899
and 1907, followed by the creation of the League of Nations as a consequence of the
Great War.! It was necessary, however, to have another world conflagration of the
great powers of the moment to agree on the creation of new international institution
that superseded the League of Nations, and sought to prevent ‘succeeding generations
from the scourge of war’, as the United Nations (UN) Charter solemnly declares in its
preamble. The SC would be the centrepiece of this aim as the organ whose primary
responsibility is the maintenance of international peace and security (Article 24.1 of
the Charter). To that end, unlike its immediate predecessor the Council of the League
of Nations, the new SC was provided with an unprecedented range of instruments to
enable it effectively to accomplish its task. These tools are set out in Chapters VI
(Pacific Settlement of disputes) and VII (Actions with Respect to Threats to the Peace,
Breaches of the Peace, and Acts of Aggression). The most innovative of such devices
is the possibility of adopting mandatory decisions on matters of international peace
and security that bind all UN members (Articles 2.5, 25 and 49 of the UN Charter).
These mandatory decisions can comprise coercive measures, including the use of
military force against any offending state that represents a threat to international peace
and security. The philosophy of this idea can be condensed in the sentence ‘one for all,

all for one’.
The Security Council during the Cold War

The system of collective security as described above, soon showed its limitations for
the particular structure of the SC, and the development of the Cold War after the end
of the Second World War. The structure of the SC is based to a great extent on the idea
of the ‘four policemen’ that President Roosevelt envisaged, to which France was

added later at the San Francisco Conference. This design gave the five big powers, the

! Groom, AJ.R. (1978), “The Advent of International Institutions”, in Taylor, Paul and A.J.R. Groom

(eds.), International Organisation. A conceptual Approach, London, Frances Pinter Ltd. and New York,
Nichols Publishing Company, pp. 19-27.



United States of America (US), the United Kingdom (UK), the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics (USSR), China and France, a special status within the SC, revealed
in their permanent membership and their right of veto. Their permanent membership
gives the five powers a structural power, in the sense that they have the capacity to
instil the SC with their values, interests and standards, through their procedures,
agenda or the use of their language.” The structural power of the permanent members
is reinforced by the mechanism of their right of veto, which means that the SC
resolutions on substantive matters must be adopted by nine members of the SC (six
before the enlargement in 1965), including the concurrent votes of the permanent
members (Article 27.3 of the UN Charter). This voting system guarantees some
influence for non-permanent members. The SC decision-making process, therefore, is
a hybrid of a decentralised unit veto system for the five permanent members, and a

centralised system for all the other members.>

The adoption of resolutions during the Korean War (1950-1953), while the USSR was
absent from the SC, raised the debate on whether the wording “concurrent votes” of
Article 27.3 of the UN Charter meant that the SC needed the affirmative votes of all
permanent members of the SC, in order to adopt a resolution. However, it was
considered that in view of the interpretation that members of the League of Nations
gave to similar provisions of the Covenant, the practise of the SC, and the views of
members of the UN, it was only needed the affirmative votes of the permanent
members of the SC, present and voting.* Therefore, the abstention or absence of a
permanent member did not constitute a veto. Sydney D. Bailey and Sam Daws seem to
share this opinion when they say that “...a veto can be described as the failure of the
Council to adopt a resolution due to the negative vote of one or more of permanent
members, during a vote in which nine or more members of the Council have voted in
favour.”> The objective of the veto was twofold: First, to ensure that coercive

measures would not be adopted against any of the five permanent members; and

2 Groom, A.J.R. (2007), “The Security Council: A case for Change by Stealth?”, in Chetail, Vincent
(ed.), Conflicts, security and cooperation, Bruxelles, Bruylant, p. 283.

3 Finkelstein, Lawrence S. (1988), “The Politics of Value Allocation in the UN System”, in Finkelstein,
Lawrence S. (ed.), Politics in the United Nations System, Durham and London, Duke University Press,

5). 6.

Udechuku, E. C. (1972), “The Problem of the veto in the Security Council”, International Relations,
Vol. 1V, May, p. 194.

5 Bailey, Sydney D. and Sam Daws (1998) (3" ed.), The Procedure of the UN Security Council, Oxford,
Clarendon Press, p. 228.
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second that their cooperation would be needed to take any action. It is a system that
tries to amalgamate the Kantian peace project, and the Concert of Europe tradition,
which both try to address the problem of international order and global governance

from different angles.®

Roosevelt’s mistake was to assume that cooperation among the allies would continue
after the defeat of Germany. However, the ideological differences between the USSR
and its Western allies, that remained latent during the Second World War, came
quickly to surface as soon as the common enemy was defeated. These divergences
soon gave way to open military, ideological, and economic rivalry between the two
post-war great powers, which acquired a global scale. The SC became one of the
scenarios of this ideological struggle from a very early stage, as the Iranian case
illustrates.” As a consequence, the mechanism of collective security designed in the
Charter did not work as it had been envisaged. Many of the provisions of the Charter
established in Chapter VII have never been implemented. The use of the veto or the
threat of its use by the two great powers prevented the involvement of the SC in the
majority of conflicts in which they directly, or through their proxies, were implicated.
And in those cases in which the SC adopted resolutions, in the majority of occasions
the wording had to be so watered down to satisfy both sides, that they almost lost any
effectiveness. The result was the paralysis of the SC during the years of the Cold War,
and the failure of the collective security system contemplated in the Charter. The
Korean War (1950-1953) was clear evidence of this failure. The SC could only adopt
resolutions under Chapter VII, condemning the attack of North Korea, and authorising
the use of force to repel aggression, because of the absence of the USSR from the
Council. Furthermore, as a consequence of the lack of its own military resources for
the non-implementation of Articles 43 and 45 of the Charter, the SC had to rely on a
group of countries, mainly the US, to enforce the resolutions. This situation made it
unclear whether the US was acting as an agent of the UN or vice versa. Finally, when
the USSR returned to the SC and made use of its right of veto, the US circumvented
the paralysis of the SC by persuading the General Assembly (GA), with a majority of

Western countries, to pass the “Uniting for Peace™ resolution. This resolution, of

6 Brown, Chris (2001) (2™ ed.), Understanding International Relations, Houndmills, Basingstoke and
New York, Palgrave, pp. 140-141,

7 Dedring, Juergen (2000), “The Security Council”, in Taylor, Paul and A. J. R. Groom (eds.), The
United Nations at the Millennium. The Principal Organs, London and New York, Continuum, pp. 69-
73.
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questionable legality, authorised the GA to meet when the SC was paralysed by the
veto, and make recommendations on matters of collective security, including the use

of military force.

Intense confrontation in the 1950s between the Communist bloc and the Western
countries lowered dramatically the activity of the SC, to the point that their work
almost completely ceased during this decade. In 1952 and 1954 the SC adopted only
two resolutions in each of those years; in 1953, 1955, 1957 and 1958 five resolutions
in each year; and in 1959 only one resolution. However, from 1960 onwards the SC
experienced increasing activism due to the changing relationship between the blocs
(the peaceful coexistence superseded the Cold War), the capacity of the UN (and the
SC) to adapt to changing circumstances, and the impulse that the Secretary-General
Dag Hammarskjold gave to the establishment of peacekeeping operations as a tool for
the maintenance of international peace and security in 1958.% The creation of peace
keeping operations was perhaps the most important institutional innovation that
reflects this flexibility and capacity of adaptation. Peacekeeping operations are neither
established nor mentioned in the Charter, and as they neither fall within Chapter VI of
the Charter (Pacific settlement of disputes), nor within Chapter VII (Actions with
Respect to Threats to the Peace, Breaches of the Peace, and Acts of Aggression), they
are considered to be half way between both chapters. The first peace keeping
operations took place in Palestine, with the deployment of the United Nations Truce
Supervision Organisation (UNTSO) in 1948, and in Kashmir with the deployment of
the United Nations Military Observer Group in India and Pakistan (UNMOGIP) in
1949. Nevertheless, these initial UN missions consisted in the deployment of
observers with a narrowly defined role, which was limited to the supervision of a truce
in both cases.” However, in the mid 1950s and the 1960s UN missions progressively
increased in number and complexity, assuming new roles and more difficult tasks,
although always within the limits that the Cold War imposed. As it was mentioned, in
this process the role of Secretary-General Hammarskj6ld was crucial. It is paradoxical
that although the SC is the UN organ that decides the creation, enlargement, reduction,

extension, ambit of competence or finalization of the peacekeeping operations, the

8 MacQueen, Norrie (2006), Peacekeeping and the International System, Oxon and New York,
Routledge, pp. 74-78.
® Ibid., pp. 65-61.
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more important initial inputs came from the GA and the Secretary-General (SG)."°
This fact reflects the important contribution that the GA and the SG can perform in the

maintenance of international peace and security.

Peacekeeping operations were not the only innovation. Other features that reflect the
flexibility and ability of the SC to adapt were the enlargement of the Council in 1965,
and changes in its working methods. Initially, the Council was composed of eleven
members of which five were permanent, but the creation of new states as a
consequence of the process of decolonisation notably increased the number of UN
members. With the aim of making the SC more representative it was enlarged to
fifteen members in 1965. This enlargement had important repercussions in terms of
the power its members held. Until then, the UN and the SC had been dominated by
Western countries except for the Soviet veto, but the incorporation of the newly
independent states, some close to the USSR, and many non-aligned, shifted this trend.
As a consequence, the US became the permanent member that began to wield with
more frequency the right to veto (until then it had been the Soviet Union).!! This trend,
which began in 1970, continued during the following years.12 At almost the same time,
in an attempt to avoid its paralysis by the frequent use of veto, the SC, in another
example of adaptation, varied its working method with the establishment of informal
consultations among SC members, prior to voting in the chamber. The aim of the
consultations was to find the necessary consensus on a draft text, in order to avert the
wielding of a veto at the time of casting a vote in the chamber.'® Nevertheless, in the
course of the consultations the threat of veto still exists. In fact, it is always present."*
As a result the draft texts on many occasions had to be watered down or written in
such a vague way to make them acceptable to all parties. This often made the

resolutions that were adopted ineffective or the source of eventual discrepancies.

10 The United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF) was deployed in 1956 at the initiative of the GA.
MacQueen, Norrie (2006), op. cit., pp. 71-72.
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World. The UN’s roles in International Relations, Oxford University Press, Oxford, p. 10; Morphet,
Sally (1990), “Resolutions and vetoes in the UN Sccurity Council: their relevance and significance”,
Review of International Studies, Vol. 16, Number 4, October, p. 347.

12 Ryan, Stephen (2000), The United Nations and International Politics, Basingstoke and London,
MacMillan Press Ltd, p. 91.
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Famous examples illustrating this are: SC Resolution 242 (1967) of 22 November, and
more recently, SC Resolution 1441 (2002) of 8 November."?

It is during the process of informal consultations when some of the non-permanent
members can perform a fundamental role in achieving the necessary consensus for
adopting resolutions. The alleged inclination of most powers to multilateralism and
compromise, plus their tendency to defend international law and order, make them
important actors at the time of mustering the required support to adopt resolutions, or
when it is necessary to reduce tension between two main rivals. Nevertheless, the
capacity of the non-permanent members of the SC to exert any influence will depend
on their position in the international context, and on the nature of the divergence. As
Holbraad suggests in a bipolar (or dualistic, using his terminology) system, only the

aligned middle powers are in a good position to mediate or restrain the great powers:

In some situations such asscts [contact and influence with one of the opponents] may be
of greater benefit than impartiality in the central issue, not only because they allow the
middle power to encourage its great-power ally to enter into negotiation and scek

agreement, but also because they can help it to gain the ear of the opposite party.'®

Nevertheless, middle powers lose all capacity to mediate or restrain if the differences
are very intense, because when this happens great powers deal with each other
directly.'7 However, middle powers can also play the opposite role. This happens
when aligned middle powers unquestionably support the initiatives of the leader, in
which case middle powers would not be defusing tension, rather the opposite. They
would be nurturing the confrontation and hindering the search for compromises. This

happened in the Peloponnesian war, and more recently in Iraq."

Despite the institutional innovations mentioned above, at the beginning of the 1980s
the SC, and the UN, reached a very low point as a consequence of the revival of
confrontation between the USSR and the US. The SC again became one of the fora of

such rivalry, with the result of its frequent paralysis for the use of veto by the US. For

' Byers, Michael (2004), “Agreeing to Disagree: Security Council Resolution 1441 and International
Ambiguity”, Global Governance, Vol. 10, No 2, Apr-June.
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example, the SC failed to adopt coercive measures against South Africa after its
occupation of Namibia; it became initially deadlocked when dealing with the Israeli
invasion of Lebanon;'? and it was unable to adopt any resolution regarding the US
intervention in the Nicaraguan civil war.”® In addition, the beginning of the 1980s
represented the years in which US discontent with regard to the UN system in general,
probably reached its highest peak. The anti-Western character that the Organisation
had been progressively acquiring with the admission of new states, as a consequence
of the decolonisation process, was at the root of such discontent. Towards the end of
the 1970s, and at the beginning of the 1980s, this discontent had turned to hostility
towards the UN system, for political as well as for financial reasons.?! The withdrawal
from the International Labour Organisation (ILO) in 1978, and from United Nations
Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) in 1980, as well as the
withholding of payments, was the most conspicuous consequence of this discontent.
Both acts of defiance were attempts at trying to force changes in the budgetary system.

Withdrawal from the UN, however, was out of the question.
The New World Order and pressures for Security Council reform

In 1985 the newly appointed leader of the USSR, Mikhail Gorbachev, began a process
of reforms that had implications for Soviet foreign policy. Confrontation with the
Western bloc that characterised previous years gave way to a new foreign policy of
cooperation, which was soon perceived in the SC. In 1986 the permanent members
agreed the re-election of the Secretary-General Javier Perez de Cuellar. At the end of
that same year the UK representative, Sir John Thompson, initiated the holding of
informal consultations on a regular basis, among the permanent members, with the aim
of finding an end to the Iran-Iraq war.?? In July 1987 the permanent members for the

first time jointly drafted mandatory measures in SC Resolution 598 (1987) of 20

19 Gee Chapter S, p. 108.

2 See Chapter 5, pp. 125-126.
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July.23 In that same year, in the revival of Roosevelt’s original idea, the Soviet leader
Gorbachev called for a strengthening of the SC as the principal guardian of
international security.24 In 1988 informal consultations, which began in 1986, brought
to an end the Iran-Iraq war, and the deployment of the United Nations Iran-Iraq
Military Observer Group (UNIIMOG) between both countries.?> After this war came
the termination of the conflicts in Afghanistan, Cambodia, Angola, Namibia, and
Central America. In all of these countries the UN also deployed pecacekeeping
operations.26 The system of collective security finally began to work as it had been

envisaged in the Charter.

The most important test was still to come. It was the Iragi invasion of Kuwait on 2
August 1990. The SC acted quickly and with determination, and most importantly,
united, despite the diversity of its members.”” The same day of the invasion the
Council declared the invasion of Kuwait as a breach of international peace, and
demanded the withdrawal of Iraqi forces from Kuwait.?® This initial resolution was
followed by others that imposed economic sanctions on Iraq, and eventually
authorised military intervention to expel Iraq from the annexed country. The success
of this operation and the restoration of the status quo ante raised expectations in the
SC as the guarantor of international peace and security. It was believed that the system
of collective security envisaged in the Charter worked, thanks to the cooperation of the
Council members. However, the event provided evidence of the limitations of the
system. There are three reasons why the SC acted as it did: It was a conflict between
states; it was a clear act of aggression from one country to another; and the aggressor
was clearly identifiable. But the SC could not act totally in accordance with the articles
of Chapter VII of the Charter. The non-implementation of Articles 43, 45, 46, and 47
led the Council to rely heavily on the leadership and resources of the US,? as it had
happened in the Korean War forty years earlier. In addition, the birth of a ‘new world

order’ announced by President Bush resulted in a general belief that this might have
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25 MacQueen, Norrie (2006), op. cit., p. 136; Malone, David M. Ibid., p. 5.

%6 UNGOMAP in Afghanistan; UNAMIC in Cambodia; UNAVEM in Angola; UNTAG in Namibia;
and ONUCA in Central America.

27 Dedring, Juergen (2000), op. cit., p. 82.

28 SC Res 660 (1990) of 2 August.

¥ Urquhart, Brian (1993), “The UN and International Security after the Cold War”, in Roberts, Adam
and Benedict Kingsbury, op. cit., p. 83; Parsons, Anthony (1993), op. cit., p.118; Roberts, Adam (2004),
“The Use of Force”, in Malone, David M. (ed.), op. cit., p. 136.

27



been dominated by the US, at a time when the US was the only great power. As with
the Korean War, doubts emerged again on whether the US had been an agent of the
UN or vice versa. Despite these doubts the euphoria occasioned by the revitalised
system of collective security, and the fact that the Council was no longer paralysed by
the use of veto (only seven vetoes were cast between 1991 and 2000),% led to an

increase in their activity.

From 1991 onwards, the Council’s agenda expanded considerably. It began to deal
with a wider range of issues that were considered threats to international peace and
security, such as disease, poverty, terrorism, environmental disasters, and violations of
human rights. It also adopted more resolutions under Chapter VII of the Chartcr, than
it had in the previous forty years. In addition, peace keeping operations grew in
number and complexity. These were the years in which Spain began to contribute to
peace keeping operations. When UN missions would no longer consist of the
deployment of observers or forces of interposition, but they would also include tasks
such as the supervision of demobilisation, the disarmament of the parties in conflict,
election monitoring, and nation-building, to name some. Enthusiasm for the SC and its
unprecedented relevance motivated the organisation of the first SC meeting at the level
of Heads of State and government in January 1992. The aim of the meeting was to
discuss new directions and activities for the Council and to request the Secretary-
General to prepare a report. The report was entitled ‘An Agenda for Peace’. This was
an ambitious document, imbued with the optimism that dominated during those years.
This optimism was not confined to the UN, it extended to the academic world and

among policy makers, as Jeffrey G. Gerlach, Paul F. Diehl and Martin Walker show.*!

This cooperative mood among the permanent members also brought some structural
and operational changes to the SC. The main structural change was that the permanent
members’ advantageous position was reinforced because the elected members lost

their capacity to mediate and introduce initiatives, and play the great powers off
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against each other.”® The understanding and harmony among the permanent five (P5)
led to a situation of condominium within the SC, adopting the terminology used by
Holbraad. In such a situation the freedom of middle powers are sharply curtailed and
secondary powers fall “....down into the ranks of the small states.” Under this
condition the initiatives jointly launched by the permanent members left the other
members with only three options: To act as followers of such initiatives; to oppose; or
to abstain. The first option is the easiest and more comfortable to adopt, but it lecaves
the initiative to the permanent members. The second option to oppose also offers
inconveniences. The exercise of the collective veto is unlikely because of the need to
achieve the necessary consensus of seven members to avoid a resolution from being
adopted is extremely difficult in light of the often heterogeneous composition of the
elected members, and the different interests that guide their behaviour. Furthermore,
opposition can have high political and economic costs. The case of Yemen in 1991 is
an example. When this country voted against SC Resolution 678 (1991) of 29
November, US financial aid to this country was cut off.} Moreover, exercise of the
collective veto is very unlikely for the intense pressure that the permanent members
can exert over members reluctant to support their proposals. Finally, the abstention,
for its part, does not influence in any outcome as long as the countries that abstain are
not more than six and, like the option to oppose, may imply political or economic
costs. Therefore, any understanding among permanent members placed non-
permanent members in a position of weakness, resulting in feelings of marginalisation

in the decision-making process, which in turn gave way to a growing discontent,

The dissatisfaction of the non-permanent members, and the central role that the SC
acquired at the end of the Cold War, resulted in it gaining new and more complex
tasks and duties. It realised that welfare matters such as development, disease, human
rights, and terrorism, were closely linked to international peace and security. These
decisive factors brought reform of the SC back to the top of the agenda of numerous
countries. The pressures for reform eased after the enlargement of the SC in 1965. The

enlargement itself, the diminishing importance of peace and security issues among
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most new members of the UN after the decolonisation process,35 and the often
paralysis of the SC, for its use as an ideological battlefield between the two rival blocs,
had helped to placate temporarily the reformist demands. However, all the
circumstances that appeased the reformist movement, ended with the arrival of the
‘new world order’. Furthermore, the potentially more intrusive measures of the SC in
the political and security affairs of states, with its more frequent recurrence to cocrcive
measures under Chapter VII of the Charter, also contributed to raising concerns about

equity, representation, transparency, and accountability of the sc.*

As a result of this reformist mood the Secretary-General proposed in 1992 some
reforms in the aforementioned document “An Agenda for Peace”. These proposals
were followed by the formation of the Open-Ended Working Group in 1993, which
divided its work into two clusters: One would focus on matters of membership, size,
and voting procedures (use of veto), while the second cluster would focus on working
methods, transparency, and decision-making procedures.’” The accomplishments in
both clusters were uneven, however. Questions related to the first cluster fell for the
lack of agreement on aspects such as, the number of new members, the potential
candidates, their status (permanent or non permanent), and their prerogatives (whether
they should have right of veto or not). The only point of agreement was that the
Council should be enlarged. Achievements on matters of the second cluster, by
contrast, were more successful. The SC organised missions to gather firsthand
information on areas in conflict; it began to hold meetings with the Secretariat and
troop-contributing countries to UN missions; and it began to carry out open meetings
with other UN members to exchange information, and allow them to participate in the
work of the Council.®® Furthermore, in 2001 the SC tried to develop a closer
relationship with the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), in an attempt to
coordinate efforts in conflict prevention and peace-building.”> Moreover, the SC

improved communications with the Secretary-General and senior UN officials in
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political, humanitarian, and security aspects of areas in conflict. In addition, under the
“Arria Formula”, introduced in 1992, the SC hcld informal meetings with
intergovernmental  organisations, Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs),

individuals, non-state parties, and UN members not present in the SC.4

Furthermore,
other measures to increase transparency in the SC were also implemented, such as the
organisation of more open meetings, and open briefings in which UN members of the
SC could participate. Other meetings were held which were open to all members of the
UN, but closed to the public and media,*' and announcements were recorded in the
UN Journal of the informal consultations of the meetings.*’ These measures, although
remarkable, will probably be followed by others in the future. Although the
implementation of new measures will depend to a great extent on how important the
role of the SC will be in future events. However, all this will probably happen only if

structural changes in the SC succeed, but this is a matter that so far has proved to be

intractable, as we will discuss below.
The reform of the Security Council

The unprecedented relevance achieved by the SC, as a consequence of the cooperative
climate among the permanent members, which triggered the changes mentioned
above, diminished at the end of the 1990s. Although the activity of the Council
continued to grow, discrepancies among the permanent members about when, where
or how to intervene began to emerge. These discrepancies were motivated by the
divergent interests of states, or by conflict between new challenges assumed by the
SC, and traditional principles of international law, and the UN Charter itself. For
instance, the protection of human rights, humanitarian interventions, and the defence
of democracy, clashed with the principle of the sovereignty of states, and Articles 2.4
and 2.7 of the Charter. Nevertheless, progressively “exceptions to the principle of non
intervention became less exceptional”, in words of Thomas G. Weiss.*® Transition

from the concept of juridical sovereignty, to the concept of empirical sovereignty,
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explains this increasing interventionism.** The Council’s overstretched role provoked
by initial optimism to do more was followed by a lack of understanding among the
members. This lead to unfortunate, tragic and embarrassing episodes like Somalia in
1993, the former Yugoslavia in 1992-1993, Rwanda in 1994, and Guatemala in
1997.% More recently, intervention in Kosovo in 1998, when Russia and China
reacted vehemently against the US and British bombing of Iraq, and Russia opposed
NATO leadership in tackling the crisis of Kosovo.* This dispute continued during the
following years and reached its highest point between 2002 and 2004, concerning the

invasion of Iraq.

Continuous disagreements among the SC members, and especially among the
permanent members, had a negative impact ‘on the UN in different ways. First, the
permanent members became increasingly reluctant to participate in peacekeeping
operations. As a consequence the number of peacekeepers deployed after reaching its
peak in 1993, fell during the following years.*” Nevertheless, as the demand for
peacekeeping continued, the UN and the SC in particular, began more frequently to
rely on regional organisations, coalitions of member states, and even individual states,
to carry out its tasks.”® The initiative, although good in principle, offered uneven
results and has been criticized for the passive role that the SC has played on occasions,
such as its role in the conflict of the Great Lakes region.*’ Second, as a result of the
frequent disagreements among the permanent members of the Council, and
deteriorating relations between Washington and the Secretary-General Kofi Annan,”
the US tilted from assertive multilateralism, towards increasing unilateralism, This
change was clearly noticeable, for example, in their opposition to the treaty that

banned antipersonnel landmines, and in their opposition to the creation of the
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International Criminal Court (ICC) in Rome.>! Nevertheless, despite these unilateralist
outbursts, Washington still sought the Security Council’s support to US initiatives,
although it did not hesitate to act alone if such support was not achicved. This policy
was summarised by the British political scientist Christopher Coker, in the sentence
“Multilateral if possible, unilateral if necessary”, which inspired Clinton’s
Administration.” The Bush Administration that followed Clinton’s term in office took
unilateralism even further. This seemed to affect the activity of the SC, which saw in
general a decline in the number of presidential statements and resolutions adopted
from 1994 onwards.>> However, it has been argued that this trend does not mean that
the SC is losing relevance, but that the matters the Council dealt with were less than in
the previous years, because after the end of the Cold War, the SC has become
increasingly active in addressing international threats, and the majority of conflicts

within states have progressively been solved.™
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The reformist impulse that began at the beginning of 1990s, continued during the
following years, despite increasing US unilateralism and the difficulties mentioned
above. The Millennium Summit in 2000 and the sixtieth anniversary of the
Organisation in 2003, helped to keep reform of the SC a top issue. The aim was to
adapt it to meet the new realities of the twenty-first century. Secretary-General Kofi
Annan decided in 2003 to establish the High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and
Change, which among its other aims had the objective of reviewing the functioning of
the major UN organs, and recommending ways of strengthening the UN through
reform of its institutions.”® With regard to the SC, the High Level Panel proposed
among other proposals, the improvement of the decision-making process to make the
Council decisions more legitimate, and the enlargement of the Council. The idea was
to make the Council more representative, and as Secretary-General Kofi Annan
pointed out in his Millennium Report, to make it more legitimate in the eyes of the
world and better equipped to carry out its responsibilities more effectively.’® The
recommendations of the High Level Panel, like others in the past, have failed not only
because of the resistance from the permanent members to any alteration, which could
affect their privileges, but also because of the disagreements among member states and

academics “...on what kind of reform is needed and for what purpose.”57

One of the main arguments of those who support structural change to the SC, is that its
legitimacy will be increasingly questioned because no longer represents the
community of states.”® Current membership ignores the geopolitical, systemic,
normative, and economic transformations the world has experienced, since the end of
the Second World War.* For example, countries that were great powers in 1945, such
as the UK and France, have seen their status diminished, while others are acquiring
increasing geopolitical relevance, such as India and Brazil. Second, the defeated
countries after the Second World War, Japan and Germany, are now great economic
powers and two of the main contributors to the UN budget. Third, the number of

countries has multiplied since the creation of the UN as a consequence of
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decolonization. Finally, concepts like equity and representation have acquired a
relevance they did not have at the time of the creation of the UN. Under current
conditions, the advocates of reform argue that the SC is losing effectiveness and
legitimacy. They suggest several ways to remedy this problem: to enlarge the Council
to make it more representative; to eliminate or at least restrict use of the veto to avoid
the paralysis of the Council; and to incorporate more member states to the Council
decision-making process. However, apart from the incorporation of more members to
the decision-making process, progress in the other reforms has not taken place. There
are three reasons for this lack of progress: First, opposition from the permanent
members to any change that undermine their privileges; second, disagreements among
states on what countries should have a seat in the SC, in the case of an eventual
enlargement, and whether or not newcomers would have the right to veto; and third,
weakness in the arguments in support of such reforms. Since these three reasons are

important, we will now offer a more in-depth analysis.

Resistance of the permanent members to see their status and privileges undermined
seems obvious. None of the permanent members will accept any reform that will affect
their permanence in the SC, and their right to veto. Since any reform of the Charter
requires the affirmative vote of the five permanent members, any proposal in this
sense is doomed to failure.®® Nevertheless, as the position of France and the UK within
the SC has been increasingly questioned because of their decline in relative power
since the end of the Cold War, both countries have tended to avoid using the veto. But
at the same time they have tried to play a very active role in the SC, as a way of
justifying their permanence. These two initiatives have sought to relieve the pressure,
from those countries that cast doubts upon the merits of both these countries, to remain
in the SC. However, as we will explain below, there are also important arguments that
justify the permanence of both these countries in the Council. In short, any reform that

aspires to succeed must be acceptable to the permanent members.

Another thorny matter is the enlargement of the Council, which seems unlikely at least
in the medium term because of disagreements on the election of the candidates. The

US supports the admission of Japan, which is the second biggest contributor to the UN

6 Article 108 of UN Charter.
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budget,®" but China is reluctant to endorse Japan as a permanent member because of
the Japanese invasion of China during the Second World War.®* For their part, the
non-aligned members consider that the election of Germany would over-represent the
European countries, which are already represented by France, the UK, and two other
Western European and Others Group (WEOG) states as non-permanent members.>
India is another potential candidate because of its population, economic and military
strength, which make it a regional power. But it is very unlikely that the Indian
election would be supported by Pakistan, another nuclear power, which holds border
disputes that have provoked recurrent clashes between the two countries. China also
has reservations about India’s candidacy because of Beijing’s caution about having a

rival Asian power in the Council

The Organisation of African Unity (OAU) supports enlargement of the SC but up to
twenty six members, of which seven would be Africans (two permanent members and
five non-permanent members). But there is no agreement among the African states, on
what African countries should be incorporated to the Council. South Africa is an
economic power and a regional power, but Egypt for its political influence, and
Nigeria and Democratic Republic of Congo for their demographic weight, should also
be borne in mind. In the Americas, Brazil is a regional poWer, but it is not likely that
Argentina and Mexico, the two other powers in the Latin American states, will
acquiesce to Brazil’s candidacy. In addition, if the selection of the potential candidates
to occupy a seat in the SC seems complicated, the lack of agreement on the number of
seats for the SC to be enlarged is another issue in dispute. Several proposals have been
offered. For example, the majority of WEOG members support an increase of three to
five additional non-permanent members, while the Eastern European states prefer the
creation of five non-permanents and four or five permanent members;*® the OAU, as
we have discussed, defends enlargement to twenty-six members; and the High Level

Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change proposed two options: The first one is the
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addition of six permanent members with no veto, and three non-permanent members
elected for a two years term; and the second, enlargement of the SC with eight seats
that would be elected for periods of four years, plus one more seat whose term would

be of two years.66

The number of seats to be created is not the only issue in dispute. The right of veto has
also been a matter of controversy. There have been discrepancies on whether the new
members of the expanded Council should have the right of veto or not. If the
permanent members have been reluctant to an expansion of the SC, they have been
even more unwilling to consider the possibility that the new members can have such a
right. The permanent members’ fierce resistance to reform gave way to the four main
aspiring countries’ demand for only a permanent seat in the SC. In 2005, the group of
four (G4), Brazil, Germany, India and Japan, with the aim of facilitating a compromise
to reform of the SC, dropped their demand for veto power for at least fifteen years.”’
Despite this gesture, however, reform of the SC has reached a deadlock. The
renunciation to the right of veto by the G4 has resulted in a timid approach to the
position of the “coffee club.” This is a group of forty middle powers, which is
composed by Australia, Italy, Spain and South Korea, among others, which only
supports the expansion of the SC exclusively with non-permanent members.®® Its
number and composition make the “coffee club” a powerful lobby, without whose
support, SC reform is not likely to succeed. During the years that follow efforts in
search of a consensus to reform the SC will continue, and new proposals will probably

be put on the table.

The disagreements among member states are not the only obstacle to achieving reform
of the SC. There are also weaknesses in the reasons argued to justify reform. These
weaknesses may contribute to reinforce the reluctance of the permanent members, and
hinder the achievement of the necessary consensus among the other UN members. The

first weakness has to do with legitimacy, effectiveness and representation. It is often
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argued that at present the SC it is not effective, lacks legitimacy, and it is not
representative. However, it is not very clear how enlargement will make the Council
more effective. It seems logical to think that if it is difficult for fifteen members to
reach a consensus, this task would be much harder in an enlarged Council of, let us
say, twenty-two or twenty-six members. The lack of legitimacy, for its part, is linked
to the unrepresentative character of the Council. The Open-Ended Working Group
reported that many delegations argued that enlargement of the SC would “...increase
its legitimacy through bringing the organisation closer to present-day global
realities.”® However, enlargement will make the Council more representative, but not
necessarily more legitimate. What really undermines the legitimacy of the Council is
the maintenance of double standards, such as the incapacity of the SC to deal with
some matters because of the unwillingness of its members; the attitude of some
members when they decide to ignore or bypass the SC; or the attempts by member
states to use it as an instrument of their own foreign policy objectives. With regard to
the representative deficit of the Council, it must be pointed out that since its origin the
Council never meant to be representative, as Roosevelt’s original idea of the “Four
policemen” clearly shows. Roosevelt’s initial conception was that the greatest powers
of the moment, the US, Britain, the USSR and China, would be the exclusive
preservers of peace within the organisation to be created. Only in a later stage
Roosevelt accepted the idea of allocating the maintenance of international security in a
council formed by eleven members.”® The difficulty of reforming the SC, therefore,
rests not only in the disagreements of the UN members on how to reform it, but also in

the flaws of some of the arguments used to justify reform.
Conclusion

The United Nations was created out of a desire to prevent world conflagrations like
those that afflicted human beings, in the first half of the twentieth century. The
increasingly devastating effects of conflicts and especially the invention of nuclear
weapons, made the victorious leaders of the Second World War realize that they could
not afford to risk another similar conflict, for the fatal consequences it would have on

the entire population of the planet. To avoid the repetition of such deep traumatic
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experiences, the allies promoted the creation of the UN and within it the SC, as the
main organ in charge of the maintenance of international peace and sccurity. The
creation of the SC was largely inspired from previous mechanisms and organisations
of collective security, but for the range of tools and competences that the creators gave
it, to carry out its mission, it represents the most sublime and endeavouring of all of
them. More than sixty years after its creation, it still continues to be a successful
institution. Looking back at all the years, it can be said that to a great extent it has
accomplished its objective. It has saved the majority of future generations from the
scourge of war, as the Preamble of the Charter says. It has prevented many conflicts,
has defused many others, and has helped to alleviate the consequences of war in the
majority of cases in which conflict has been unavoidable. In addition, it has allowed
many middle and small powers to participate, sometimes with a voice and a vote, other
times with only a voice, in the decision-making process of those security matters that
have been of their own interest. Of course, there are some who are less optimistic, and
would rather focus on those disappointing episodes, in which the SC has not lived up
to the expectations of the international community. As in most cases, it is a question of

seeing the bottle half empty or half full.

There can be no doubt that throughout its history the SC has experienced ups and
downs, depending on the circumstances and the willingness of the permanent members
to cooperate. During the Cold War years the SC became the ideological battlefield of
the two rivals, the US and the USSR. It was paralysed most of the time because of the
continuous use of the veto, which meant that it could not deal effectively with many
matters. Despite these difficulties, however, it demonstrated that it was adaptable and
flexible, as illustrated by the enlargement of the Council in 1965, and the changes it
made to its working methods in which informal consultations were incorporated
among its members. The atmosphere of cooperation among the permanent members
that followed after the Cold War, caused a revitalisation of the Council, which began
to work as the sponsoring powers had envisaged. At the same time the SC began to

assume more tasks, and it became more intrusive in the domestic affairs of states.

During this long process, however, the world changed substantially. Firstly, as
mentioned above, the defeated countries of the Second World War, Germany and

Japan, had become great economic powers, and two of the main contributors to the
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UN budget. Secondly, the former colonies have become independent countries, some
of which have become regional powers that aspire to play an increasing relevant role
in international affairs (for example, India). Thirdly, others such as Brazil and South
Africa have reaffirmed leadership in their respective regions. In this new context, the
growing relevance of the SC and its more intrusive activities, combined with the
defence of democratic principles, which Western countries exert worldwide, have
increased the pressure for it to reform. The aim is to make this UN organisation more
transparent, and more representative. The image of the SC as an instrument of Western
hegemony, among ‘third world’ countries, has also been an important factor, which
has notably fuelled the reformist trend. But up to now the reformist attempts have been
uneven. Some changes have been achieved in issues that affect transparency and
working methods of the SC, but progress with regard to enlargement of the Council,
and restraining or abolition the right of veto has been avoided. During future years
reformist attempts are expected to continue, although resistance of the permanent
members to any formal alteration of the Council will lead, in words of A. J. R. Groom,
to “....the strategy of stealth and informal co-option which will increase the efficiency,
legitimacy and representivity of the Security Council without challenging the authority

of P5 with their permanent membership and the veto.””'

In Chapter 3, we will describe the early years of the SC, and examine how Spain
became one of the first issues the SC had to deal with. This episode is interesting not
for the disagreements the issue raised among the SC members, which were less
motivated by ideological differences than by procedural ones, but for the far-reaching
repercussions, which it had on Spanish foreign policy in the country’s first period in

the Council.

! Groom, A.J.R. (2007), op. cit., pp. 296-297.
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3 SPAIN AND THE EARLY YEARS OF UNITED NATIONS (1946-1955)

Spain was one of the few independent states that did not participate in the San
Francisco Conference of 1945. Other countries that were also absent from the
Conference were Switzerland, Ireland, and Sweden. Like Spain, the aforementioned
countries did not participate in the war effort against the Axis powers, and as a
consequence they were not regarded as peace-loving countries. As such, it was
considered that none of them should have a place within this new Organisation that
was about to be created. Since its main objective would be *“to save succeeding
generations from the scourge of war,” as the Preamble of the United Nations Charter
reads, the inclusion of non-peace loving countries would have been inappropriate.
Nevertheless, the situation soon changed for Sweden and Switzerland, who were
invited to join the Organisation soon afterwards. Sweden became a member in 1946,
while Switzerland declined the invitation because it considered that contravened its
position of neutrality. It would not join the Organisation until September 2004.
Finally, Ireland became a member in 1955, the same year as Spain, as a result of a
“package deal” between the USSR and the US. However, Ireland never suffered the
same UN hostility as Spain did. The reason for such animosity rested in the particular
circumstances that surrounded Spain. It was then ruled by a dictator, General
Francisco Franco, who seized power after three years of civil war (1936-1939), during
which he had the decisive military support of the Axis countries. This barred Spain
from the UN in consonance with what the sponsoring powers of the UN (USSR,
Britain and the US) had agreed at Potsdam, which was that those existing regimes that
had enjoyed the Axis support, would not be allowed to enter into the new
Organisation.l Franco’s regime fell clearly within this category and for that reason

Spain was barred from the UN.

Although the military support of the Axis countries for Franco during the Spanish
Civil War explains Spain’s exclusion from the UN, it does not explain why Spain
became one of the items on the Security Council’s agenda in 1946. The answer to this
question is found in what happened during the Second World War. The Franco regime

officially maintained Spain’s neutrality in the conflict. Yet, Franco always felt

! Previously, in June 1945, the delegations that participated in the Conference of San Francisco
approved a resolution that refused Spain’s UN membership for the same reason. Preston, Paul (1995)
Franco. A Biography, London, Fontana Press, p. 535. ’



sympathy towards Germany and Italy, not only for the military aid that Franco
received from these countries during the Spanish Civil War, but also for the
ideological affinities between the Spanish dictator and the German and Italian leaders.
Franco was an obsessed anti-communist who would have participated in the Second
World War with Germany and Italy, if his coup d’etat had not been followed by a civil
war, which lasted three years and reduced Spain to exhaustion. Even so Franco did
consider taking part in the Second World War with his closest collaborators, which in
those years were the Falangists (members of the Falange, the Spanish fascist party).
Negotiations between Spain and the Axis powers to explore this possibility were
frequent. The historic meeting that Franco and Hitler held in the French town of
Hendaye in October 1940 was just one example. Although it is not possible to provide
a detailed account of this meeting because documents are missing, and part of the
conversation took place without witnesses, Franco’s inclination for the Axis powers
was not enough to surmount the lack of understanding that seemed to emerge between
Franco and Hitler. Franco’s demands for military and economic support, and territorial
claims in North Africa at the expense of the French Empire, were conditions that
Hitler was unwilling to give. Hitler feared that the cession of French colonies to Spain
would precipitate an anti-German movement under de Gaulle, which would pave the
way to Allied landings.2 Furthermore, the course of the war was still favourable to
Germany, and Hitler’s nearest collaborators reported to him that Spain, due to its
military and economic prostration as a consequence of the Spanish civil conflict,

would be a liability rather than an asset.”

Despite these discrepancies Franco never hid his sympathies for Hitler.* In fact, as a
demonstration of friendship he sent the ‘Blue Division’ (‘La Division Azul’) to
Germany to help Hitler with his invasion of the USSR. On another occasion during the

siege of Berlin by the Red Army, Franco offered one million volunteers to defend the

2 preston, Paul (1995), Ibid., p. 400.

3 Ibid., p. 387.

4 When the situation changed after Rommel’s defeat in North Africa and the Allied invasion of Italy
through Sicily, Hitler’s attempts to drag Spain into the conflict failed. This was because of (a) the
disagreement on Spanish demands persisted; (b) because Germany's victory in the conflict became
unclear for the first time; and (c) because of the continuous Allied pressure to keep Spain neutral. One
of the measures adopted by the Allies was the approval of consignments of wheat to Spain to feed the
starving Spanish population, but on condition that Spain would remain neutral. These reasons explain
why, despite Franco’s sympathies towards Hitler, Spain remained neutral.
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German capital.’ Moreover, he also gave logistic support to the Germany Navy and
the Wehrmacht: Submarines were allowed to fuel in the Canary Islands; German
planes were allowed to operate from Spanish airfields against Allied objectives, and
those that were forced down on Spanish soil were repaired by Spaniards; Franco also
allowed the Germans to carry out inspections of those Allied aeroplanes that for
diverse reasons had to land in Spain; and Spain also provided relevant information to
Germany about Allied activities. Finally, once the war was over Franco gave refuge in
Spain to numerous Nazis that fled from Germany.® Therefore, Spain’s participation in

the Second World War was substantial despite its official neutrality.
Franco’s regime and the post-war years

As a result of Franco’s collaboration with the Axis powers during the war, it is not
surprising that after the end of the world conflagration, the Spanish dictator had
become an enemy of all the victorious powers. On the one hand, the Soviet Union
perceived Spain, if not as a threat, at least as a hostile country that had supported
Germany in the invasion of its soil. Furthermore, irreconcilable ideological differences
separated one from the other. On the other hand, the UK, France and the US saw Spain
as an ally of Germany, Italy and to a lesser extent Japan; the enemy countries that had
been finally defeated after years of immense suffering, countless loses of human lives,
and huge devastation. The electoral swing to the left in France and Britain after the
end of the war, intensified the hostility of the governments of these two countries
towards Franco’s regime, and contributed to Spain’s political isolation. In April 1945,
the municipal elections held in France gave victory to the left, and even the extreme
left. In July of the same year in Britain, the Labour party led by Clement Attlee won
the general election, after an electoral campaign which censured the Tory policy in

Greece and Spain, and promised to restore democracy in both countries.”

The first initiative against Spain came from France. In March 1946 the French
Minister of Foreign Affairs, M. Bidault, tried to convince the US and the UK on a
joint intervention in Spain, with the objective of overthrowing Franco. However, the

three countries did not reach any agreement at the Conference of London (March

5 Carrillo, Santiago (1993) (5™ ed.), Memorias, Barcelona, Planeta, p. 143.
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1946), and the French proposal was abandoned.® Furthermore, such an intervention
would have been in breach of Article 2.7 of the United Nations Charter. Then the
French president Bidault, proposed the adoption of joint economic sanctions by
France, Britain and the US. But this idea was dismissed by the British government as
an ineffectual measure. Britain thought sanctions would not be effective without the
collaboration of many other countries, such as Argentina. This country was by then a
very good ally of the Franco regime,” which had that year granted Spain a credit of
350 million Argentine pesos, and despatched large quantities of wheat to relieve
famine being experienced by the Spanish population.'® Furthermore, the British

government was reluctant to any intervention in Spain because as The Times reported:

...the Spaniards, a proud and exclusive people, might resent what could be represented
as an attempt to interfere with the right to choose their own form of government, and a

diplomatic breach might give new strength to an authority it was hoped to weaken, !

For that reason the British government hoped that Franco’s regime would be
superseded by the Spanish people themselves, which would lead to a popularly
supported democracy.|2 In those years this seemed plausible since many important
individuals who had participated with Franco in his coup d'etat, supported the
reinstatement of the Spanish monarchy. However, Franco gradually got rid of these
individuals by removing them from key posts; condemning and ostracising them; and
moving them away to appointments outside Madrid or abroad, far from Spain. The
position of the US Administration, for its part, was also cautious because it was
thought that the adoption of a very hard policy against Franco’s regime might

encourage the spread of Communism, or trigger another civil war.

Although neither of the French initiatives prospered, international pressure made
Franco carry out some political reforms that lessened the fascist and dictatorial profile
of his regime. To that effect he tried to detach himself and his regime from the Axis
link. He declared with insistence that he never had intentions of taking Spain to war.

He dismissed all ministers and collaborators that had more conspicuously supported

8 Hughet, M. (2003), “La politica exterior del Franquismo (1939-1975)", in Pereira. J. C. (coord.), La
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the Axis powers, and the involvement of Spain in the conflict. He initiated internal
reforms to give his regime a monarchical fagade to give it an internationally more
acceptable profile. With these changes Franco tried to soften his image of dictator and
ease hostile international pressure. However, these changes were considered
superficial because of continued oppression against those who opposed Franco. This
included those who were considered leftists (‘rojos”), socialists, or communists, and
those who had fought on the Republican side during the Civil War. Executions and life
sentences were usual for those people whose only ‘offence’ was their ideology or
having been Republican soldiers. They were accused of constituting a threat to the

security of the State.

Franco’s repression caused consternation among European politicians, especially those
of socialist or communist orientation. This feeling extended to the populations of these
countries. They felt dismayed and reacted against Franco’s repression with energy and
even rage in some cases. In France, demonstrations of protest gained relevance for
their frequency and violence. In 1945, a train of Spanish workers coming back from
Germany were attacked in the French city of Chambéry, near Grenoble." This was not
an isolated incident. On 25 February 1946, violent demonstrations took place
throughout France in protest against the execution of Spanish Republicans who had
fought in the French ‘Maquis’.'4 Crowds also gathered outside the Spanish embassy in
Paris, to protest against the executions. Two days later, in another demonstration,
30,000 people gathered in Paris at a meeting organised by socialist radicals,
communists, trade union organisations, and the League of the Rights of Man, in which
the speakers demanded the cessation of maritime, as well as land communications

with Spain."

The anti-Franco movement was also important in Britain, although no violent episodes
were recorded. Trade unionists denounced Franco with fervour and demanded that the

government adopted measures against the Spanish dictator. However, the British

13 Payne, Stanley G. (2000), The Franco regime 1936-1975, London, Phoenix Press, p. 344; Pinies y
Rubio, Jaime de (2000), Episodios de un diplomatico, Burgos, Dossoles, p. 37.

14 After the Spanish Civil War many of those who could flee and reach the French border later joined
the French resistance groups known as the ‘Maquis’, to fight against the German Army. When the
Second World War ended, many of the Spanish Republicans crossed the border into Spain with the aim
of organising guerrilla forces to fight against Franco. The ‘Maquis’ acquired certain relevance in
Catalufia and some areas of northern Spain.

15 The Times (27 February 1946), “French anger at Spain”.
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government considered that too much pressure from outside might consolidate
Franco’s regime, rather than weaken it. Furthermore, intervention was an option that
was ruled out because the UK was overburdened by the sacrifices made during the
Second World War. Furthermore, the British government considered intervention in
Spain as unlawful.'® This approach to Franco’s regime was considered very soft by the
USSR, who accused the UK of supporting *...dying regimes of reactionary elements
hated by the mass of the people.”'7 Among these “dying regimes”, the Soviets also

included the Greek, the Syrian and the Lebanese.

In France, continuous social unrest and dissatisfaction of the communist and socialist
ministers of the government, who demanded the adoption of effective actions against
Franco’s repressive regime, resulted in the government’s decision to close the border
with Spain. However, this measure neither appeased the population, nor the leftist
members of the French Government. They demanded the adoption of further
measures, such as the breaking of diplomatic relations with Spain. But moderate
elements of the French Government, like the then French Minister of Foreign Affairs
M. Bidault, and other Socialist Ministers, argued that such a step should be taken only
in joint action with the British and American Governments.'® Finally, the closure of
the border became effective at midnight on 28 February 1946." All communications
by sea, land and air were suspended, except along the frontier between French Algeria
and Spanish Morocco. However, this measure was received with indifference in Spain,
a response that did not surprise The Times correspondent in Madrid, who in an article

wrote:

The ordinary Spaniard received with indifference the news that France had decided to
close the frontier. It could hardly be otherwise. Since the Napoleonic invasion the
French have been the most unpopular foreigners in a country which is as famous for its
collective xenophobia as for the courtesy and pride of its people. Speaking as usual with
one voice, General Franco’s controlled Press is enabled to do so once more not merely
in the name of the nation, but in actual agreement with the bulk of Spanish opinion. The
average Spaniard looks upon France as a defeated, disorderly and decadent nation

whose Government can be coerced by the combined pressure of sectarian policy and a

16 Goodwin, Geoffrey L. (1957), Britain and the United Nations, London, The Royal Institute of
International Affairs and the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Oxford University Press, p.
214n.
7 The Times (4 March 1946), “Retention of Russian Army in Persia”.
'z The Times (27 February 1946), “French Anger at Spain”,
1 .
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misinformed public opinion. Even if he chafes under Falangist rule and realises that the
French action is intended for his democratic benefit, he considers it misguided,
impertinent and pointless. Most Spaniards are content to withhold their valuable
exports, and many would approve if the Spanish Government broke relations with

France.’

In the edition of the day before, The Times correspondent at Madrid reported:

There is not doubt that the British Government wish to sce and end put to the regime as
soon as possible. But they will tend to think that too much pressure from outside might
consolidate the regime rather than weaken it, and they prefer to wait for clearer
evidence of what the majority of Spanish people themselves desire, whether a
constitutional monarchy, perhaps only during a transitional period, or an outright

republic straighlaway.2l

International pressure on Spain continued after the closure of the French border.
Washington sent a note to the British government, in which it was suggested that

Britain and France should join the US in expressing:

...their desire to see an end put on the Franco regime and should declare their readiness
to support an interim Spanish government which would administer the country until the

people could choose their own form of Government and constitution.??

Moderate, liberal minded and patriotic Spaniards would form this interim government
that would be recognised by the ‘three powers’. At the same time the note mentioned
the possible publication, by the US State Department, of documents that demonstrated
Franco’s collaboration with Hitler. France joined the initiative, and on 4 March, the
three powers released a joint statement in which the US, the UK, and France declared

that although there was no intention of interfering in the internal affairs of Spain:

It is agreed that so long as Franco continues in control of Spain the Spanish people
cannot anticipate full and cordial association with those nations of the world which
have, by common effort, brought defeat to German Nazism and ltalian Fascism, which
aided the present Spanish regime in its rise to power and after which the regime was

patlc:rncd.23

The authors of the joint statement added:

2 The Times (28 February 1946), “Spain indifferent”.

21 The Times (27 February 1946), “Ambassador to Report on Spanish Trials”,
22 The Times (28 February 1946), “Joint Policy on Spain”.

3 The Times (5 March 1946), “Three Powers and Spain”.
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On the contrary, it is hoped that leading patriotic and liberal-minded Spaniards may
soon find the means to bring about a peaceful withdrawal of Franco, the abolition of the
Falange, and the establishment of an interim or carctaker government under which the
Spanish people may have an opportunity of frecedom to determine the type of

government the wished to have and to choose their leaders. ™

On the same day the US State Department released German documents, which had
been seized during the war. These documents revealed Franco and Hitler’s
negotiations that took place during the conflict, and the agreements that they
reached.?® The documents plainly contradicted Franco’s declarations that he had never
tried to participate in the war.?® However, the statement was received in Spain with
scepticism. It was considered to be an empty gesture to satisfy public opinion
abroad.?” This was because nobody in Spain knew how the interim government,
mentioned in the statement, could gain power without foreign intervention. Franco had
made it very clear that he would not step down from power. It has been said that in
1945 he had told his brother Nicolas that “if things go badly I will not end up like
Mussolini because I will resist until I have shed my last drop of blood. I will not flee

like Alfonso XIIL"?*
Spain on the Security Council’s agenda

Pressure concerning what to do about the Franco regime increased. The French
government sent a note to London and Washington, in which it was proposed that this
matter should be included on the Council’s agenda. The USSR supported the French
proposal because it meant that Moscow, which had so far played a passive role in the
matter, would be able to participate in the decision-making process and exert some
influence. The idea, however, was resisted by the US and UK, who both tried to avoid
any Soviet involvement.”’ They both feared that participation of the USSR could make
Spain susceptible to Soviet influence. So London tried to keep this proposal away
from the SC agenda, by arguing that it was a matter for the internal jurisdiction of

Spain, and any interference in a state’s internal affairs was a dangerous precedent for

2 Ibid.

25 The Times (5 March 1946), “Franco’s Letters to Hitler”,
% Ibid.

2 The Times (6 March 1946), “Spain and the Three Powers”.
28 Preston, Paul (1995), op. cit., p. 535.
? Ibid., p. 553.
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the Organisation to establish.’® However, French insistence resulted in an exchange of
notes between the French, American, and British governments. The former insisted on
bringing the Spanish matter before the SC because France thought that Franco’s
regime represented a threat to international peace and security. The French
government believed that the SC could exert further pressure on Franco’s regime by
adopting, among other measures, an oil embargo. However, both the American and
British governments were cautious. They both judged that “Moderate elements in
Spain, although loathing Franco and all he stands for, might resent foreign pressure
and foreign interference even more.”' Nevertheless, as a concession to France, with
the aim of preserving allied co-operation, it was accepted that the matter would be
discussed in the Council of Foreign Ministers that would be held soon after, although
both the American and British governments made it clear that they would prefer to

find a solution through the normal diplomatic channels.*

While the ‘three powers’ discussed whether or not to include the matter on the SC
agenda, tensions were raised when Franco decided to deploy military forces along the
French-Spanish border. His justification was expressed in a note sent to London, in
which he reported renewed ‘Communist activities’ in the frontier.*® Franco’s strategy
was to present himself as a fervent anti-communist (something that was true), with the
aim of seeking American and British sympathy.34 Franco’s act of hostility had two
intentions: First, to get the support of the Western powers to counterbalance the
foreseeable Soviet pressure upon Spain, in case the matter was discussed in the SC;
and second, to guarantee Western support for Spain if tension between the Western
powers and the USSR surfaced. Although the Cold War was in its infancy, the
incipient rivalry that began to emerge between the two super-powers, and their
respective allies, led Franco to believe that a confrontation between the two nascent
blocs was just a matter of time. His suspicion was reinforced by Churchill’s “iron
curtain” speech at Fulton, Missouri, on 5 March 1946. Franco’s intention, therefore,

was to align Spain in the West.

3 The Times (19 March 1946), “Britain and Franco regime”.

31 The Times (27 March 1946), “Latest French Note on Spain”.,

32 The Council of Foreign Ministers was set up as a consequence of the Potsdam Conference, as a
mechanism for the achievement of agreed policies in varied matters. The participants were the
American, the British and the Soviet representatives.

3 The Times (25 March 1946), “Spanish Note to London™.

3 Franco also disliked the United States, a country that he saw as full of masons, but his loathing for the
communists was far greater than his repulsion of the former.
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On 8 April 1946 the Spanish question, as it was called, was finally addressed by the
UN. It was one of the first matters that the SC dealt with. As expected, once the matter
was included on the SC agenda, the initial French initiative against Franco’s regime
was taken up by the emerging communist bloc. It was Poland, which was used by the
USSR as a spearhead, the country that now led the campaign against the Franco
regime. Poland’s move was perceived by London and Washington as a consequence of
the condemnation of Franco’s regime by the ‘three powers’ in the Council of Foreign
Ministers. The fears of London and Washington were confirmed, once the Spanish

question had been included on the SC agenda, the Soviet Union took control of events.

The Polish representative, Doctor Lange, played an active role and adopted one of the
hardest lines against Spain. He supported the strategy of the communist bloc, which
was to use the UN as an instrument for Soviet propaganda. This strategy is

documented in the words of Alexander Dallin, who in 1962 wrote that:

Moscow had returned to the familiar bipolar images, and it was determined to ‘exploit
and sharpen’ the contradictions it assumed existed within the capitalist camp, conflicts
between different ‘imperialist’ powers, conflicts between colonies and mother countries,
and conflicts within every capitalist state. In these efforts, the UN could serve
Moscow’s ends. Some efforts aimed at identifying the Soviet Union with the leader of
progressive causes. Thus, the Soviet and Polish dclegations spearheaded the
condemnation of Franco Spain. Likewise, in attacking racial discrimination in the Union
of South Africa, the Soviet Union sought to depict itself as a champion of humanity and

decency.”

Poland’s diplomatic offensive against Franco’s regime began with the delivery of a
note to the Secretary-General, Trygve Lie, in which Poland presented Spain as a threat
to international peace and security. In the same note the Polish representative, asked
the Secretary-General to take the necessary steps to end the situation. He also
requested that the SC should place the Spanish question on its agenda. Once this was
achieved on 18 April 1946, he requested that the SC consider the situation arising
from the existence of the activities of Franco’s regime in Spain, under the following

allegations:

% Dallin, A. (1962), The Soviet Union and the United Nations, London, Methuen and Co. Ltd, p. 29.
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1. The Franco regime had been put into power with the support of Fascist Italy and

Nazi Germany;

2. The Franco regime was an active partner of the Axis in the war against the United
Nations;

3. The Franco regime had caused a state of international friction by compelling France
to close her border to Spain and by massing troops on the borders of France;

4. The Franco regime had allowed Spain to become a refuge for German assets, for
German personnel and for German scientists engaged in pursuits dangerous for the
peace of mankind. The Franco government gave refuge and encouragement to a
large number of war criminals, Nazi leaders and agents who were using Spain as a

base of operation for their activities and for their plans of re-conquest.*®

As a result, the Polish representative proposed that the SC should adopt a resolution
that declared Spain a danger to international peace and security. At the same time, he
asked the SC to request all members of the UN to sever diplomatic relations with
Franco’s regime. However, not all the representatives in the SC agreed with this
proposal. While France and Mexico supported the Polish proposal,”’ the majority
disagreed. The representative of the Netherlands M. van Kleffens, for instance, defined
Poland’s arguments as conjectural, and although he had no sympathy for Franco’s
regime, and thought that “it was shameful that Spain had been reduced to a receptacle
for Nazi garbage,” he did not believe that the Franco regime constituted a threat to
peace and security.*® Furthermore, he considered it a matter that fell within Spain’s
domestic jurisdiction. The US representative, for his part, warned other representatives
that too much pressure on Spain could unleash another civil conflict.*® Washington’s
aim was to remove Franco’s regime from power, and restore a system of democracy
but without another civil war.*® The British representative believed that there was not
enough evidence to cut-off diplomatic relations with Spain. In his opinion, Spain had
not been established as a threat to international peace and security.*’ This opinion was

shared with the Chinese representative.*> The Brazilian representative remarked that

3 Yearbook of the United Nations 1946-47 (1975), Vol. I, Millwood, New York, Kraus Reprint Co., p.
345.
37 Ibid.
38 The Times (18 April 1946), “Poland Indicts Franco”.
* Ibid.
“ Ibid.
:; Yearbook of the United Nations 1946-47 (1975), op. cit., p. 346.
Ibid.
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although his country did not hold “even the remotest approval of the Franco regime,”*?

he considered, like the representative of the Netherlands, that the matter should be
considered as an internal affair.** In the meantime, while the matter was being
discussed in the SC, Franco continued to play his anti-communist card, even at the
expense of increasing tensions. The Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs expressed in a
note addressed to the British and American ambassadors to Spain, Franco’s fears and
anxieties about the communists’ activities in Southern France, near the Spanish

border, and accused the USSR of supplying weapons to the communists.*

In New York, thus, there was a persistent lack of agreement among members of the
SC, on the drafting of a resolution against Franco’s regime. In an attempt to surmount
the impasse, Colonel Hodgson, the Australian delegate, proposed the appointment of a
sub-committee of enquiry. However, his proposal brought further disagreements
among the SC members, this time about the role and scope the sub-committee would
play, and about the time the sub-committee should take to assess the situation in Spain.
The French representative M. Bonnet, for instance, supported the idea that the sub-
committee should report on practical measures that the UN might take. In opposition
to this view, the Australian, British and the US representatives argued that the sub-
committee could not recommend any action, because that was the task of the SC.%
After many debates it was agreed that the function of the sub-committee, as it was
finally called, would be limited to the procurement of facts, which would later allow
the SC to define whether or not Spain constituted a threat to international peace and
security (it was still under discussion whether or not there was evidence of this),
although some representatives still had their reservations. The Dutch representative,
M. van Kleffens, supported the creation of the sub-committee, as long as this decision
did not constitute a precedent. His concern was that in future the SC had to form a sub-

13

committee “...every time a complaint was laid before the Council.”*’ The Soviet
representative Andrei Gromyko, for his part, complained about the constitution of the
sub-committee, on the basis of insufficient evidence. He considered the sub-committee

another demonstration of inaction that began with Japanese aggression, continued with

3 The Times (24 April 1946), “Brazilian View of Franco regime”,
* Yearbook of the United Nations 1946-47 (1975), op. cit., p. 346.
*5 The Times (20 April 1946), “Spanish Note to U.S. and Britain”.
:‘73 ;Zz; Times (26 April 1946), “UNO Council and Franco”.
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Mussolini’s invasion of Abyssinia, and later Hitler’s aggressive behaviour. He argucd

that inaction in those three cases had encouraged aggression.*®

Nevertheless, at the end of April 1946, the sub-committee was finally established,
when a draft resolution satisfying the majority of SC members, was adopted by ten
votes in favour, and the Soviet abstention.*’ Gromyko’s abstention was a way of
demonstrating his disagreement on the constitution of the sub-committce, but without
blocking the decision. This raised for the first time the issue on whether the abstention
of a permanent member, constituted a veto or not: Article 27.3 of the Charter states
that decisions on all other matters, which are not procedural, shall be made by an
. affirmative vote of nine members, including the concurrent votes of the permanent
members. This article suggests that the permanent members must cast an affirmative
vote in order to adopt a resolution, but the Council’s interpretation deemed that this
requisite was not necessary. As a consequence, the resolution was considered as
adopted. Nevertheless, the Soviet representative made it clear that his abstention

should not be taken as a precedent.”

Great expectations were made of the sub-committee, which was composed by the
representatives of Australia (Chairman), Brazil, China, France and Poland. However,
divisions among the members of the SC were just reproduced in the sub-committee.
After hearing the declarations of important Spanish politicians, such as Dr. Giral, the
Prime Minister of the Spanish Republican government in exile, and Aguirre, President
of the Basque government in exile; and after examining documents presented by
Britain, the USSR and the US, among other countries, the sub-committee remained
divided.”' On one side, France and Poland supported strong actions against Spain. On
the other, China and Brazil defended a moderate approach. The Australian
representative remained undecided.’® Nevertheless, at the end the sub-committee
decided that, despite the fascist nature of Franco’s regime, and the fact that his regime

was established with aid received from Hitler and Mussolini:

*® Ibid.

 SC Res 4 (1946) of 29 April.
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In the opinion of the Sub-Committce the Security Council could not, on the present
evidence, make the determination required by article 39. No breach of the peace had yet
occurred. No act of aggression had been proved. No threat to the peace had been

established. Therefore, none of the series of enforcement measures sct out in Articles 41

and 42 could at the present time be directed by the Security Council.>

However, as the sub-committee considered Franco’s regime a matter of “international

»54

concern” and a “potential menace,” the sub-committee finally concluded that

Franco’s regime was “likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and

»55 and that the SC was empowered, under Chapter VI of the Charter (Article

security,
36.1),°® to recommend appropriate procedures or methods of adjustment in order to
improve the situation.”” The sub-committee also suggested that the SC should endorse
the principles of the declaration made on 4 March 1946 by the US, the UK and
France;>® and urged the SC to transmit to the General Assembly that if the conditions
of the declaration were not satisfied, the GA should recommend the termination of

diplomatic relations with Franco’s regime by the member states.>

The recommendations of the sub-committee did not convince all the members of the
SC. Differences among them still persisted. Sir Alexander Cadogan, the British
representative still doubted that Franco’s regime constituted a threat to international
peace and se:curity.60 M. van Kafflens, the representative of the Netherlands, argued
that he did not support the sub-committee recommendations because it was the SC
which had primary responsibility to take action.’! The US delegation, for its part,
looked for a softening of the sub-committee’s recommendations. However, it was
Andrei Gromyko, the Soviet representative, who strongly disagreed to the point that he
vetoed the sub-committee’s recommendations. There are two reasons why he

disagreed: Unlike the sub-committee, he did consider Spain a real threat to

53 Yearbook of the United Nations 1946-47 (1975), op. cit., p. 347.
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international peace and security, and not merely a potential threat; and he thought that
the SC and not the GA should make the decision regarding the severance of diplomatic
relations.®? The Soviet veto of the sub-committee’s recommendations took the Spanish
matter back to where it started from; all the members of the SC were opposed to

Franco’s regime, but they could not agree on the means to bring it down.

While the sub-committee’s report did not seem to have a great impact on Spanish
public opinion, as The Times correspondent in Madrid reported,® the lack of
agreement in the SC did not discourage Dr. Lange, the Polish representative who, on
24 June 1946, at the forty-eighth meeting of the SC, insisted that the original
resolution still stood as before.** So he submitted a draft text in which he requested
that the SC members reconsider the steps that he had proposed. The Polish proposal
was put to another vote and was reje:cted.65 However, the Polish representative, not
satisfied with the outcome, still demanded that the SC should not drop its interest in
the Spanish question. For this purpose, he proposed the adoption of a resolution to
keep the issue on a list of matters with which the SC was seized.®® In addition, he
proposed the creation of another committee, this time with three members, whose task
would be to draft a text agreeable to the Council.”’ However, the committee,
comprised this time of Sir Alexander Cadogan (Britain), Dr. Evatt (Australia), and Dr.
Lange (Poland), was incapable of reaching any agreement.® To overcome a state of
deadlock the British and Australian representatives took the initiative, by drafting a
text that was submitted to the SC for adoption.e'9 At that moment both were totally
unaware that the draft resolution would lead to the longest, angriest, and most

confusing session that the Council had held so far. As an account of the facts will now

show.

After discussing the draft resolution, the USSR representative, Gromyko, maintained

that the Polish proposal should be voted on before the Anglo-Australian one, because

52 Ibid., op. cit., p. 349.
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he considered it an independent proposal.7° However, the President of the Council,
Doctor Castillo Najera (Mexico), thought that the draft resolution of the committee
was an amendment of the original Polish proposal. This opinion was supported by nine
votes of the members of the Council, the Soviet and Polish representatives voting
against. As a consequence the SC President announced that the draft resolution had
been adopted.” But at that moment the Soviet and French delegates pointed out that
part of the resolution had a procedural character, and another part was a question of
substance.”> However, as the SC President said that the whole resolution was of a
procedural nature, Gromyko then requested a vote on the preliminary question. This
meant that the Council members would have to vote whether they considered the
resolution of a procedural or substance nature. They did so, and the result was eight
votes in favour of considering the Anglo-Australian proposal as a matter of procedure,
one abstention (Poland), and two votes against (the Soviet Union and France).-’3 Thus,
the amended or draft resolution was vetoed and as a consequence, not adopted.74 The
French and Soviet votes against, provoked a strong and hot protest by Dr. Evatt, the
Australian representative. He complained about the wish of the overwhelming
majority being ignored..'5 This was the first double veto in the Council’s history. The
confusion that surrounded this episode and the vehement debates, which took place in
the SC, attracted the attention of the international press. The correspondent of The

Times, who followed the events, reflected well the confusion that surrounded the

episode. He reported that:

The confusion was such at the close of the six hour sitting of the Security Council of the
United Nations yesterday that it is not certain what was voted and what was not. The
temperature was soaring into the nincties and tempers were irate. Today members of the
delegations were in consultation on what, in fact, the Council did decide, and as the
official record of the proceedings does not make the position clear it is likely that the

question will be raised with the President either privately or at the next meeting.

The only certain thing is that the case of Franco Spain remains on the agenda.”
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Once the Soviet representative succeeded in denying the procedural character of the
Anglo-Australian proposal, which allowed him to veto it, the SC proceeded to adopt
the Polish proposal. This requested that Spain should be kept under continuous
observation. To that effect, the Spanish question was included in the list of matters
with which the SC was seized.”” However, because there was no agreement among the
SC members on what to do about Franco’s regime, combined with other problems, the
Spanish question was put to one side. It seemed it would be one of those matters,
which would remain dormant on the Council’s agenda. But the Polish representative,
in an attempt to avoid the Spanish question losing momentum, on 30 October 1946, at
the seventy-eighth meeting of the SC, made a proposal. He proposed the transfer of the
issue to the GA because of all the interest that the Spanish question had raised among
the UN members.’® A few days later, on 4 November, the SC unanimously adopted the
SC Resolution 10 (1946) of 4 November. This took the matter off the Council’s list,
and all documents regarding the issue were placed at the disposal of the GA. From
then on, the Franco regime lost the opportunity to participate in the SC discussions

with regard to the Spanish question, in accordance with Article 32 of the Charter.”

It remains unanswered why Franco’s regime did not take advantage of provisions
contained in that Article, although three hypothesises can be mentioned here. The first
one is Franco’s disbelief in the new international organisation. Perhaps the dictator
thought the UN would be weak as it was the League of Nations, and no action would
be taken against him. The second one is Franco’s conviction that the rivalry, which
was emerging between the two super powers, and the formation of incipient blocs
around them, would play in his favour. The third one, although unlikely, was that as
Spain had not participated in the San Francisco Conference, neither Franco nor the
people around him were familiar with the Charter of the UN. Therefore, they were

unaware of the possibilities that the Charter offered.

7 Yearbook of the United Nations 1946-47 (1975), op. cit., p. 350.
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Spain on the General Assembly’s agenda

Once the Spanish question was removed from the Security Council’s agenda, the legal
obstacle that prevented the General Assembly from debating and adopting
recommendations on this matter disappeared. But it was not long until the United
Nations members started to talk of the dislike of Franco’s regime. In December 1946
the General Assembly, in Resolution 39 (I) of 12 December, recommended that “...the
Franco Government of Spain be debarred from membership in international agencies
establish by or brought into relationship with the United Nations....”, and that “...the
Member States of the Organisation recall from Madrid their ambassadors and Minister
plenipotentiary accredited there.” The resolution made it clear that these measures
were against Franco’s regime, not the Spanish people. This was the second resolution
adopted by the GA with regard to Franco’s regime. The first one, adopted in February
1946, before the matter was discussed in the SC, recommended that the members of
the UN should act in accordance with the letter and spirit of the declarations of San
Francisco and Potsdam; and it recalled that at the Potsdam Conference the
governments of the US, UK and Soviet Union stated that they would not support a
request for admission to the UN of the present Spanish government, because it had
been founded with the support of the Axis powers.80 A majority of the UN members
followed the General Assembly’s recommendations and withdrew their ambassadors
and representatives. Only Switzerland, the Vatican and Portugal did not follow the
recommendation because they were not UN members at that time. Nevertheless, such
a measure was not an obstacle for the British and Argentinean renewal of the
commercial agreements, which they had contracted with Spain. The US also rejected
the adoption of further measures, and among the Latin American and Arab states there
was no common position. By contrast, the Scandinavian countries adopted a hostile
policy against Franco’s regime, especially Norway. The result was the almost absolute

political and economic isolation of Spain.

However, the fear of expansionism by the USSR during the years that followed the
Second World War, and the US efforts to contain the spread of communism, changed

the perception that Washington had of Franco’s regime. The Soviet domination of the

8 GA Res 32 (I) of 9 February 1946.
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European countries liberated by the USSR during the Second World War,}?!
subsequent events in Iran in 1946,%% in Greece in 1947,83 the Berlin blockade in
1948,%* and the triumph of the communist revolution in China in 1949, all resulted in a
reassessment of US policy towards Spain. Although Franco’s regime was a product of
the Axis powers, this was considered a secondary issue, once Spain was seen as an
important stronghold against the advance of communism. In addition to Franco’s open
criticism of communism, the two years campaign of Jose Felix de Lequerica, Franco’s
envoy to Washington, helped to change the US perception on Spain.85 These two
decisive factors contributed to a change in attitude towards Franco. This shift was soon
proved to be favourable. Although Spain was not included in the Marshall Plan, the
first US loans from private US banks arrived in Spain in 1949.%® This loan was
followed by another one from the US in 1950. The following year, Stanton Griffis
arrived in Spain as a US Ambassador.®” It was the first one after four and a half
years.88 The US shift towards Franco’s regime was quickly transmitted to the UN. The
same year of the appointment of the US ambassador to Madrid, Peru and the

Dominican Republic re-opened the Spanish issue at the fifth session of the GA.

In a completely different tone from that of the last session in which the Spanish
question was debated, the GA adopted Resolution 386 (V) of 4 November 1950. This
resolution confirmed that the specialised agencies of the United Nations were technical
and largely non-political, and they were established to benefit the people of all
countries. Consequently, the GA declared that the specialised agencies were “...free to
decide for themselves whether the participation of Spain in their activities is desirable
in the interest of their work.” At the same time the GA revoked the recommendation
for the withdrawal of ambassadors and ministers from Madrid. This resolution was of

great significance since it allowed Spain access to many international organisations. In
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1951 Spain became a member of the World Health Organisation (WHO); in 1952 a
member of the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organisation
(UNESCO); and the following year a member of the Intcrnational Labour
Organisation (ILO).¥® At the same time diplomatic delegations started to return to
Spain, and relations between Spain and the other states began to normalise. In 1953 a
bilateral agreement was signed between Spain and the US. Under this agreement,
Spain authorised the establishment of US bases on Spanish territory in exchange for
economic and military support. This was another important step towards acceptance of
Franco’s regime. Integration in the international community of states continued in
1955, when Spain was finally accepted as a member of the UN.* However, the
integration process did not end with Spanish membership of the UN. The
incorporation of Spain into different multilateral organisations continued during the

years that followed.”!

Conclusion

The events described above had important repercussions for Spanish foreign policy.
Although years of ostracism officially ended with the US military agreement, despite
Spain’s admission to the UN and other international organisations, the country
continued to be relatively isolated during the decades that followed. The bilateral
agreement between Spain and the US was very limited in scope. It was not a treaty of
mutual defence, but simply a leasing contract in which Washington offered some
financial and military assistance in exchange for US bases on Spanish territory. This
meant that the US did not have any obligation to get implicated in any potential
conflict in which Spain could get involved. The relative isolationism of Spain was also
apparent with regard to the European countries. The disdain that the European
democracies felt for the Spanish dictatorship provoked the exclusion of Spain from the
different Euro-American project, which emerged after the Second World War. Spain
was not a recipient of the Marshall Plan, and it remained outside the Council of
Europe for political reasons. Similarly, Spain was not invited to participate in the

creation of the European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM), and it was not

% Ibid., p. 417.

% GA Res 995 (X) of 14 December 1955.

%' In 1958 Spain became a member of the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank, and the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). '
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invited to join neither the European Economic Community (EEC), nor the North

Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO).

Spain’s political isolationism during Franco’s regime helps us to understand Spanish
policy during the first term the country was a member of the SC. The ostracism that
Spain suffered in Europe became as source of opportunitics. Franco’s regime tried to
break its relative international isolationism by approaching the Latin American,
African and Arab countries with some success. This policy of cultivating the Muslim
world has been described by Halstead as conceptually brilliant.”> The policy was also
greatly influenced by the mentality and personality of Franco and his alter ego, the
Admiral and vice-president Carrero Blanco. Franco hated Judaism and saw the Arab
countries as, ‘“...conservative, traditional monarchical regimes that opposed the
‘godless’ teachings of communism and the rootless secularism of Western
liberalism.”® For his part, Admiral Carrero Blanco hated communism, freemasonry,
liberalism and, above all, Judaism.”* However, the main reason for this approach to the
Arab, Latin American and African countries was an attempt to break Spain’s isolation.
The success of this policy placed Spain in a middle position between the Latin
American, African and Arab countries, which gave Franco political recognition, and
Spain’s European neighbours, which refused to recognise Franco’s regime but were
the country’s main trading partners, belonged to the same bloc in the context of the
Cold War, and were linked by historic and geographical reasons. As we have
discussed, Spain successfully exploited this particular position at the time of its arrival
in the SC in 1969. The period of détente between the two blocs that began in that same

year, also played an important part in Spain success.

In the following chapters, we shall examine how Spanish foreign policy developed in
1969 to 1970 and the three other periods in which Spain was a member in the SC:
1981-1982, 1993-1994, and 2003-2004. This will give us not only an understanding of

Spanish foreign policy over the last 35 years, but also it will enable us to decide

52 Halstead, Charles R. (1980), “Spanish Foreign Policy, 1936-1978”, in Cortada, James W. (ed.), Spain
in the Twentieth-Century World. Essays on Spanish Diplomacy 1898-1978, London, Aldwych Press, pp.
83-84.

9 Fleming, Shannon (1980), “North Africa and the Middle East”, in Cortada, James W. (ed.), Spain in
the Twentieth-Century World. Essays on Spanish Diplomacy 1898-1978, London, Aldwych Press, p.
133.

™ Gilmour, David (1985), The Transformation of Spain. From Franco to the Constitutional Monarchy,
London, Quartet Books Limited, p. 68.
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whether or not Spain is a multilateral power and an observant of international law. We
shall also describe how Spain has performed in the SC and compare this with how

states behave by referring to our discussion in Chapter 1.
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4 SPAIN IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL: UNDER DICTATORSHIP (1969-
1970)

In 1969 when Spain acceded to the Security Council (SC) the country was still ruled
by General Franco. Nevertheless, the dictatorship of the 1940s, and the beginning of
the 1950s was unlike that of the 1960s. The increasing complexity of the challenges
that faced Spain, changing international circumstances, and the economic and social
transformations in the country between 1955 and 1969, resulted in an evolutionary
change in Franco’s regime. The Falange, the Spanish fascist party, remained as one of
the pillars of the dictatorship, but lost influence in the years after the Second World
War. By the end of the 1960s, technocrats occupied key posts within the bureaucracy,
and members of Opus Dei had become the dominant ‘family’." The new ‘family’ had
gained the favour of Franco and carried out measures of economic liberalisation,
which allowed for impressive economic growth in Spain during the 1960s, to the point
that Spain had become a modern and industrialised country by 1969. Only Japan
experienced greater economic progress during the same period.> Spain also went
through important political changes, which had an impact on the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. In 1957, Fernando Maria de Castiella, a Falangist, who later became a
Christian Democrat, was appointed as minister of foreign affairs. During his twelve
years in office, he established guidelines that inspired Spanish foreign policy during
the last years of the dictatorship, and the democratic governments that followed, with
the exception of the Conservative party’s term in office (1996-2004).3 His successor,
Gregorio Lopez Bravo, followed the guidelines set up by his predecessor, but at the
same time he brought Spain closer to the USSR and the Eastern bloc countries, and
restored relations with the US, which had become strained as a result of the foreign
policy followed by his predecessor, Fernando Maria de Castiella.* As we shall discuss
below, this policy strengthened Spain’s position as a mediator and bridge builder in

the SC. The move towards the USSR and the Eastern bloc, and the improvement of

! Franco’s regime was never monolithic. It was composed of different ‘families’, which acquired and
lost relevance within the regime as circumstances changed.

2 Payne, Stanley G. (2000), The Franco regime 1936-1975, London, Phoenix Press, p. 463.

3 These guidelines were: A hardening of the relations with the US with regard to the American bases in
Spain; approach to the Third World countrics; opposition to Isracli policies in the Middle East; support
of decolonisation; the maintenance of close relations with Cuba; the claim over Gibraltar. Pollack,
Benny with Graham Hunter (1987), The Paradox of the Spanish Foreign Policy. Spain’s International
Relations from Franco to Democracy, London, Pinter Publishers, p. 48.

4 Ibid., pp. 48-50.



Spain’s relationship with the US, were possible because of Franco’s increasing
physical and intellectual decline, resulting in his greater reliance on his collaborators.
In fact, the year that Spain occupied a seat in the SC for the first time, coincided with
the beginning of what Payne called the “Twilight of the regime”® and Preston “The
long goodbye.”® Foreseeing his end, in 1969 Franco appointed Prince Juan Carlos as
his successor.” Nevertheless, despite his decrepitude, Franco still supervised Spain’s
foreign policy, and the maintenance of internal order and the suppression of leftists

and separatist movements, remained under his direct control.
Spain’s election to the Security Council

The election of Spain to a seat in the SC in 1969 seems surprising considering the
events we described in the previous chapter. Despite the changes mentioned above,
although opposition to Franco’s regime had subsided, the extremes of the dictatorship
had not been forgiven by the Western European and Others Group (WEOG), the
regional group within the UN that elected the regional members to the SC. A reduction
in opposition to Franco’s dictatorship is apparent by the increase in trade between
Spain and the Western European countries.? However, the continued exclusion of
Spain from the main political, economic and military European projects, such as the
EEC, NATO, and EURATOM, were further evidence that Franco’s regime had not
been forgiven. The political rejection that Franco’s regime still aroused among some
of the Western European countries, was a factor that the Spanish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs used to delay Spain from running for a seat in the SC. It was decided Spain

would rather wait for two more years.”

However, there were other reasons for such caution. The traditional good relationship
with Portugal had given way to frictions over Spain’s colonial policy in Africa.
Spanish support of the decolonisation process and the fact that Spain had granted
independence to its African colonies jeopardised Portuguese colonial policy, which
sought to keep Guinea, Angola and Mozambique as Portuguese provinces.'o Spain’s

relationship with the UK was also problematic due to frictions concerning the

3 Payne, Stanley G. (2000), op. cit., p. 543.

5 Preston, Paul (1995), Franco. A biography, London, Fontana Press, p. 744,

7 Ibid., p. 742.

8 Pollack, Benny with Graham Hunter (1987), op. cit., p. 134.

® Pinies y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), Episodios de un diplomatico, Burgos, Dossoles, p. 95.

' Nogueira, Franco (1963), The United Nations and Portugal, London, Sidgwick and Jackson, p. 92.
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Gibraltar issue. During the years prior to the election, Spain carried out intense
diplomatic pressure in the UN, especially in the Committee of Twenty-Four. This
Committee forced the adoption of the General Assembly (GA) Resolutions requesting
the administering power, the UK, to put an end to the colonial situation in Gibraltar.""
Finally, the GA Resolution 2429 (XXIII) of 18 December 1968 established the
deadline to decolonise Gibraltar on 1 October 1969. Another important hindrance was
the fact that there were already two WEOG candidates, Italy and Finland, which had
expressed their intention to run for a seat in the SC. As the quota of the WEOG is two
members, the inclusion of Spain would mean that the candidates could not be endorsed
by the group and, as a consequence, they would have to face an open election in the
GA. This situation involved serious risks because if the three candidates did not
achieve the necessary votes in the GA, the group could be left with no representation

in the SC, although this situation has never happened.

It was the Spanish representative Jaime de Pinies who pressed for Spain to run for a
scat in the SC, this was in spite of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs
reservations. But Jaime de Pinies did not disobey the Ministry’s instructions.'? He
thought membership in this organ was a necessary step for the country to acquire the
political weight that Spain deserved within the UN." His point of view, thus, confirms
Malone’s affirmation when he said that countries seek a seat in the SC to underscore
their national prestige.l4 Nevertheless, despite this initial disagreement between the
Spanish representative and the Spanish Ministry, once Spain stood for a seat in the SC
both took part in intense diplomatic activity, with the aim of gathering the necessary
support for Spain to be elected. Letters and communications were sent to different
countries requesting their support, sometimes at the last moment. For example, the
Ecuadorian government sent a letter to the Italian government confirming its support
for the ITtalian candidate. Then the Ecuadorian government received a letter from the
Spanish government requesting their support for the Spanish candidate. The

Ecuadorian government destroyed the former letter of support for the Italian candidate

"' GA Res 2231 (XXI) of 20 December 1966; GA Res 2353 (XXII) of 19 December 1967.

2 Pinies y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), op. cit., p. 95.

3 Ibid., p. 95.

4 Malone, David M. (2000), “Eyes on the Prize: The Quest for Nonpermanent Seats on the UN Sccurity
Council”, Global Governance, Vol. 6, Number 1, Jan-Mar.
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and sent another in which it expressed support of the Spanish candidate." The
Peruvian government reacted in a similar fashion. The Secretary-General of Foreign
Affairs in the Peruvian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Javier Perez de Cuellar, promised
to support Spain in spite of the Italian government’s initial request for Peruvian
support.'® The support of the Latin American, Arab and African countries, with which
Spain maintained good relationships, was fundamental to gaining the necessary
support in case that the WEOG candidates went to open election in the GA."
Nevertheless, the support of the African states was on the condition that Spain would

support Zambia, another country running for a seat in the SC.

The situation was different in Europe. The Western democracies disliked Franco’s
regime, and there were additional reasons. Portugal, as mentioned above, was hesitant
in giving its support to Spain.'® France claimed it was impossible for them to support
Spain because such a decision would worsen the frictions it was currently having with
Italy, the other candidate to a seat in the SC, with regard to the British candidacy to the
European Economic Community (EEC)."” Belgium and the Netherlands were blunter
and they declined to support the Spanish candidate. Moreover, the Belgian
government expressed its disapproval of the fact that Spain was looking for support
outside the WEOG group for its candidate.?® Finland, the other WEOG candidate, had
the support of the Nordic countries. And Britain strongly opposed the Spanish
candidate because of the disagreement between the two countries over the Gibraltar
issue. It seemed evident that candidates could not be endorsed by the members of its
geographical group, and as mentioned above, the contestants would have to go to an
open election in the GA. However, the possibility of a trade off with the UK (Spanish
support for the British candidate for a seat in ECOSOC, in exchange of British support

15 Letter of the Spanish Charge of Affairs in Ecuador, Federico Arayalde, on 24 May 1968 to the
Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura
9448, expediente 4.

16 1 etter of the Spanish Ambassador to Peru, Manuel Alabart, in May 1968 to the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 9448, expedicnte 2.

17 Mexico was an exception among the Latin American countries because it never recognised the Franco
regime.

lggLetter of the Spanish Ambassador to Portugal on 20 February 1968 to the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 9448, expediente 4.

1% Letter of the Spanish Ambassador to France, Pedro Cortina, on 6 April 1968 to the Spanish Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 9448, expedicnte 4.

2 L etter of the Spanish Ambassador to The Netherlands on 25 April 1968 to the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 9448, expedicnte 4.
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for the Spanish candidates seat in the SC),2' the determination of the Spanish
representative, and more important, the withdrawal of Italy due to domestic political
problems, made the endorsement of Spain and Finland possible. But if Italy had not
withdrawn her candidate, the Spanish representative would have been willing to take
the three candidates to an open election in the GA. He was convinced that Spain would
achieve the necessary majority to be elected with the support of the Latin American,
Arab, and some African states, plus other countries that these countries could

encourage to support Spain.

There can be no doubt that the election of Spain to a seat in the SC was a diplomatic
triumph for Franco’s regime. As mentioned in Chapter 1, presence in the SC confers
status, recognition and legitimacy, which is what the Franco regime was seeking.22 In
addition, the election of Spain and Finland changed considerably the composition of
the SC with regard to previous periods. For the first time in the history of this
organisation only three members of NATO would be present in the chamber, the US,
the UK and France.?® This fact was interpreted as a signal that Western interests would
receive less attention in the SC.** Nevertheless, as we know the US was and is a
superpower and therefore would ensure its interests were addressed. However,
Westerners’ loss of influence was not due to Spanish presence in the SC. It had begun
in 1965, the year of the enlargement of the SC, as a consequence of the pressure
exerted by the non-aligned countries.> Since the enlargement, the SC began to pay
increasing attention to issues that were of concern to the non-aligned and Third World
countries. Their numerical superiority allowed them considerable and even decisive
influence and a great bargaining capacity. For instance, the countries that were in the
SC with Spain in 1969 were, besides the PS5, Algeria, Colombia, Finland, Hungary,
Nepal, Pakistan, Paraguay, Senegal and Zambia. This meant that four countries out of
ten non-permanent members were non-aligned (Algeria, Nepal, Senegal and Zambia).
This number increased the following year in which six countries out of ten non-

permanent members were members of the non-aligned movement. The increasing

21 pinies y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), op. cit., p. 96.

2 Chapter 1, p. 10.

2 Rand Daily Mail (4 November 1968), “Security Council has anti-West look”.

2 Estabrook, Robert H. (26 November 1968), “Lineup is changing in Security Council”, The
Washington Post.

% Morphet, Sally (1995), “The influence of states and groups of states on and in the Sccurity Council
and General Assembly, 1980-94”, Review of International Studies, Number 21, p. 438; Chapter 2, p. 24.
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presence and influence of the non-aligned members throughout the 1970s gave them
an opportunity to seize the initiative in the SC, as well as in the GA.”® They often drew
attention to issues of interest to themselves, and got such issues and votes incorporated

onto the SC and GA agendas.”’

Thus Spain’s presence in the SC did not have an influence on the growing attention
that the Council took on matters of concern to the non-aligned and Third World
countries. However, Spain’s inclusion left the Western powers in a clear minority
position within this organisation. Evidence that the Western countries were placed in a
disadvantaged position is provided by an examination of the Council’s agenda. The
main issues discussed in 1969 to 1970 constituted top matters for the non-aligned and
Third World countries. For example, the Palestinian question, apartheid in South
Africa and the decolonisation process, which in 1969 had not reached a conclusion.
Within Europe, Britain was probably the most concerned about Spain’s inclusion in
the SC, and this was because of the Gibraltar issue. Franco had tried to get Gibraltar
back, and he employed various stratagems in that aim. First, he severed access to
Gibraltar by closing the fence that separated the Spanish territory from the Rock. His
aim was to suffocate the economy of the British colony, since the majority of its
labour force came from Spain. Then, he offered Gibraltarians Spanish nationality and
the opportunity to transfer all their business and belongings to Spain.”® Moreover, he
tried to discourage cruise liners from calling at Gibraltar with the aim of reducing the
flow of tourists to the colony. Finally, he tried to make the airport of Gibraltar
commercially unusable.? After these initiatives it was feared that the next step might
be the invasion of Gibraltar. Then Spain could immediately call for a cease fire in the
SC, with the support of its Afro-Asian allies. > Together with the Latin Americans, this
would constitute eight members, and this would be enough to exert a collective veto.
This would prevent the adoption of measures against Spain. However, the fears of
Britain and the other Western countries were not fulfilled. The Spanish representative
did not go to the SC in search of a confrontation with Western powers. In contrast,

Spain’s policy in the SC was focused on the search for compromises, defence of

2% Morphet, Sally (1990), “Resolutions and vetoes in the UN Security Council: their relevance and
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international legality, and respect of the SC Resolutions. It could not have becen
otherwise in a country pursuing recognition and prestige, within the international

community and especially among Western countries.
The Security Council’s agenda (1969 to 1970)

Although the main function of the SC is the maintenance of international peace and
security there are other matters, which fall under its competence, but are not strictly
related to collective security. This includes the election of members to the
International Court of Justice (ICJ), the admission of new members, and the adoption
of its working languages. It was during this period that the SC decided to adopt
Spanish as a working language. These latter functions will only be referred to in
subsequent chapters if they are relevant to the present study. We will concentrate
mainly on the most significant matters that pose a threat to international peace and
security. In the period from 1969 to 1970, the matters on the Council’s agenda were
the situation in the Middle East; the issues related to the decolonisation process; the
problem of apartheid in South Africa; the situation in Northern Ireland; the problem of
aerial hijackings; the election of members of the ICJ; and the question of periodic

meetings of the SC.
The Middle East

The Security Council’s involvement in the Middle East was as a consequence of the
Arab-Israeli conflict, which began in 1947, when Britain involved the UN after
London realized that it could not impose a settlement in Palestine.”’ Since then, UN
involvement has been constant and significant: The first mediator in UN history,
Count Folke Bernadotte, was despatched to the Middle East; the first peacekeeping
mission was deployed in the same area; and the first UN specialised agency was also
established in that region.32 The involvement of the SC in the Middle East conflict
continued during the following years. In 1973, Hiscoks affirmed that “There is no part

of the world in which the Security Council has been so frequently involved as the

3! Tessler, Mark (1994), A History of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, Bloomington and Indianapolis,
Indiana University Press, p. 258.

32 Jones, Bruce D. (2004), “The Middle East Peace Process”, in Malone, David M. (ed.) (2004), The UN
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Middle East.”* UN involvement in the Middle East has continued up until now,
although involvement of the SC in the peace process in the last two decades has on
occasions been secondary.34 In the period from 1969 to 1970 the SC also took an
interest in Middle Eastern affairs. This was because of the persistent clashes between
Israel and its neighbouring countries in the territories that Israel had occupied, after the
war in 1967: The Golan Heights, the Sinai Peninsula and the West Bank. A truce was
never totally respected and frequent military skirmishes on both sides occurred.®
Numerous letters addressed to the SC from the parties in conflict blamed each other
for violating the cease-fire.”® The situation was so unstable that any incident, such as
the partial destruction of Al Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem in 1969, could again spark the

outbreak of open hostilities.

The SC was forced to consider the situation due to the increasing intensity of the
military skirmishes.”” Jaime de Pinies, the Spanish representative, was clearly
supportive of the Arabs. In the case of Jordan he blamed Israel for the violation of the
cease-fire. He reminded Israel of the prohibition on occupying territories by force. He
justified the attacks on Israel by saying that Isracl did not suffer attacks by terrorists,
but by people who have been expelled from their territory, and reacted violently
against such injustice.’® He also played an important role in achieving the adoption of
the SC Resolution 265 (1969) of 1 April. The first draft, which was an initiative of
Pakistan, Zambia and Senegal, had the support of eight members (five Afro-Asian,
two socialists and Spain), but it was opposed by the US, Paraguay and Colombia.
Miguel Solano Lopez, the Paraguayan representative, argued that his opposition was
based on the fact that the draft did not mention certain parts of the SC Resolution 248
(1968) of 24 March and SC Resolution 256 (1968) of 16 August.® Further
negotiations followed to include in the draft what Miguel Solano Lopez demanded, in

an attempt to obtain the Paraguayan support. With the favourable vote of Paraguay
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the draft would have the nine votes needed to get it passed, unless the US decided to
veto it. During the course of the negotiations, the Spanish representative gained the
support of France, which in turn was followed by support from China and Finland.*’
With the support of eleven members, the draft had the necessary back up to be adopted
and was put to the vote. The US, Britain, and Colombia abstained. Paraguay also
abstained in spite of mentions to SC Resolution 248 (1968) and 256 (168) becing
included. The draft was adopted as SC Resolution 265 (1969) of 1 April. The Spanish
achievement was warmly welcomed by the Jordanian government and praised by the

. 41
Iraqi press.

The adoption of this resolution was very important for the Spanish representative
because it ended the previous two years of paralysis within the SC, with regard to this
issue. In the opinion of Jaime de Pinies, such deadlock was caused by US pressures
over the two Latin American, Ethiopian and Japanese representatives, and the support
of the other two Western countries to US positions, which had prevented the adoption
of any resolution on the matter. The new composition of the Council with members
more reluctant to yield to US pressures, helped to avoid the stalemate. However, if the
Spanish representative succeeded in gaining the support of France, this was to a great
extent because of the political circumstances surrounding the country at the time.
Although France was pro-Arab, Paris was concerned by the increasing Jewish pressure
and, more important, abstained in an attempt to detach the country from the US on the
matter. The French intention was to maintain its political independence in the peace
negotiations on the Middle East that would begin the following day among the big
four powers (Britain, France, the US and the USSR). The US and Britain abstained at
the moment of voting on SC Resolution 265 (1969) of 1 April, which condemned
Israel for the attacks on Jordan. It was hoped that the avoidance of political
obstructionism would ease the achievement of an agreement for a lasting peace in the

area. However, the negotiations were doomed to failure when the Israeli government

40 Letter of the Spanish representative to the UN on 2 April 1969 to the Spanish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 10843, expediente 11.
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expressed its rejection of any agreement in which Israel and the Arab countries did not

participate.“'2

The SC Resolution 265 (1969) of 1 April was not the only resolution that condemned
Israel in 1969. On 26 August, the Council adopted SC Resolution 270 (1969) of 26
August without a vote, in which the Council condemned the Isracli air attack on
villages of Southern Lebanon, at the same time that all violations of the cease-fire
were deplored. Previously, on 3 March, the SC had unanimously adopted SC
Resolution 267 (1969), which censured the Israeli actions taken to change the status of
Jerusalem. In September the SC adopted Resolution 271 (1969) of 15 September,
motivated by arson of Al Agsa mosque, a place of high religious significance to
Muslims. Although Isracl communicated that it was an accident, the representatives of
Pakistan and Hungary (Aga Shahi and Jozsef Tardos, respectively) linked the incident
to the Israeli occupation of Jerusalem, and the Israeli attempts to change the status of
the City.43 Others, such as the US and British representatives did not go so far. The US
argued that it was the act of an individual alone, and the UK that it had not been
demonstrated that there was any state complicity in the act. The Spanish representative
considered that the incident was spurred by the Israeli occupation of Jerusalem, and
supported SC Resolution 271 (1969) of 15 September for the inadmissibility of
acquisition of territory by force, and for Israel’s defiance of SC Resolutions.**
Colombia, Finland, the US and Paraguay abstained. In this case, as in the case of SC
Res 267 (1969) of 3 March, Spain acted as an upholder of international legality.
However, it is not clear whether this defence of international law and the authority of
the SC are genuine or it is based on the fact that in this occasion law was on Arab’s
side, which was the party with which Spain’s sympathies lay. There are other
occasions in which Spain also was observant of international law.* However, there are
also other occasions in which Spain’s interest hindered such observance. The case of

the aggressions of Portugal against Zambia, Senegal and Guinea are examples.*® This

2 The Times (31 March 1969), “Israel will reject four-power solution™,
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mixture of results, and the lack of clear evidence, suggests that in the case of Middle

East, the Spanish defence of international law could be bolstered by self-interest.

The SC met again in 1970 at the request of Lebanon and Israel following Israeli
invasion of the Lebanon.*” On this occasion the Spanish representative took a more
active role in the SC. He proposed the adoption of two resolutions. The first requested
the withdrawal of all Israeli forces from Lebanese territory, as an interim measure for
the seriousness of the act, and the flagrant Israeli violation of Article 2.4 of the
Charter. This forbids the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity of
states.*® The draft text, however, did not obtain initially the necessary support among
the SC members. The US representative opposed by arguing that the text was not
impartial. In his opinion, it failed to mention Lebanese acts of aggression against
Israel. Consequently, he proposed to add a sentence requesting the cessation of all
military operations in the area. The USSR, for its part, reacted to the US attempt to
amend the Spanish draft with its own amendment. It suggested adding a sentence
requesting a halt of Israeli aggression against Lebanon. However, the proposals of
both representatives were rejected. In order to avoid deadlock, both the US and the
USSR accepted the Spanish draft as a solution of compromise. The Spanish draft was

unanimously adopted without amendments as SC Resolution 279 (1970) of 12 May.“

Israeli lack of compliance, despite the adoption of the resolution, led to the adoption of
two more resolutions. On 19 May the Council adopted Resolution 280 (1970) of 19
May, with the abstentions of Colombia, Nicaragua, Sierra Leone, and the US. By this
resolution the Council, among other things, deplored the failure of Israel to abide by
SC Resolution 262 (1968) of 31 December and 270 (1969) of 26 August; condemned
Israel’s military action, and considered taking further measures to make Israel comply
with the above mentioned resolutions. SC Resolution 280 (1970) was followed by
another, also proposed by the Spanish representative, which demanded the complete
withdrawal of Israel’s forces from Lebanese territory.so The resolution was adopted
with the abstention of the US representative, who did not support it because in his

opinion it had been presented in haste. Two days later, the Secretary General reported

“7 UN document $/9794; UN document S/9795.

*8 UN document S/9800.
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that the authorities of Lebanon had informed United Nations Truce Supervision
Organisation (UNTSO) Chief of Staff that the Israeli forces had withdrawn from the

Lebanon.>!

There are three conclusions that can be drawn from this episode. First, the Spanish
representative’s performance fits within the model of behaviour considered as
multilateral. The Spanish representative acted as a facilitator and as a catalyst.52 His
performance as a facilitator allowed him to get the necessary support for the adoption
of SC Resolution 265 (1969) of 1 April. He also acted as a catalyst when he
successfully proposed the adoption of SC Resolution 279 (1970) of 12 May and SC
285 (1970) of 5 September, which demanded the withdrawal of Israel’s armed forces
from the Lebanon. It is necessary to mention, nevertheless, that the Spanish
representative’s success was due to a great extent on the willingness of the great
powers, not to hinder the negotiations in which they were engaged to achieve a peace

settlement in the area. The composition of the SC also contributed to this success.

Second, the defence of international law and the Council’s authority was also a
principle that guided Spanish policy in the SC. For instance, as we have discussed
above, the Spanish representative declared the inadmissibility of acquisition of
territories by force. He also invoked Article 2.4 that prohibits the use of force. And he
opposed the use of force against the territorial integrity of states. Spanish support for
the Arab/Palestinian cause through the vindication of international law, might lead us
to consider whether Spain’s defence of international legality is genuine or only
instrumental. In other words, did Spain oppose Israel because Israel did not respect
international law, and did not abide by SC resolutions, or because Spain maintained
good relations with the Arabs? Was the defence of international law an instrument
used by Spain to manifest explicitly the friendship of Franco’s regime with the Arab
countries? As we shall discuss, Spain’s defence of international law on other occasions
allows us to say that the observance of international law was genuine in most

instances, although this has not always been clearly evident.

Finally, the third conclusion that can be highlighted is Spain’s relationship with the

Latin American countries. This relationship could be good, as was shown by the

5! UN document $/9929.
52 See Chapter 1, p. 3.
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support that they gave to the Spanish candidates to the SC, and the International Court
of Justice (ICJ). However, the Latin American countries, when voting, gencrally
aligned themselves with the US. This is because US influence over the Latin American
countries is more important than the good relationship between these countries and
Spain. At least, in those matters of high interest for the US, such as the events in the

Middle East.
The question of passenger aircraft hijacking

Although there were previous hijackings, an increase in this type of risk to innocent
travellers, led Britain and the US to request a meeting of the SC to consider the
hijacking of civil aircrafts by members of the Popular Front for the Liberation of
Palestine (PFLP).>> The immediate objective of these terrorist hijackings was to
demand the liberation of PLO members, jailed in Switzerland, West Germany and
Britain. However, the broader context of these actions was the conflict in the Middle
East.>* The SC adopted by consensus the soft Resolution 286 (1970) of 9 September
without a vote, because the text had already been agreed in extensive consultations
before the meeting.55 The role of Spain in these consultations is not clear, but it seems
plausible that the Spanish representative could have simply played a marginal role in
this episode. There are two contradictory reasons which support this: First, Spain’s
opposition to this kind of actions; and second, Spain’s sympathy for the Palestinian

cause.
Decolonisation

Although the main imperial powers of the time, France and Britain, had granted
independence to the majority of their colonies, during the 1950s and the 1960s, the
process of decolonisation had not finished when Spain became a member of the SC in
1969. There were remnants of the British Empire still waiting to gain independence.
Portugal was reluctant to grant independence to its possessions in Africa, and South

Africa refused to abandon Namibia. In addition, the situation in Southern Rhodesia

53 UN document S/9931; The Times (7 September 1970), “Hijackers strike four times”; Wilsworth
David (7 September 1970), “Man killed in gun duel as jet flics over North Sea”, The Times; The Times’
(10 September 1970), “British jet joins desert haul”.

3% Martin, Paul (7 September 1970), “Guerrillas blow up jumbo jet after dash to Cairo”, The Times;
Martin, Paul (9 September 1970), “Fate of 174 hostages depends on one girl”, The Times; Martin, Paui
(12 September 1970), “Air hostages being moved to Amman”, The Times.
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was still a ‘hot issue’. This was because of its unilateral declaration of independence;
its regime of apartheid, which the white minority imposed on the country; and the war
that Rhodesians maintained with the liberation movements sheltering in neighbouring
countries. It is not surprising that decolonisation became a salient issue in the SC
agenda during this period, particularly among the Third World countries, but also
among the European colonial powers and developed countries in general.
Decolonisation was also of importance to Franco’s regime due to the particular

circumstances surrounding Spain.

Franco’s regime was supportive of decolonisation. In 1956, Spain granted
independence to Spanish Morocco, following the path established by France who
granted independence to Morocco, in the same year. In 1968 Spain granted
independence to Equatorial Guinea, and in 1969 independence was granted to Ifni.>®
The remaining Spanish territory in Africa, Western Sahara, had to wait for
independence until 1975. Thus, Spanish opposition to decolonisation in the SC would
have been incoherent following Spain granting independence to its African territories,
and because of Franco’s campaign in the UN, in support of decolonisation of
Gibraltar.”” Furthermore, opposition to decolonisation would have harmed the good
relationship that Spain maintained with some of the African and Arab countrics. We
discussed above, how Franco tried to break Spain’s isolation from its European
neighbours by approaching these countries. Nevertheless, Franco’s personal feelings
also played an important part in Spain’s approximation to the Arabs. 58 Finally, another
reason explaining Spain’s support of decolonisation is that Spain could not have
afforded, for political, military and economic reasons, a war against liberation

movements, such as Portugal was experiencing in its colonies.

These circumstances explain why Jaime de Pinies, the Spanish representative, gave his
support to SC Resolution 278 (1970) of 11 May, which endorsed the report of Vittorio
Winspeare Guicciardi, the Secretary-General’s personal representative, with regard to

Bahrain. Bahrain was a British protectorate, which had always been considered by Iran

%6 Martinez Carreras, Jose U. (2003), “El Africanismo Espaiiol”, in Pereira, Juan Carlos (coord.), La
politica exterior de Espaiia (1800-2003), Barcelona, Ariel, pp. 362-368; Vilar, Juan B. (2000), “La
descolonizacion Espafiola en Africa”, in Tusell, Javier, Juan Aviles and Rosa Pardo (eds.), La politica
exterior de Espaiia en el siglo XX, Madrid, Biblioteca Nueva, Universidad Nacional de Educacion a
Distancia, pp. 391-410.

37 See this Chapter, p. 65.

%8 See Chapter 3, p. 61.

76



as a part of its territory.59 When Britain decided to put to an end to the protectorate in
1971, Bahrain was claimed by Iran,” but the Arab countries were opposed to such
claim. In a successful example of what the former Secretary-General Javier Perez de
Cuellar called ‘quiet diplomacy’, when he referred to the good office functions of the
Secretary-Generzll,61 the then SG U Thant, with the consent of the UK and Iran,(’2
appointed Vittorio Winspeare Guicciardi as his personal representative. It was his
mission to travel to Bahrain to assess public opinion about either the country’s
annexation to Iran or whether it should be an independent country. Guicciardi’s report
concluded that “the overwhelming majority of the people of Bahrain wish to gain
recognition of their identity in a fully independent and sovereign State free to decide
for itself its relations with other states.”®? Spain’s support of the resolution, therefore,
was consistent with its support of decolonisation, the wishes of the population of
Bahrain, and the parties in dispute, which had agreed to be bound by the outcome.
Opposition would have left Spain isolated in the SC, and it would have created
unnecessary friction with the Arab countries. Two outcomes that Franco’s regime

always tried to avoid.

However, given Bahrain’s similarities with Gibraltar, support for Bahrain’s
independence seemed to contradict Spain’s policy regarding Gibraltar. This policy was
based on abstaining from supporting any resolution, or making any declaration, which
could contradict Spanish policy followed in the UN, in pursuance of the
decolonisation of Gibraltar. To avoid this, the Spanish representative resorted to an
ingenuous reasoning, which was that Bahrain was a sovereign Arab state, subject to
the protection of Britain. As a result, the UK was not an administering power, but a
protective one, and therefore it was not a case of decolonisation. The reason for this

conclusion was “...the GA had not stated its view on Bahrain when considering

%% Avery, Peter, Gavin Hambly and Charles Melville (eds.) (1991), The Cambridge History of Iran, Vol.
7, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, p. 399; Parsons, Anthony (199%) “The UN and National
Interest of States”, in Roberts, Adam and Benedict Kingsbury (eds.) (2™ ed.), United Nations, Divided
World. The UN'’s Roles in International Relations, Oxford, Oxford University Press, pp. 108-109.

® Franck, Thomas M. and Georg Nolte (199‘5) “Secretary-General's Good Offices Function”, in
Roberts, Adam and Benedict Kingsbury (eds.) (2 ed.), op. cit., p. 147,

® Perez de Cuellar, Javier (]993) “The role of the UN Secretary-General”, in Roberts, Adam and
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territories to be decolonised, either with reference to the principle of self-

determination or the principle of territorial integrity.”**

Not all the cases of decolonisation were resolved as smoothly as the case of Bahrain,
Namibia, for instance was far more complicated and placed Spain in an uncomfortable
position within the Council. Namibia was an ex-German colony known as South West
Africa, which was occupied by South Africa during the Great War. In 1920 the League
of Nations placed the colony under British mandate, but effective administration was
entrusted to South Africa. However, the South African government exceeded the
competences, which the League had granted, and initiated a process of assimilation
with the aim of turning Namibia into another province of South Africa. In 1948, the
white minority that ruled South Africa extended apartheid legislation to Namibia. This
legislation was opposed by the population of Namibia, who complained to the UN.
However, as Namibia did not become a UN trust territory after the creation of the UN,
successive South African governments ignored the General Assembly’s
recommendations and the SC resolutions, which condemned the process of
assimilation. South Africa argued that they had followed the mandate of the League of
Nations, and not the UN rules for a trust. Consequently, the assimilation process was

continuing when Spain began its two years term in the SC in 1969.

Spain disagreed with the policy followed by the South African government in
Namibia. Accordingly, Spain supported SC Resolution 264 (1969) of 20 March. This
considered the presence of South Africa in Namibia as illegal, called upon the South
African government to withdraw from the territory, and condemned it for refusing to
comply with the General Assembly’s recommendations and SC resolutions. However,
the Spanish government, like the US, British, and French governments, were reluctant
to adopt any measure against South Africa under Chapter VII of the Charter for
economic and military reasons. Nevertheless, the Spanish representative did not make
an explicit declaration in that sense to avoid any confrontation with the non-aligned
members (mainly Africans and Arabs). This wariness allowed the Spanish
representative to act once again as a ‘bridge’ between those countries, which plainly

refused to adopt any measure against South Africa under Chapter VII (France, Britain

84 Jensen, Erik (1985), “The Secretary-General’s Use of Good Offices and the Question of Bahrain”,
Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 14, Number 3, London, London School of
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and the US), and those that wished to invoke the Chapter (Zambia, Algeria, Pakistan,
India and Senegal).”® The occasion to act as a facilitator arose under the Spanish
Presidency, during the course of meetings discussing the refusal of South Africa to
comply with SC Resolution 264 (1969) of 20 March. As a result of Spain’s mediation,
the representatives of Zambia, Algeria, Colombia, Pakistan, Senegal and Paraguay, co-
sponsored a watered down draft resolution that omitted any reference to sanctions, but
left the door open to further measures. However, Finland, France, Britain and the US
still abstained.®® Nevertheless, deadlock of the SC was avoided and the SC expressed
its condemnation of South Africa for its non-compliance with SC Resolution 264

(1969) of 20 March.

On subsequent occasions, when the SC considered the question of Namibia, the
Spanish representative continued his equidistant position between the group of
countries that opposed any resource to coercive measures, and those who supported
them. In January 1970 the SC adopted SC Resolution 276 (1970) of 30 January, with
the abstentions of France and Britain, which, among other things, reaffirmed previous
resolutions, declared South African acts on behalf of or concerning Namibia as illegal,
and appealed to all States, especially those with economic interests in Namibia, to
refrain from any dealings with the South African government. To that effect the SC
decided to establish an Ad hoc sub—committee,67 to which all states should provide the
relevant information and assistance that it might require. In addition, it would study
how SC resolutions could be implemented in view of South African non-compliance.
Spain supported the resolution and informed the Ad hoc sub-committee in due
course.®® The information provided by the Spanish representative contained some
reservations, however. Following instructions from the Spanish Minister of Foreign
Affairs, the Spanish representative failed to mention the military cooperation Spain
had maintained with South Africa, and he did not mention the delegation that Iberia,
the Spanish airline, had in Johannesburg. There were fears that it could be considered

as an official representation in South Africa, since the airline belonged to the State.

65 Yearbook of the United Nations 1969 (1972), op. cit. p. 682-683; Pinies y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), o,
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The Council adopted two more resolutions that year with regard to Namibia. The first
was SC Resolution 283 (1970) of 29 July, which among other things, reaffirmed the
arms embargo against the government of South Africa; requested all States to refrain
from any relations with South Africa, which could imply any recognition of the
authority of the government of South Africa over Namibia; called upon all states to
refrain from maintaining diplomatic, economic and commercial relations with
Namibia, which could implicitly or explicitly imply any recognition of the authority of
South Africa over Namibia; and decided to re-establish the Ad Hoc sub-committee to
study further recommendations to achieve the effective implementation of the SC
resolutions, which had been ignored by South Africa. The second was SC Resolution
284 (1970) of 29 July in which the SC, following the recommendation of the Ad Hoc
sub-committee, requested the ICJ to give an advisory opinion about the legal
consequences for states of the continued presence of South Africa in Namibia

notwithstanding SC Resolution 276 (1970) of 30 January.

In conclusion, Spain supported the South African withdrawal from Namibia and the
constitution of this territory as an independent country. However, Spain’s willingness
to avoid frictions with South Africa as well as with the Afro-Asian countries, which
requested the adoption of strong actions against South Africa, placed Spain in an
uneasy position. If the Spanish representative pressed for coercive measures, he would
get support from the Afro-Asian countries, with which Spain was interested in
maintaining a good relationship. However, such decision would have generated
frictions with South Africa and more importantly, with the South African allies, the
US, Britain and France. By contrast, if Spain tilted too much towards the South
African positions, frictions with the Afro-Asian countries could emerge, with
disastrous political consequences for Spain. After all, the support of the Afro-Asian
countries was important for a successful outcome in Spain’s campaign in the UN,
which was in favour of decolonisation of Gibraltar. At the same time, Spain’s position
offered the Spanish representative an important advantage, which was the possibility
of acting as a facilitator to achieve the necessary consensus to pass SC Resolution 269
(1969) of 12 August, which avoided paralysis within the SC. The clear opposition of
the US, Britain and France to support coercive measures against South Africa, would
have forced them to use the veto if Spain had been unable to convince the Afro-Asians

to drop any mention of Chapter VII of the Charter. But the position of the Spanish
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representative, reinforced by the fact that he occupied the Presidency of the Council at
that time, avoided deadlock. It was during the course of consultations, firstly with the
non-permanent members, and then later with the permanent members, that the Spanish
representative became aware of the need of softening the wording if a resolution was
to be adopted.70 This episode illustrates how non-permanent members with preference
for multilateralism, and predilection for consensual solutions, can play an important

role as bridge-builders in the SC, when the circumstances are propitious.

Another decolonisation case that became a thorny issue for Spain was the question of
Southern Rhodesia and Portuguese non-compliance with SC resolutions over this
issue. Southern Rhodesia was a British self-governing colony that in 1965 proclaimed
a Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI), and introduced an apartheid regime,
which ensured the economic and political control of the territory by the white minority
who lived there. The UDI placed Britain in a difficult position because it faced two
alternatives, both of which were unacceptable: The use of force to crush the rebellion
or to acquiesce with the new situation.”! As an alternative, the British government
opted for the application of economic sanctions over its co]ony.72 At the same time
Britain took the matter to the SC to try to persuade its members to follow suit.
However, SC members were reluctant to adopt such a measure. The Afro-Asian
countries considered that proposal insufficient, proposing instead the use of force as
the only alternative.” The US, for its part, was sceptical of the efficacy of sanctions,
and others doubted the wisdom of using for the first time the mandatory provisions of
Chapter VII of the Charter under circumstances, which made their enforcement
virtually impossible.” Nevertheless, despite all reservations and doubts, the SC finally
adopted SC Resolution 232 (1966) of 16 December, which for the first time in UN
History invoked Articles 39 and 41 of the Charter.

In 1968, at the request of thirty-six African states, the SC again discussed the situation

in Southern Rhodesia because of the failure of the measures adopted in SC Resolution
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232 (1966).75 On this occasion, the SC adopted Resolution 253 (1968) of 29 May in
which the Council, again under Chapter VII, tightened the sanctions against Southern
Rhodesia, and called upon states to report to the Secretary General on the measures
adopted to implement the resolution. As mentioned above, Spain was favourable to
decolonisation, but UDI was an unacceptable form of decolonisation because of the
apartheid system imposed by the white minority. Thus, Spain complied with the
resolution, and imposed economic sanctions against Southern Rhodesia. This was
reflected in the progressive loss of trade between Spain and the British colony. In
1965, the year of the proclamation of UDI, Spanish imports from Southern Rhodesia
amounted to 3,333 thousand US dollars, one year later this decreased to 2,278, it

dropped to 156 in 1967, and to zero in 1968.7

Spanish exports followed the same
pattern. In 1965 Spanish exports to Southern Rhodesia were 193 thousand US dollars,

in 1966 they dropped to 31 thousand, and in 1967-1968 they were non-existent.”’

The year that Spain acceded to the SC, the question of Southern Rhodesia remained a
top issue on the SC agenda. A lack of any negotiated settlement to end the apartheid
regime, and the ineffectiveness of the SC sanctions, ended by breaking the fragile
consensus that had been achieved among the SC members. An increasing number of
Afro-Asian countries considered the condemnation of Portuguese policy with regard to
Southern Rhodesia, and the extension of economic sanctions against South Africa and
the Portuguese colonies, if these two countries continued their non-compliance with
the SC resolutions. This was something, however, that Spain would not support.
Franco’s regime was trying to overcome the frictions that had arisen between Portugal
and Spain over their different approach to decolonisation. Support of any resolution,
which would target either Portugal or the Portuguese colonies, would have definitely
poisoned the excellent relationship that Franco had maintained with Salazar, the
Portuguese leader, since the beginning of the Spanish Civil War. Furthermore, such
proposals contained in the drafts or the resolutions were contrary to the “Iberian Pact”,
the Treaty of Friendship and Non-aggression, which both countries had signed in

1939, and reaffirmed in 1942. Franco could not afford to put this Treaty at risk, which

5 UN document S/8454.
6 UN document S/9252/ADD.1.
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with the bilateral agreement of 1953 between the US and Spain, constituted the two

pillars over which Spain based its link to the Western defence system.”®

This explains why Spain abstained on the draft resolution sponsored by the Afro-Asian
members of the SC, Algeria, Nepal, Pakistan, Senegal and Zambia.” The draft
censured the assistance given by Portugal and South Africa to the white minority
government of Southern Rhodesia, and proposed the extension of sanctions envisaged
in SC Resolution 253 (1968) of 29 May, to the South African and Portuguese colony
of Mozambique. However, as the Spanish representative disagreed with the apartheid
regime and favoured decolonisation, he suggested a separate vote on each paragraph,
which mentioned South Africa, Portugal and Mozambique,*® but his proposal was
rejected.m As a consequence, he had no other choice but to abstain. He was not the
only one. The representatives of Colombia, Finland, France, Paraguay, Britain and the
US also abstained.®? The draft, therefore, was not adopted because it failed to achieve

enough support.

In 1970, Ian Smith’s regime declared Southern Rhodesia an independent republic.
This act resulted in the UK and African countries request for a meeting of the SC.5*
The Council members had in front of them two draft texts, one from Britain and one
from the African countries,®® but neither gained enough support. The British draft
because it was considered too soft. And the African draft, because it condemned South
Africa and Portugal for their assistance to Ian Smith’s regime, and for extending the
sanctions contained in SC Resolution 253 (1968) of 29 May to South Africa and
Portugal, was likewise rejected. As on the previous occasion, Spain could not support
the African draft resolution because of its reference to Portugal. However, in this
occasion, the sponsoring members of the draft resolution accepted the Spanish demand
to vote separately on those paragraphs that were related to Portugal. The acceptance of
the Spanish demand created a new situation, because it meant that the main text could

have enough support within the Council. This time Colombia was also closer to Spain
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and seconded the Spanish representative, in several procedural questions.85 There were
attempts by Britain and the US to adjourn the meeting, with the aim of having time to
convince the Spanish representative to join their cause. But the British-American
initiative failed because of opposition by the Afro-Arabs. However, after manoeuvres
of different SC members, neither the paragraphs voted on separately, nor the main text
obtained the required majority. The paragraphs voted on separately at the Spanish
request, only gained the favourable vote of seven members (eight abstained),“ and the
main resolution was defeated by the votes of the USSR, China, Spain, Burundi,
Poland, Nepal, Sierra Leone, Zambian and Syria, the abstention of Colombia, Finland,
France and Nicaragua, and the veto of Britain and the US. Spanish support was
crucial, and forced Britain and the US to use their right of veto to prevent the adoption

of the resolution.87

In an attempt to avoid the deadlock caused by the Anglo-American veto, the
representative of Finland proposed the adoption of an alternative text. This still
condemned the South African and Portuguese policies of collaboration with Southern
Rhodesia. As on previous occasions, Spain abstained, but on this occasion the text was
adopted as SC Resolution 277 (1970) of 18 March, with the support of the other
fourteen SC members. The Spanish representative, despite of his efforts, could not
avoid the isolation of Spain. The African representatives, after the Anglo-American
veto, did not dare to invoke the “Uniting for Peace” resolution and transfer the issue to
an urgent session of the General Assembly to break the SC deadlock.®® The invocation
of the “Uniting for Peace” resolution was the option that better suited the interest of
the Spanish representative, because it had avoided the Finnish proposal, and therefore,
Spain’s isolation in the SC.* Likewise, the African representatives dared neither to
oppose nor to abstain when the Finnish alternative text was put to the vote.”® The
African support of the Finnish proposal was perhaps motivated by their frustration of

closing the debate ‘empty handed’, but the African support gained the approval of the
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Asian and Communist representatives, and Spain was left alone. Spain’s abstention
gained sympathy from the African states, and Zambia declared its intention to
establish diplomatic relations with Spain, because in the opinion of the Zambian
representative, Spain was a country that understood the African states.” However, it

had the opposite effect with the Western countries, especially Britain.

The SC met twice in November 1970 to discuss the situation in Southern Rhodesia.
On 10 November, the five Afro-Asian members of the SC proposed the adoption of a
draft text. The draft text requested the UK not to grant independence to Southern
Rhodesia, it urged all states to implement fully SC resolutions, and not to grant any
form of recognition to the illegal regime of Southern Rhodesia.” As the draft text did
not mention Portugal or its colonies, the Spanish representative voted in favour of it. It
got the support of eleven more members. But it was not adopted because of the British
veto (the US and France abstained). This lack of agreement resulted in a number of
negotiations in search of an acceptable text to satisfy all the parties. A week later an
alternative text was presented to the members and it was adopted unanimously: SC
Resolution 288 (1970) of 17 November. Once again, Spain supported the resolution
because there was no mention of Portugal and its colonies. Although it is not clear
what role Spain played either in the drafting, or in the coalition building process to

muster the necessary support for its adoption.

The question of Southern Rhodesia was not just another case of decolonisation for the
African states. It was special because of the attempts of the white minority to establish
an apartheid system, where they would rule over the majority of the Rhodesian
population. This example of decolonisation attracted a great amount of attention and
raised expectations amongst the African and Asian countries. In June 1969, nearly
sixty states requested a meeting of the SC to deal with this matter.”® The case was also
special for Spain due to the implications it would have on its neighbouring country,
Portugal. The Portuguese attitude placed Spain in a position that was not fully
understood by the Western countries, especially Britain. Spain had always supported
decolonisation, and the case of Southern Rhodesia was no exception, although Spain

disagreed with the apartheid regime imposed by the white minority in the colony.
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However, in this case Spain’s support for decolonisation was strongly determined by
the country’s policy of ‘good neighbour’ with regard to Portugal. This attitude was
confused with Spain’s alignment with the Afro-Asian-Arab states, and the country’s
detachment from the Western countries.”® This misunderstanding motivated the first
secretary of the British Embassy in Spain, to visit the Spanish Foreign Ministry with
the task of expressing the British government’s surprise over the importance Spain
gave to their friendship with the Afro-Asian countries, over the Anglo-Spanish good
relationship.”> However, this was not the case. Spain had tried to make this clear by
requesting that the SC members should vote separately for each of the paragraphs of
those resolutions, which involved Portugal and its colonies. In fact, in the paragraphs
in which Portugal and its colonies were left out, Spain’s position coincided with that

of the other Western countries.

According to former Ministry of Foreign Affairs Fernando Moran (1982-1985), the
then new Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs Gregorio Lopez Bravo, tried to
implement a neo-liberal, technocratic and modernising foreign policy.®® Spain’s
opposition to the apartheid regime established in South Africa could be considered as
a part of this process of modernisation of the Spanish foreign policy. Nevertheless,
Spain’s support of those SC resolutions condemning the apartheid regime was
conditional. Spain’s support was given as long as there was no mention of Portugal, as
one of the countries who did not comply with the arms embargo against South Africa,
which was established in SC Resolution 181 (1963) of 7 August and SC Resolution
182 (1963) of 4 December. This fact allowed Jaime de Pinies, the Spanish
representative, to support the adoption of SC Resolution 282 (1970) of 23 July, which
condemned the violations of the arms embargo, and called upon states to strengthen
the blockade of arms trade. Although not explicitly mentioned, Portugal was one of
the countries which did not comply with the arms embargo, and was interested in the
flow of weapons to South Africa being maintained. This was because South Africa
supported the Portuguese Army in its fight against the guerrillas in Angola and

.97
Mozambique.

o4 Knipe, Michael (19 March 1970), “US veto used to back Britain”, The Times.
% Letter of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 2 April 1970 to the Head of State, Archives of the
;S'!)anish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 9261, expediente 1.
Pollack, Benny with Graham Hunter (1987), op. cit., p. 49.
*T UN document S/9867.
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Spain’s approach to the complaints of Zambia, Senegal and Guinea against Portugal
was similar to the cases of Southern Rhodesia and South Africa. Portugal’s reluctance
to grant independence to its African colonies Angola, Mozambique and Guinea-Bissau
was for political and economic reasons,” and led to the formation of guerrillas and
liberation movements in these territories, which sought shelter in the neighbouring
countries, Zambia, Senegal and Guinea, with their acquiescence. The aim of the
Portuguese attacks and military incursions into these countries was to destroy the
guerrilla bases. These attacks motivated complaints to the SC.” The attacks were
systematically denied by the Portuguese representative to the UN or defined as acts of
self-defence.'® Like other issues regarding decolonisation, the complaints of Zambia,
Senegal and Guinea gained the attention of the Afro-Asian group of countries, and
raised great expectations among them, as the large numbers of countries, which

requested to participate in the SC meetings, shows.'”!

Nevertheless, no matter how
important this issue was for the Afro-Asian countries, Spain abstained in the SC
resolutions [SC Resolution 268 (1969) of 3 July, SC Resolution 273 (1969) of 9
December, SC Resolution 275 (1969) of 22 December and SC Resolution 290 (1970)
of 8 December], which censured, condemned, and deplored the Portuguese actions
against Zambia, Senegal and Guinea; and called upon Portugal to desist from violating
the sovereignty and territorial integrity of those states. Only the SC Resolution 289
(1970) of 23 November was adopted unanimously, after every explicit reference to
Portugal was dropped.'” Spain this time, unlike the case of Southern Rhodesia, was
not alone in its abstention. Spain was joined by France, Britain and the US, which also

abstained, and they were joined by China and Colombia in the case of SC Resolution

275 (1969) of 22 December.

The abstentions of the Spanish representative, with regard to the complaints of

Zambia, Senegal and Guinea, show the equidistant position that Spain tried to

% Davidson, Basil (1984), “Portuguese-Speaking Africa”, in Crowder, Michacl (ed.), The Cambridge
History of Africa, Vol. 8, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, p. 762.; Newitt, Malyn (1995), A
History of Mozambique, London, Hurst & Company.

% UN document S$/9331; UN document $/9513; UN document $/9541; UN document $/9528; UN
document $/9554; UN document $/9987; UN document S/9988; UN document S/10003.

10 UN document $/9989; UN document S/10014; UN document S$/10024; UN document S/PV.1486
(OR); UN document S/PV.1516 (OR); UN document S/PV.1522 (OR); UN document S/9989; UN
document $/9870; Un document S/9871; Un document S/10014; UN document S/10024.

1 yearbook of the United Nations 1969 (1972), op. cit., pp. 143-145; Yearbook of the United Nations
1970 (1972), op. cit., pp. 192-194.

12 UN document $/9990 and UN document S/9990/Rev.1.
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maintain between Portugal and the African States. This was an attempt to avoid
frictions with any of the sides in the dispute. Spain could have given stronger support
to Portugal by voting against the resolutions, but that option would have undermined
the credibility of Spain as a country favourable to decolonisation, and interested in
maintaining a good relationship with the Afro-Asian states. On the other hand, a more
determined defence of the African states position could have impaired the efforts,
which Franco’s regime was making, to restore Spain’s relationship with Portugal. This
relationship had gone through low moments because of the divergent approach of the
two countries to decolonisation. By choosing the ‘middle way’, Spain had to depart
from its long-established clear support of decolonisation. Nevertheless, such a
situation did not seem to have harmed the relationship that Spain maintained with the
Afro-Asian group of states. They still considered Spain to be a European country
sympathetic to African states and interests. At the same time, Spain’s abstention
prevented another diplomatic clash with the Western countries, especially Britain.
After the episode of Southern Rhodesia, Britain perceived that Spain once again, was
closer to the Afro-Asians, with the aim of getting their support at the UN concerning

the issue of Gibraltar.'®
The troubles in Northern Ireland

Good timing in the SC is an important factor that representatives must bear in mind.
Adopting a particular position too quickly with regard to any subject discussed in the
Council can be as bad as adopting a position too late. If a representative takes a
determined position too quickly, it can get isolated in defence of that position. More
importantly, if a non-permanent representative reacts too late, he can become the ninth
vote, which is the key vote that allows the adoption, or not, of a resolution. When this
happens, the representative in question draws the attention of all the members. This
can put him under intense pressure from those representatives who want him to vote
either in favour or against a particular matter, which is being voted on. In such
circumstance, representatives will usually try to delay the voting by requesting an
adjournment, with the hope of getting extra time to convince that representative of
adopting a particular position. Even the permanent members try not to get isolated in

order to avoid the use of their right of veto. And when they do not have any other

103 pinjes y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), op. cit., pp. 239-240.
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choice but to wield the veto, permanents try not to do it in isolation. The case of the

joint US-British veto, when discussing the question of Southern Rhodesia, is an

example.

The sense of an opportunity can also be very useful to defuse potentially dangerous
situations. The case of Northern Ireland is one example. When the Spanish
representative was President of the SC, the Irish representative to the UN requested a
meeting of the SC to consider the situation in the six counties of Northern Ireland.
This was concerning an outbreak of disturbances, which the Royal Ulster

1'% As a result, the British government deployed

Constabulary was unable to contro
military units on the streets.'® Despite the presence of the British Army, social unrest
continued to a “crescendo” during the next weeks.'® The presence of the British Army
was considered unacceptable by the Irish government. This encouraged the Irish
representative to the UN to propose the deployment of UN peace-keeping forces
instead.'” The Spanish representative, who held the presidency in the SC, was aware
of the dangerous precedent that a discussion of this nature by the SC could set. He
decided to hold the meeting two days later, after he had assessed the opinions of the
other SC members, about whether such a meeting was appropriate.'® Nevertheless, as

the majority seemed favourable to convening the meeting, the Spanish representative

put aside his reluctance and did so. He called the meeting on 20 August 1969, with the

aim of adopting the agenda.

Once in the chamber, the British representative, Lord Caradon, was vehemently
opposed to the meeting, argued that the Northern Ireland riots were domestic affairs
for Britain to deal with. Needless to say the British representative was opposed to the
inclusion of the matter on the Council’s agenda. Nevertheless, as the majority wished
to hold a meeting, he finally acquiesced, and he even accepted the request of the Irish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs to address the SC. This was unprecedented because it was

the first time a non-member of the SC had participated in the sessions in which the SC

104 UN document S/9394.
105 The Times (21 April 1969), “British Army units to guard key points in Northern Ireland”; The Times
(26 April 1969), “More British troops going to Ulster”.

19 The Times (14 July 1969), “Ulster mob attempts to burn police”; The Times (4 August 1969), “Petrol
bombs used in new Ulster riot”; Chartres, John (5 August 1969), “Ulster rioters leave a 'mile of
wreckage”, The Times; The Times (14 August 1969), “Shooting in Ulster as rioting spreads”.

"9 UN document $/9394.

198 pinies y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), op. cit., pp. 206-207.
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met to adopt the agenda. It is important to distinguish between meetings to discuss the
agenda, which until that time had been held by SC members only, and meetings to
discuss matters that had already been included on the agenda, in which the
participation of members which do not belong to the SC, or even the UN, is

allowed.'®

However, in a somewhat flexible and unprecedented interpretation, the Spanish
representative, Jaime de Pinies, argued that the word ‘question’ means any subject
being discussed.!'® Following that reasoning, the Spanish representative understood
that, as the SC agenda was going to be discussed, the participation of the Irish Minister
of Foreign Affairs was possible according to Article 37 of the Provisional Rules of
Procedure.'!! After the speech of the Irish Minister of Foreign Affairs, there was a
heated debate on whether or not the issue should be included on SC agenda. During
the course of the debate the Zambian representative requested an adjournment because
he thought the discussion had reached a stalemate. Before the Zambian
representative’s proposal could be discussed, the Spanish representative reacted
quickly, and decided to postpone the meeting without adopting a decision. This took
everybody by surprise and the Spanish representative recalled in his memoirs that
Lord Caradon, the British representative, remained in his seat and said: “I want to kill
the agenda”, to which Jaime de Pinies, the Spanish representative, answered: “there is

112 Gecretary-General U Thant, who

nothing to be killed because there is no agenda.
was sitting next to the Security Council President, told Pinies that never had the mallet

been used with such speed and opportunism.''> The SC never discussed the matter
again.
The opportunistic reaction of the Spanish representative avoided the possibility of the

inclusion on the SC agenda, of a matter which could have set up a dangerous

precedent. The Spanish representative was probably aware of this risk, which explains

1 Articles 31 and 32 of the UN Charter.
110 pinies y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), op. cit., pp. 205-210.

11! Article 37 of the Provisional Rules of Procedures of the SC states that: “Any Member of the United
Nations which is not a member of the Security Council may be invited, as the result of a decision oflt;c
Security Council, to participate, without vote, in the discussion of any question brought before the
Security Council when the Security Council considers that the interests of that Member are speciall
affected, or when a Member brings a matter to the attention of the Security Council in accordance wilz
Article 35 (1) of the Charter.”

"2 pinjes y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), op. cit., p. 210.

' Ibid.
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the way he reacted. If the question of the troubles in Northern Ireland had been added
to the SC agenda, it would have opened the door to include other matters, which
belonged to the domestic jurisdiction of states. Let us think, for instance, of the
situation of those regions within states, which have more or less strong separatist
movements, like the Basque Provinces in Spain, Corsica in France, or Quebec in
Canada. It could be argued that the door had already begun to open, from the moment
the SC accepted on its agenda the question of apartheid in South Africa. Whether or
not apartheid in South Africa constituted a precedent is arguable. But even assuming it
was a precedent, member states would try to use all means possible to keep the South
African case as the exception, while at the same time they would delay allowing

domestic issues onto the agenda, for as long as possible.
The election of members of the International Court of Justice

In Chapter 1, we explained that the SC is a source of status, recognition and
legitimization for states. In the case of Spain the prestige and recognition granted by
the SC was reinforced by two additional diplomatic successes. The first success was
the election of the Spanish jurist Federico de Castro, as a member of the International
Court of Justice (ICJ). Spain participated in the ballot as a member of the SC. The ICJ
is composed of fifteen members of different nationalities, who are elected by the
General Assembly and the SC in independent but simultaneous elections. The
candidates, to be elected, must gain an absolute majority of votes in the GA and the
SC.M4 If after three ballots, seats still remain unfilled, a joint conference of six
members, three appointed by the GA, and three by the SC, will choose the candidates
to fill the vacant seats by an absolute majority. The candidates so chosen will have to
be confirmed by the GA and the SC in ballots held independently of one another.!"
The relevant role of the SC in the election of the judges confers those countries present

in the SC more influence, something that is important because elections are usually

disputed.1 16

In the election of the Spanish jurist, the competitive feature of the electoral process

was not an exception, especially for Spain, who found opposition from the Western

114 A rdicle 10.1 of the Statute of the International Court of Justice.

U5 Article 12.1 of the Statute of the International Court of Justice.

116 Pinies y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), op. cit., p. 241. For a detail account of the election process of
members of the ICJ, see articles 2-15 of the Statute of the ICJ.
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European and Other States (WEOG) members, in a campaign orchestrated by Italy, a
country which supported Stavropoulos.ll7 In view of the lack of support among the
WEOG members, in a similar manoeuvre to that of the election of Spain to the SC, the
Spanish representative looked for support outside his group. The presence of Spain in
the SC facilitated contacts.!'® The Spanish representative easily gained the support of
the Africans, Asians and Latin Americans in the SC. In addition, the USSR and China
also offered their support. He also secured the support of the Africans, Asians the
Latin Americans in the GA. In view of all the support Spain gathered, the WEOG
members proposed the Spanish representative another ‘gentlemen’s agreement’,
similar to the one made three years earlier.''” However, as the agreement was not
respected on that occasion, and this time Spain did not need the support of the WEOG
members, the Spanish representative refused. On 27 October 1969, voting took place
simultaneously in the GA and the SC, and the Spanish candidate, Federico de Castro,

was elected in both organs on the first ballot.

The election of the Spanish jurist could draw attention for the fact that a Spaniard was
elected as a member of the ICJ, when Spain was a dictatorship. At this time the rule of
law and democratic freedoms were non-existent. However, there are two reasons once
discussed, which make the election less surprising. First, there was an increasing
divergence between Spain’s domestic and its international politics. From the 1960s
onwards, the Spanish government tried to offer an image of a liberal and tolerant
political regime, determined to modernise the economy and open the system to
alternative ideas.'”® On the domestic front, by contrast, Franco’s regime was backward
looking. This explains why, as mentioned above, Spain approached the Eastern
European countries and the USSR while at the same time the Spanish Communist
party was forbidden, and leftist members were prosecuted. This disparity was to a
great extent due to the fact that Spain’s foreign policy was increasingly delegated to

technocrats, while their domestic politics was still under the direct control of Franco

1'7 pinies y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), op. cit., p. 243.
::: Ibid., p. 244.

In 1966, there were two WEOG candidates, the Spanish candidate Antonio de ‘e
candidate Sture Petren. The WEOG members agreed that if one of the two can?iibdlz;tueza\’wz':\:(ll[c'::t«fdwcci((jll]f;
in the GA or the SC, the other would withdraw from the contest for a seat in the ICJ. The Spanish
candidate was elected in the SC, but neither was elected in the GA. As a result of a. ‘gcmle}:ncn’s
agreement’, the Spanish representative requested that Sweden withdrew its candidate, but the Swedish
candidate refused. Pinics y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), op. cit., p. 242. '

120 Pollack, Benny with Graham Hunter (1987), op. cit., p. 50.
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and his closest collaborators. Second, and more important, the lack of democratic
credentials has never been an obstacle for a country to have a national as a member of
the ICJ. The ICJ only rules on the relations among states, not on individuals’ rights
and freedoms. This explains why countries such as China or Sierra Leone currently

have judges as members of the ICJ M

The question of periodic meetings of the SC was another opportunity for Spain to
reinforce its recognition and prestige as a result of the country’s presence in the SC.
The holding of periodic meetings of the SC, although established in the Charter, had

122 In 1970, the representative of Finland proposed the

never been put into practice.
holding of such a meeting.'” The aim was to reinforce the authority of the SC and
make it a more effective instrument for the maintenance of international peace and
security.'** The first meeting coincided with the Spanish presidency of the SC and, as
with other UN events, drew the attention of the international press. Not only for the
historical moment, but also for the relevance of the personalities who attended this
first meeting. International attention placed Spain and its Minister of Foreign Affairs,
who presided over the meeting, in the spotlight. The meeting was attended by the
Ministers of Foreign Affairs of China, Colombia, Finland, France, Nepal, N icaragua,
Britain, Poland, the USSR and the US, plus the permanent representatives to the UN
of Burundi, Sierra Leone and Zambia. Thus the SC is not only a source of

legitimisation, it can also offer its members diverse opportunities to reinforce their

status and recognition.

Conclusion

The rejection of Franco’s regime which arose among the Western European members
of the Security Council, after the Second World War, continued until mid 1970s. The
lack of support of the WEOG countries to Spain in its campaign for a seat in the SC
first, and in the election of the Spanish jurist to the ICJ later, showed that the Western
countries had not forgotten the origins of the Spanish dictatorship. This political
isolationism pushed Franco’s regime to search for legitimacy and recognition beyond

the countries of Spain’s geo-strategic ambit. Franco’s approach towards the African,

121 o ww ici-cii.org/court/index.php?p1=1&p2=2&p3=1, accessed on 25 December 2010.
122 Article 28.3 of the UN Charter.

123 UN document $/9759.

12 UN document S/9835.
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Arab and Latin American states satisfied this objective. Spain’s success in this strategy
was to a great extent because of the perception that these countries had of Spain, as a
different European power. This image, which had its origins in the isolationism
imposed on Spain by the Western powers, was later reinforced by the foreign policy of
Franco’s regime. This policy, of approaching the African and Arab states, is noticeable
in the SC at the time of dealing with those matters of particular sensibility to the Afro-
Arab countries, such as the conflict in the Middle East and decolonisation.
Nevertheless, in those decolonising process in which Portugal was involved, Spain’s

support of Portugal inhibited more decisive support of the Afro-Asian group of

countries.

In the case of the Latin American countries, Spain’s close relationship was justified by
their common cultural heritage, and the special allegiance Spain had for its former
colonies. However, this special relationship, in the majority of cases, was an exercise
in pure rhetoric. Although the Latin American countries supported Spain in its
campaign to join the SC, and in the election of the Spanish candidate to the ICJ, in
matters of high interest to the US, Washington’s influence upon them was noticeable,

125 and Southern Rhodesia.'?® Another

such as in matters regarding the Middle East
important conditioning factor of Spain’s policy in the SC was Gibraltar. Spain was
always careful not to contradict, by declarations or actions, the initial successful
campaign in the UN in support of the decolonisation of Gibraltar. The case of Bahrain
reflects well this strategy.127 In other cases where Spain’s position in support of
decolonisation was blunter, such as the case of Namibia or the case of Southern
Rhodesia, the Spanish partisanship for decolonisation is not seen as being
contradictory with the defence of Spain’s position with regard to Gibraltar. The reason
is that the case of Gibraltar is considered as a case of restitution, and therefore, the

principle of territorial integrity of states applies.

Despite these limitations, Spain’s position as an in between country, placed Jaime de
Pinies, the Spanish representative to the UN, in a somewhat privileged position within
the SC. On occasions, he could play the role of catalyst or facilitator between the

Western countries on one hand, and the African, Arab and Latin American countries

125 See this Chapter, pp. 70-72.
126 See this Chapter, pp. 83-84.
127 See this Chapter, pp. 77-78.
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on the other. The Spanish representative’s initiatives for the Council to adopt SC
Resolution 279 (1970) of 12 May and SC Resolution 285 (1970) of 5 September, are
examples of Spain’s role as a catalyst;'*® and the Spanish representative’s ability to
gather the required support to adopt SC Resolution 265 (1969) of 1 Aprilm and SC
Resolution 269 (1969) of 12 August," are examples of Spain’s representative acting
as a facilitator. This role of catalyst or facilitator was complemented by Spain’s
obedience to the Council’s authority and international law.'3' For example Spain
supported SC Resolutions 267 (1969) of 3 March and 271 (1969) of 15 September,

132 the

which reaffirmed the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territories by force;
rejection of terrorist practices in the case of passenger aircraft hijacking;'** and the
defence of Article 2.4 of the Charter, which forbids the threat or use of force against
the territorial integrity and political independence of any state.'* Thus, we can claim

that Spain is a multilateralist country, and an upholder of international law."*

The examples mentioned above, highlight the importance that Spain and other non-
permanent members in general, can play in the SC to achieve the adoption of
resolutions. Although in most cases the price for achieving the necessary consensus is
the adoption of resolutions whose wording has been so watered down, which the texts
become excessively soft or difficult to implement. In spite of this, the performance of
Spain and other non-permanent members helped the SC to avoid a situation of
paralysis. They also helped the SC to develop as an effective policy making and
standard setting organisation through its resolutions and declarations. This is a very
important function, which should not be minimised because, as Finkelstein says,

«,..what is decided by UN organs can be important even when visible consequences

do not soon ensued.. .13

128 Gee this Chapter, p. 74.
129 See this Chapter, pp. 70-71.
130 Gee this Chapter, pp. 78-79.
131 UN document S/PV.1484 (OR).
132 See this Chapter, p. 72.
13 See this Chapter, p. 75.
134 See this Chapter, pp. 70 and 72.
11:35(5, See Chapter 1, pp. 2-3.
Finkelstein, Lawrence S. (1988), “Comparative Politics in the UN System”, in Fi o .
S. (ed.), Politics in the United Nations System, p. 451. ystem”, in Finkelstcin, Lawrence
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5 SPAIN IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL: TRANSITION TO DEMOCRACY
(1981-1982)

The economic and political conditions in Spain at the start of the country’s second
term of membership in the SC were very different from those that existed during the
country’s first period of membership. The country was in transition to democracy after
the death of General Franco in 1975. The Constitution of 1978 was a milestone in this
process because it established a democratic regime attuned to its Western
neighbouring countries. Spain’s democratic constitution actually opened the doors to
Europe. In 1977, the Spanish government requested opening of negotiations for
membership of the European Economic Community (EEC), which was accepted the
following year.! Leopoldo Calvo Sotelo, the successor of Adolfo Suarez as Prime
Minister, gained authorisation from the Spanish Parliament to request the admission of
Spain into the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO), resulting in Spain’s
membership of NATO on 30 May 1982.2 The Spanish government’s request to
become a member of NATO generated fierce criticism from the main opposition
party, the Socialist party (PSOE), led by Felipe Gonzalez.? The proposal raised so
much anxiety that the Prime Minister Leopoldo Calvo Sotelo, defined the months of
his brief mandate (February 1981 to October 1982), and the following years until

1986, as those of the ‘Atlantic Polemic’.*

Although membership in the EEC and NATO was the priority, the Spanish
government did not ignore membership into other international multilateral
organisations. One was the UN Committee of Disarmament. Spain had participated in
the works of this Committee in previous years. Fernando Benito, the Spanish
Ambassador to the International Organisations at Geneva, recommended increasing
Spain’s participation in the plenary sessions and the different working groups during
1981.5 The reason for such interest was the Extraordinary Session of the General

Assembly on Disarmament the following year, where the members would discuss the

! The formal admission, after intense and long negotiations, was in 1986.

2 Calvo Sotelo, Leopoldo (1990) (1% ed.), MEMORIA VIVA de la transicion, Barcelona, Plaza &
Janes/Cambio 16, p. 124.

3 Wigg, Richard (25 April 1981), “Spanish Premier points the way to Nato membership”, The Times.

4 Calvo Sotelo, Leopoldo (1990) (1* ed.), op. cit., p. 123.

5 Letter of the Spanish Ambassador to the International Organisations at Geneva on 24 February 1981 to
the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signature
20509, expedientes 1, 4 and 11.



rotation of the non-permanent members, and the eventual enlargement of the
Committee of Disarmament. It was Spain’s ambition to be part of the Committee of
Disarmament, and to that effect, it was considered a positive step to play a more active
role in the work of this Committee.® The inclusion of Spain on the Committee of
Disarmament was also seen by the Spanish Ambassador to the UK as a positive step,
because it would improve Spain’s relationship with the UK.’ Although Gibraltar is not
explicitly mentioned, it is possible that the diplomats and policymakers perceived that
improved relations between the two countries would facilitate the return of the Rock
of Gibraltar, in future negotiations.® Moreover, after years of political marginalisation,
it was thought that Spain’s inclusion on the Committee of Disarmament would
provide an opportunity for Spain to make a contribution to the formation of Western
policy on the matter.® This was possible because membership offered an opportunity
to speak, be heard, and with varying degrees influence in the course of the
negotiations.lo However, Spain, perhaps because of the years of isolation, did not have
a specific policy to follow, nor the necessary human and economic resources to carry

out a more active role on this subject, as the high-ranking officials admitted."!

This lack of a definite policy raises an interesting question, why did the Spanish
government consider the issue of disarmament and Spain’s incorporation onto the
Committee a priority? After all, there were other important matters such as human
rights and economic questions. Not forgetting the reasons discussed above, there are
others that will be added. One reason is that the Spanish Foreign Ministry recognised
that questions of disarmament and limitation of armaments were both of increasing

importance for any country’s foreign policy.'2 Furthermore, public opinion in most

S Ibid.
7 Telegram of the Spanish Ambassador to the UK on 6 May 1981 to the to the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20509, expedientes 1, 4
and 11.
8 The Spanish government also expected that the entrance of Spain into NATO would facilitate the
negotiations for the return of Gibraltar to Spain. Arenal, Celestino del and Francisco Aldecoa (1986)
(eds.), “Speech of the Prime Minister, Don Leopoldo Calvo Sotelo, in the opening session of the NATO
summit in Bonn on 10 June 1982”, Espaiia y la OTAN. Textos y Documentos, Madrid, Tecnos, p- 243.
? Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 11 May 1981 to the Spanish representative to
the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20509, expedientes 1, 4 and 11,
' Note on the Committee on Disarmament on 6 April 1981, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Signatura 20509, expediente 1,4 and 11.
" Informative document of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 27 September 1982, Archives of
{éze Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21947, expediente 7.

Ibid.
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countries showed an increasing interest on such issues,'

a consequence probably of
the negotiations on disarmament between the US and the USSR. Towards the end of
the 1970s these negotiations culminated in the signature of the SALT II Treaty in
1979. Another factor to consider was that in the early 1980s there was a new period of
tensions following the deployment of new Soviet and US missiles on European soil.
Therefore, great expectations were placed on the Committee of Disarmament. All of
these reasons explain why Spain’s membership and participation in the activitics of
the Committee of Disarmament was considered so important. However, Spain’s plans
were frustrated by the reluctance of the two superpowers to enlarge the Committee of
Disarmament.'® As an intermediate solution, a less ambitious enlargement was
decided, which would probably include Norway and Finland, but not Spain.'5 This
option led the Spanish Foreign Ministry to campaign for the status of permanent
observer for Spain.16 The Committee, nonetheless, was not working at its best. The
new atmosphere of confrontation between the two superpowers'7 affected the working
of the Committee of Disarmament. In fact, the Spanish Ambassador to Geneva
reported to the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, that the Committce of
Disarmament had ended its winter period of sessions, with no practical results.'® From
New York, Jaime de Pinies, the Spanish representative to the UN, reported that the
Commission of Disarmament also could not reach any agreement.'® In the same
fashion, the Spanish representative to the UN informed the Spanish Ministry that the

‘ad hoc’ Committee for the World Conference on Disarmament, created by the GA,

13 yp.:
Ibid.
1 Telegram of the Spanish Ambassador to the USSR on 6 May 1981 to the Spanish Minister of Foreign

Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20509, expedientes 1, 4 and 11;
Telegram of the Spanish Minister of Foreign Affairs on 11 May 1981 to the Spanish representative to
the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20509, expedientes 1, 4 and 11;
Telegram of the Spanish Ambassador to the US on 19 May 1981 to the Spanish Minister of Foreign
Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20509, expedientes 1, 4 and 11,
15 Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 9 September 1982 to the Spanish
representatives to the UN, International Organisations at Geneva, and NATO, Archives of the Spanish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21947, expediente 7.

'° Ibid.
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and New York, Oxford University Press, pp. 515-516; Bell, P.M.H. (2001), The World Since 1945. An
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had a “languid life.”*® The adverse international circumstances relating to questions of
disarmament encouraged the Spanish representative to the UN to argue, that Spain

should occupy one of the seats on the recently created Committee of Disarmament.*!

Paradoxically, the efforts of Spain to become integrated into the different regional and
international multilateral organisations coincided with an acute economic crisis, which
had important repercussions for Spain’s foreign policy. The cuts in public expenditure
during 1981 and 1982, and the devaluation of the Spanish currency as a consequence
of the economic downturn, meant that Spain was unable to pay its contributions to the
regular United Nations budget on time.” Furthermore, Spain’s contribution to
different UN missions deployed in diverse areas of conflict was put on hold. The
Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs warned the Spanish representative to the UN, that
the Spanish economic crisis made an increase in the country’s contributions to
International Organisations very difficult.”® The budgetary problems were sometimes
critical, and they affected Spain’s contributions to organisations such as the United
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO), the United
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO), or
the World Health Organisation (WHO).>* The economic difficulties and the domestic
political fragility during Spain’s transition to democracy, did not place the country in a
good position to campaign for a seat in the SC. Article 23.1 of the Charter prescribes
that the General Assembly will elect the non-permanent members of the SC taking
into consideration “ ... in the first instance to the contributions of Members of the
United Nations to the maintenance of international peace and security and to the other

purposes of the Organisation, and also to equitable geographical distribution.” In spite

20 Report of the Spanish Ambassador to the UN on 21 April 1982 to the Spanish Ministry of Forcign
Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21947, expediente 5.

21 Report of the Spanish Ambassador on Disarmament matters in the Second General Assembly of the
UN on Disarmament on 23 July 1982, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura
21947, expediente 8.

2 Op 23 September 1981 the Spanish Foreign Ministry informed the Spanish representative to the UN
that Spain owed more than 1 million US dollars to the ordinary budget of the UN. The debt could not be
paid because the balance of the account destined to pay the different International organisations was at
zero from May 1981. Letter of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 23 September 1981 to the
Spanish representative to the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signature 20509,

expedient 1,4 and 11.
3 Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 25 November 1981 to the Spanish

representative to the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signature 20509,

expedient 6.
24 1nformative note of the Chief Director of Payments to International Organisations, Severina Feijéo

Barrero, on 29 January 1981, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20509,
expediente 1,4 and 11.
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of all the problems the Spanish government took the opportunity to campaign for a

seat in the SC, for a second time.
Spain’s election to the Security Council

Spain’s presence in the SC was not an initial objective of the Spanish government. It
could be argued that during those years the country’s domestic situation and the
economic crisis required the Spanish government’s full attention, but there was an
interest in the candidacy for president of the General Assembly.”® However, although
the Spanish initiative to appoint the Spanish representative to the UN as a president of
the General Assembly was initially welcomed, it was soon opposed by the
government of West Germany, which wanted this post for its representative, Rudiger
Von Wechmar. As a result of Spain’s political insecurity, the weakness of the Spanish
government of those years, and the country’s wish to avoid frictions, which could
hinder negotiations for Spain’s admission to the EEC, made Spain yield to German
pressure. As compensation, the Spanish government requested Germany’s support
within the Western European and Others Group (WEOG) in their campaign for a seat
in the SC.2® However, the important support Spain wanted from Germany was not
easy to achieve because of the candidacy of Malta.”” In short, there were three
candidates (Ireland, Malta and Spain) for the two seats in the SC. A similar situation
happened the first time that Spain had to compete for a seat in the SC. If none of the
three candidates withdrew, the three would have to go to an open election in the GA.
To overcome this situation, the Spanish government carried out an intense world-wide
diplomatic campaign with the aim of gathering the necessary support, which would
guarantee the election of Spain. There are several reasons why Spain wanted to be
elected: First, Spain wanted compensation for withdrawing from campaigning for the
presidency of the GA in favour of Germany. This was described by the Spanish
Minister of Foreign Affairs as a ‘sacrifice’ to keep unity within WEOG.?® Second, the
Spanish government was searching for recognition for the new Spanish democracy.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, the SC is a source of international recognition, and after

25 Pinies y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), Episodios de un diplomatico, Burgos, Dossoles, p. 287.

2 Ibid., p. 287.

27 Telegram of the Spanish Ambassador to Germany on 12 September 1980 to the Spanish Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20969, expediente 11.

28 L etter of the Spanish Minister of Foreign Affairs on 16 September 1980 to the US Secretary of State
Edmund S. Muskie, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20569, expedicnte
11.
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the isolation of previous decades, Spain’s new policymakers were seeking political
recognition for their new democracy. Third, and this is a hypothesis, the aim was to
place Spain in an influential position ready for the election of Secretary-General (SG)

the following year.”

Although a small country, Malta’s campaign was extremely competitive, especially as
the country had never been on the SC before.* Spain, like in the previous period, had
the support of the majority of the Latin American countries and some of Arab and
African countries. In addition, unlike the first time, on this occasion Spain had the
support of its group, the WEOG. However, Spain did not manage to get support from
Italy because of the Maltese community, which lived there. Although all this support
that Spain initially obtained was not enough to reach the majority of two thirds of the
voting members of the GA, it gave Spain a good starting point. Amongst the Latin
American countries, Spain gained thirteen votes; within the Asian group, it obtained
the support of Japan.”' Syria and Jordan also supported Spain, with the promise from
Jordan that the Arab countries would campaign in favour of Spain. Spain also gained
support from Senegal, and within the communist bloc, from Poland.*?> On 24
September, Spain gained the support of New Zealand.» Fiji and Papua would vote
neither for Malta nor for Ireland because they had no diplomatic relations with these
countries.>* Australia declared its support for Spain and its willingness to campaign in
Spain’s favour within its area of influence. This meant that Spain would have the

support of Fiji, Papua, Samoa and the Salomon Islands.*® On 29 September Spain

2 The Secretary General is elected by the General Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security
Council.

30 Telegram of the Spanish Ambassador to Japan on 12 September 1980 to the Spanish Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20969, expediente 11,

*! Japan supported Spain if Spain in turn voted in support of Japan to the SC. Telegram of the Spanish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 22 September 1980 to the Spanish representative to the UN, Archives of
the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20969, expediente 11.

2 Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 20 September 1980 to the Spanish
representative to the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20969,
expediente 11,

3 Telegram of the Spanish Ambassador to Australia on 24 September 1980 to the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20969, expediente 11,

* Ibid,

35 The postponement of the election of new non-permanent members of the SC was providential for
Australia’s support to Spain. Initially, the election in the GA would be before the Australian elections.
As a consequence, Canberra informed Spain that Australia could not support Spain because the
Australian government would lose the support of the important Maltese community, which populated
the country. However, the postponement of the balloting in the GA to a date after the Australians
elections, freed Canberra of any electoral compromise, and they finally supported the Spanish
candidacy. Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 9 October 1980 to the Spanish
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gained the support of Barbados by establishing diplomatic relations with this country.
In addition, Spain promised to vote for Barbados in the election of UN members for

the United Nations Development Program (UNDP).*

Spain was slowly but steadily gathering support. Then, on 7 October 1980 the Spanish
representative reported to the Spanish Foreign Ministry, that Spain had the support of
approximately one hundred countries. That was more than enough because with the
support of seventy-five countries, Spain would reach the required majority.
Nevertheless, the Spanish representative recommended that Madrid should not relax,
because some countries can change their vote at the last minute, others miss the ballot,
and there are always votes that are declared invalid for different reasons.”’ So Spain
continued the campaign. On 7 October Spain gained the support of India, a key
regional actor, who could gain influence on the votes of its neighbouring countries
Bhutan, Myanmar and Nepal. However, there was a pay-off involved. Spain had to
give support to the Indian Nahendra Sing, who wanted a seat on the International
Court of Justice (ICJ) in the election of the following ye:ar.38 Washington also
campaigned in favour of Spain at Spain’s request.* In spite of all this support, the
campaign was intense, and the result was uncertain to predict. On the day of the
balloting itself, the diplomatic campaigning gave way to tricks and manoeuvres. In
particular Jaime de Pinies, the Spanish representative to the UN, reported to the
Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs that New Zealand did not keep to the promises
reached previously with Spain, and instead manoeuvred in favour Ireland, but finally
ended up voting for Spain.*® All together, Spain gained one hundred and nine votes,
Ireland gained one hundred and seven and Malta gained seventy-four. As a result,
Spain and Ireland would occupy the seats reserved in the SC for the WEOG countries,

while Malta was left out.

Ambassador to Australia, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20969,
expediente 11; Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 9 October 1980 to the Spanish
representative to the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20969,
expediente 11.
% Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 29 September 1980 to the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20969, expediente 11.
37 Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 6 October 1980 to the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signature 20969, expedient 11.
%8 Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 7 October 1980 to the Spanish Ambassador
to Thailand, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20969, expediente 11.
% Informative note of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 16 October 1980, Archives of the
%mnish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signature 20969, expedient 11.

Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 20 October 1980 to the Spanish Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20969, expediente 11,
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As mentioned above, although the seat in the SC was not the initial intention of the
Spanish government, it was anyway a very important diplomatic achievement for
Spain. It gave the country the legitimacy, authority and recognition, which the SC
confers to its members. If the first time Spain’s presence in the SC served to legitimise
Franco’s regime, on this occasion it provided legitimacy and recognition of the new
democratic system, which was still in the process of consolidation. In fact, the Spanish
representative to the UN could only express his satisfaction for the importance this
outcome had for Spain’s position within the international community.*' The presence
of Spain in the SC in the period of 1981 to 1982 was the first time that a democratic
Spain played a role on the international scene, not as some had argued when the
country held the presidency of the European Council in 1989. In addition, the
support that the WEOG members offered Spain was also important, not only because
it helped to facilitate the election, but more importantly, because it was one important
sign of their recognition and acceptance of a democratic Spain. The legitimacy Spain
gained would have probably not been so important if the country had succeeded in its
initiative of running for the election of the presidency of the General Assembly. The
electoral process also shows how competitive the elections are, even though one of the
candidates was a small country. Here we are referring to Malta. This country had
reached a high international profile during those years, thanks in great measure, to the
personality of the Maltese Prime Minister, Dom Mintoff,*® and Malta’s significant
role in the negotiations of the Law of the Sea (LOS) some years earlier. It was the
Maltese representative to the UN, Arvid Pardo, who in 1967 proposed in the GA the
creation of an international regime for the seabed and the ocean floor beyond the
national jurisdiction of states and their consideration as a ‘common heritage of

mankind’.** Such was the salience acquired by Malta in the negotiations of LOS that

# Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 21 October 1980 to the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20969, expedicnte 11.

22 Montes, J. (1999), “L’Espagne et I'Union europeenne a 'aube du XXI siecle”, Defense Nationale

diciembre, quoted in Fernandez Pasarin, Ana Mar (2007), “Las presidencias espaiiolas dcl Conscjo de lz;
Union Europea”, in Morata, Francesc and Gemma Mateo (eds.), Espaiia en Europa, Europa en Espaiia
[1986-2006], Barcelona, Fundacio CIDOB.

43 Malta Today (18 April 2010), “Mintoff shows off his ‘non-aligned manhood’ and threatens to break
relations with Israel”, in http://archive.maltatoday.com.mt/2010/04/18/t13.buml, accessed on 25
December 2010.

4 Ram, P. Anand (1982), “Freedom of the Seas: Past, Present and Future”, in Rafael Guticrrez Girardot
et al. (eds.), New Directions in International Law: Essays in Honour of Wolfgang Abendroth

Frankfurt/New York: Campus Verlag, pp. 215-233, reprinted in Caminos, Hugo (ed.) (2001), Law of the:
Sea, Aldershot, Dartmouth Publishing Company, p. 274; Shabtai, Rosenne (1996), “Geography in

103




in 1981, it became one of the country candidates to host the headquarters of the Sea-
Bed Authority.45 The electoral competitiveness for a seat in the SC was so extreme,
that the candidates used different strategies to succeed. Spain was not an exception to
these practices. Like the first time, it was a trade off between diverse countries,
although this time Spain’s bargaining capacity was greater due to the support of its
group, the WEOG. The electoral process also shows how important it is for a country
which wants a seat in the SC to maintain diplomatic relations with as many states as
possible, at the time of requesting support. To conclude, Spain’s election to the SC
gave a clear signal that Spain had gained the recognition it sought as a new democratic
state, while at the same time giving the country an important opportunity to increase

its relevance in the international community.
The Security Council’s agenda (1981-1982)

The status and recognition that the SC confers to its members were emphasised by the
increasing relevance that the SC itself acquired as an instrument for the maintenance
of international peace and security. Proof of the growing importance of the SC is the
expansion of its activities with regard to previous years, such as an increase in the
number of meetings; a broadening of the matters discussed; and the growing number
of resolutions adopted. Nevertheless, it has to be said that this expansion in its
workload, did not necessarily imply an increase in its effectiveness. Although this
trend in the enlargement of the SC agenda would become more evident in the years to
come, from the 1980s there is already a clear movement in that direction. During 1981
to 1982, the SC held one hundred and forty-nine meetings and adopted 44 resolutions,
whereas during 1969 to 1970 the SC convened one hundred times and adopted 29
resolutions. With regard to the matters considered during this period, they were a
mixture of old issues, some of which appeared in the previous section, while others
were of recent incorporation as a consequence of the appearance of new scenarios of

conflict. However, as discussed in Chapter 4, only the most relevant matters will be

considered.

International Maritime Boundary-Making”, Political Geography, 15, pp. 319-334, reprinted in
Caminos, Hugo (ed.) (2001), Law of the Sea, Aldershot, Darmouth Publishing Company, p. 227.
45 : : .

Yearbook of the United Nations 1981 (1985), Vol. 35, New York, Department of Public Information

United Nations, p.133.
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The Middle East

In spite of the important diplomatic achievement of the Camp David Accords of 1979
between Israel and Egypt, the Middle East continued to be a very unstable region as a
consequence of the conflicts between Israel and the Palestinians. It is no surprise that
the Middle East continued to be a top issue on the Security Council agenda, when
Spain returned to the SC in 1981. Spain’s policy with regard to the Middle East had
not experienced any major changes, since the year in which Spain left the SC. Spain
continued to support the Palestinian cause at the same time as it opposed Isracl’s
actions. This continuation is explained by the inertia of the previous government. It
can also be explained by the sympathy that Prime Minister Adolfo Suarez felt for the
Palestinian cause. Not forgetting the good relationship, which Spain maintained with

the majority of Arab countries.

Spanish opposition to Isracl became more rational and less emotional. Under Franco’s
regime, opposition to Israel was greatly influenced by the personal antipathy of Franco
and his closest collaborator, Admiral Carrero Blanco, towards the Jews. But feelings
were to a great extent put aside with the arrival of democracy. Hostility against Israel
was based on a more rational or pragmatic reasons, such as Israel’s continuous
violations of international law and lack of respect for the SC resolutions. The
guidelines established by the Spanish government with regard to Isracl seem to
support this idea. Spain would condemn Israel for its actions but always within limits.
Therefore, Spain would never support any resolution, which defined Israel’s actions as
war crimes. Such an accusation could imply they were like those carried out by the
Nazis during the Second World War, and this could justify the request for more
‘Nuremberg trials’. Spain would never vote in favour of any resolution that declared
Israel a non-peace loving country because such a charge would open the door to
Israel’s eventual eviction from the UN. This would be a measure, which contradicted
the principle of universality in the UN advocated by Spain. Furthermore, Madrid
could never support any resolution, which condemned the different peace initiatives
for the region because such a step would not only implicitly undermine the Camp

David Accords, but it would go against Spain’s stand in favour of any peace initiative

105



in the pursuance of a definitive and lasting peace in the Middle East.*® This attitude, in
combination with Spain’s closeness to other Western countries, and Spain’s constant
defence of the authority of the SC, placed Spain in an even better position than in the
previous period (1969 to 1970) to play the role of ‘bridge builder’ in the Middle East
conflict. Nevertheless, the beginning of the period known as a ‘renewed cold war’ or a
‘return to confrontation’*’ between the two superpowers, restrained significantly the

possibility that Spain could play such a role successfully.

The crisis between Israel and the Lebanon during 1981 and 1982 however, did allow
Spain to play the role of catalyst, facilitator and upholder of international law. In 1981,
tension in the border between Israel and Lebanon remained high because of the
outbreak of hostilities between PLO ﬁghters48 and the ‘de facto’ forces*® in Southern
Lebanon.>® Members of the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNlFIL)Sl
were not immune from the hostilities, and suffered provocation, harassment and
military offences, which sometimes ended in casualties.’? The initial reaction of the
Security Council was the release of a presidential statement on 19 March 1981,%
which did not satisfy the Spanish representative.5 4 However, the increased intensity of

the aggressions, and the concerns of several countries about the continuation of

4 Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 17 September 1982 to the Spanish permanent
representative to the International Organisms in Geneva, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente 1.

4 Bell, P.M.H. (2001), op. cit., p. 335; Young, John W. and John Kent (2004), op. cit., p. 482,

* Initially, the PLO was established in Jordan, but after its expulsion by the Jordan Army, PLO
members fled to Israel, Syria and mainly the Lebanon. In fact, the PLO headquarters were set up in

Beirut.
49 Christians supported by Israel.
50 UN document S/14354; UN document S/14355; UN document S/14381; UN document S$/14394: UN

document S/14398; UN document S/14586; UN document S/14591; UN document S/14594; UN
document S/14600; UN document S/14601; UN document S/14602; UN document S/14603; UN
document S/14609,

5! Israel had invaded the Lebanon in 1978 and occupied all the southern part of the country as a
response to the attack carried out by a Palestinan commando in Israel, which resulted in many victims.
The aim of the occupation was the capture of those commandos based in southern Lebanon, But Beirut
took the matter to the SC citing as proof that the Lebanese government had no conections with them
The SC adopted Resolutions 425 (1978) of 19 March and 426 (1978) 19 March, which, among othcr.
things, requested the withdrawal of Israel from the Lebanon, and established UNIFIL with a triple
objective: Confirming the Israeli withdrawal, restoring international peace and security, and assisting
the government of the Lebanon to restore its authority in the area.

52 UN document S/14407.

%3 UN document S/14414.
5% The Spanish representative argued that Presidential statements are grotesque when the aggressions are

so evident and only damage the reputation of the SC. Pinies y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), op. cit., p. 292.
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hostilities® resulted in SC holding several more meetings throughout 1981 and 1982.
During this period Spain played the role of facilitator and catalyst. However, Spain
was not always very successful because of the assertive policy of the Reagan
administration. Reagan’s policy constrained the capacity of the SC to adopt

resolutions for the often US exercise, or threat of exercise, of its right of veto

The first Spanish initiative took place in July 1981. As hostilities continued,
Bangladesh requested the intervention of the Secretary-General,* and the non-aligned
countries demanded the adoption of mandatory sanctions against Israel, for its attacks
and non-compliance with the Security Council and General Assembly resolutions.”’
However, the adoption of coercive measures against Israel was opposed by the US.
Jaime de Pinies, in a joint initiative with the Irish and Japanese representatives,
requested the adoption of a less ambitious but more feasible resolution, which
requested an immediate cessation of all armed attacks. The text, which had been
agreed with the non-aligned countries, and other members of the Council, was
unanimously adopted as SC Resolution 490 (1981) of 21 July. This resolution proved
to be effective because it eased the tension in the area. During the following six
months the area remained predominantly calm in spite of sporadic exchanges of fire,
or by some of the PLO attempts to infiltrate weapons and personnel into United

Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) lines.*®

In 1982, however, open hostilities broke out when Israel invaded the Lebanon with the
acquiescence of the US.” The invasion started intense diplomatic negotiations in the
SC throughout twenty-one meetings, which started on 5 June at the request of the
Lebanon,®® and continued until 18 October. During these meetings, Spain again played
the role of catalyst and facilitator. Spain acted as a catalyst and facilitator for several
possible reasons: Spain’s approach to the countries of the Eastern bloc during the

previous years, which culminated with the establishment of diplomatic relations with

%5 European Council, UN document S/14421; Japan, UN document $/14436; Argentina, UN document
S/14447; Egypt, UN document S/14450 and UN document S/14450/Corr.1; Uruguay’ UN documz:t

S/14472.
% UN document S/14614.
57 UN document S/14618.
:2 UN document S/14789; UN document S/14869.

Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 11 June 1982 to th ish representative
the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21 950?esxi;)z:,rclil;.}:1[rt Zr%wmuw .
% UN documents S/15161; UN documents S/15162. '
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the USSR in 1977, Spain’s traditional good relationship with the moderate Arab
countries; Spain’s efforts to restore good relations with the US, since the appointment
of Gregorio Lopez Bravo as Minister of Foreign Affairs; Spain’s more moderate
policy towards Israel; and Spain’s good relations with Panama, a non-aligned country,
which carried out a quite active role in the SC, during Spain’s term in the SC. This
relationship had strengthened since Spain supported Panama in its claim for the return
of the Canal.%?> These reasons probably made Spain a reliable and acceptable
interlocutor for all the parties. In fact, it was through conversations with the
Panamanian representative, the Western, and the communists, that the Spanish
representative achieved the necessary support to pass a resolution, which condemned
Israel for its non-compliance with SC Resolution 508 (1982) of 5 June and SC
Resolution 509 (1982) of 6 June, which had appealed to all cessation of hostilities
from both parties, and the withdrawal of Israeli forces to the internationally recognised

boundaries of the Lebanon.

However, although there was no mention of coercive measures, the diplomatic efforts
of the Spanish representative to gain US support failed.®> Mediation between the non-
aligned and the US did not succeed because of the veto of the US representative, who
argued that the draft resolution lacked sufficient balance to accomplish the objectives
of ending the cycle of violence.** Jaime de Pinies, the Spanish representative,
described this argument as “extremely poor.”®® Nevertheless, he did not blame the US
representative, who in his opinion was a reasonable person, but the intransigence of
the Reagan Administration.*® Nevertheless, the US representative contributed to
policymaking as a member of the Cabinet in Washington.'57 So the single US veto
revealed the increasing isolationism of the US, within the UN and the SC, with regard
to the Middle East conflict.®® Furthermore, the obstructionist practises of the US
created a sentiment of frustration among the Arabs, non-aligned and Third World

countries, which considered seeking the suspension of Israel from the General

81 pollack, Benny with Graham Hunter (1987), op. cit., p. 63.

% Ibid., p. 87.

6 Telegrpam of the Spanish representative to the UN on 9 June 1982 to the Spanish Ministry of Forcign
Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente 4.

# UN document S/PV.2377 (OR).

% Pinies y Rubio, Jaime de (2000), op. cit., p. 338. (My translation).

% Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 9 June 1982 to the Spanish Minister of Forcign
Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente 4.

67 Leapman, Michael (27 March 1981), “A cool lady facing UN realities”, The Times.

%8 pysariwsky, Zoriana (28 June 1982), “US further isolated at the UN”, The Times.
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Assembly.®® This option was not totally implausible because there was a precedent
with South Africa. However, unlike South Africa, the suspension of Isracl would
cause the UN irreparable damage because Washington could decide to withdraw from
the UN. This is what the political adviser of the US Embassy in Madrid warned the
Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs.”

Despite this setback the Spanish representative continued with his mediation efforts,
On 29 July 1982, he introduced a humanitarian draft resolution to alleviate the plight
of the citizens of Beirut, as Israeli troops had the capital under siege. The resolution
was adopted by the SC with the non-participation of the US in the voting.”' In
addition, at the beginning of August the Spanish representative held numerous
meetings with other representatives to express his vehement disagreement about
waiting for Israel’s authorisation to deploy UN observers in and around Beirut, to
monitor the situation.”? The Spanish representative considered Isracl’s attitude as
unacceptable because deployment had been decided unanimously, and therefore Israel
should be forced to comply with the resolution if reluctant to do it voluntarily.”
Moreover, the authorisation of Israel questioned, in his opinion, the sovereignty,
territorial integrity, and independence of the Lebanon.” This raises the question, how
it is possible to talk about independence, territorial integrity, and sovereignty of a
country invaded by a foreign army? This declaration can only be interpreted as an

assertion of Spain’s support for the Lebanon.

At the beginning of August the Spanish representative took the initiative again, and
cosponsored a draft resolution with the representative of Jordan. The text condemned
Israel for its non-compliance with SC resolutions, and reiterated the Council’s demand
for a ceasefire. They also decided to meet again within the next three hours to consider

the report of the Secretary General, after which the SC would adopt effective

6 Pysariwsky, Zoriana (10 June 1982), “US vetoes criticism of Israel”, The Times:; Telegram of the
Spanish representative to the UN on 21 June 1982 to the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Archives
0{ the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente 4.

7 Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 16 June 1982 to the Spanish representative to
the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente 4.

7' SC Res 515 (1982) of 29 July.

2SC Res 516 (1982) of 1 August. ‘
 Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 3 August 1982 to the Spanish Ministry of

Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente 4.
" Ibid.
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measures under Chapter VII of the Charter.”” In the Spanish representative’s
intervention in the SC meeting on 4 August, he described the authorisation of Isracl
for the deployment of UN observers as “...an act of mockery of the Council” and
added that “The Israeli war machine must be brought to a halt; a stop must be put to
such arrogance.” This is the reason why the Spanish representative hoped the draft
resolution he co-sponsored with Jordan would be adopted unanimously by the
Council.”® However, the US representative threatened to veto it for her opposition to
any condemnation of Israel, and any mention of Chapter VII of the Charter. To avoid
deadlock of the Council, the Spanish representative once again acted as a facilitator
between the US on one hand, and Jordan and the Lebanon on the other. After intense
negotiations in the corridors and informal consultations, a softened version of the text
was put to the vote, and was adopted as SC Resolution 517 (1982) of 4 August. It
gained fourteen votes in favour and one abstention. The US representative decided not

to support it in spite of the changes. Deadlock, at least, had been avoided.

In spite of this resolution, Israel continued with its offensive in the Lebanon, even
against civilian buildings.”” However, the situation on the diplomatic front changed
substantially. Frictions between Israel and France emerged, and the US attitude
towards Israel became more assertive. The diplomatic shift allowed the agreement to
deploy a multinational force of US, French and Italian troops to pacify the area. The
fact that the USSR had requested a meeting and proposed a draft resolution was also
an important factor. This could have been interpreted as a Soviet warning that further
Isracli actions could lead to an escalation of the conflict. In these changing
circumstances the SC adopted unanimously SC Resolution 518 (1982) of 12 August.
This demanded that all the parties in the conflict should observe previous SC
resolutions, Israel’s cooperation in the deployment of UN observers, and the lifting of
all restrictions on the city of Beirut. The Secretary-General reported that this time the
ceasefire had been respected by both parties, and requested the extension of UNIFIL

for two more months.”® Spain agreed with the deployment of the multinational force

5 UN document S/15343.

7 UN document S/PV.2388 (OR).
" Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 6 August 1982 to the Spanish Ambassadors

to the UN, Jeddah, Damascus, Kuwait, Jordan, Algeria, Egypt and NATO (Brussels), Archives of the
S!)am'sh Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente 4. '
7® UN document $/15362; UN document $/15357.
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and considered its participation if the Lebanon so requested it.” The deployment of
the multinational force, and the simultaneous withdrawal of the Israeli forces, resulted

in the situation progressively returning to the ‘status quo ante.’

Spain once again played the role of facilitator, catalyst, and upholder of international
law within the SC between the Arab and non-aligned countries on one side, and the
Western countries on the other. But with uneven results because of the unconditional
US support for Israel. The Spanish representative, sometimes on his own and other
times forming coalitions with representatives of like-minded countries, succeeded on
several occasions to avoid any deadlock in the Council. The efforts of the Spanish
representative as a catalyst, facilitator, ‘bridge builder’, and upholder of international
law, were hindered by the frequent differences with the US, and yet the Spanish
Foreign Ministry reported that such differences did not harm the good relationship
Spain had with the US.*® Rather the opposite, the good relationship between both
countries allowed for a constant and frank exchange of information, which was very
useful from the point of view of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs.®' The fact
that the closest allies of the US in the Council, Britain and France, still maintained a
good relationship with the US, despite the fact that both often aligned with Spain and
left the US isolated, indicated that the differences between Spain and the US did not
affect the relationship between both countries. The signature of the Friendship,
Defence and Cooperation Treaty between the US and Spain on 2 July 1982 seems to

ratify the good relationship between the two countries, despite their differences in the

SC with regard to the Middle East.

The Israeli invasion of the Lebanon was not the only matter discussed by the SC, in
which Spain played the role of facilitator, catalyst and defender of international law.,
Israel’s endeavours to annex the occupied territories (the Golan Heights and the West
Bank) also gave Spain the opportunity to play such roles. Spain was strongly opposed

to any action or measure, which sought the integration of those territories in Israel for

™ Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 21 September 1982 to the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Mim'stry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente 1,
Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 7 December 1982 to the Spanish representative
to the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expedicnte 3.

% Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 8 September 1982 to the Spanish
representative to NATO in Brussels, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura

21950, expediente 4,
* Ibid.
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being contrary to international law, the principles of the Charter, and the relevant
resolutions of the SC and the GA.*? For these reasons the Spanish representative
supported SC Resolution 497 (1981) of 17 December. In 1982 the SC became
deadlocked, when the US threatened to veto the Syrian and Jordan draft resolutions,

1.8 However, the US

which requested the adoption of coercive measures against Israe
was not the only country opposed to compulsory sanctions. Zaire and Panama were
also against coercive measures.** As a consequence, neither the Syrian nor the Jordan
drafts resolutions were put to the vote. In an attempt to overcome the impasse, the
Spanish representative began a number of multilateral meetings between Syria,
Zambia, the Westerner countries, Panama and the other non-aligned countries. His
aim was to find a common position, which would allow the drafting of a resolution
acceptable to all the SC members.”” His aim was to muster as much support as
possible for an emergency General Assembly session in case the softened text was
vetoed by the US.® He was successful and finally a text, which condemned Israel and
decided that all the member states should consider applying measures against Israel,
under Chapter VII, was put to the vote.” Although the draft resolution had the support
of nine members (Guyana, the USSR, Jordan, Panama, Poland, Togo, Uganda, Zaire
and Spain), it was not adopted because of the US veto.*® Spain voted in favour of the
draft resolution, in spite of the pressure the US put on the Spanish representative to
oppose it or abstain from voting.*® The pressure the US put on Spain was not solely

motivated because Spain was the only Western country which supported the draft

82 UN document S/PV.2317 (OR); Telcgram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 3 April 1982 1o
the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Sign:
21949, expediente 7. » ignatura
8 Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 5 January 1982 to the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21949, expcdicnlc‘9 7O
8 Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 8 January 1982 to the Spanish Minislr. f
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21949 expcdiL‘nl)&/: 8
Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 11 January 1982 to the Spani;h Ministr of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21949, expcdicnlé 9 ¢
85 Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 19 January 1982 to the Spanish Ambass.'ld \
to the UK, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21949, expcdicﬁl:: :)r
Informative note of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 12 January 1982, Archives of rh,
S!)am'sh Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21949, expediente 11. ¢
8 Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 19 January 1982 to the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Minister of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21949, expedient ,‘9 Yo
¥ UN document S/14832/Rev.1. » expeciente 3
:: France, Britain, Ireland, Japan and Panama abstained.

Informative note of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 7 Januar j
Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21949, expediente 11; Informa)t,ivlegii;eA(:gl:;\‘::esg Oz{n:fle
Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 15 January 1982, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign \A[}fai,‘-s]
Signatura 291949, expediente 11; Report to the Spanish Secretary of State of Forcign Affairs on 26
January 1982, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21949, expcdicn;c I 1
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resolution, but also because Spain’s vote was the decisive vote, which could stop the
US from wielding the veto. Had Spain voted against, the draft resolution would not
have had enough support for its adoption (eight votes) and the US would not have
neceded to use the veto. Finally, another draft resolution, which denounced the Isracli
measures carried out in the West Bank and the Gaza strip, was also supported by

Spain and vetoed by the US representative.go

The Israeli attack on a nuclear reactor in Iraq, and the conflict between Iraq and Iran,
were other occasions in which Spain played the role of bridge builder, and upholder of
international law. In the case of Israel’s attack on the nuclear reactor, which took
everybody by surprise, even the us,”! Spain once again showed its inclination towards
the Arabs. Spain was clearly opposed to such an attack despite the announcement that
declared that the plant had been designed to produce atomic bombs targeted on
Israel.”? Spain dismissed this claim by arguing that this was impossible because the
reactor was internationally supervised by IAEA,93 and this organisation had never
registered any violations to safeguards.” It was Spain’s belief that any aggression was

95
1.”” For all of these reasons, the

related to the internal political circumstances in Israe
Spanish representative defined Israel’s act as a clear violation of international law and
‘absolutely unacceptable.’% The Arab countries and the non aligned countries,
unsurprisingly, demanded the adoption of a SC resolution, which condemned the
attack, imposed sanctions upon Israel under Chapter VII of the Charter, the payment
of compensation for the damages caused, and the eventual expulsion of Israel from the
UN. However, the US was bluntly opposed to any mention of Chapter VII, and the
eventual expulsion of Israel. Nevertheless, the US was willing to negotiate a draft
resolution, which would satisfy both the US and the Arab countries, because the US

representative did not want to give the USSR the impression that the Western bloc

% UN document S/14943.
%! Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 10 June 1981 to the Spanish representative to

the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20514, expediente 2.

92 UN document S/14510; UN document S/14532.

% Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 8 June 1981 to the Spanish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20514, expedicnte 2.

* UN document S/14509.

% Telegram of the Spanish Ambassador to Syria on 12 June 1981 to the Spanish Minister of Foreign
Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21514, expedicnte 2.

% UN document S/PV.2282 (OR).

113



was divided.”” The US did not want to get isolated in the SC because deadlock in the
SC caused by the US veto would have generated more frustration among the Arab

countries, and would have further alienated the US from the Arab countrics.

To prevent the US from being isolated, the US representative Jeane Kirkpatrick sct out
to the Spanish representative the terms, which the draft resolution should contain, to
make it acceptable to Washington.”® After a number of consultations, the Spanish
representative agreed on a text accepted as SC Resolution 487 (1981) of 19 June. This
strongly condemned the attack of Israel, recognised the right of Iraq and other
countries to establish programmes of technological and nuclear development for civil
purposes, requested Israel to place its nuclear facilities under the safeguards of the
IAEA, and recognised the entitlement of Iraq to receive compensation. Although the
Arab countries and several members of the SC considered the resolution as weak for
not containing any mention of sanctions against Israel under Chapter VII of the
Charter, (Uganda, Tunis, the USSR, or the Germany Democratic Republic),”® all
finally agreed with the draft. This was because the Spanish representative, Jaime de
Pinies, managed to convince the Iraqi representative to accept the wording of the
resolution by arguing that the fact that Washington had condemned the attack
represented a serious blow to Israel and to its relationship with the US. Spain also
considered the wording as soft, but the Arab countries, especially Iraq, considered the
resolution as weak for not containing any mention of sanctions.'® Pinies, however,
managed to convince them that they should support the resolution because

Washington had condemned the attack, and this was a serious blow to Israel’s

interests and relationship with the us.'

The Spanish representative’s role in the SC was important with regard to the Middle

East. He played the role of facilitator and catalyst, sometimes on his own and other

97 Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 17 June 1981 to the Spanish represcntative to
the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20514, expediente 2.

% Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 17 June 1981 to the Spanish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20514, expedicnte 2.

% Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 19 June 1981 to the Spanish Ministry of Forcign
Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20514, expediente 2; Telegram
of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 19 June 1981 to the Spanish Ambassador to Iraq,
Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20514, expedicnte 2,

1% Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 19 June 1981 to the Spanish Ambassador to
Iraq, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20514, expediente 2.

0! Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 18 June 1981 to the Spanish Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Si gnatura 20514, expediente 2.
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times in coalition with other representatives of like-minded states. The Spanish
Foreign Ministry and the Spanish representative were both responsible for Spain’s
foreign policy. The former gave the instructions for achieving successful draft
resolutions, and delegated to the latter the task of acting in a way that would achicve
consensus in the SC.'"? It was, therefore, as a result of the Spanish representative’s
negotiations that deadlock in the SC was on occasions avoided, and the SC could
discharge its responsibilities, as happened with SC Resolution 487 (1981) of 19 Junc
and SC Resolution 517 (1982) of 4 August. On those occasions of impasse because of
the US veto, the Spanish representative contributed to bringing opposing sides
together, and acted as an upholder of international law through his speeches and
declarations inside and outside of the SC chamber. Spain’s behaviour is an example of
the important role that non-permanent members can acquire in giving an air of
respectability and legitimacy within the SC. Often the non-permanent members can
build consensus amongst other members of the SC, in a way that discourages
permanent members from exercising the veto, which may lead to frustration and

disbelief in the main organisation responsible for the maintenance of international

peace and security.
The Iraq-Iran War (1980-1988)

Spain also played an important role of mediator between both countries because it
maintained a good relationship with both sides. Thus, the official position of Spain
was one of neutrality. Nevertheless, this was not an obstacle for Spain to provide
military assistance to Iraq through third countries.'® Spanish military aid to Traq was
probably ignored by Iran because the Iranian authorities appreciated Spain’s
neutrality, and declared their interest in Spain’s participation in the reconstruction of
the country, once the conflict was over.'™ Spain’s neutrality, their good relationship
with the Arab countries, and the presence in the SC, placed Spain in a very good
position to act as a mediator between both sides. In fact, Iraq requested Spain on two

occasions to bring the matter to the SC, and adopt a resolution requesting the cessation

192 Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 17 June 1981 to the Spanish representative
to the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign f'\ffairs, Signatura 20514, expedicnte 2.
183 Informative note of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 27 May 1982, Archives of the

S({:anish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente 5.
] .
Ibid.
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of hostilities, while guaranteeing the territorial integrity of the country.'® Jordan also
encouraged Spain to take the initiative in the SC.!% The reason for such requests was
because at that time Iran had started to take the initiative in the conflict. Iraq, as well
as the majority of Arab states, feared that the victory of Iran could spread the Iranian
revolution to neighbouring countries,'” which in turn could lead to the spread of
communism and the growing influence of the USSR in the region because of the
military assistance that the USSR provided to Iran.'”® It was also hoped that Spain
could overcome the differences among the non-aligned countries (six in the SC),
which allowed the joint sponsoring of a draft resolution, which was acceptable to the
other members of the SC.!” The Spanish representative, with the authorisation of the
Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, accepted the challenge and focused his
diplomacy on three fronts: The first front focused on the non-aligned members of the
Council with the aim of narrowing their differences to obtain the redaction of a draft,
which was acceptable to all the members of the Council. The second front focused on
the other members of the Council, to persuade them to support the resulting draft. The
third front focused on Iran, because the conditions that had imposed in order to accept

any SC resolution, were totally unacceptable for Iraq.

Thus, a key part of the negotiating process was changing the intransigence of the
Iranian authorities, because the USSR had reservations in supporting any draft

to Without Soviet

resolution, which did not at least have the acquiescence of Iran.
support, it was impossible to adopt any resolution. In the end, in spite of intense and

continuous meetings, the efforts of the Spanish representative only succeeded on the

195 Telegram of the Spanish Ambassador to Iraq on 29 May 1982 to the Spanish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expedicnte 5; Telegram
of the Spanish representative to the UN on 17 June 1982 to the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expedicente 5.

19 Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 23 June 1982 to the Spanish representative
to the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente 5.

197 Informative note of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 27 May 1982, Archives of the
Sdoanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente S.

% Shipler, David K. (29 May 1982), “ISRAEL SEES SOVIET GAIN AS U.S. SHUNS IRAN", The
New York Times; Telegram of the Spanish ambassador to Jordan on 1 June 1982 1o the Spanish
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950,
expediente 5.

'® Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 1 July 1982 to the Spanish representative to
the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expedicnte S; Telegram
of the Spanish representative to the UN on 7 July 1982 to the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expedicnte 5.

"% Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 7 July 1982 to the Spanish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente §.
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first two fronts. He could not convince the Iranian authoritics to soften their
.. 111 . .
position.” " Pressure to adopt a resolution increased following the Iranian offensive

"2 As a consequence, the SC adopted unanimously SC

against Iraq on 12 July (1982).
Resolution 514 (1982) of 12 July, which among other requirements, called for a ccase-
fire, an immediate end to all military operations, and the withdrawal of forces to
internationally recognised boundaries. The Iranian authorities, however, dissociated
themselves from any decision made by the SC,'"* and continued with the military
offensive with the aim of achieving regime change in Iraq.'"* In October of that year,
the Council adopted SC Resolution 522 (1982) of 4 October, which called again for an

immediate cessation of hostilities and the withdrawal of all forces to internationally

recognised boundaries.

Africa

Spain’s foreign policy with regard to the African states, during this period, was a
continuation of that carried out in the previous period, when Spain was in the SC.
Spain’s policy was to achieve an increase in cooperation and growing friendship.''?
However, unlike in the previous period, Spain’s aim was not to break their political
isolation. It was to defend their political and increasing economic interests in Africa.
The main aim was to counterbalance the campaign of some African states within the
Organisation of African Unity (OAU), which demanded the *Africanity’ of the Canary
Islands, and to neutralise the Moroccan claim over the Spanish enclaves of Ceuta and

Melilla in North Africa.''® To that end, Spain sought to avoid any confrontation with

""" Initially, France and the US preferred a solution or mediation that came directly from the non-
aligned or the Islamic countries, limiting the role of the SC as a back up of such initiative. Note to the
Deputy Secretary of Foreign Affairs in 1982, Archives of the Spanish Minist F i ;
lSignatura 21947, expediente 1. 1y of Foreign Affuirs,
12 . . .

Telegram of the Spanish Ambassador to Saudi Arabia on 12 July 1982 to the Spanish Minis
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21 950{)ex;cdic|:?c;b;ry of
13 Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 16 July 1982 to the Spanish Ambassad(;rs 10
Iraq, Iran and Saudi Arabia, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signmu‘rla 2195(;
lexpediente 5. o

14 . .. . .

Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 16 July 1982 to the Spanish Ambass:
the UN, Brussels (NATO), Saudi Arabia, Iran and Algeria, Archives of the Spanir;h A;Iinis;nh':)?;]:(:;)rs, :0
{1 airs, Signatura 21950, expediente 5. 4 reign

Letter of the Spanish representative to the UN on 10 February 1980 to the Sec

. . . .. . CCTets ate
Forcign Affairs at the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spar:‘ishtltlri‘;ti‘srry ngfs;dlb '(:n
f‘ airs, Signatura 20516, expediente 1. &4 oreign

Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 5 February 1981 to the Spanish Minis
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20[5)12I82x1[\)1]3;z:1rl{: zf
Sccret report of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 22 April 1981 on the situali;m in Namibi ,
Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20516, expediente 3. w
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the African states, which could exacerbate the African claims over Spain. However,
there were occasions when defence of Spain’s territorial rights was not casy because
this objective was incompatible with Spain’s ideological principles related to
decolonisation. In short, Spain’s foreign policy supported the position of the non-

aligned countries, and Spain’s own economic and political interests.

The case of Namibia is one in which differences between Spain and the non-aligned
states emerged. These discrepancies placed Spain in a predicament because of the
great expectation and passion that the Namibian issue raised among the African states.
The Spanish government supported the self-determination of the Namibian people,
and the territorial integrity of the country.!'” On this issue Spain’s point of view was
coincident with that of the African and other non-aligned states. However, Spain’s
economic interests in South Africa resulted in Spain sometimes detaching itself from
the initiatives of the non-aligned countries. When Mexico, Niger, Panama, the
Philippines, Tunisia and Uganda sponsored draft resolutions in April 1981''8 sccking
the imposition of comprehensive and mandatory sanctions against South Africa, and
severance of diplomatic, consular, and trading relations because of the South African
unwillingness to withdraw from Namibia, Spain abstained. Nevertheless, the Spanish
representative supported the drafts that requested the imposition of an armaments and
oil embargo.'"” This is the same position that Spain maintained during the previous
period in the SC. But this time Spain abstained to avoid a clash with the non-aligned
countries, and because it disliked the adoption of broad sanctions for their
indiscriminate character, which would have increased South Africa’s isolation.
Moreover, comprehensive economic sanctions would have badly affected the
economies of South Africa’s neighbouring countries, such as Botswana.!?* As a
consequence, the adoption of such measures would have been unpopular among some

African states. So Spain’s support would have been counterproductive if the aim was

17 Sratement issued at the end of the visit of the Mission of the United Nations Council for Namibia to
Spain on 7-9 May 1981, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20515,

expediente 5.

8 UN document S/14459; UN documents S/14460 and S/14460/Rev.1.

119 §/14461 and $/14462; Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 28 April 1981 to the
Spanish representative to the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20516,
expediente 4.

120 Telegram of the Spanish Ambassador to South Africa on 1 May 1981 to the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20516, expediente 4;
Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 5 February 1981 to the Spanish representative
to the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20517, expediente 4.
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to maintain good relations with the African countries. Finally, the imposition of broad
economic sanctions would have affected Spain’s interests because of the country’s
important trading relations with South Africa, especially in the fishing scctor. The
South African government allowed the Spanish fishing fleet to operate in the very rich

Namibian territorial waters, and to use South African ports.121

Defence of Spain’s economic and political interests in Africa clashed with Britain’s
plan to form a Western bloc with France, the US and Spain to avoid having to usec the
veto.'?? This tactic worked during the previous years in which Canada and the Federal
Republic of Germany first, and later Portugal and Norway, had been on the SC.'% 1t
was thought that Spain could have used its good relations with the African and non-
aligned countries with the aim of gaining the support of some Council members to
support the British cause. However, defence of the political and economic interests of
Spain, and the avoidance of any confrontation with South Africa and the African
countries, restricted Spain’s capacity to play such a role. As a consequence the
Western permanent members did not have any other option but to veto all draft
resolutions. Nevertheless, Spain’s efforts to avoid confrontation with the African

countries did not always succeed.'**

Spain’s interests in South Africa, however, were not an obstacle for the support of the
SC Resolutions 503 (1982) of 9 April and 525 (1982) of 7 December, which were
adopted unanimously. The resolutions called upon the South African authorities to
commute the death sentences imposed on six members of the African National

Congress (ANC) in 1981. The matter was first discussed in the SC in 1981, when the

21 Note of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 25 March 1982 to the Spanish Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente 7.

122 Anglo-Spanish meeting held on 9 and 10 March 1981 on issues considered by the Security Council,
Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20517, expediente 4.

' Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 5 February 1981 to the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20517, expediente 4.

124 Before the debates, SWAPO and DTA requested to participate in the discussions. The non-aligned,
however, refused the participation of DTA, backed by South Africa, because they only considered
SWAPO the legitimate representative of Namibian people. Spain was a member of the Committee of
Credentials, abstained in the Committee but voted in the SC in favour of the participation of both
parties, as it had allowed on other occasions the participation of PLO representatives or people from
Portuguese colonies before their independence as a means to maintain impartially of the SC. The
Spanish position led the Angolan representative to threaten the Spanish by suggesting that the African
group could revise its policy with regard to the Canary Islands. Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs on 20 April 1981 to the Spanish representative to the UN, Archives of the Spanish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20516, expedicnte 3; Telegram of the Spanish representative to
the UN on 21 April 1981 to the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20516, expediente 3.
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sentences were known, but in that year the Council only released a presidential
statement.'” The initial disinterest of some members, dilatory tactics of others,
discrepancies on the right time to adopt a resolution, the consideration of the matter as
non-urgent, and the necessity of reaching an agreed text that was not vetoed by the
Western permanent members, delayed the adoption of the resolutions until the
following year.'”® Although consensus existed from the beginning among the

1,7 there was an expectation among the non-aligned and

members of the Counci
African members about the position of Spain, because it had been the only Western
country, which had traditionally supported these countries.'*® Spain did not disappoint
the non-aligned and African countries on this occasion, and voted in favour of both
resolutions. The consensus achieved among the other fourteen SC members in support
of both resolutions made Spanish opposition unthinkable, although this was not the
only reason. Humanitarian grounds, the fact that Spain had abolished the death penalty
with the instauration of democracy, and perhaps more important, the fact that
representatives of the ANC to the UN, had referred in the UN to the issue of the
Canary Islands, were factors that led to Spain’s affirmative vote.'” The attempt to
improve Spain’s relations with the African countries, after Spain refused to support
comprehensive sanctions against South Africa, could also have influenced Spain’s

decision. Finally, the matter is interesting because for the first time China and the non-

aligned countries began to talk about a Western bloc within the SC, which also

included Spain."

Nevertheless, Spain’s economic interests in South Africa were not an obstacle for
Spain to condemn South Africa, and the apartheid system, in those cases of flagrant

violations of international law. Such was the case of South Africa’s aggression to

125 UN document S/14361.

126 Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 22 January 1981 to the Spanish Ministry of

Forcign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20515, expediente 1;

Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 29 January 1981 to the Spanish Ministry of

Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20515, expedicnte 1;

Letter of the Spanish representative to the UN on 2 February 1981 to the Spanish Ministry of Forcign

Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20515, expediente 1.

127 1n 1981, the commutation of the death penalties had the support of China, USSR, German

Democratic Republic, Mexico, Niger, Panama, Philippines, Tunisia and Uganda, and in 1982, of China,

USSR, Guyana, Jordan, Panama, Poland, Togo, Uganda and Zaire.

'8 Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 21 January 1981 to the Spanish Ministry of

E(;rcign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20515, expediente 1.
Ibid.
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of Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 20515, expedicnte 1.
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Lesotho. The Spanish representative energetically condemned the attack, declaring
that it was rooted in *... the persistence of the abominable regime of apartheid,”"*" and
he supported SC Resolution 527 (1982) of 15 December. This resolution condemned
the apartheid regime, demanded the payment of adequate compensation to Lesotho,
and reaffirmed the right of this country to receive and give sanctuary to the victims of
apartheid. The Spanish representative also supported SC Resolution 496 (1981) of 15
Dccember. This condemned the aggression of South African mercenaries against the
Seychelles, affirmed the territorial and political integrity of the country, and
established a commission of inquiry, which was composed of the representatives of
Ireland, Japan and Panama.'®* The report of the commission raised enormous
expectations among the African countries because of the suspicion that South African
authorities were behind the aggression. Thirty-nine states asked if they could
participate in the SC discussions.'”” The matter was of considerable importance to
Spain. However, the commission did not establish whether or not the South African
authorities had been involved in any direct participation in the aggression.'**
Nevertheless, the Seychelles exiles seemed to have financed the aggression with the

B35 As the direct

knowledge and complicity of several South African agencies.
involvement of the South African authorities could not be proved, the SC adopted SC
Resolution 507 (1982) of 28 May, which among other things, reiterated the
condemnation of the attack by mercenaries, and decided to establish a special fund for

the Seychelles, supplied by voluntary contributions from other states,

The Spanish representative supported both resolutions because their content was
consistent with the legal principles that Spain traditionally upheld, such as the
territorial integrity of states, the prohibition of the use of force, the non-involvement in
the internal affairs of countries, and the condemnation of terrorism and subversive
practises. He also supported the recommendations of the commission of inquiry, and

defended the adoption of measures to stop mercenary actions that “...disrupt the

13 UN document S/PV.2407 (OR); Telegram of the Spanish representative to the UN on 16 December
1982 to the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Signatura 21950, expediente 7.

2 UN document S/14816.

133 Yearbook of the United Nations 1982 (1986), Vol. 36, New York, Department of Public Information

United Nations, p. 323.
134 UN document S/14905/Rev.1. ' '
135 Lelyveld, Joseph (10 May 1982), “Trial Gives Peak at South Africa Intelligence Web”, The New

York Times.
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peaceful development of nations.”"*® However, the matter was of additional interest to
Spain because of their disagreements with the Seychelles over their support within the
OAU, for the ‘Africanity’ of the Canary Islands." The Spanish representative saw the
incident of the Seychelles with South Africa as an opportunity to establish a closer
relationship with the Seychelles. His intention was to persuade this country to drop the
issue of the Canary Islands within the African Organisation. To that end, first Spain
considered forming part of the commission of inquiry. The Spanish intention was to
use the commission as a platform to improve the relationship between the two
countries.'*® As this was not possible, the Spanish representative suggested making a
significant contribution to the special fund created by SC Resolution 507 (1982) of 28
May, to help with the reconstruction of the country. In his opinion even a symbolic
amount could have important political effects, and ease the fishing negotiations with
the Seychelles, which were under discussion."*® However, the Spanish Ministry was
not receptive to this suggestion, because budgetary restrictions made this contribution
impossible, so it could not be used as a political leverage with the Seychelles.!” In

this case, Spain’s economic crisis hindered a more proactive and effective Spanish

foreign policy.

South African’s aggression towards Angola in 1981 was another hostile action, which
was condemned by the Spanish representative, among other representatives.'*! The
attack was intended to destroy the South West Africa People’s Organisation
(SWAPO) bases in Angola. This country had started to offer logistic assistance to this
guerrilla group (SWAPO), which fought for the independence of Namibia, after

Angola’s independence from Portugal. It was another example in which Spain tried to

136 UN document S/PV.2365 (OR).
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play the role of facilitator, when the US vetoed the draft resolutions sponsored by the
non-aligned members of the SC (Mexico, Niger, Panama, Philippines, Tunisia and
Uganda).'* The Spanish representative, supported by the Irish representative, tried to
avoid the paralysis of the SC by holding public and private meetings with the aim of
reaching a minimum agreement, which allowed at least the request of the withdrawal
of South African troops, and the creation of a research mission.'*’ The Spanish
representatives’  efforts were appreciated by the US and the Angolan
representatives.l44 However, the latter requested the Spaniard to cease in his attempts
because having left the US isolated in the Council, Angola’s aim had been

accomplished.'®’

The intervention of the Spanish representative as a facilitator was motivated to avoid
deadlock in the SC, concerning an important security matter as it was the aggression
of one state against another. But he also had political and economic motivations.
Spain had important economic interests in Angola. The country had an important
fishing agreement with the ex-Portuguese colony, which allowed a hundred Spanish
ships to operate in the rich Angolan sea banks.'*® However, this was probably not the
main reason because the Angolan sea banks could have been replaced by the
Namibians for the fishing Spanish fleet to operate. There were other important
motivations, which pushed Spain to keep friendly relations with Angola. For example,
Spanish trade with the ex-Portuguese colony was acquiring increasing importance.
One of those trading operations included the sale of ships worth $65 million.'*” There
were also political considerations. Angola was one of the opinion leaders in Africa

and had great influence on mobilising African public opinion."® It was important for

142 N document S/14464; UN document S/14664/Rev.1; UN document S/14664/Rev.2.
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Spain to have Angola as an ally because it could counterbalance those countries within
the OAU, which demanded the decolonisation of the Canary Islands. All of these
reasons had an important influence on the decisions of the Spanish government, and
the Spanish Red Cross, which delivered a generous humanitarian aid package for the
victims of the South African attacks. The assistance comprised of almost eleven
tonnes of medical instruments, medicines, tents and quilts.'* The Spanish
humanitarian contribution appeared on the front page of one of the main Angolan
newspapers, the “Jornal de Angola.”'so This media coverage surely scrved to create
public opinion favourable to Spain, which could counteract the voices in the OAU,

which called for the decolonisation of the Canary Islands.

Spain’s policy with regard to Africa offered elements of continuity concerning the
policy followed in the previous period, in which Spain was in the SC. Spain, as it did
during 1969 to 1970, condemned the apartheid regime, but disliked the adoption of
comprehensive sanctions against South Africa for economic, as well as for political
reasons. Another element of continuity was the maintenance of friendship links with
the African states, which Spain sought to consolidate in this period. As in the past, the
situation of Spain within the Western bloc and the good relations maintained with the
African and non-aligned countries, helped Spain to act as a facilitator to avoid
deadlock within the Council. Finally, the reputation of Spain as an upholder of
international law was reinforced not only among the African countries, but within the
international community. This was as a consequence of Spain’s partisan attitude
against the aggression suffered by Lesotho and the Seychelles. In conclusion, the
performance of Spain shows us again the important contribution, which middle

powers can play in the functioning and prestige of the SC.

The Americas

There were two issues which reached the SC with regard to the Americas: The
complaint of Nicaragua against the US, and the Falkland (Malvinas) Islands War. The
first was rooted in the Cold War context, and the second had a colonialist background.

It was the first time that American issues were discussed, while Spain was in the SC.

19 Report of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 25 November 1981 on the humanitarian
assistance to Angola, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21951, expediente
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The two examples show how difficult it was for Spain to maintain simultancously
their special allegiance with their former colonies, while fulfilling the new Spanish
commitments as a democratic government within the Western bloc. At the same time,
this particular position made Spain one of the best countries in the SC, to play the role
of facilitator and catalyst between the parties in conflict. Both conflicts provide us
with examples of how Spain reaffirmed its role as a multilateralist country not only
within the SC, but also within the international community. Moreover, the way Spain
behaved is evidence of the country’s credibility as a suitable candidate to join the

organisations, which for a very long time had aspired to belong to, the EEC and

NATO.

The complaint of Nicaragua and the request for a SC meeting were motivated by
suspects of the revolutionary government of the Sandinista Liberation National Front
(SLNF), which seized power in 1979, of an eventual US intervention in the country,
This fact was denied by the US representative to the UN, which defined it as an
extravagant and baseless charge.m The issue raised enormous interest and
expectations among the states to the point that thirty-two representatives asked if they
could take part in the meetings.'>? The Spanish representative, in his intervention,
expressed the ambivalent position of Spain when he declared Spain’s concern for the
deterioration of the situation “...in a part of the world that with which it feels so
closely united by bonds of history, culture and shared aspirations.” He added that “My
government regrets that the development of events has pitted us against each other or
could lead to confrontation among countries to which we are linked by what we hope
will be ever-growing co-operation and friendship.”"*® This non-partisan attitude and
the good relationship that Spain maintained with the US as well as Nicaragua, allowed
the Spanish representative to act as a bridge between Nicaragua and the non-aligned
countries on the one hand, and the US on the other."™ It was also the Spanish
representative who maintained the flow of communication between Nicaragua and the

non-aligned countries, the US, and the other members of the Council, while
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discussions were carried out to draw up a draft resolution, acceptable for all partics. '’
However, the efforts of the Spanish representative did not succeed in getting the US
support to the draft resolution sponsored by Guyana and Panama.'*® Therefore, the SC

was unable to adopt any resolution because of the US veto.'”’

Mutual aggressions
between Nicaragua and Honduras continued during the following months of 1982.!%
This was because Honduras had become the base for the counter revolutionary forces
financed by the US, which tried to overthrow the Nicaraguan revolutionary
government.'> Although the outcome was disappointing, Spain’s role was thanked by

the Nicaraguan government for its support of the draft resolution.'*

The Nicaraguan case was also an opportunity for Spain to strengthen its role as an
upholder of international law, and its inclination for a peaceful solution to disputes. As
described in Chapter 1, these are characteristics that define the behaviour of the
majority of states. Such characteristics match with the neutrality Spain wished to
maintain in this matter. After receiving instructions from the Ministry,“" the Spanish
representative took the floor during the discussions, and in his intervention declared
that “...the Government of Spain deems unacceptable any type of intervention or
interference in the internal affairs of states in violation of the sovereign will of
peoples. This is a basic principle of Spain’s foreign policy, and one that we regard as a
universal applicable norm. There can be no exceptions to this principle....”"** He
added that “...the Government of Spain is prepared to support and to do all in its
power to achieve steps towards a peaceful solution to this or any other dispute.”'s? He
concluded with “...its faith [that of the Spanish Government] in the virtues of pluralist
democracy.164 Although the Spanish representative did not succeed in reaching the

necessary consensus to avoid paralysis in the Council, at least he took the opportunity
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to define publicly the principles, which inspired the foreign policy of the new
democratic Spain. Although it could be argued that these declarations were motivated
more by domestic political circumstances than by foreign policy reasons. Let us think
that Spain had not finished yet the transition to democracy and it was in process of
defining the inspiring guidelines and principles of both Spain’s domestic and foreign

policies.

The Argentinean invasion of the Falkland Islands and the conflict that followed had
more repercussions. The Falkland War was one of the most important matters the SC
had to deal with in 1982. It was a conflagration with important colonialist
connotations, which for the first time in the twentieth century, confronted two
countries (Argentina and the UK) that were in the same side against communism. As a
result, both shared common military allies and both maintained important economic
and trading relations with each other, and their common allies. This situation created
many divisions among and within the Western countries. However, the Western
countries were not the only countries to experience these tensions. The conflict also
tore apart the traditional solidarity, which existed among the non-aligned countrics.
Chile, for instance, supported Britain, whereas Colombia remained hesitant,'®® and
Panama backed Argentina. These discrepancies also permeated the internal affairs of
many other countries. The US main business took the side of Argentina, while

d.'® This was because the

members of the Reagan Administration remained divide
Argentinean Junta between 1976 and 1981 had become the regional agent for the US,
which suppressed leftist insurgency at home, and prevented a political slide to the left
in Bolivia.'®’ These internal discrepancies within the Reagan Administration explain
why the US representative vetoed a SC resolution, and later tried to change the vote
she had cast.'®® However, the personal contact between Prime Minister Thatcher and
President Reagan, after their initial hesitancy, tilted the US position in favour of
Britain, and then the US offered some military assistance.'® The conflict even had an

impact on Nepal, where politicians and newspapers requested the withdrawal of the
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Gurkhas from the frontline, because it was believed that their involvement in the

conflict represented a risk to the non-alignment of the country,'’

Spain was one of the countries who experienced the division of loyalties more
intensely. Spain’s cultural and emotional links with Argentina, the country’s
allegiance to one of its former colonies, and the belief that Argentina’s claim was
justified, clashed with the support Spain owed Britain, as an ally in the same military
organisation. Remember Spain had formally joined NATO on 30 May 1982, only few
days before the hostilities broke out. Moreover, clear support for Argentina would
have meant detachment from Europe just when Spain was beginning to get integrated
in the main European organisations. The fact that Britain was the more partisan
country in favour of Spain’s accession to the EEC was another fact, which the Spanish
government had to keep in mind."”" However, similarities between Spain’s claims
over Gibraltar and Argentina’s claim over the Falklands was another powerful
emotional component, which accentuated Spain’s support for Argentina among
politicians and public opinion in general. Nevertheless, although Spain defended the
decolonisation of the Falkland, and their return to Argentina in accordance with the
principle of territorial integrity of states, Spain’s support for Argentina came with
great reservations. This was because the Spanish government strongly disagreed with
the use of force as a means of solving the dispute over the Islands. Spain was not the
only country which disagreed with the Argentinean invasion. Many other countries,
especially the small ones, feared that Argentina could set a dangerous precedent. The
Spanish representative, Jaime de Pinies, also disagreed with the Argentinean attack,
and in his memoirs he affirmed that the Falklands conflict was the most painful

episode, which he had to deal with during his presence in the SC.'”?

The only option for Spain was to maintain a position of neutrality in this conflict
between these two countries with which Spain maintained important ties. Spain could
neither support any resolution from any of the parties in conflict, nor any text
contravening the doctrine of decolonisation, because of the repercussions that such
support could have concerning Gibraltar. This position of neutrality prevented Spain

from participating in the procedural debate prior to the inclusion of the matter on the

10 The Times (9 June 1982), “Nepal’s non-alignment risked”.
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SC agenda, and provoked the abstention of Spain in the draft resolutions introduced
by Britain and Panama.'”® The Spanish representative did not support the draft
resolution introduced by Panama because it did not condemn the aggression.'* He
also abstained from the voting of SC Resolution 502 (1982) of 3 April because,
although he agreed with the demand for a cessation of hostilities, and the withdrawal
of Argentinean forces, the text did not mention the colonial aspect of the conflict.'”
Emphasis on the colonial aspect of the conflict had another objective, the
reaffirmation of the UN doctrine of decolonisation, which favoured the territorial
integrity of states. It did not escape the Spanish representative that the preponderance
of the right to self-determination could undermine the principle of territorial integrity
of a state, which the doctrine of decolonisation was based upon, and therefore weaken

Spain’s claim of Gibraltar.'®

The determination of Prime Minister Thatcher to go ahead with military intervention
to restore the ‘status quo ante,” changed the Argentinean political stance with regard to
the Falkland Islands. Initial belligerence gave way to a more flexible approach, with
the intention of avoiding a direct military confrontation with Britain. The Argentinean
Junta declared twice its willingness to withdraw its forces and comply with SC
Resolution 502 (1982) of 3 April, on the condition that the UK ceased hostilities and
refrained from using the resolution as an instrument to justify a return to the previous
colonial situation.!”” The British representative declined the Argentinean Junta’s offer
twice, on the grounds that Argentina was not in a position to impose conditions, and
that Britain was entitled to exert its rights in self-defence. Moreover, British
acceptance could have glossed over the principle of self-determination, and would
have left Argentina in a position of force because the Falkland Islands were currently
occupied by the Argentinean armed forces. Britain’s internal political situation was

also an important factor behind this inflexibility. Prime Minister Thatcher was going
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through a low political period as a consequence of Britain’s economic downturn,
which provoked a considerable rise in unemployment. As a result, the popularity of
Prime Minister Thatcher plummeted, to the point that even within the Conservative
party her authority began to be questioned. To make matters worse, “... the Falklands
offered the prospect of a foreign policy humiliation to add to the government’s
domestic woes.”'’® Prime Minister Thatcher desperately needed a boost of popularity
to strength her political leadership, and the Falklands issue was an opportunity with
that aim. Therefore, she could not make any concessions to the Argentina Junta,
although such a political stance was extremely risky for the great uncertainty, which a
successful military operation offered. However, there were other reasons for such
determination. Britain could not give an impression of weakness because that could
encourage other countries in a similar position to Argentina, such as China with Hong
Kong, and more unlikely, Spain with Gibraltar. Finally, there was a military
component. Britain had been offered logistic and intelligence support from Chile and
the US, after the initial neutrality of Washington since the British occupation in the

nineteenth century.'” This support increased considerably the probability of a military

SUCCESS.

From that time the conflict seemed inevitable, and Spain started to take a more active
part in and out of the SC, in search of a peaceful solution to the conflict. The Spanish
government reiterated continuously its opposition to solving disputes by force, and
bolstered bilateral and multilateral diplomacy as a means to settle differences. The
Spanish government encouraged the conflicting countries to use the SC as the organ
expressly created for such an objective.'® The King of Spain also appealed to the
parties to find a solution by peaceful means and offered his help in the search for
peace and justice.181 In the SC, the Spanish representative acted as a bridge, through

numerous meetings between the Argentinean and British representatives, and the US
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representative, who feared that Argentina would seek support from the USSR, '®? with

which it had excellent trade relations.'®

Between 21 May and 2 June the SC held intermittent meetings during which the
members unanimously adopted SC Resolution 505 (1982) of 26 May, which was
sponsored by Guyana, Ireland, Jordan, Togo, Zaire and Uganda. This resolution
requested the Secretary- General to undertake a renewed mission of good offices, and
urged the parties to cooperate with him. Although the Spanish representative voted in
favour, he expressed his disappointment with the text. It did not order an immediate
cessation of hostilities, and it did not give the Secretary-General a specific mandate.'®
The Spanish representative took the opportunity to reiterate the application of the
relevant United Nations resolutions on the issue of the Falkland Islands, as a question
of decolonisation.'® Later, his disappointment turned into scepticism, when the
British representative affirmed that the only acceptable condition for a ceasefire was
the withdrawal of the Argentinean forces, from the Islands. This was a declaration, in
the opinion of the Spanish representative, which left little room for the Secretary-
General to play his role of good offices. By 2 June, the conflict had begun to favour
Britain, but at a high cost in human lives from both sides. In an attempt to prevent
more casualties, the Spanish representative began intense diplomatic relations to
gather as much support as possible for the draft resolution, which he and the
Panamanian representative would press for a vote.'® The draft reaffirmed the two
resolutions previously adopted and requested an immediate ceasefire. The objectives
of the resolutions were to avoid more casualties and prevent Argentina from suffering
a military defeat, which seemed would happen. The British representative, who
suspected this, employed different dilatory tactics, with the support of the French

representative, who was the President of the Council at that time.'®” The aim was to
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get time to convince other SC members not to support the draft text, and avoid having

to wield the veto.'®®

On the following day, 3 June, the number of representatives willing to support the
draft had diminished from ten to seven, as a consequence of pressure from other SC
members.'®® The Spanish and Panamanian representatives amended the draft with the
aim of winning back the support of those who had initially given their support to the
text."® The new draft linked the ceasefire with the implementation of both SC
Resolutions 502 (1982) and 505 (1982). As a result of this change, the draft text
gained the support of nine members, enough to get it adopted as a resolution.'”! Once
the nine affirmative votes were achieved again, the Spanish representative requested
to press the draft text to vote before any of the nine members could change their mind.
Spain’s haste caused friction between Jaime de Pinies and the President of the Council
(France), when the latter proposed an adjournment. His aim was to give the Spanish
representative time to submit the amendment in due form (in writing). However, the
Spanish representative suspected it was just a manoeuvre to give Ireland and Guyana
enough time to introduce an alternative draft on behalf of Britain.'”? The clash
between the President of the Council and the Spanish representative increased tensions

surrounding the debates, to the point that their arguing continued in the corridors, after

the adjournment of the session.'”>

When the meeting started again, the British representative resorted to new dilatory
tactics. He requested that the meeting should be suspended until the following day to
give the British government time to consider the amendment."™ The Spanish
representative, aware that the longer the delay, the less support his draft would have,

accepted a two hour adjournment under Article 33 of the Provisional Rules of
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Procedure.'® The US representative also requested an adjournment to give President
Reagan time to convince other Head of States to support the draft text.'” The SC
convened again the following day and the draft was finally ready for voting. But it
was vetoed by the US and British representatives. Efforts as a face-saving strategy to
help Argentina, and efforts to avoid more casualties, failed. Hostilities continucd
during several more days with clear favourable signs for Britain. After two failed
attempts to land in Port Stanley,197 British troops finally disembarked on 12 June. Two
days later, Argentinean forces surrendered. On 21 June, British troops occupied the
South Sandwich Islands. The outcome was a return to the ‘status quo ante’ on 22 July,

when the military blockade was lifted.

The Spanish representative’s diplomacy deployed in the SC in both the Nicaraguan
dispute and the Falkland Islands conflict was intense, and fits within the definition of
the behaviour of a multilateralist country. He acted as a bridge-builder, facilitator and
catalyst in order to achieve a consensus, which allowed the SC to adopt its resolutions.
However, his work was not helped by the US and British vetoes, but his diplomatic
skills served to consolidate the role of Spain as a multilateralist and bridge-builder
power. At the same, time both examples offered excellent opportunities to strengthen

the reputation of Spain as a champion of international law, and firm supporter of

solving disputes by peaceful means.

Conclusion

The election of Spain to a seat in the SC was of great significance for the country. The
support of the Western European Others Group (WEOQG) in the election process gave

Spain the international recognition that Spain had sought for ages. It was not long
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To introduce an admendment
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debate.
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before the other SC members began to see Spain as an integral part of the Western
bloc. Spain’s presence in the SC helped to reinforce the legitimacy, recognition, and
prestige of the country and its democratic political system, within the international
community. A seat in the SC places a country in the spotlight, at the same time as it
allows it to participate at the highest level in the decision-making process, on matters
of international peace and security. In fact, the presence of Spain in the SC allows for
the reaffirmation that Spain is a multilateralist middle power. As described in Chapter
1, the upholding of international law, the tendency to act in accordance with good
neighbourly principles, the preference for multilateralism to reach solutions, and the

inclination for building coalitions, are all characteristics of the behaviour of

multilateralist countries.
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6 SPAIN IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL: MODERNISED AND DYNAMIC
(1993-1994)

As it was mentioned in Chapter 1, Spain’s presence in the SC during 1993-1994
proved to be a difficult period to analyse for two reasons: First, because of the
inaccessibility of primary sources; and second, because the Spanish represcntative
during those years was not as forthcoming as we would have liked. Furthermore,
neither the Spanish Foreign Ministry nor the Spanish delegation to the UN could
provide us with documents with regard to this period. The former informed us that the
documents were not available because of the sensitivity of the events which are of a
continuing concern. The latter offered no explanation. The Spanish representative may
not have been that forthcoming due to the restraints placed on an active member of the
diplomatic service, and his worries about expressing publicly his opinions. After all,
discretion is an important quality that diplomats must display at all times. However,
this is no more than a mere speculation. As a consequence of this vacuum of data,
Chapter 6 will be based on information from the national and local newspapers,

publications and UN documents available on the internet.

The arrival of Spain on the SC in 1993 was the culmination of a period of splendour in
Spanish modern history, which began ten years earlier. In October 1982, three months
before Spain left the SC, the Spanish Socialist Party (PSOE) led by Felipe Gonzalez,
won the general election with a campaign focused on the slogan “Por el cambio” (For
change). The idea was to condense the wide and deep ranging measures, which the
Socialist party would carry out to transform the country, into a modernised and
advanced state. In 1981 Spain was considered a developing country in receipt of
economic aid, in 1991 Spain joined the Committee of Aid of the OECD, and by 1995
the country dedicated 0.24 percent of its GDP to development aid. This exemplifies
Spain’s remarkable economic progress.' The organisation of the Olympic Games in
Barcelona and the International Exhibition in Seville both in 1992, were the two
events, which best symbolise this process of modernisation. These events served to

project worldwide the image of Spain as a modernised, advanced and dynamic

country.

! Jimenez Redondo, Juan Carlos (2006), De Suarez a Rodriguez Zapatero: La politica exterior de la
Espaiia democratica, Madrid, Dilex, p. 75.



Another and most important event in this process of modernisation was Spain’s entry
into the EEC (now EU), on 1 January 1986. This event was complemented by the
referendum, which confirmed Spain as a permanent member of NATO, on 12 March
of that same year.2 The country’s incorporation into both organisations was evidence
of Spain’s full integration within the Western political, economic and military
structures, an aspiration since the years of Franco’s dictatorship. The achievement of
this ambition meant that Spain, in the words of Fernando Moran (the Spanish Ministcr
of Foreign Affairs between 1982 and 1985), was finally “en su sitio” (in its place).?
This new position within the Western bloc gave Spain relevance in the international
context, which it had not had at least since the first quarter of the twentieth century.
The significance of Spain’s achievement was reinforced by the country’s support
given to the political and monetary integration of Europe agreed in the Treaty of
Maastricht; the election of Spain as a venue for the Peace Conference of the Middle
East in 1991; and the Mexican-Spanish initiative of the same year to hold regular
Spanish-Latin American summits, which consisted of annual conferences at the level
of Heads of States and Prime Ministers of the Latin American countries, with Spain
and Portugal.4 Spain had started to leave its footprint in the European decision-making
process. It persuaded its European partners on the need to pay more attention to the
Maghreb countries, a region of traditional Spanish interest.’ Then in 1991 Spain
achieved the approval of the Renewed Mediterranean European policy, which
culminated with the Euro-Mediterranean Conference of Barcelona in 1995. Thus,
Spanish foreign policy focused on the three areas of traditional Spanish interest, which

are Europe, Latin America, and the Maghreb. These are the traditional areas of Spain’s

2 Spain’s entry into NATO was one of the most, if not the most bizarre episodes of foreign policy in
Spain’s recent history. As discussed in Chapter 5, Spain became a member of NATO on 30 March
1982, under the government of the Prime Minister Leopoldo Calvo Sotelo. However, seven months
later, the Socialist Party, traditionally anti-American, won the general elections with a programme of
foreign policy based on its rejection of military blocs, the freezing of negotiations to integrate Spain into
the military structure, and the promise of holding a referendum to let the population decide on Spain’s
entry into NATO. However, once in power, the new Prime Minister, Socialist Felipe Gonzalez, in a
personal conversion that he explained as a transition from the “ethic of conviction” to the “cll;ic of
responsibility”, using Max Weber’s terminology, advocated Spain’s permanent membership within
NATO.

3 Moran, Fernando (1990), Espaiia en su sitio, Barcelona, Plaza y Janes.

4 Garcia Perez, Rafael (2003), “Espafia en un mundo en cambio: A la busqueda de la influencia
internacional (1986-1992)”, in Pereira, Juan Carlos (coord.), La politica exterior de Espafia (1800-

2003), Barcelona, Ariel, p. 544.
S In modern history Maghreb refers to the five North African countries of Algeria, Libya, Mauritania

Morocco, and Tunisia.
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‘niche diplomacy’ since the initial years of Spain’s presence in the SC, which we

described in Chapter 1.

We should also highlight Spain’s involvement in peacekeeping operations, which
began at the end of the 1980s. Since Spain’s participation in the United Nations
Angola Verification Mission (UNAVEM) in 1989, the presence of Spain’s military
forces in different peacekeeping missions became more frequent. Spain’s participation
in these operations was one important step towards the reaffirmation of Spain’s
commitment to international peace and security. Middle powers have traditionally
been characterised as important contributors to peacekeeping operations. Spain’s
growing involvement in UN missions; its long standing inclination for multilateralism;
its defence of international law and the authority of the SC; its rejection of violent
means of solving disputes; and its predilection for seeking consensus all made Spain a
valuable UN member within the SC and an important contributor to the maintenance
of international peace and security. The question of why Spain began its participation

in peacekeeping operations precisely in 1989, and not before, will be discussed below.

Spain’s increasing international relevance happened at the same time as the USSR’s
ambitious programme of systemic reorganisation. The USSR programme included
internal transformations as well as a change in Soviet foreign policy, which aimed at
ending the traditional confrontation between the two superpowers. The election of
Mikhail Gorbachev as the new leader of the USSR in 1985 marked the beginning of
the reformist period. Soviet decisions such as the suspension of new deployments of
Intermediate Nuclear Forces in Europe on 7 April 1985;° the unilateral moratorium on
nuclear tests on 6 August;7 and Gorbachev’s offer to reduce troops in Afghanistan and
on the Soviet-Chinese border,? were steps aimed at creating a climate of confidence,
and ending any confrontation with the West. These decisions were complemented by a
major change in which the expansion of communism worldwide would cease to be a
priority. This shift in Soviet foreign policy had the most striking consequences for
Europe. The liberalising measures initiated in the Soviet satellite countries, following
Moscow’s reformist path, ended with the unexpected fall of all the communist

regimes, in a relatively short period of time. The symbol of those changes was, without

6 Young, John and John Kent (2004), International Relations Since 1945. A Global History, Oxford,

Oxford University Press, p. 579.
? Ibid., p. 513.
8 Ibid., p. 582.
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doubt, the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989. This event was broadcast live
worldwide on television. However, the nationalist movements unleashed by the
liberalising reforms within the USSR undermined the capacity of the Soviet leader to
keep control of the situation. The regionalist claims of some of the Soviet republics
threatened the territorial integrity of the country. The attempts of Moscow to revert the
situation failed. After a coup against Gorbachev between the 28 July and the 21
August, as a last resort to avoid the disintegration of the USSR, the country finally
split into fifteen republics, which later formed an association called the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). The USSR officially ceased to exist on
25 December 1991. As a result, the map of Europe was radically transformed. This
transformation was only comparable to the way Europe changed after the two World

Wars of the twentieth century. The Cold War had ended.

In Chapter 2, we described this new atmosphere of cooperation between the USSR and
the US, which was a result of the Soviet’s new foreign policy. It was not long before it
had an impact on the SC. Years before the disintegration of the USSR, as early as in
1986 the permanent members of the SC agreed the renewal of Javier Perez de
Cuellar’s mandate in an atmosphere of cooperation.” This was followed by the UK
representative’s initiative at the end of that year to summon other permanent members
in a round of informal consultations, with the aim of finding a solution to the long
Iran-Iraq war.'” The outcome of these informal consultations was the creation of the
United Nations Iran-Iraq Military Observer Group (UNIIMOG) in 1988, to establish
ceasefire lines and monitor its observance.'' Three months earlier, the United Nations
Good Offices Mission in Afghanistan and Pakistan (UNGOMAP) had been
established. After these two UN missions, others followed: The United Nations
Angolan Verification Mission (UNAVEM 1) in December 1988, the United Nations
Transition Assistance Group (UNTAG) in Namibia in 1989, and the United Nations
Observer Group in Central America (ONUCA) in Central America in November 1989.

The proliferation of peacekeeping operations was complemented by the ‘rediscovery’

? Malone, David M. (2004), “Introduction”, in Malone, David M. (ed.), The UN Security Council. From
the Cold War to the 21" Century, London, Lynne Rienner, p. 4; Malone, David M. (1998), Decision-
Making in the UN Security Council. The case of Haiti, 1990-1997, Oxford, Clarendon Press, p. 7.

' Ibid., p. 4; Morphet, Sally (1993), “UN Peacekeeping and election-monitoring”, in Roberts, Adam
and Bencdict Kingsbury (eds.) (2"d ed.), United Nations, Divided World. The UN’s roles in
international relations, Oxford, Oxford University Press, p. 211.

I MacQueen, Norrie (2006), Peacekeeping and the International System, Oxon and New York,

Routledge, p. 136.
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of the articles comprising Chapters VI and VII of the UN Charter, which had been

‘forgotten’ due to their irrelevance as a consequence of the Cold War.

The reaction of the SC to the Iragi invasion of Kuwait in 1990 became the milestone
of this new cooperative mood within the SC. The ‘new world order’, as it was defined,
brought as a result the growing importance of the permanent members of the SC in
comparison to the non-permanent members, who lost considerable influence in the
decision-making process. The non-aligned member’s capacity to play the super powers
off each other diminished. The middle powers like Spain also saw their capacity to
play the role of catalyst or facilitator between the non-aligned countries and super
powers undermined, at least in public. The trend of the permanent members to seek
consensus in informal consultations before voting in the chamber, also weakened the
bargaining capacity of the non-permanent members. Nevertheless, there were still
issues on which disagreements between the permanent members emerged. This
happened in 1992 with the outbreak of hostilities in Yugoslavia, which ended with the
fragmentation of the country into different republics.'* Differences and tensions
continued between the permanent and non-permanent members in other crises that
followed, such as Haiti, Somalia, and Rwanda. Nevertheless, the disagreements never
reached the level of the Cold War years. At the same time, the proliferation of
peacekeeping operations resulted in an unprecedented economic crisis, which on
several occasions threatened the UN with bankruptcy, amidst increasing accusations of
mismanagement and squandering.”” Even the UN missions on the ground were on
occasions the target of allegations of corruption and mismanagement.'* All of these
problems gave way to a period of ‘spreading disillusionment’, as Stephen Ryan called
it.!> However, during these years activity within the SC was of growing importance,
despite the setbacks mentioned above, to the point that the activity of the UN during

those years became unprecedented in the history of the Organisation.

12 Berdal, Mats (2004), “Bosnia”, in Malone, David M. (ed.), The UN Security Council. From the Cold
War to the 21" Century, London, Lynne Rienner, pp. 451-464.

3 El Correo Espaiiol (16 August 1993), “La ONU pierde fondos por corrupcion y despilfarro, segun
“The Sunday Times’”; Iraburu, Beatriz (5 September 1993), “ONU, la burocracia del despilfarro™, El
Correo Espaiiol; El Pais (22 August 1993), “Pobres de dia, ricos de noche”.

“ El Correo Espaiiol (29 September 1993), “La ONU niega que ‘cascos azules’ esten implicados en
venta de armas”™; El Correo Espariol (28 September 1993), “Soldados de la ONU, sospechosos de

contrabando de drogas y alcohol”. _
' Ryan, Stephen (2000), The United Nations and International Politics, Basingstoke and London,

MacMillan Press Ltd, p. 110.
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Spain’s election to the Security Council

In the previous periods (1969-1970; 1981-1982), Spain sought the legitimacy and
recognition that the SC grants to its members. On this occasion (1993-1994), Spain’s
campaign for a seat in the SC was motivated mainly by the opportunity to participate
in the decision-making process at a stage in which Spain was providing troops for
several peacekeeping missions.'® The main concern of the Spanish government was
Yugoslavia, where Spain had deployed a considerable number of troops.!” Although
the Spanish Foreign Ministry agreed that information provided by the two Europcan
permanent members, France and the UK, had improved in quantity and quality during
recent years, the Spanish government wanted to have its own voice and vote, as well
as being a part of the efforts to coordinate the policies of the EU members.'® After all,
in spite of the trend towards a European foreign policy, the SC is an organ where the

national interests of states still predominate.

As in the previous periods, Spain’s campaign for a seat on the Council was
characterised by the fierce competition among the candidates. On this occasion
Spain’s rivals were New Zealand and Sweden. The election of New Zealand was
almost certain, because as the outgoing WEOG members were Austria and Belgium,
the principle of geographical distribution of posts meant that this time the Oceania
region would be represented in the Council. Therefore, Sweden was the candidate
Spain needed to defeat. This goal required intense activity within Spain’s diplomatic
machinery. This was because Sweden was a much respected member within the UN
for its traditional contribution to peacekeeping operations, and generous donations to
aid programmes for the Third World."” Such generosity made Sweden a very popular
country among the Third World states, who were the majority in the General
Assembly.2° Competition was also fierce within the WEOG, where Sweden had the
support of the other Nordic countries, who also lobbied on its behalf, New Zealand

had the support of Canada and Australia, countries that with New Zealand form the

16 Ayllon, Luis (2 January 1993), “Espafia reforzara este afio su papel mundial desde el Consejo de

Seguridad de 1a ONU”, ABC (ed. Sevilla).
1” Cembrero, Ignacio (31 December 1992), “Espaiia ingresa maiiana en el Consejo de Seguridad de una

ONU que ha impulsado las misiones de paz”, El Pais.

18 gy,
Ibid.
" Arias, Inocencio (2006), Confesiones de un diplomatico. Del 11-S al 1]1-M, Barcelona, Planeta, p. 14.

2 Ibid,
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Canada, Australia and New Zealand subgroup (CANZ) within the WEOG.?! However,
in spite of Sweden’s support in and out the WEOG, Spain’s intense diplomatic
campaign and traditional support from the Latin American, Arab and African countrics
were the decisive factors, which gave the victory to Spain in the GA at the first ballot,
The election of New Zealand was more difficult because it had less influence than
Spain, and it was elected at the third ballot.”” Spain’s election meant the recognition of
Spain as a significant actor in the maintenance of international peace and security,
Spain’s election was surely influenced by Spain’s increasing participation in
peacekeeping operations. Nevertheless, the commitment to international peace and
security was somewhat blurred in the year of the election because of Spain’s economic
crisis. This meant that Spain was unable to pay its contribution to the UN regular
budget, and provide financial support for some of the UN peacekeeping operations.?*
This was especially embarrassing since Spain had made punctuality of payments one
of its campaign issues.” The election of Spain, however, enlarged Spain’s political
stature because Spain would be able to participate in the decision making process on a
wide range of issues related to international peace and security, including those in

relation to the countries where Spanish troops were deployed.

The Security Council’s agenda (1993-1994)

Spain’s arrival in the SC in 1993 came at a period of feverish activity within the SC.
This was a consequence of a new atmosphere of cooperation, which resulted in a
widening of the Council’s agenda, the proliferation of peacekeeping missions, and the
implementation of new working patterns. The widening of the Council’s agenda was
primarily a result of cooperation between the permanent members. However, it was
also a result of the broadening of the concept of what constituted a threat to
international peace and security, which not only included open conflict but also
poverty, disease, famine and violations of human rights and fundamental freedoms.?’

This expanded understanding of the concept of threats to international peace and

2 Malone, David M. (2000), “Eyes on the Prize: The Quest for Non-permanent Seats on the UN
Security Council”, Global Governance, Vol. 6, Number 1, Jan-Mar,, p. 12,

2 Cembrero, Ignacio (31 December 1992), “Espafia ingresa maiiana en el Consejo de Seguridad de una
ONU que ha impulsado las misiones de paz”, El Pais.

B Cembrero, Ignacio (2 November 1992), “Espaiia deja de pagar a la ONU por primera vez cuando
accede al Consejo de Seguridad”, El Pais.

2 Ibid.
3 Boutros-Ghali, Boutros (1992), An Agenda for Peace.
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security resulted in the growing number and complexity of UN missions, which now
included not only traditional peacekeeping, but also preventive diplomacy,
peacemaking, as well as peace-building.”® The peak of SC activity was reached in
1993, the year in which the SC held 247 formal meetings, adopted 137 resolutions and
144 presidential statements.”” In the following year there was a decline in the number
of formal meetings (98), and consultations of the whole also decreased (from 253 to
180). Nevertheless, the Secretary-General reported that “These figures do not reflect a
diminution in the Council’s activities, but a somewhat different pattern of work.”?®
Thus, the increasing activity of the SC during this period continued with the trend,
which started in the previous periods of Spain’s presence in the SC. However, in this
third period the SC not only focused on the traditional areas of Council’s concern (the
Middle East, Africa, Asia and Latin America), but it also focused on Europe. The
inclusion of Europe was motivated by the conflicts provoked by the nationalist

movements, which resurged in Yugoslavia and the Caucasus,” after the Cold War.

The Middle East

The SC played a secondary role with regard to the Middle East during the early 1990s,
The absence of major conflicts in the region, and the new atmosphere of understanding
between Israel and the Palestinians, explains the limited involvement of the SC. The
fact that the peace negotiations did not include the UN, also explains the limited role
that the UN played with regard to the Middle East during this period. Consequently,
Spain also kept a low profile on this matter. However, the relative tranquillity in the
area was not the only reason, which explains Spain’s minor role. The atmosphere of
cooperation among the SC members, especially the permanent members, was also a
factor that constrained Spain and the other non-permanent member’s scope of action.
Another important reason was the shift in Spain’s policy with regard to the Middle
East, since the recognition of Israel in 1986. From that time, Spain’s policy on the

Middle East became more balanced and less partisan in support of the Arab countries

% qp.:
Ibid.
71 Boutros-Ghali, Boutros (1994), “Report of the Secretary-General on the work of the Organisation”,

Yearbook of the United Nations 1993, Vol. 47, Department of Public Information United Nations,
Dordrecht, Boston and London, Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, p. 7.

2 Boutros-Ghali, Boutros (1995), “Report of the Secretary-General on the work of the Organisation”,
Yearbook of the United Nations 1994, Department of Public Information United Nations, The Hague,

Boston and London, Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, p. 6.
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and the Palestinians. This moderate approach had its origins in the previous period of

Spain’s membership in the SC, during which the condemnations of Israel were based

on rational concerns.>

The beginning of the 1990s was indeed a period of optimism. The Confcrence of
Madrid in 1991 was held under the auspices of the US and the USSR, and although it
ended with modest results, it served as a first approach between the parties, who
agreed to continue the negotiations on the basis of SC Resolution 242 (1967) of 22
November and SC Resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October.’’ This agreement was
colloguially known as the principle of ‘peace for territories’. Negotiations resumed in
Washington, where the parties exchanged letters of mutual recognition after which
they signed the Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-Government Arrangements,
on the basis of what was agreed at Madrid.”® The Declaration represented a milestone
towards the end of the confrontation between Israel and Palestine. Both recognised the
need for a comprehensive peace settlement, which allowed them to live in peaceful
coexistence.”® It also contained an agreement for the autonomy of the occupied
territories of the Gaza Strip and the West Bank. Notwithstanding these agreements,
peace was still fragile. Events such as the massacre in Hebron in February 1994,
threatened to derail the whole peace process.34 Aware of this, the SC condemned the
massacre in SC Res 904 (1994) of 18 March, and called for the implementation of the
Declaration of Principles without delay. The situation also remained tense and volatile
within southern Lebanon and the Golan Heights. This is why the Secretary-General
recommended the continuation of the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon

(UNIFIL) mission in southern Lebanon, and the United Nations Disengagement

% See Chapter 5, pp. 105-106.
3 ABC (ed. Seville) (4 November 1991), “Israel acepta discutir la autonomia de los territorios ocupados

con los palestinos”.

32 Yearbook of the United Nations 1993 (1994), Vol. 47, Dordrecht, Boston and London, Department of
Public Information United Nations, New York, Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, p. 521.

3 Ibid., p. 522.

34 On 25 February 1994, a Zionist extremist entered the Al-Ibrahimi Mosque situated in Hebron on the
West Bank, and shot at Palestinians worshipping in the Mosque. The result was the tragic loss of more
than 40 lives. Around 150 more people were wounded. Haberman, Clyde (26 February 1994), “WEST
BANK MASSACRE: The Overview; AT LEAST 40 SLAIN IN THE WEST BANK AS ISRAELI
FIRES INTO MOSQUE; CLINTON MOVES TO RESCUE TALKS - - NEW CLASHES LIKELY",
The New York Times; Ifill, Gwen (26 February 1994), “WEST BANK MASSACRE: Diplomacy;
Clinton Calls Peace Talks From Cairo to Washington”, The New York Times.
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Observer Force (UNDOF) mission in the Golan Heights.*> As a consequence, the SC

agreed unanimously to extend their mandates during 1993 and 1994,

The UN remained as a secondary actor in the Middle East process. At the Madrid
Conference its role was restricted to that of a mere observer, and there was no UN
participation in the Oslo process at which the Declaration of Principles was signed.”’
The UN’s role was restricted to being a guarantor of stable conditions in the region in
order to avoid the derailment of the peace process. The SC continued to authorise
UNIFIL to monitor the cessation of hostilities and to provide humanitarian aid, and
UNDOF to maintain the ceasefire between Israel and Syria. However, this was a task
that the SC had been doing many years before the peace negotiations took place.
Although Spain was in the SC, its involvement had no significant influence on the
Middle East peace process. Any involvement would have been seen by the sponsoring
powers as interference in the peace process and could have affected the negotiations.

The best option, thus, was to encourage the peace process from the SC.

More important was the role played by the UN and the SC regarding the Irag-Kuwait
border. Both were involved in the demarcation of the international boundary between
Iraq and Kuwait, and in the monitoring of the demilitarised zone between the two
countries in fulfilment of SC Resolution 687 (1991) of 3 April. This required the
destruction, removal and rendering harmless of all chemical and biological weapons
and ballistic missiles with a range greater than 150 kilometres. Monitoring of the
demilitarised zone was supervised by the United Nations Iraq Kuwait Observation
Mission (UNIKOM). Its task was to deter border violations and report on any hostile
action.”® The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and United Nations
Inspection Commission (UNSCOM) were in charge of the search for evidence of a
nuclear programme and the location, removal and destruction of chemical and
biological weapons. The demarcation task concluded successfully in 1993,% but the

inspections proved to be more difficult because of the obstructionist attitude of the

35 UN document S/26111; UN document 5/1994/62; UN document $/25809; UN document S/26781;
UN document S$/1994/587&Corr.1; UN document §/1994/1311.

3 SC Resolution 803 (1993) of 28 January; SC Resolution 852 (1993) of 28 July; SC Resolution 830
(1993) of 26 May; SC Resolution 887 (1993) of 29 November; SC Resolution 895 (1994) of 28
January; SC Resolution 921 (1994) of 26 May; SC Res 962 (1994) of 29 November.

3 Jones, Bruce D. (2004), “The Middle East Peace Process”, in Malone, David M. (ed.), The UN
Security Council. From the Cold War to the 217 Century, London, Lynne Rienner Publishers, p. 395.
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Iraqi authorities. Such attitude provoked moments of tension, as when Iraq deployed
troops near the Kuwait border, an act that was condemned by the SC.*° This act was
considered a mistake because it delayed a reduction in the sanctions imposed against
Iraq.‘“ The Spanish Minister of Foreign Affairs, Javier Solana, shared this opinion.
Nevertheless, France and Russia, the two closest allies of Iraq before the invasion of
Kuwait, had already begun to support the Council’s call for the partial lifting of the
sanctions if Iraq continued to co—operate.42 Russia’s interest was for economic reasons.
Britain and the US considered the softening of sanctions premature, even though their
refusal to support a call for the partial lifting of sanctions might isolate them in the SC.
Iraq’s recognition of Kuwait was a move to persuade Britain and the US to lift the
embargo.* However, Britain and the US remained opposed, so the Iragi authorities
asked the Spanish representative to intervene and mediate on Iraq’s behalf.** As Spain
supported the partial softening of the embargo, the Iraqi authorities hoped that the
Spanish representative could persuade both the US and Britain to follow suit. The
traditional good relationship between Spain and Iraq, and Spain’s presence in the SC,
are the reasons why Iraq requested assistance from the Spanish representative. But
Spain’s mediation efforts did not succeed, and a few months later the SC decided to

maintain the sanctions until Iraq had fully complied with all the demands imposed

after Iraq’s expulsion from Kuwait.*

Europe

The end of the Cold War and the collapse of the USSR brought the resurgence of
nationalistic movements, which had remained latent during the years of Sovict
dominance. In Russia, the nationalist outbreak was especially violent in the ex-Soviet

republics of Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova and Tajikistan. Similarly, the

40 Walker, Christopher (8 October 1994), “Iraqi moves heralded by threats over sanctions”, The Times:
Bone, James (10 October 1994), “Hard line on oil ban led to Iraqi backlash”, The Times; Sé Regmulim;
949 (1994) of 15 October. '

41 E1 Pais (12 October 1994), “Una tragedia para ¢l pueblo Iraqui”.
2 E| Pais (18 November 1994), “Francia y Rusia quieren que la ONU revise en unos meses las
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43 Abdo Geneive and James Bone (11 November 1994), “Iraq recogniscs Kuwait in move to appeac
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4 Rhodes, Tom (6 March 1995) “UN to maintain sanctions on Iraq”, The Times; Bone, James (14
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death of Tito provoked an explosion of nationalist movements in Yugoslavia, which
ended with the disintegration of the country. Religious and ethnic reasons explain why
the violence in both some of the ex-Soviet republics and Yugoslavia reached extreme
intensity. By contrast, in other ex-Soviet republics that were religiously and cthnically
more homogeneous, nationalistic movements gained independence by peaceful means.

This is what happened in the Ukraine, the Baltic States, and Belarus.

The SC focused its attention on the Caucasus and the former Yugoslavia, the two
regions where nationalism was displayed in a violent manner. Nevertheless, the SC
kept a low profile with regard to the Caucasus, where in some areas the Council
delegated peacekeeping to the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE). As a result there was a division of labour. The CSCE took the lead in
Nagorny Karabakh, Moldova and South Osetia, while the UN operated in Tajikistan
and Abkhazia.*® Thus, UN involvement in the Caucasus was limited. There are a
number of reasons why the SC kept a low profile: Russia still had a great influence on
the newly created republics, which were considered by Russia as its backyard.
Furthermore, there was a fear that Russia would veto any excessive involvement of the
UN in the region. This happened after Russian intervention in Afghanistan in 1980.
The SC members also had little interest in the region (except Russia), and the SC was
also unwilling to get entangled in more conflicts after its embroilment in the former

Yugoslavia. Spain’s role on matters discussed in the SC with regard to the ex-Soviet

republics was merely testimonial.

The participation of the SC and Spain in conflict resolution with regard to the former
Yugoslavia was more important. Spain took a leading role in the Council in
coordination with Britain and France, who were two of the main contributors to the
peacekeeping forces deployed in the former Yugoslavia. After the Maastricht Treaty of
1992 there was a search by EU members for a more coordinated foreign policy within
the EU. The fourth country in this ‘coalition’ was the US, who also participated
actively in the SC, but did not have troops on the ground. Nevertheless, the US took a
political lead in the Steering Committee of the International Conference on the former
Yugoslavia in 1991, the forum for negotiations to resolve the crisis. The number of

resolutions sponsored by Spain in conjunction with Britain, France and the US, is an

 Yearbook of the United Nations 1993 (1994), op cit., p. 518,
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indicator of the substantial role Spain played in resolving the crisis. In March the
Spanish representative and five others co-sponsored SC Resolution 816 (1993) of 31
March. This resolution extended the ban on flights over Bosnia Herzegovina
(operation ‘Deny Flight’).47 In that same year, Spain cosponsored with Cape Verde,
Djibouti, France, Morocco, Pakistan, the UK, the US and Venezuela SC Resolution
820 (1993) of 17 April. This resolution tightened the sanctions regime over Serbia and
Montenegro and the areas of Bosnia Herzegovina controlled by the Serbs. The
following month, they co-sponsored SC Resolution 827 (1993) of 25 May. This
resolution established an International Tribunal to prosecute those “...persons
responsible for serious violations of international humanitarian law committed in the
territory of former Yugoslavia...”. Then Spain co-sponsored with France, Russia,
Britain and the US SC Resolution 836 (1993) of 4 June. Among other things, this
resolution authorised the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) to use force,
not only in self-defence, but also in retaliation to any bombardment, incursion or
attack against the safe areas. It also authorised the use of force to prevent any
deliberate obstruction of humanitarian deliveries, and the use of air power to support
UNPROFOR in the performance of its mandate. The representatives of the same
countries co-sponsored SC Resolution 844 (1993) of 18 June. This resolution
authorised the reinforcement of UNPROFOR as a consequence of the change of its
mandate. Previously the Spanish representative had co-sponsored the deployment of
international observers to facilitate the implementation of the sanctions regime
imposed over Bosnia with the US, France, Britain and Russia.*® Then Spain co-
sponsored with France, Hungary, Britain and the US SC Resolution 855 (1993) of 9
August. This resolution called upon the authorities of Serbia and Montenegro “... to

reconsider their refusal to allow the continuation of the activities of the CSCE mission

in Kosovo, Sandjak Vojvodina...”

Spain’s active role in the SC with regard to the conflict in the former Yugoslavia
continued during the following year. In March Spain co-sponsored with France,
Russia, Britain and the US SC Resolution 900 (1994) of 4 March. Among other things,
this resolution called for the parties to cooperate with UNIPROFOR in the

consolidation of a cease-fire in and around Sarajevo. In April Spain co-sponsored with

47 The other countries that cosponsored the resolution were France, Morocco, Pakistan, Britain and th
’ J stan, ain and the

US.
4 g Resolution 838 (1993) of 10 June.
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France, Russian and Britain SC Resolution 913 (1994) of 21 April. In this resolution
the SC demanded the conclusion of the cease-fire in Bosnia Herzegovina, and the
release of UNPROFOR personnel held by the Bosnian Serbs. In the same month,
Spain co-sponsored with France and Britain SC Resolution 914 (1994) of 27 April.
This resolution increased UNPROFOR personnel. In September, Spain co-sponsored
SC Resolution 942 (1994) of 23 September. In this resolution, the SC tightened the
economic sanctions imposed upon the areas of Bosnia Herzegovina under the control
of the Serb forces. The same day, Spain co-sponsored with the Czech Republic,
France, Germany, Russia, Britain and the US SC Resolution 943 (1994) of 23
September. In this resolution, the SC eased the economic sanctions over Serbia and
Montenegro as long as the border with Bosnia Herzegovina remained closed. In the
same month, Spain also co-sponsored SC Resolution 947 (1994) of 30 September.
Among other things, this resolution extended the mandate of UNPROFOR, and
declared the restoration of Croatia’s authority in the “pink zones.”* In November,
Spain co-sponsored with France, Germany, Russia, Britain and the US SC Resolution
958 (1994) of 19 November. In this resolution, the SC extended the area subjected to
air strikes to the United Nations Protected Areas (UNPAs) in Croatia, in an attempt to
stop Serb attacks on Bosnia Herzegovina from these areas. Then, in November, the
same countries co-sponsored SC Resolution 959 (1994) of 19 November. In this

resolution, the Council condemned the violations of the border between Croatia and

Bosnia Herzegovina.

In spite of these joint resolutions, there were some important concealed differences
among the Western Europeans, Russia, and the US, on the way to approach the
conflict. It was said that the conflict in the former Yugoslavia had definitely ended the
atmosphere of cooperation, which had permeated the SC since the end of the Cold
War. Disagreements among the permanent members hindered the adoption of vital
decisions that could have helped avoid many of the atrocities, which were a frequent
feature of this conflict. In 1993-1994, the disagreements focused on bombing the
Serbian positions in Bosnia-Herzegovina in an attempt to halt the ethnic cleansing,
which the Bosnian Serbs, with the support of Serbia and Montenegro, were carrying

out on the Muslims in this ex-Yugoslavian republic. The US and the Muslim countries

* The ‘pink zones’ and the UNPAs were zones of Croatian territory with the presence of a Scrb
population.
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present in the Council supported NATO air strikes to halt Serbian ethnic cleansing, but
France, Britain and Spain, were reluctant to take such an initiative. This was because
air strikes could provoke retaliation against the UNPROFOR troops, who were mainly
composed of members of these nationalities. Russia was also reluctant to adopt any
measure against the Serbs for religious and ethnic affinities with the Serbs. Moreover,
the assertion of Russia as a major power also played an important role.> Spain, in
particular, preferred the adoption of a complete and strict embargo over Serbia and
Montenegro; the total isolation of Bosnia-Herzegovina; the intensification of the
humanitarian aid; and the creation of protected areas.”’! The adoption of SC
Resolutions 820 (1993) of 17 April, 838 (1993) of 10 June, and SC Resolution 942
(1994) of 23 September, supported these objectives. The reluctance of the Spanish
government to support NATO air strikes was also influenced by domestic

circumstances. There was a lack of popular support for Spanish troops to get involved

in the conflict.>

The SC members began to overcome their differences in 1993, when the ethnic
cleansing resumed with renewed cruelty, despite the resolutions, which the SC had
adopted during 1992. The resolutions demanded the ending of hostilities:> imposed
economic sanctions on Serbia and Montenegro;54 strengthened  UNPROFOR;*
imposed a ban on military flights over Bosnia-Herzegovina;*® and a tightening of
economic sanctions on the Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro).”’ During
the generation of consensus the mass media played an important role. The daily
broadcasts of the tactics employed by those guilty of ethnic cleansing, which included
medieval sieges of cities, with the objective of killing people through starvation;
systematic rape as a war weapon; indiscriminate murdering of civilians; massive

forceful displacement of the population; and the creation of concentration camps

50 Berdal, Mats (2004), op. cit., p. 458.
S\ El Correo Espaiiol (18 December 1993), “La OTAN ultima los planes para sellar ¢l espacio acreo de

Bosnia.”

52 In May 1993 the Centre of Sociological Research (Centro de Investigaci iologi
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5 SC Resolution 757 (1992) of 30 May.

55 §C Resolution 758 (1992) of 8 June and SC Resolution 764 (1992) of 13 July
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57 SC Resolution 787 (1992) of 16 November.
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greatly influenced in the generation of consensus among SC members. These acts of
violence caused dismay and consternation among public opinion within the Western
countries, which lobbied their respective leaders to take the initiative and call a halt to
these atrocities.® As a consequence of this pressure, the SC members put aside their
differences and began to concentrate on effective decision-making. On 22 February
1993 the SC decided to establish the International Tribunal for the prosecution of those
responsible “...for serious violations of the international humanitarian law committed
in the territory of former Yugoslavia since 1991.”*° Furthermore, the representatives of
France, Britain and Spain agreed to NATO air strikes. Although Russia was not a
member of NATO, she also agreed, but demanded that the attacks be focused on the
Serb aircraft that flew within the Bosnian airspace, which meant that aircraft on the
ground would be excluded from attacks.®® This convergence among the SC members
allowed the adoption of the aforementioned SC Resolution 816 (1993) of 31 March,
SC Resolution 836 (1993) of 4 June, and SC Resolution 824 (1993) of 6 May, which
declared several cities in Bosnia-Herzegovina (Sarajevo, Tuzla, Zepa, Gorazde, Bihac

and Srebrenica) as safe areas under Chapter VII of the Charter.

To conclude, Spain seemed to have an active participation in the decision-making
process given the number of resolutions co-sponsored by Spain with regard to the
conflict in the former Yugoslavia (15). Although no direct evidence can be provided,
the number of resolutions co-sponsored by Spain suggests that Spain could have
played a significant role as catalyst and facilitator. When states act as catalysts, they
use their diplomatic abilities to trigger international initiatives and take the lead in
gathering followers around it. Presumably, Spain would have played such role. It
seems logical to think that Spain would have contributed to obtain followers among
the SC members in support of the resolutions that it co-sponsored. This presumable
active participation of Spain in the SC decision-making process, and the country’s
significant contribution to the UN missions on the battlefield, are steps towards the
consolidation of Spain as a relevant actor in the maintenance of international peace
and security. In the previous periods of the country’s membership in the SC, Spain

also played the role of catalyst and facilitator with some success, although Spain’s

8 The New York Times (7 January 1993), “Stop negotiating with Serbia”.
% G Resolution 808 (1993) of 22 February and SC Resolution 827 (1993) of 25 May.
© The New York Times (19 Janvary 1993), “Allies to Use Threat of Action on Flight Ban as Way to

Press Serbs”.
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participation in UN peacekeeping missions, another measure of commitment with
international peace and security, was non-existent. However, during this present period
of membership (1993-1994) Spain not only continued to perform the role of catalyst
and facilitator by co-sponsoring and encouraging the adoption of resolutions, but also
played an important role in the field as one of the contributors to UNPROFOR troops.
However, smaller countries such as the Netherlands and Jordan were larger
contributors.®' Nevertheless, Spain still scored as the ninth contributor to UNPROFOR
personnel out of thirty-six participating countries.% Considering Spain’s active
participation in peacekeeping operations began just four years earlier, participation in
UNPROFOR should be considered as an important step in the consolidation of Spain

as a contributor to the maintenance of international peace and security.

Africa

The African continent received more attention from the SC during 1993 and 1994. In
1993, nearly 27 percent of all the resolutions adopted were on African affairs. This
increased to approximately 42 percent in 1994. Although this region was important to
the SC, it is difficult to say exactly what role Spain played in African affairs. This was
because on most occasions the resolutions were discussed in private consultation
among the Council members, and the representatives only gathered publicly in the
Chamber to adopt them by unanimity. In the same manner, when the SC prepared
presidential statements, they were also issued after consultation among the SC
members behind closed doors. As we explained in the methods section in Chapter 1,
any primary documentation of this period (1993-1994) is limited and this does not help
us to discern with any accuracy the degree of Spain’s involvement in the draft texts. A
further difficulty is the absence of personal testimonies of the Spanish representative
to the UN, Juan Antonio Yafiez-Barnuevo. However, there is evidence that on

occasions Spain played an active role in the decision-making process during 1994,

The Spanish representative co-sponsored with the representatives of the Czech
Republic, France, Russia, Britain and the US SC Resolution 918 (1994) of 17 May.

This resolution reinforced and extended the mandate of the United Nations Assistance

ol www.britains-smallwars.com/Bosnia/UNPROFOR.}xtmI, accessed on 25 February 2010,
62 Hribek, Miloslav (1995), “Lost in the Yugoslav Triangle: Diary Notes from UNPROFOR Missions”,
International Peacekeeping, Vol. 2, Number 2, Summer, p. 244,
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Mission in Rwanda (UNAMIR), which imposed an arms embargo on Rwanda, and
requested the Secretary-General to report on any serious violations of international
humanitarian law. However, these measures did not stop the chaotic situation, which
prevailed in the country because of the widespread violence. The Spanish
representative also co-sponsored with the representatives of Argentina, Czcch
Republic, France, New Zealand, Russia, Britain and the US SC Resolution 935 (1994)
of 1 July. This resolution requested the Secretary-General to establish a Commission
of Experts to investigate the violations of international humanitarian law in Rwanda.
Months later, with the representatives of France, New Zealand, Nigeria, Rwanda and
Britain, the Spanish representative co-sponsored SC Resolution 946 (1994) of 30
September. This resolution extended the mandate of the United Nations Operation in
Somalia II (UNOSOM 1I) for one further month, and encouraged the Secretary-
General to consider any other option, including withdrawal, because of the
deteriorating situation in Somalia. Finally with regard to Rwanda, the Spanish
representative co-sponsored with the representatives of Argentina, France, New
Zealand, Russia, Britain and the US SC Resolution 955 (1994) of 8 November. This
resolution established the International Tribunal to prosecute persons responsible for
genocide and serious violations of humanitarian law in Rwanda. As with the
resolutions concerning the former Yugoslavia, by co-sponsoring these resolutions
Spain played a significant role as a catalyst and facilitator. It is less clear whether

Spain acted as a leader or follower within the group of co-sponsoring members

Spain also participated in a number of UN missions deployed in Africa: Spain
participated in UNAMIR by providing one aircraft and twenty blue helmets,®* which
among other tasks had to monitor the cease-fire; assist in mine clearance; monitor the
repatriation of Rwandan refugees; and assist in the coordination of humanitarian
assistance activities.* Spain contributed to the United Nations Angola Verification
Mission (UNAVEM II) by providing seventy-five military observers between 1991
and 1995.%° It was the task of UNAVEM II to monitor the cease-fire agreements

63 i issi i
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throughout the country and verify the neutrality of the Angolan police.®® Its mandate
was enlarged later to include the task of supervising the electoral process.®’ Although
free and fair elections were held in September 1992, there was a return to hostilitics
after the electoral process, which led to the extension of the UN mission during the
following months.® Spain contributed to the United Nations Operation in
Mozambique (ONUMOZ) by providing forty-five policemen and twenty military
observers.%’ Their mission was to help to implement the peace agreement between the
government of Mozambique and RENAMO (the Mozambican National Resistance
political party).70 Spain also participated in the United Nations Observer Mission in
South Africa (UNOMSA) by providing forty observers to supervise the elections in
the country.”’ Finally, although not a peacekeeping operation as such, Spain took part
in the Unified Task Force (UNITAF), a multinational force deployed in Somalia to
secure the aid routes for the delivery of humanitarian aid (Operation Restore Hope).

This mission was led by the US and authorised by the Council in SC Resolution 794
(1992) of 3 December 1992.

Spain’s contribution to the different UN missions in Africa was symbolic in
comparison to that of the African countries, who led the majority of UN missions in
Africa. However, compared with other Western countries, Spain’s involvement was
uneven. For example, Spain’s contribution to UNAVEM 1I was greater than that of
India, the Netherlands, and Norway, who provided less than ten personnel. Other
countries such as Canada, Italy, and Poland made no contribution.”” However, the
Spanish contribution to ONUMOZ was less significant. Spain contributed with less
than 100 personnel to a total force of 6,754 military personnel.”® The Spanish
involvement clearly fell behind the main contributors, such as Bangladesh (1,262

members), Botswana (768), Uruguay (857), or Zambia (843), India (910), Italy (222)
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or Portugal (285).7* Nevertheless, the contributions of Argentina, Australia, Brazil,
Canada, Cape Verde, China, Czech Republic, Egypt, Guinea-Bissau, Hungary, Japan,
Jordan, Malaysia, the Netherlands, Russia or Sweden were similar to the Spanish.”
New Zealand, Norway, Switzerland and the US contributed with less than 10,6
Similarly, the Spanish contribution to UNAMIR, although it was greater than that of
other European countries that participated in UNAMIR (with the exception of
Austria), it was significantly smaller that that of African states, India, Canada, or
Australia.”’ Spain’s contribution comprised 19 military personnel. By contrast, Chad
with 129 military personnel, Ethiopia with 808, India with 800, Ghana with 832,

Australia with 297, or Canada with 119, to name some, were far more important.”®

To conclude, Spain’s active role in the SC, and participation in different peacekeeping
operations in Africa, indicates that Spain’s commitment to international peace and
security was not only circumscribed to Europe. Furthermore, Spain’s contribution in
the Council on those matters related to Africa provides evidence that during the period
of analysis this chapter has analysed (1993-1994), the Spanish government was willing
to continue the process of consolidation of Spain as an internationally relevant actor,
committed to the maintenance of international peace and security on a global scale. On
occasions however, Spain’s contribution may have only been modest. From the
behavioural approach described in Chapter 1, Spain’s participation in peacckeeping
operations was in part concerned with self-interest. This was clearly evident in terms
of Spain’s economic interests: In 1989 the Spanish Government was in negotiations to
sell eleven warships (coastguard, patrol ships and landing craft) to the Angola
government, a country that in turn was an important supplier of oil.” It was also in
Spain’s interest to ensure that Mozambique was a stable country for the maintenance
of important fishing agreements between the two countries.3 Nevertheless, Spain’s
participation in peacekeeping missions concerning Rwanda and Somalia were not

motivated by economic interests. Thus, the normative approach also described in
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Chapter 1, can help us understand that Spain’s peacekeeping operations in Africa were
more concerned with the altruist maintenance of international peace and security.
Therefore, the economic component was not the only motivation to inspire increasing

Spanish interventionism in the UN missions, as we will discuss below.

The Americas

The American continent provides us with two examples where the SC played a key
role in the solution of the conflict in El Salvador, and the restoration of democracy in
Haiti. In the former example the SC first endorsed the negotiations between the
government of El Salvador and the insurgent movement Farabundo Marti de
Liberacion Nacional (FMLN), and the UN acted as a mediator.®' Later the Council
became the driving force, which encouraged the parties to keep their agreement.®? In
the latter example the SC was a major actor in the restoration of democracy in Haiti
through a wide range of activities. One was the authorisation to use force for the first
time to restore democracy in a country.®® Spain participated actively in the decision-
making process by co-sponsoring SC resolutions on both the conflict in El Salvador
and the restoration of democracy in Haiti. Spain’s role with reference to Haiti was
probably that of a follower of Argentina, Canada, France, the US, and Venczucla
because of their greater involvement and interests in this Caribbean country. This was
in contrast to El Salvador, where Spain probably played a more active role in the UN

mission because of former colonial interests.

Spain played an active role by co-sponsoring two resolutions. In September 1994
Spain co-sponsored with Argentina, Canada, France, Haiti, the US and Venezuela SC
Resolution 944 (1994) of 29 September. This resolution lifted the sanctions imposed
on Haiti the day that the deposed President, Aristide, returned to Haiti as President of
the country. At the same time the UN members were urged “... to respond promptly

and positively to the Secretary-General’s request for contributions to UNMIH.” Spain
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did not contribute to this UN mission either with military or with civilian personnel.®
The second resolution was in October 1994, when Spain co-sponsored with Argentina,
Canada, Djibouti, France, Pakistan, the US, and Venezuela SC Resolution 948 (1994)
of 15 October. This resolution lifted the sanctions after Aristide had returned to Haiti

as President, and implemented the Governors Island Agreement.

The role played by Spain in the question of El Salvadbr was more important than
Spain’s role in the restoration of democracy to Haiti. In November 1994, the Spanish
representative co-sponsored with the representatives of Colombia, Mexico, the US and
Venezuela SC Resolution 961 (1994) of 23 November. This resolution, among other
things, reaffirmed the importance of the timely implementation of the Peace Accords,
and gave a final extension to the mandate of the United Nations Observer Group in El
Salvador (ONUSAL), until 30 April 1995. Unlike Spain’s involvement in the SC with
reference to Haiti, on this occasion Spain became the main contributor to the UN
mission in Central America with 138 out of 368 military observers in 1992.%
Furthermore, the UN mission was placed under Spanish command with the
appointment of General Victor Suanzes Pardo, as Chief Military Observer, and
Alfredo Carballo was appointed as main Police Commissioner, with the Uruguayan
Homero Vaz Bresque.® As a result of this large involvement, ONUSAL became one
of the most important UN missions in which Spain had participated.®’ Spain’s

commitment in El Salvador also reflects the importance of Latin America on the

agenda of the Spanish governments.

Asia

The United Nations commitment to democracy was not restricted to Haiti. The UN
was also a major actor in the establishment of a democratic regime in Cambodia. UN
involvement in Cambodia was unprecedented because its tasks included
demobilisation, disarmament and reintegration of the armed groups, tasks not unlike
other UN missions, but in this case it also administered and ruled the country. It did

this while it carried out reconstruction and organised an electoral process from which

8 o ww.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/past/unmihfacts.html, accessed on 27 February 2010.
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the future Cambodian government emerged.®® For this purpose the UN established the
United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC). During 1993 UNTAC
continued with the reconstruction of Cambodia’s infrastructure, demobilisation of the
different armed groups, repatriation of refugees, and control of the borders to prevent
the illegal export of Cambodia’s natural resources.® Progress towards normalisation of
the country was possible in spite of the uncooperative attitude of the Party of
Democratic Kampuchea (PDK), one of the political parties in the conflict. The SC
made it possible for the country to hold elections and produce a new constitution for
the country. This was endorsed by the Council in SC Resolution 810 (1993) of 8
March and SC Resolution 826 (1993) of 20 May. On 24 September 1993, the Head of
State, Prince Norodom Sihanouk, promulgated the constitution, which established the
Kingdom of Cambodia as an independent, sovereign, peaceful, neutral and non-
aligned country with a parliamentary monarchy as a form of government.”® After the
formation of the government, the transition to democracy was finalised and UNTAC’s
mission was accomplished. As a result the SC decided to withdraw the majority of

UNTAC by 15 November 1993”' and in its totality by 31 December 1993.%

Although Spain’s support for democracy has been a constant feature of Spanish
foreign policy since the end of Franco’s dictatorship, Spain did not participate in
UNTAC. Spain merely acted as a follower by voting on those resolutions prepared in
consultation among the SC members.” Spain also supported SC Resolution 840
(1993) of 15 June. This resolution primarily expressed the Council’s appreciation of
UNTAC for the smoothness of the electoral process, and emphasised the necessity of
establishing a new government for Cambodia within the time allocated by the Paris
Agreements. It was co-sponsored by China, France, Japan, Russia, Britain and the US.
However, Spain did not participate in UNTAC. The geographical distance between
Spain and Cambodia, the lack of Spanish interests in that region, and the fact that
Spain was participating in several other UN missions, couldiexplain why Spain did not

play a significant role in the Council’s campaign for democracy in Cambodia
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Spain and peace-keeping operations

As we have discussed above, Spain’s presence in the Council during 1993-1994 was
the period in which Spain became an important contributor to peacekecping
operations. Spain’s involvement in different UN missions during this period has
contributed to consolidate the role of Spain as a middle power. As explained at the
beginning of this chapter, this is because participation in peacekeeping operations is a
role traditionally performed by middle powers, such as Canada, Sweden and the
Netherlands, and more recently by other countries such as Bangladesh, Pakistan and
Nepal. Although Spain’s preference for multilateralism, its defence of international
law, and its inclination to reach a compromise to solve disputes are all features of
Spain as a middle power, Spain’s contribution to maintain peace and security in the
field was an important activity, which has been left aside. This raises an important
question: Why did Spain, although behaving as a middle power in the SC during 1969-
1970 and 1981-1982, not participate in peacekeeping operations until 1989? We will

address this question below.

Before Spain’s membership in the SC Spanish policymakers were aware of the
importance of peacekeeping operations for the maintenance of international peace and
security. In fact, since Spain’s first term in the SC, the country supported the extension
of the mandates for UN missions where peacekeeping troops were already deployed.
For example, Spain supported the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force
(UNDOF);* the United Nations Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP);® and the

United Nations Interim Force in the Lebanon (UNIFIL).*® Spain also voted in favour

% The Force was established by SC Resolution 350 (1974) of 31 May with the aim of supervising the
Agreement on the Disengagement of Forces signed between Israel and Syria on January 1974 afier the
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of the enlargement of UNIFIL.”’ Paradoxically, Spain never contemplated
participating in any of the UN missions. Nevertheless, in 1982 Spain did consider
participating in an eventual multinational force with troops from the US, France and
Italy, if the Lebanon acquiesced to the deployment of such force.”® Spain was not a
model country either with reference to financial contributions to the different UN
missions. Spain never contributed to finance UNFICYP. The deep economic crisis,
which affected Spain during the 1980s, was a contributory factor to Spain’s delayed
payment towards UN peacekeeping operations. For example, although Spain only
owed $6 to the UNDOF budget in 1982,% Spain’s outstanding contributions to
UNIFIL increased to $1,703.402 for the period from the inception of UNIFIL until
December 1982.'® In fact, Spain’s financial resources were so meagre that during the
years when the Secretary-General requested prompt payment of Spain’s financial
obligations, his pleas were ignored.lOI Thus, Spain’s record as a financial and military

contributor to peacekeeping operations could not be considered as an exemplar.

This situation, however, began to change in 1989. In that year Spain participated with
military personnel for the first time in two UN missions: the United Nations Angola
Verification Mission (UNAVEM 1) and the United Nations Transition Assistance
Group (UNTAG).'®* There are four reasons why Spain carried out its role as
peacekeeper in that geographical area, and in that year. First, the economic boom
experienced after 1985 made it possible for Spain to provide financial support to such
missions. Second, Spanish economic interests in Angola and Namibia were a powerful

drive.'® Third, after the Cold War it became possible for the Spanish armed forces to

97 §C Resolution 501 (1982) of 25 February.
% Telegram of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 7 December 1982 to the Spanish

representative to the UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950
expediente 3. ’
% Yearbook of the United Nations 1982 (1986), Vol. 36, New York, Department of Public Information
United Nations, p. 499. ‘

19 1bid., p. 494.
191 [ etter of the Secretary-General of the UN on 19 January 1982 to the Spanish representative to the

UN, Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente 3; Letter of the
Spanish representative to the UN on 11 February 1982 to the Spanish Ministry of F‘o'rci n Affai y
Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expedicnte 3; Lc%tcr ol'd:;ls:
Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 25 February 1982 to the Spanish represcnlu}i've to the UNL
Archives of the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Signatura 21950, expediente 3. ‘

2 www.un.org/Depts/DPKO/Missions/unavem1/UnavemIF.html, accessed on 27 February 2010:
www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/past/untagF.htm, accessed on 20 August 2010 i '
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participate in operations far from Spain’s closest areas of strategic interest.'™ Fourth,
and perhaps more important, although Spain’s political transition to democracy was
considered as consolidated when the Socialist Party (PSOE) won the national election
in 1982, the military transition to democracy was not accomplished until 1988.!" 1t
was not until then that the Spanish armed forces were able to carry out humanitarian
and peacekeeping missions. Not forgetting that the Spanish armed forces had been one
of the pillars on which Franco’s regime had relied. Consequently the Spanish armed
forces had been an instrument of repression, and were mainly conceived as a tool for
the maintenance of domestic order. This explains why Spain did not contribute to any
UN peacekeeping missions during the first two periods (1969-1970 and 1981-1982) in
which Spain was a member in the SC. It was not until the Spanish armed forces had
been imbued with democratic principles and values, the same that guide the behaviour
of the other Western democracies, and that are necessary to carry out the UN missions,
that the Spanish armed forces began to participate in the different peacekeeping
operations. Once this was achieved, the Spanish armed forces became an instrument of
Spain’s foreign policy and one of the most important pillars of the Spanish

contribution to world peace.'®

Finally, Spain’s participation in UN missions was not only motivated by the necessity
to find a new role for the Spanish armed forces, but also as a mechanism to increase its
legitimacy among the Spanish population. After 40 years of dictatorship, the image of
the armed forces among the majority of the Spanish population was that of a
repressive instrument used to maintain domestic order. Their new role to bring peace
to areas in conflict and as an essential instrument for the delivery of humanitarian aid

increased its legitimacy, and improved its image among the important sectors of

Spanish public opinion.107

To conclude, the incorporation of Spain into peacekeeping missions had beneficial
results for both the UN and Spain. For the UN was beneficial because the Organisation

obtained another member actively committed to international peace and humanitarian

104 gorra, Narcis (2008), La transition militar. Reflexiones en torno a la reforma democratica de las
fuerzas armadas, Barcelona, Debate, p. 215.
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assistance, as Spain’s contribution to the SC with reference to the former Yugoslavia
and El Salvador discussed above have indicated. This was in spite of the fact that the
economic crisis, which affected the Spanish economy since the end of 1992,
threatened their continuation in peacekeeping operations.'® For Spain the UN
missions were a perfect opportunity for the Spanish armed forces to modernise. UN
missions also made it possible for the Spanish armed forces to adapt and take on more
and new roles and responsibilities. Finally, at the same time as the Spanish armed
forces contributed to international peacekeeping and delivering humanitarian aid, they

were able to improve their public image on the domestic front.'”

Conclusion

Spain’s behaviour in the SC during this period represents somehow a shift with regard
to the previous periods of membership. During 1969-1970 and 1981-1982 Spain’s
behaviour in the SC was consistent with that of a multilateralist power. As described in
Chapter 1, one of the characteristics of the distinctive behaviour of most states is the
support of multilateralism, and the performance of the roles of facilitator, catalyst and
managers. In this chapter we have described how Spain played these roles with the aim
of building coalitions, to gain a consensus, and to achieve the desired outcome. As a
result, deadlock in the SC was avoided on many occasions. Spain’s significant role

within the SC was possible because of its particular place within the international

community.

Although Spain was eventually aligned with the Western bloc, the country’s initial
ostracism because of Franco’s regime pushed the dictatorial regime, for strategic
reasons, to approach the non-aligned and Third World countries to gain international
acceptance. This strategy was successful because of the non-aligned and Third World

countries perceived that Spain could act as a facilitator and bridge-builder between

18 Cembrero, Ignacio (1 August 1993), “Los recortes en el presupuesto hipotecan el servicio exterior”
El Pais. '
1% Surveys carried out by the Centro de Investigaciones Sociologicas (CIS) shows that the image of the
Spanish Armed Forces improved at the end of the 1990s. In 1997, 44.6 percent of the population had a
very good or good image of the Spanish Armed Forces. In 2005 this percentage increased to 55.4
percent and in 2007 to 56.6 percent. www.cis.cs/cis/opcncnw./-
Archivos/Marginales/2220 2239/2234/¢223400.html, accessed on 20 August 2010. ‘
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them, and the main Western powers. This was at the time when Franco was still in
power and the main Western powers held his regime in contempt. The non-aligned and
Third World countries felt that Spain was the only Western country which could
identify with their interests, or at least understood them. This particular position, in
which Spain could mediate between both groups of countries, was not the only way
that Spain could play a central role in the search for a consensus within the SC. The
rivalry between the Western and Socialist blocs in the SC gave the non-aligned and
Third World countries a great bargaining capacity, because they could play one off
against the other. When this happened Spain’s presence was a most valuable asset for
the UN because Spain could build bridges between the USSR and the US, and the
other non-aligned countries. At the same time, middle powers like Spain are defenders
of international law so they prefer multilateral solutions to conflicts, and this serves to
restrain the unilateral behaviour of great powers (directly or through their proxies).
Middle powers and multilateral solutions are especially important if the great power is

acting with complete disregard for international law and human rights.

After the Cold War, the new atmosphere of cooperation among the permanent
members of the SC eroded the bargaining capacity of the non-aligned countries and
Spain to perform the roles they played during 1969-1970 and 1981-1982. As discussed
in this chapter, the UN played a secondary role with regard to the Middle East in the
1990s, and Spain failed to act as a mediator in lifting sanctions on Iraq. As a result of
the country’s reduced bargaining capacity, Spain changed its pattern of behaviour,
Spain no longer acted as it did during its two previous periods in the SC, as a catalyst
and facilitator. Instead Spain began to focus on participating in peacekeeping
operations, a role traditionally carried out by middle powers. Spain’s alignment with
the other Western countries also influenced this shift, which became more evident
after Spain’s integration into the EU in 1986, and confirmation of membership in
NATO the same year. As this chapter has discussed, the number of resolutions Spain
co-sponsored with the other Western countries is evidence of Spain’s association with
them. Spain co-sponsored resolutions with France, Britain, the US, and on occasions
with Russia and other countries, on a wide rage of issues, such as the strengthening of
UNPROFOR mandate; the reinforcement and extension of sanctions over the areas of

Bosnia Herzegovina under the control of Serbian forces; the extension of UNAMIR
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mandate; and the lifting of sanctions upon Haiti after the return of Aristide as

President.

Although as this chapter has discussed, the permanent members of the SC sometimes
undermined the capacity of the non-permanent members, Spain’s co-sponsoring of
numerous SC resolutions is evidence that Spain continued to perform the role of a
catalyst and facilitator. These are the characteristics of a middle power. The aim is to
muster the necessary support to get the resolutions adopted. If we return to the Haiti
example discussed above, Spain could have adopted the role of a follower by simply
joining the other co-sponsoring members. Alternatively Spain could have played a
leading role (catalyst and facilitator) by persuading other members to co-sponsor a
draft resolution to guarantee its adoption. Whether Spain acted as a leader or a
follower, it successfully persuaded other members to support the resolutions it co-
sponsored. Thus, it can be concluded that Spain continued to behave as a middle

power but in a different context to that of the previous two periods.

As a result of Spain’s increasing participation in peacekeeping operations and active
role in the decision-making process, Spain consolidated its position as a relevant actor
in international affairs. Spain was committed to the maintenance of international pcace
and security in the SC and the field. As this chapter has discussed, there are a number
of reasons why Spain’s new role in the SC during this period (1993-1994) became
possible. First, it was not possible until after the Cold War. Second, Spain gained the
cooperation of the other permanent members of the SC. Third, the UN was faced with
more and new challenges. Fourth, Spain was integrated into the Western economic and
military organisations (EU and NATO). Finally, the Spanish armed forces
implemented the necessary organisational reforms, which allowed Spain to participate
successfully in the ever more complex UN missions. In this period in the SC Spain
successfully adapted to the changing circumstances of the post-Cold War years, and

managed to deepen its commitment to the maintenance of international peace and

security in and out the SC.



7 SPAIN IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL: (2003-2004)

The so called ‘new world order’ that surged after the end of the Cold War had an
ephemeral existence. It reached its zenith in 1991 with the Gulf War, but as we saw in
the previous chapter, a few months later differences began to emerge among the
permanent members of the SC with regard to the conflict in the former Yugoslavia.
This was just the beginning. The discrepancies became deeper and more frequent in
the months that followed. Disagreements not only centred on political aspects of
where, when, how or why to intervene in the different scenarios of conflict but
evolved to include economic and military divergences (how to distribute the costs and
the burden of interventions). The proliferation of conflicts and their nature were at the
root of these disagreements. The multiplicity of scenarios of intervention overstretched
the resources of the UN and the Organisation demanded more financial and military
support, which on occasions the permanent members were reluctant to provide,
especially after the US failure in Somalia. Moreover, the proliferation of UN missions
raised differences in the scenarios of intervention relating to the different strategic
importance that regions or countries had for the permanent members. Thus, onc
African country of the ‘Francophonie’ area would have more importance for France
than for Britain, the US or Russia. By the same token, the problems in the Caucasus
would have more importance for Russia than for the others. Finally there were also
problems of adaptation to the new conflicts. The SC was conceived to deal with
conflicts among states, but the new threats to international peace and security came
from failing states or non-state actors. The SC neither had been conceived to tackle
intra state conflicts nor threats from terrorist groups, guerrillas of different types, or
trans-national crime organisations. Similarly, it was not ready to deal with the new
challenges to international peace and security that were incorporated into the security
agenda, such as environmental disasters or gross violations of human rights, which
increased the adaptation problems of the SC to the new times and circumstances.
Thus, the last years of the twentieth century, which SG Kofi Annan defined as
tumultuous,’ were times of adaptation, renewal and definition of new roles for the SC,
For instance, the intervention within states in defence of democracy or against gross
violations of human rights clashed frontally with the principle of non intervention in

the internal affairs of states, which made necessary a conceptual redefinition or

! Annan, Kofi (1998), “The Quiet Revolution”, Global Governance, Vol. 4, No. 2, Apr.-June, p. 123,



clarification of principles long consolidated. In sum, ‘the debate over when and how
force may be used in today’s world lies at the intersection of law, politics and norms’.?
In such circumstances, discrepancies among the permanent members of the SC, and
UN members in general, emerged around these conceptual redefinitions. Terrorism
was also another paradigmatic case. The UN could hardly tackle terrorist threats if
there was not even an agreement among UN members on a definition of what
terrorism was. Disagreements were extended to connected issues such as what the

future of the SC should be, what path should be followed, or what aims should be

given priority.

The frequent discrepancies among SC members slowed down the decision-making
process and the adoption of importance decisions. The delays made the US become
increasingly impatient with the SC, to the point that it began rely on regional groups at
the expense of a growing marginalisation of the SC.2 The SC was begun to be seen as
an obstacle to the defence of US interests all over the globe, which were the solution
of the conflicts and the promotion of democracy, human rights and liberalism. It was
generally thought that once all countries assumed these principles, we world would
arrive at the ‘end of history’ in Fukuyama’s words, a world in which all states and
people would embrace capitalism and liberal democracy.* This would lead to a world
characterised by the absence of conflicts because liberal states are “fundamentally
unwarlike”.” The new impulse towards free trade through the conversion of GATT
into the World Trade Organisation (WTO) in 1994 and the initiative to create free
trade areas such as the North America Free Trade Association (NAFTA) were steps in
this direction. All states reluctant to adopt liberal ideas, democracy and capitalism as
an economic model were catalogued by the US as ‘rogue states’ and a threat to
international peace and security. Libya, North Korea, Iran, or Iraq would fall within
this group. However, the aforementioned discrepancies among the permanent
members, the lack of enthusiasm for these ideas among many members of the UN, the

inability of the EU to act as a single actor or the limitations of NATO to pursue the

2 Thakur, Ramesh (2006), The United Nations, Peace and Security, Cambridge, Cambridge University

Press, p. 10 .
3 Miller, Judith (14 March 1999), “Security Council Relegated to Sidelines”, The New York Times.

4 Fukuyama, F. (1992), The End of History and the Last Man, London, Penguin Books; Little, Richard
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International Relations Theory Today, Cambridge, Polity Press, pp. 67-74.
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new US strategy encouraged the Clinton administration to adopt progressively a
unilateralist approach to international threats and conflicts. The disaster that occurred
in Somalia was a crucial event in this trend to unilateralism. It shook the initial
idealism of the Clinton administration, which since that moment became more
cautious on where and when to intervene in the promotion of American interests, and
tempered the US attitude towards multilateralism, because the US would still scck the
cooperation of other states but it would not hesitate to act on its own if the support of
other countries could not be achieved. This new approach to multilateralism could be

embodied in the sentence “multilateral when we can, unilateral when we must”,

The shocking terrorist attack of 11 September 2001 against the Twin Towers in New
York and the Pentagon, the neuralgic centres of the main Western power, accentuated
the unilateralist trend of the US.® The strikes definitively buried the idealism of the
post Cold War years and the hopes of the establishment of a ‘new world order’. The
optimistic ‘end of history’ of Fukuyama was suddenly substituted by the gloomier
‘clash of civilisations’ of Samuel Huntington.” For the first time, the US felt
vulnerable despite its military might and its unrivalled economic power. However, it
was not the first surprise attack that the US had suffered. On 7 December 1941 the
Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor by surprise, an action that brought the involvement of
the US in the Second World War, but the effect on the population was by far less
traumatic. Pearl Harbor was not a civil but a military target, the majority of US
citizens at that time did not know where Pearl Harbor is, and the media coverage was
restricted to an informative flash on the radio, after which people continued with their
routines.® By contrast, the attack over the Twin Towers paralysed the entire country,
received impressive media coverage (all the world could see it live), and was directed
against innocent civilian people. The toll of death and the destruction caused by the

attack were important additional factors that increased the consternation.

¢ Whether or not the terrorist attack on 11 September was the catalyst of the US unilateralism is a
controvertible issue. Some argue that the unilateralist trend began after the Cold War when the US
became conscience of being the only superpower on the planet. Others, by contrast, argue that the initial
Bush administration was receptive to multilateralism with the election of Colin Powell as Sccretary of
State, since he was a firm supporter of multilateralism and the UN. The trend to unilateralism among
these authors would be for the increasing influence of some President Bush’s policy makers and
advisers, such Donald Rumsfeld, Richard Perle or Paul Wolfowitz, which ended with the isolation of

Powell within the Bush administration.
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Approximately 3,000 people died in just a few hours in the Twin Towers and 800
more in the Pentagon. In comparison, approximately 3,200 Americans died in the
seize of Saipan, one of the bloodiest American battles of the Second World War that
lasted 25 days; in the attack of Pear]l Harbor the number of casualties was 2,385
Americans; and in the Tet offensive, during the Vietnam war, 543 soldiers died and

2,547 were wounded.” These comparative figures give an idea of the scale of the

September 11 aggression.

The White House reacted quickly to the attack. The following day President Bush
contacted the other permanent members of the SC to forge a coalition against terrorism
and obtain their support for an eventual military operation.'® This began at the end of
September with the infiltration of special US forces into Afghanistan.!' One month
later approximately the bombardment of strategic locations in Afghanistan, country
where Al-Qaeda was based, began. The bombing was followed by an invasion on the
ground that ended two months later. The objective was the destruction of the Al
Qaeda, the terrorist organisation that had planned the attack on the Twin Towers, and
the capture of its main members, especially its supreme leader Bin Laden. The military
campaign had the support of the majority of the US population, which after the attack
was dominated by a mixture of pain, rage, indignation and patriotism. The
international community, with very rare exceptions, also supported the US military
enterprise. Expressions of support for, and solidarity with, the US were the gencral
tone in the main newspapers all over the world, with some rare exceptions.'? A similar
reaction predominated among the majority of the main political leaders. In the UN the
attack received the condemnation of all the representatives and the SC passed SC Res
1368 (2001) of 12 September in which the Council defined those actions as terrorist
acts, regarded them as threats to international peace and security and expressed its
readiness to respond to the terrorist attack of September 11. The same day, in an
unprecedented initiative, the Secretary- General of NATO proposed the declaration of

the principle of legitimate defence, which was approved by all NATO members."
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Sixteen days later, the SC adopted unanimously another resolution that imposed legal,
financial, police and coordinating measures to prevent terrorists from carrying out
their actions.'* However by 2003, the year in which Spain began its new two year
terms in the SC, the assertive unilateralism with which the Bush administration
conducted the business had turned the initial support into ‘diplomatic contestation and
widespread resentment’.'® The initial US initiatives to request the adoption of SC Res
1368 (2001), and the invocation of the NATO principle of legitimate defence, were
considered then as “... tactical responses to the attack, not a strategic conversion to the
multilateralist creed”.'® From September 11 onwards, terrorism and weapons of mass

destruction were the two items that dominated the foreign policy agenda of President

George W. Bush.

One of the first countries that supported the US was Spain. Both countries were going
through a period of excellent bilateral relations since the arrival to power of the
Conservative Party (the “Partido Popular” or PP) in 1996. The same day of the attack,
the then Prime Minister Aznar phoned President Bush to declare the Spanish support
and solidarity with the US."” Then, he immediately summoned some members of his
cabinet to let them know that Spain, as a country that had been suffering the problem
of terrorism for the last 25 years, had to take the initiative within the EU from the
beginning and offer its experience in the fight against terrorism, which had acquired
international dimensions.'® In consonance with its assertive policy against terrorism,
the Spanish government was one of the first that announced the participation of Spain
in the International Assistance Force (ISAF), a multinational force that would be
deployed in Afghanistan within the framework of NATO.' The deployment of ISAF
was authorised by SC Res 1386 (2001) of 20 December and its mission would be the
reconstruction of Afghanistan and the maintenance of the security in Kabul and its
surroundings, under the leadership of the UK. Furthermore, Spain also carried out an

intense diplomatic activity with the aim of convincing other countries to join ISAF
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Press, p. IX.

16 Daalder, Ivo H. and James M. Lindsay (2003), “The Bush Revolution: The Remaking of America’
Foreign Policy”, in www.cfr.org/publication/6336/bush_revolution.html, p. 25, accessed ;nc‘;-g
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with considerable success, although the then Spanish Ministry of Defence Federico

Trillo recalled in his memoirs the sceptical reaction of the Swedish and Finish

governments.20

The relevant role that Spain played in this matter and in others had not been possible
without the modernisation of the Spanish Armed Forces that the PP government had
carried out in the years previous to the terrorist attack of September 2001. One of the
most important decisions in this modernisation process was the professionalism of the
Armed Forces in 2001. This step was simultaneously accompanied by a process of
modernisation of the Navy, Air Force and the Army with the construction of new
warships, the purchase of new aircraft and the acquisition of new weapons, as well as
the incorporation of new systems of communications, command and control,
compatible with those of its Western partners. The objective was to keep up at the
same level of Spain’s main allies, improve the deterrence capacity, and acquire more
suitable resources for peacekeeping operations.21 These tasks demanded versatile
Armed Forces that could be deployed anywhere with relative ease by air or by sea.
The integration of Spain into the military structure of NATO in 1999 and the Spanish
commitment to European defence with the contribution of 6,000 military personnel
agreed in the European Summit of Helsinki of the same year to carry out peace
keeping operations, interposition missions, and humanitarian tasks (known as
Petersberg missions), were important stimuli in this process. Questions of economic
opportunity also had great influence and should not be disregarded, because they
explain why Spain rearmed when the majority of countries were reducing their
defence budget after the end of the Cold War.*? Finally, NATO demands for Spain to
increase the capacity of deployment of its troops were a key factor.” In conclusion,
one of the features that defined the years of the Conservative party in government was
the profound transformation of the Spanish Armed Forces with the aim to update them
for the new times and make possible a greater Spanish participation in arecas of

conflict. Nevertheless, this process of modernisation and adaptation was not without
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polemic at home between those academics and analysts who believe that the defence

budget should increase further, and those who argued that the level of expenditure was

excessive.?*

Despite the commitment to European defence, the foreign policy of the Conservative
government represented a shift with regard to that maintained by the previous
governments. The inclination the Conservative Prime Minister Jose Maria Aznar for
Britain and the US at the expense of the European partners truly meant a departure
from the foreign policy followed by previous democratic governments. The
approximation to Third World countries sought by the centrist party of the first ycars
of democracy under the leadership of Prime Minister Adolfo Suarez was followed by
the reluctance of the Spanish Socialist Party (PSOE) over the incorporation of Spain to
NATO. Nevertheless, in 1986 the Prime Minister Felipe Gonzalez finally saw the
convenience of integrating into the military organisation, although he left Spain
outside the military structure. The same year, Spain became a member of the EEC and
since then the PSOE has given priority to the European construction because the
Spanish Socialist Party saw Europe as a counterbalance to US hegemony. Behind this
idea, however, there was another important reason. The dislike that the Spanish
Socialist Party (and all the Spanish left) felt for the US for its support to the Franco
dictatorship. This aversion led the PSOE to pursue an independent foreign policy from
Washington with the approach to regimes or groups such as the Sandinistas during the
1980s, the Palestinians, or Fidel Castro’s dictatorship in Cuba (the Socialist tolerance
towards the Castro regime still persists nowadays). Thus, the arrival of the
Conservative Party under the leadership of Prime Minister Jose Maria Aznar radically
changed this trend. His priority of a good understanding with Britain and the US over
the relationship with the other European partners meant a significant departure from
the foreign policy that had been followed during the previous 19 years. Another point
of departure with regard to the foreign policy of the previous governments was the
detachment of Spain from those regimes that were characterised by a lack of respect to

human rights and democracy, such as Cuba, the Venezuela of Hugo Chavez, or the

Iraq of Saddam Hussein.
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With regard to the other issue that dominated President’s Bush agenda, the weapons of
mass destruction, the US and other signatories of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (among
them Spain) had always opposed the acquisition by other countries of such weapons,
although with uneven results. However, after the fall of the communist bloc, the
Western countries, especially the US, became concerned with the possibility that part
of the Soviet nuclear arsenal, or the technology to build nuclear weapons, might fall
into the hands of any of those countries considered as ‘rogue states’. One of these
states was North Korea, which during the 1990s tried to become a nuclear power.25
However, the Pyongyang regime officially suspended its nuclear programme as a
result of a mixture of political pressures and economic incentives, 2 Nevertheless,
tension increased again at the beginning of the twenty first century, when North Korca
pulled out from the Non-Proliferation Treaty and announced that its nuclear
programme had never been halted, but just simply continued clandestinely.?” As a
consequence, the combination of talks, diplomatic pressures, direct threats, and
economic incentives continued.”® The set of measures seemed to be effective, because
North Korea and the US reached an agreement to dismantle all North Korean nuclear
facilities by the end of 2007.% The mix of threats and rewards, great doses of patience,
and continuous negotiations, proved to be a satisfactory formula that prevented the
outbreak of a conflict that could have destabilised the whole region. Nevertheless,

tensions were only delayed temporarily, because during 2009 North Korea initiated

25 Milhollin, Gary (4 June 1992), “North Korea’s Bomb”, The New York Times; Sanger, David E. (15
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missile tests and resumed its nuclear programme.® The issue of the North Korean
nuclear programme has not yet been resolved, but it seems that it will be a recurrent
topic that will re-emerge from time to time in the near future for two reasons. First,
North Korea needs a nuclear arsenal as a deterrent in substitution of its vast army,
which it can not afford to maintain for the disastrous condition of its economy.
Second, North Korea has been using the nuclear programme as a bargaining tool with
the aim of obtaining rewards, economic compensations, and humanitarian aid to
relieve the poor living conditions of its population. Despite the seriousness of the
situation, the SC did not deal with this issue during the two year term of Spain in the

SC, although it was duly informed.”!

More relevant was the case of Iraq. From the end of the Gulf War of 1991 the IAEA
had been carrying out inspections on Iraqi territory in accordance with SC Res 687
(1991) of 3 April. Although the inspectors did not find any evidence of the existence
of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) in Iraq, the obstructionist attitude of Saddam
Hussein, his lack of collaboration with the inspectors, and the submission of inaccurate
information by the Iraqi authorities during the 1990s created the generalised
impression that Saddam Hussein was hiding something. The biography of the Iraqi
tyrant reinforced this idea. During the Gulf War Iraq launched Scud missiles against
Israel in retaliation for the Israeli destruction of the Iragi nuclear plant in 1981.% The
attack had also the objective of provoking Israel with the hope that an Israeli counter
attack would turn other Muslim countries against Israel and the coalition forces that
were invading Iraq.33 Moreover, during the war with Iran, the Iraqi dictator authorised
the use of chemical weapons and ordered its utilisation against the Kurd minority in
Iraq for having support Iran during the conflict.** Estimations indicate that

approximately 100,000 Kurds were exterminated with chemical wéapons during the
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brutal repression and 2 million fled to Turkey and Iran.’’ These precedents depicted

Saddam Hussein as a ruthless dictator that would not hesitate to use missiles, chemical

or mass destruction weapons against his enemies if necessary.

With these precedents, by the time Spain arrived at the SC in 2003, it was gencrally
assumed that Saddam Hussein could have weapons of mass destructions and that he
would not hesitate in using them. The reports of the different Western intelligence
services played an important role in this assumption. At the beginning of 2001 the US
intelligence service reported that factories that produced chemical and biological
weapons had been rebuilt.”® The confession of an Iragi defector months later gave
more force and credibility to the idea.”” As a result, at the beginning of 2002 Irag was
included by President Bush within the ‘axis of evil’ that threatened the US.*® The
campaign over the possibility of Iraq having weapons of mass destruction continued
during the following months to the point that, in the months previous to the invasion of
Irag, the conviction that the Iraqi regime had weapons of mass destruction was quite
extended, although the Spanish representative to the UN went one step further and said
that it was a totally generalised conviction.® Nevertheless, the three countries that
pressed harder for a more assertive policy against Iraqi disarmament within the SC
were Britain, Spain and the US. This episode represented the culmination of Aznar’s

aspirations for Spain playing a major role in the main international events.

Spain’s election to the Security Council

The modernisation of the Armed Forces, the more assertive foreign policy, and the
alignment with Britain and the US were steps that not only sought the adaptation to the
new times but also a greater relevance of Spain in international events. However, the
government of Jose Maria Aznar was aware that the performance of any significant
role, despite the measures adopted, would not be totally accomplished without the

Spanish presence in the SC. For that reason, the Conservative Party, as soon as it won

3 Hedges, Chris (7 December 1991), “Kurds Uncarthing New Evidence of Iragi Killings”, The New

York Times.
% [ ee Myers, Steve and Eric Schmitt (22 January 2001), “Iraq Rebuilt Weapon Factories, U.S. Officials

Say", The New York Times; Tyler, Patrick E. (18 December 2001), “A NATION CHALLENGED:

IRAQ; U.S. AGAIN PLACING FOCUS ON HUSSEIN”, The New York Times.
3 Miller, Judith (20 December 2001), “A NATION CHALLENGED: SECRET SITES; Iragi Tells of

Renovations at Sites For Chemical and Nuclear Arms”, The New York Times.
3 The New York Times (30 January 2002), “George W. Bush’s Moment”.
3 Arias, Inocencio (2006), op. cit., p.79.

173



the elections in 1996, began the campaign for a seat in the SC. The Spanish
representative to the UN shared the same opinion when he affirmed that had Spain not
been in the SC, its role would have been clearly secondary.*® This is because the SC is
the main decision-making international organ on matters of international peace and
security and in consequence, and as soon as a state obtains a seat in the Council, it

automatically jumps onto the centre of stage and acquires a great influence.

This influence is exercised in different ways. As non-permanents are more accessible,
the states outside the SC will woo those in with the aim of obtaining their favour to
include items of interest of the former in the SC agenda, a practice that puts the non-
permanent members in a good bargaining position because they can always ask for
something in exchange; moreover, permanents will always seek the support of the
non-permanents to adopt or not to adopt resolutions on those matters that are of
interest to the former. This is especially relevant when important issues are discussed,
such as when the invasion of Irag was under consideration. In this sense, the
importance of Spain as a follower of the US would certainly have been much less
relevant if Spain had not been in the SC in 2003-2004. Finally, the fact that small and
medium states will ask the non-permanents to lobby the permanent members with the
hope that the latter will accept the inclusion in the Council agenda of matters which
are of interest to them, places non-permanent members in a position of intermediaries
between the permanent and the rest of the UN members. By doing so, the non-
permanent members acquire an influence and a profile that they would not have if they
were not in the Council. In definitive, the presence in the SC puts a state in the
spotlight and enhances its status to a point that it could not reach by relaying
exclusively in its own capabilities. Nevertheless, the presence in the SC also can imply
risks. This happens when, for diverse circumstances, a state can not or is not willing to
backup the initiative of one or several of the permanent members. In that case, the
state that refuses the support may become the subject of threats or reprisals from that
or those permanent members whose interest are at stake. The case of Yemen in 1991
with regard to the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq offers a good example.‘“ Thus, the
presence in the SC implies a commitment for all states, whether they like it or not, in

the sense that states are compelled to adopt a position on a wide range of issues.

40 Arias, Inocencio (2006), op. cit., p. 21.
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Aware of the privileged status that the non-permanent members acquire by being in
the SC, the Conservative government began to campaign for a seat in the Council
almost as soon as it won the elections in 1996.** The strategy this time was different
from that carried out on previous occasions. The purpose was to obtain quickly the
support of as many members as possible within the WEOG with the aim of deterring
any other possible candidate that wished to compete with Spain and Germany. As
Germany is almost an unbeatable WEOG member for its economic and political
weight, Spain tried to avoid a tight competition that could result in a defeat in the last
minute, as had happened to Sweden in 1992.* As in previous occasions, Spain
campaigned for support among its traditional friends the Latin American, Arab and
African countries, which in turn would lobby for Spain among their neighbouring
countries. The aim was to muster as much support as possible in the GA with the aim
of minimising any unexpected outcome. The result of this strategy was highly
successful. Spain did not have to compete with any other country within the WEQG
and obtained the unprecedented support of 180 votes in the GA the day of the election,
the same number of votes as Germany received.** However, although the election was
a great diplomatic success which reinforced the international prestige of Spain, it only
had little coverage in the main Spanish mass media.®’ This fact, which could give the
reason to those who argue the limited importance that international affairs have among
the Spanish population, which would be more interested in the domestic affairs,
contrasts sharply with the attention that the Iraq war aroused among the Spaniards. In
consequence, the small media coverage to the election of Spain for a seat in the SC

would be caused more by generalised unfamiliarity with the UN than by little interest.

The Security Council’s agenda (2003-2004)

The discrepancies of the permanent members mentioned in Chapter 2 and the
beginning of this one affected negatively the work of the organisation, as some figures
show. Despite the fact that the SC held more formal meetings between 2003 and 2004
(a total of 424 meetings against 346 of the period 1993-1994), the number of

a2 www.sgainun.orz/nages/viewfull.cfm?ElcmenlID:]990, accessed on 5 February 2005; Sce Chapter
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resolutions adopted, and presidential statements issued, dropped considerably.
Whereas the SC adopted 214 resolutions and issued 226 presidential statements during
1993-1994, the number or resolutions and presidential statements during this period
amounted to 126 and 78 respectively. The figures seem to suggest that the differences
among SC members hindered the adoption of decisions, although this reduction in
resolutions and presidential statements could also be as a consequence of the new
working patterns of the SC. The reluctance of the permanent members to contribute to
peacekeeping operations could have also been an important factor, since their number
declined progressively after reaching their peak in 1993. As a result, the UN had to
rely increasingly on regional organisations or the willingness of particular members to
intervene either individually or by forming ‘coalitions of the willing’ or multinational
forces. At the same time, the threats to international peace and security multiplied
within a context of growing questioning of the SC for its outmoded structure.*® Aware
of this, the SG Kofi Annan appointed a High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and
Change in 2003, which in December 2004 proposed some decision-making and
structural changes for the SC, at the same time that reported that poverty, infectious
diseases, environmental degradation, inter state conflicts, terrorism, trans-national
organised crime, and the spread of nuclear, radiological, chemical and biological
weapons also constituted threats to international peace and security.”” The broadening
of the SC agenda gave middle powers the opportunity to bring to the forefront issues

of their particular concern, such as the environment, terrorism, or human rights.

The new working patterns of the SC, with the increasing trend to adopt resolutions
whose wording has previously agreed in consultations, have important implications in
the work of the SC. The search of texts whose wording satisfies the 15 members of the
Council lead in occasions to the adoption of watered down resolutions whose
vagueness makes their effective implementation extremely difficult.*® At the same
time, this new working method makes it difficult to assess the contribution of Spain in

the wording or the role of Spain in the course of these consultations because the
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meetings are held behind closed doors. However, the Spanish predilection for
multilateralism and the role of Spain as a consensus seeker in the previous periods of
Spain in the SC leads one to think that the Spanish representative would try to play his
traditional roles of facilitator and catalyst with the aim of achieving as great support as
possible in the adoption of resolutions. The diplomatic efforts carried out by Spain in
search of collaborators to participate in the invasion of Iraq, or the Spanish efforts in
pursuance of support to pass a second SC resolution that bridge the differences

between France and Germany on the one hand, and the US, Britain and Spain on the

other, also reinforce this idea.

The Middle East

The situation in the Middle East was characterised by a mixture of lights and shadows.
The beginning of 2003 witnessed a generalised feeling of optimism when the Quartet,
composed of the US, the EU, Russia and the UN, agreed to revive the peace process
between Israel and the Palestinians. The efforts culminated in April with the
presentation to both parties of a plan to restart negotiations that was known as the
‘road map’. The road map would lead to the creation of two states, Israel and
Palestine, which would live harmoniously side by side.** In pursuance of this
objective, both Israel and the Palestinians agreed to initiate steps to ease the situation
and increase mutual confidence. Israel softened the blockade imposed over the Gaza
Strip and the West Bank to allow Palestinians to cross the border and work in Israel,
and it released prisoners that belonged to Hamas and the Islamic Jihad.®® The
Palestinians, for their part, declared a cease fire. It seemed that at last the region had

finally entered on the path of pacific coexistence that would end the conflict that had

afflicted the region for at least the last 55 years.”'

However, the agreement had two important obstacles. The first was the impossibility

of both parties of controlling the members of their more radical wings, who were
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totally opposed to any agreement;52 the second was the intense loathing and mistrust
that dominated the relationship between Israel and the Palestinians. As a result, every
violent action by one of the parties sparked the dynamic of attack-counterattack-attack
that fuelled the spiral of violence and that in turn, generated more hate and distrust.
This is exactly what happened again in May and June 2003, when several suicide
attacks against Israel were answered by Israel with selective attacks in the Gaza Strip
and the West Bank.>® The spiral of violence continued during the following months,
despite the diplomatic efforts of the Quartet and Egypt, which continued during 2003.
After being so close to a solution of the conflict, there was still optimism about the
possibility of implementing the ‘road map’. However, by the end of September the
peace process was considered moribund not only because of the violence between the
parties but also for the discrepancies among the members of the Quartet.® The
resumption of the construction of the wall to separate Israel from the Palestinian
territories and the constructions of new Jewish settlements in the occupied territories
in October was another blow to the process.55 This was the opinion of the Spanish
representative, who voted in favour of a draft resolution that declared the construction
of the wall as illegal under provisions of international law and demanded its
cessation.>® The draft, however, was not adopted because of the US veto (the illegality
of the wall would be official one year later after the judgement of the icn.>?
Nevertheless, one month later all SC members supported SC Res 1515 (2003) of 19
November that endorsed the peace process and called upon the parties to fulfil their
obligations under the road map. The resolution was sponsored by Spain, Bulgaria,

Chile, China, France, Germany, Guinea, Mexico, Russia, and Britain.
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The efforts of the Quartet and the UN to achieve the implementation of the road map
continued during the following year with a feeling of relative optimism when Israel,
with the backup of the US, announced the Israeli withdrawal from Gaza and some
parts of the West Bank.*® However, the optimism was soon shadowed by the outbreak
of hostilities in March, when Israel launched an attack over the Gaza Strip as
retaliation for the attack suffered with mortar bombs and anti tank missiles.”® In one of
the attacks the iconic Hamas leader, Sheikh Ahmed Yassin was killed, whose death
caused a generalized outrage among Palestinians.®® As a result of the attacks, a draft
resolution condemning the ‘extrajudicial execution’ of the Hamas leader and all
terrorist attacks against civilians was pressed to vote, but it could not be adopted
because of the veto of the US.®' The Spanish representative supported the draft and
took the opportunity to express his condemnation of extrajudicial executions as being
contrary to international law, as well as his condemnation of all acts of terrorism
wherever they come from.*? Two months later, he supported SC Res 1544 (2004) of
19 May in which the SC reaffirmed its support for the road map, called upon Israel to
respect its obligations under international law, expressed its concern on the

humanitarian situation of Palestinians made homeless and called for the cessation of

violence. The US representative abstained.

The spiral of violence continued during the following months. Israel continued its
raids on Gaza and the Palestinians struck back with the launch of missiles and the use
of suicide bombers. However, it was the Israeli plan to allow more settlements in the
West Bank what pushed Palestinians to request Spain’s mediation with the aim of
convincing Israel to halt the Jewish settlements as a condition for resuming
negotiations based on the road map.63 However, the Spanish capacity to influence on

Isracl was not much since the latter had the approval of the US for the new
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settlements.%* After this last attempt to resume negotiations, the Quartet admitted that
no significant progress had been made on the road map.®® Despite their concern, a
month later the US vetoed a draft resolution that requested Israel to stop the attacks
and urged the withdrawal of its forces from Gaza.*® Nevertheless, the death of the
Palestinian leader Arafat in November brought a slight improvement for the morc
cooperative attitude of Israel, whose Prime Minister Sharon expressed his desire to
coordinate with the Palestinian Authority for the withdrawal of Isracli troops and
settlers from Gaza Strip and part of the West Bank.%” The intensity of the conflict also

diminished, to the point that at the end of 2004 new hopes on the implementation of

the road map emerged.®®

The Lebanese-Israeli border and the Golan Heights were also points of high tension
during 2003-2004. In Southern Lebanon, the initial months of 2003 were of relative
calm, but the situation deteriorated during the second half of the 2003 when the
dynamic of attack-counterattack-attack reignited.”” In 2004 the conflict intensified
petween the Israeli army and Hezbollah members in Southern Lebanon. Exchange of
fire, Israeli aerial incursions, and Hezbollah anti-aircraft fire were frequent.” In these
circumstances, the SG recommended the extension of UNIFIL on two occasions. The
suggestions of the SG were endorsed by the SC and the UNIFIL mandate was
extended one more year.”' Both resolutions were supported by Spain, although it did
not participate in the UN mission. The SC also adopted SC Res 1559 (2004) of 2
tember which called for the withdrawal of all foreign forces from Lebanon, the

Sep
disbanding and disarmament of all Lebanese and non-Lebanese militias while at the
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same time declaring its support for a free and fair electoral process in the country. The
resolution made clear allusion to the Syrian troops stationed in Lebanon and the
continuous interference of Syria in the domestic affairs of Lebanon, an intrusion that
was considered an obstacle to the solution of the conflict because the Syrian support to

Hezbollah hindered the control of Southern Lebanon by Beirut.”

In the Golan Heights the predominant situation was of tense calm since the presence of
UNDOF after the 1973 war. There have been attempts to negotiate Israel’s withdrawal
from Syrian territory, but all have failed because of the intransigence of Syria, which
has demanded the unconditional withdrawal of Israel before initiating any negotiation.
Nevertheless, from time to time there are incidents between the Islamic Jihad and the
Israeli Forces that break the calm and raise the temperature of an already ‘hot area’.
This is what happened in 2003, when Israel bombed the Islamic Jihad camp in Syrian
territory in response to a suicide attack that caused 19 deaths in Haifa, or when it
decided to continue the construction of Jewish settlements in the Golan Heights.73 Asa
consequence of those incidents that could spark another outbreak of hostilities, the
presence of UNDOF, assisted by UNTSO observers, was considered as still necessary

to maintain the calm. Accordingly, the SC unanimously authorised the renewal of

UNDOF mandate during 2003 and 2004.™

The support of Spain to SC Res 1515 (2004) of 19 November and SC 1544 (2004) of
19 May that endorsed and supported the peace process known as the ‘road map’
confirms that the years of unconditional partisanship of the Palestinian cause were
definitively left behind. Since the recognition of Israel in 1986, Spanish policy with
regard to the Middle East became more balanced, and this equanimity is reflected in
Spanish support for a comprehensive solution that includes the creation of a
Palestinian state that peacefully coexists with Israel, as was foreseen in the ‘road map’.
Nevertheless, the even-handedness was not an obstacle for Spain, as a traditional

defender of international legality, to condemn the illegalities committed by Israel, such
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as the construction of the wall or the indiscriminate killings perpetrated by the Israeli
army, although in another demonstration of even-handedness, the Spanish
representative expressed in the SC his condemnation of all kind of terrorism regardless
its origin, in clear allusion to the activities of Hezbollah and the Islamic Jihad. Spain’s
impartiality, the former Spanish inclination for the Palestinian cause, the fact that
Spain had in the past acted as a mediator, and the excellent relationship that Spain
maintained with the US, are reasons that could explain that Palestinians still perceived
Spain as a country that could act as a mediator between them and Israel with regard to
the Israeli settlements in the West Bank. However, there was not much that Spain
could do under the new circumstances. The assertiveness of Israel, with the support of
the US, the lack of another power that could counterbalance the US preponderance, the
great disparity of Israel-US/Palestinian forces, and the excellent US-Spanish political
relationship of that moment, considerably curtailed Spain’s capacity to act as a
mediator. The only option for Spain under those circumstances was to use persuasion,
but this was not enough to curb Israel’s determination. Finally, Spain supported the
extension of UNDOF and UNIFIL mandates, as in previous occasions, although Spain

did not participate in neither of the two missions.

Europe

By the time Spain returned to the SC in 2003, the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia

and the ex-Soviet republic of Georgia had ended and given way to a period of

reconstruction, not only material by also social and institutional. In the rebuilding the

UN played a key role, covering a wide range of activities. Nevertheless, the UN did
not act alone, but in collaboration with other actors, such as the EU and NATO in the

former republics of Yugoslavia, and Russia in the case of Georgia. As in the previous

period, the role of Spain was significant in the case of the former republics of

Yugoslav
Nations Observer Mission in Georgia (UNOMIG) either with military or civilian

ia but clearly secondary in Georgia. Spain did not participate in the United

personnel, although voted in favour of the resolutions that supported the achievement
of a comprehensive political settlement, extended the mandates of UNOMIG, and
strengthened its civilian component.” Three reasons explain the low profile of Spain

in Georgia in addition to those pointed out in the previous chapter. First, the lack of
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Spanish interests in the area. The political and economic relations of Spain with that
small republic are virtually non-existent. The limited importance of Georgia is
reflected in the fact that it is not mentioned either in the memoirs of the Spanish
ambassador to the UN or in those of the Spanish Ministry of Defence during those
years.”® Second, the Spanish government focused on other areas in conflict that
considered more important from the strategic and political point of view, such as Iraq,
Afghanistan, Bosnia and Herzegovina or Kosovo. The multiplicity of areas of Spain’s
interest left little time for the consideration of secondary conflicts like the Georgian
one. Third, the limited human and financial resources of the Spanish Foreign Service
and the Armed Forces made impossible the intervention in every area of conflict.
However, this is not a problem exclusive to Spain but for the majority of countries.
This is the reason why governments had to establish priorities, and Georgia, for the

reasons set out above, was not a priority for Spain.

More important for Spain were the republics of the former Yugoslavia, although it is
difficult to asses the Spanish footprint in the SC because of the increasing trend of the
SC to issue Presidential Statements and prepare the resolutions in consultations. As a
result, with the exception of SC Res 1551 (2004) of 9 July, all the other decisions were
made by Presidential Statements or by resolutions previously prepared in consultations
among its members.”’ As the consultations are held behind closed doors, the
contribution of the different Council members in the drafting of the resolutions is
difficult to pin point. Nevertheless, it can be said that unlike in Georgia, the role of
Spain in the republics of the former Yugoslavia under reconstruction was probably
more relevant for the Spanish involvement on the field and for the Spanish co-
sponsoring ~ with France, Germany, Italy, Romania, Russia and Britain of the
aforementioned SC Res 1551 (2004) of 9 July. In Bosnia, the United Nations Mission
in Bosnia and Herzegovina (UNMIBH) ended its mandate on 31 December 2002 and
was replaced by the European Union Police Mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina
(EUPM), which began to operate from 1 January 2003 as part of the nation-building
project.78 The mission of EUPM comprised the support for the local police in the fight

against organised crime, the accountability of local police in those cases of unlawful or

76 Arias, Inocencio (2006), op. cit.; Trillo, Federico (2005), op. cit.
77 .

SC 1491 (2003) of 11 July; SC Res 1575 (2004) of 22 November; UN document S/PRST/2003/1;
dooiment S/PRST/2003726; UN document. S/PRST/2004/5; UN document S/PRST/2004/iQ' 32

document S/PRST/2004/22.
78 C Res 1491 (2003) of 11 July.
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improper practice, and support for a restructuring of the police of Bosnia and
Herzegovina.”” All the EU countries contributed to EUPM, plus Canada, Iceland,
Norway, Switzerland, Turkey and Ukraine.* Spain, as a member of the EU, also
participated in EUPM, although the Spanish contribution was not especially
significant. The Spanish contingent until September 2009 comprised 6 members; four
police officers and two civilian.®' This contribution clearly fell behind that of the core
of European countries, such as Germany (12 policemen and 2 civilians), Britain (2
police officers and 6 civilians), France (8 policemen and 2 civilians), Italy (17 police
officers and 4 civilians) or the Netherlands (8 policemen). Even Turkey contributed

with more personnel than Spain did (7 policemen and 2 civilians).®

Spain also contributed to the multinational Stabilisation Force (SFOR) deployed in
Bosnia and Herzegovina with the authorisation of the SC, although the force was
under the command of NATO.® In this occasion the Spanish contribution was more
significant, since Spain deployed 1,200 personnel. The mission of SFOR was the
maintenance of a safe and secure environment for the consolidation of the peace and
the implementation of the Peace Agreement signed on 14 December 1995. It was a
peace enforcement mission, because the Council authorised member states under
Chapter VII of the Charter to adopt the necessary measures to carry out its mission and
defend themselves from attacks or threats of attacks. The strong mandate was
reiterated in SC Res 1491 (2003) of 11 July, which also renewed the mandate of SFOR
for twelve more months. In the resolution, the SC also asked for the full support of the
authorities of Bosnia and Herzegovina for the International Tribunal for the
Prosecution of Persons Responsible for Serious Violations of International
Humanitarian Law committed in the territory of the former Yugoslavia from the
beginning of the conflict in 1991. This petition was reiterated in SC Res 1503 (2003)
of 28 August after the unsuccessful attempts carried out by SFOR to find the most
wanted leaders accused of genocide and war crimes, Radovan Karadzic and Ratko

Miadic.2* The lack of progress in the capture and bringing to justice of those people

79 www.cupm.org/FactSheet.aspx, accessed on 25 February 2010.
80 & ww.eupm.org/ContributingStates.aspx, accessed on 25 February 2010.
81 ww.eupm.org/Documents/Weekly.pdf, accessed on 25 February 2010.

8 Ibid.
83 GC Res 1088 (1996) of 12 December.
8 £ Pais (27 August 2003), “La OTAN cerca las casas de la familia del ex lider serbio Karadzic”; The

New York Times (14 August 2003), “NATO Raid Fails to Capture Bosnian-Serb War Crimes Suspect”.
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who were indicted by the International Tribunal of Former Yugoslavia led to s 1
evera
m i :
embers of the SC, Spain was among them, to reiterate in 2004 the commitment of
the parties to full cooperation in the implementation of the Peace Agreement, one of
, 0

whose aspects was the bringing to justice of those accused of genocide and
war

crimes.85

The EU gave another important step towards a greater involvement in European affairs
when it decided on the launch of a European Union Mission to Bosnia-Herzegovina
called Operation Althea, to replace the Stabilisation Force (SFOR) that woulc;
withdraw from Bosnia-Herzegovina at the end of 2004. The aim of such an initiative
was the role of the EU as an international actor and the reaffirmation of the EU in
European affairs after the embarrassment that provoked Europe’s initial passivity at
the beginning of the conflict in 1991. The mission of the European Force (EUFOR), as
it was called, would consist in guaranteeing order and stability, the maintenance of’th;’
rule of law, the fight against terrorism and organised crime, the return of refugees, and
the search of those indicted leaders that had not yet been brought to justice. The
establishment of EUFOR was unanimously authorised by SC Res 1575 (2004) of 22
November for an initial period of 12 months. The Force was given a strong mandate
by authorising member states to take all necessary measures at the request of the EU or
NATO, since the latter left a small contingent in Bosnia-Herzegovina to collaborate
with the EU in the search of fugitives from justice.®® Despite the political progress, the
presence of a force was still necessary because the peace was fragile. There were still
two separate administrative entities (the republic of Bosnian Serbs and the federation
of Bosnia-Herzegovina) and three separated communities (the Serbs on the one hand
and Muslims and Croats on the other, who lived separately in the federation of Bosnia:
Herzegovina).¥” As a member of the EU, Spain participated in EUFOR with a notable
presence from the beginning, to the point that in 2003-2004 it was the second largest

. 88 . . .
contributor™ and in 2009 it became the major contributor with 307 members ¥ In

85 gC Res 1551 (2004) of 9 July.
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addition, Spain also contributed to the composition of the Integrated Police Unit (IPU)

and the Multinational Manoeuvre Battalion (MNBN) from 2007.%°

The important Spanish contribution to Operation Althea probably had an important
ideological component. It has been said that this initiative pursued the affirmation of
the EU as an international actor after the initial European passivity in the Bosnian
conflict. This was a political objective that was fully shared by the Spanish Socialist
Party (PSOE) that was in office after its victory in the elections held in March 2004. It
has already been mentioned at the beginning of this chapter the antipathy of the PSOE
for the US and its conception of the European construction as a counterbalance to the
US hegemony. Thus, the participation in Operation Althea was an excellent
opportunity not only to assert the EU as a relevant international actor but also to show
the international community that Europe was capable of being in charge of European
affairs. The statement of Jose Bono, the then Spanish Minister of Defence, that said
the Operation Althea constituted a test for European defence seemed to go in that
direction.91 At the same time, Operation Althea offered the new Socialist government

the opportunity to detach itself from the policy of alignment with Britain and the US

followed by the previous Conservative government.””

The Spanish participation in Kosovo was also substantial. After the withdrawal of
Serb Forces from Kosovo in 1999, the SC adopted SC Res 1244 (1999) of 10 June in
which it authorised the deployment of a NATO force (KFOR) under Chapter VII of
the Charter. The mandate of this force was wide ranging, covering among other tasks,
the deterrence of renewed hostilities, the demilitarization of the Kosovo Liberation
Army (KLA), the establishment of a secure environment that allowed the return of
refugees, and the safety of the international civil presence. This civil presence was the
United Nations Interim Administration in Kosovo (UNMIK), whose main task was
temporary administration of the territory. To that end, the mandate of UNMIK
included the promotion of substantial autonomy in Kosovo, the performance of basic

civilian administrative functions, support for the construction of infrastructures,

9Owww.e,uforbih.or;zleufor/indcx.Dhr)'.’option:com content&task=view&id=17&Itemid=34&phpMyAd

min=019629bc83f 1ec8240c5704¢7cb8127b, accessed on 25 February 2010.
St gy Pais (17 September 2004), “Espafia aportara 150 guardias civiles a la Gendarmeria Europea, que

estara operativa en 2005”. o
92 The fact that the creation of EUFOR was an initiative of France, which was one of the European

countries more opposed to US hegemony and unilateralism as was evidenced by the discrepancics on
the Iraq war, seems to give strength to this idea.
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support for humanitarian aid relief, protection of human rights, the return of refugees
and the maintenance of law and order.”® All these competences would be progressively
transferred to Kosovo’s institutions from the moment they were ready to assume them.
The Spanish police contingent to UNMIK was of 148 members, the g™ largest
contribution out of the 49 countries that participated in the UN mission. In addition,
Spain also contributed 1,250 military personnel to KFOR. This force was the second
largest Spanish contribution abroad under the umbrella of the UN. Only the Spanish

deployment in Iraq as part of the multinational force was larger.

Spain continued the commitment in the former republics of Yugoslavia initiated in the
previous period. The continuation supposed the confirmation of Spain as an important
actor in the maintenance of international peace and security, as the important Spanish
contributions to the missions in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo show. In
addition, Spain once again appeared as an upholder of international law when it co-
sponsored SC Res 1551 (2004) of 3 March that, among other things, reminded the
parties their obligation to surrender for trial those indicted for gross violations of
international law. All these steps not only reaffirmed and consolidated Spain as a
middle power, but also increased the Spanish involvement in international affairs
(within the areas of its special interest, such as Europe) and contributed to the prestige
of Spain and its Armed Forces at home and abroad, which was one of the objectives of

the Conservative party in power when it won the elections.

Africa

It is difficult to assess the contribution and influence of Spain in the African issues that
the SC dealt with during this period. The reasons are two. First it is the inclination of
the SC to elaborate and agree the wording of the texts in consultations that take place
behind closed doors, a trend that can already be noticed in 1993-1994. It is in these
consultations among SC members where debates, decisions, bargaining and trade offs
are made. As a result, the SC chamber has been progressively relegated to be the
venue where SC members carry out the formality of adopting unanimously the
resolutions that has previously agreed in consultations. On occasions, the SC does not

even adopt a resolution but the decisions are issued through presidential statements.

This working pattern is especially evident in the African matters under SC

93 GC Res 1244 (1999) of 10 June.
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consideration.®* The advantage of this procedure is that gives more strength to the
decisions made by the SC because they have the backup of all SC members.
Nevertheless, this method of decision-making has also an important flaw. As the
wordings of the texts have to satisfy all members of the SC, the agreed drafts are on
occasions vague and ineffective. The second reason that hinders an accurate
assessment of the Spanish involvement and influence in the elaboration of the draft
resolutions is the inaccessibility to primary sources. As it was previously noted,
neither the Spanish delegation in New York nor the Spanish Ministry of Foreign

affairs admitted to having any documents with regard to this period (2003-2004).

Despite these difficulties, it is possible to find some evidence of the role that Spain
played in the SC during this period with regard to African affairs. There were
occasions in which the Spanish representative took an active part in the decision-
making process. When the Janjaweed, an Arab militia allegedly supported by the
Sudanese government to impose order in Darfur, began to carry out actions of extreme
violence against civilians, the Spanish representative co-sponsored SC Res 1556
(2004) of 30 July with the representatives of Chile, France, Germany, Romania and
Britain. The resolution, among other things, endorsed the deploymeht of international
monitors in the Sudan under the leadership of the African Union (AU), imposed an
arms embargo upon the Sudan, extended the special political mission established in
SC Res 1547 (2004) of 11 June, and expressed its intention of considering further
measures against the Sudan in the case of non-compliance with the disarmament and

arrest of Janjaweed leaders. In addition, he also co-sponsored with the representatives

94 Resolutions that were unanimously adopted after consultations in 2003 and 2004 are: SC Res 1468
(2003) of 20 March; SC Res 1484 (2003) of 30 May; SC Res 1489 (2003) of 26 June; SC Res 1493
(2003) of 28 July; SC Res 1501 (2003) of 26 August; SC Res 1457 (2003) of 24 January; SC Res 1499
(2003) of 13 August; SC Res 1467 (2003) of 18 March; SC Res 1464 (2003) of 4 February; SC Res
1479 (2003) of 13 May; SC Res 1514 (2003) of 13 November; SC Res 1509 (2003) of 19 September;
SC Res 1458 (2003) of 28 January; SC Res 1478 (2003) of 6 May; SC Res 1521 (2003) of 22
SC Res 1470 (2003) of 28 March; SC Res 1492 (2003) of 18 July; SC Res 1508 (2003) of
19 September; SC Res 1466 (2003) of 14 March; SC Res 1507 (2003) of 12 September; SC Res 1474
(2003) of 8 April; SC Res 1519 (2003) of 16 December; SC Res 1463 (2003) of 30 January; SC Res
1469 (2003) of 25 March; SC Res 1485 (2003) of 30 May; SC Res 1495 (2003) of 31 July; SC Res
1513 (2003) of 28 October; SC Res 1522 (2004) of 15 January; SC Res 1555 (2004) of 29 July; SC Res
1565 (2004) of 1 October; SC Res 1533 (2004) of 12 March; SC Res 1552 (2004) of 27 July; SC Res
1545 (2004) of 21 May; SC Res 1577 (2004) of 1 December; SC Res 1527 (2004) of 4 February; SC
Res 1528 (2004) of 27 February; SC Res 1561 (2004) 17 September; SC Res 1532 (2004) of 12 March;
SC Res 1549 (2004) of 17 June; SC Res 1579 (2004) of 21 December; SC Res 1537 (2004) of 30
March; SC Res 1562 (2004) of 17 September; SC Res 1580 (2004) of 22 December; SC Res 1547
(2004) of 11 June; SC Res 1569 (2004) of 26 October; SC Res 1574 (2004) of 19 November; SC Res

f 17 August; SC Res 1531 (2004) of 12 March; SC Res 1560 (2004) of 14 September; SC

1558 (2004) o .
Res 1523 (2004) of 30 January; and SC Res 1541 (2004) of 29 April
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of Germany, Romania, Britain and the US SC Res 1564 (2004) of 18 September that
declared the Council’s willingness to adopt further measures under Chapter VI of the
Charter against the Sudanese government if the latter persisted in its uncooperative
behaviour with regard to the expansion and extension of the monitoring mission.
Finally, the Spanish representative also co-sponsored with the representatives of Chile,
France, Germany, Romania, the UK and the US SC Res 1572 (2004) of 15 November
that condemned the attack perpetrated by the Ivorian Air Forces against the French
armed forces that had been deployed in Ivory Coast to enforce the cease fire,%
imposed a weapons embargo to Ivory Coast, decided upon the freezing of all assets,
funds and economic resources of those persons that constituted a threat to the peace

and national reconciliation in the country, and decided to prevent their entry or transit

in Ivory Coast.

However, perhaps Western Sahara constitutes the clearest example of a Spanish
initiative. It was Spain under its Presidency of the SC the country that tried to
revitalise the issue,96 which seemed to languish since the moment the plan of the
former US Secretary of State James Baker III was blocked by the objections of Frente
Polisario and Algeria.”’ In January 2003 James Baker began the preparation of an
alternative plan, which would be known as Baker Plan II, while the SC extended the
mandate of the UN mission deployed in the territory.”® The Plan proposed the
autonomy of Western Sahara for five years with a government elected from the
modified Spanish census. After the period of five years, a referendum would be held
for the inhabitants of Western Sahara to choose either independence or autonomy from
Morocco, or by contrast the integration into this country. Spain, the US and Algeria
(ally of Frente Polisario), supported the plan. Frente Polisario was reticent, but
pressures from Spain and Algeria bent its initial reticence and it finally acquiesced.*

Morocco and France (ally of Morocco), plainly rejected it. Morocco always refused to

9 Sengupta, Somini (7 November 2004), “Ivory Coast Violence Flares; 9 French and 1 USS. Death”,
The New York Times; Sengupta, Somini (8 November 2004), “More French Troops Are Sent to Ivory

Coast as Violence Flares”, The New York Times.
% Questionnaire to Ambassador Inocencio Arias, Spanish representative to the UN between 1997 and

May 2004, on 25-26 January 2010.
97 The plan, which was partially endorsed by the Council in SC Res 1429 (2002) of 20 July, proposed

the incorporation of Western Sahara into Morocco.
9% ¢C Res 1463 (2003) of 30 January; SC Res 1469 (2003) of 25 March; SC Res 1485 (2003) of 30

May. o '
9 P),I, I. (12 July 2003), “El Frente Polisario anuncia su respaldo al Plan Baker”, E! Pais.
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accept any plan in which independence was an option.100 However, as the Council
members progressively began to give their support to the Plan, France was getting
increasingly isolated within the Council. By the end of July 2003, all Council
members except France had accepted Baker’s proposal. Finally, the SC ended by
adopting unanimously SC Res 1495 (2003) of 31 July in which the Council supported
the Baker Plan II at the same time it extended again the mandate of MINURSO.'®' It
was not an endorsement of the Plan, but at least it had the support of the Council.'%?
Despite the support of France for the resolution, Morocco objected to it.'% After all
the Spanish diplomatic efforts, such as bringing the issue to the forefront for the SC to
discuss it, and Spain’s endeavour to persuade Frente Polisario to accept the Baker Plan

11, there was no progress. In October the SC extended once again the mandate of

MINURSO.'*

The issue entered into a phase of stagnation in 2004. While the SG Special Envoy held
meetings with both parties in an attempt to overcome the impasse, the Council activity
just limited to the extension of MINURSO twice, first in January and later in April.'®
The second extension had a profound impact on the morale of the Frente Polisario
because it began to perceive that the solution to the problem would prove again to be
elusive. It was especially hard for the 160 thousand refugees that survive in Tinduf,
southwest of Algeria, thanks to international aid provided by the UN, some NGOs, and
other international organisations. The Moroccan opposition to Baker’s Plan or to
discussing any other option that could question Morocco’s sovereignty and territorial
integrity made impossible the achievement of any solution. In view of the stalemate
provoked by Morocco’s intransigency, the Secretary-General’s Personal Envoy, James
Baker 111, resigned in June.'® From that moment, the issue lost momentum and began

to languish. With no alternatives on the table, the SC decided to extend once again the

100 .. 1. (21 March 2003), “Mohamed VI avisa de que no se permitira que se siembre cizafia”, El Pais;
101 pjquer, Isabel (1 August 2003), “La ONU apoya el plan Baker sobre el Sahara sin obligar a las partes
a aplicarlo”, El Pais. )

102 piquer, Isabel (31 July 2003), “Espana busca el consenso en la resolucion sobre el Sahara”, E!l Pais
103 £ Pais (2 August 2003), “Rabat reitera sus reparos al ‘Plan Baker’ apoyado por la ONU™; UN
document S/2003/1028.

104 gC Res 1513 (2003) of 28 October.

105 g Res 1523 (2004) of 30 January; SC Res 1541 (2004) of 29 April.

16 £/ Pais (12 June 2004), “Dimite James Baker, el enviado personal de Annan al Sahara Occidental”,
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mandate of MINURSO and requested the SG to report on an eventual reduction of the

mission staff.'”’

In the following years Morocco took advantage of the impasse and in 2007 proposed
an autonomy plan for Western Sahara that had the support of France but it did not
convince the other group of friends of Western Sahara (Britain, the US, Spain and
Russia) because the autonomy envisaged in the Moroccan proposal was very
restricted.'® Nevertheless, the fact that the Spanish Socialist government, in another
departure from the policy followed by the Conservative government, simply
contemplated the possibility of autonomy as an option harmed Spain’s relationship
with Algeria, to the point that the 20% unilateral increase of the gas price to Spain in
2007 was considered a signal of Algerian discontent with Spain.'” However, the fact
that the EU negotiated a fishing agreement with Morocco that included Western
Sahara’s territorial waters, where 80% of all fishing fleet that operated was Spanish,
was a powerful reason for Spain to consider the autonomy option.''® The Spanish
wariness, the distant perspective of a solution to the problem, and Morocco’s official
claim of Western Sahara in the 35™ anniversary of the annexation of the territory by
Morocco“l probably encouraged the inhabitants of Western Sahara to set up a camp in
the outskirts of El Aaiun, the occupied capital of Western Sahara, in 2010 to denounce
the violations of human rights by the Moroccan Army, the exploitation of Western
Saharan natural resources by Morocco, and the illegal Moroccan occupation of
Western Sahara.!'? They managed to draw the attention of international community
not by their vindications, but by the brutal repression of the Moroccan Army, which on
9 November dissolved the camp by force and declared a curfew.'"® Although Spain did
not expressly condemn the use of force to avoid raising tension with Morocco, it
proposed the enlargement of MINURSO competences to include the supervision of the

respect Of human rights,ll4 However, the Spanish proposal was not welcomed by

107 gC Res 1570 (2004) of 28 October.
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Morocco, and France opposed to it. It will be in April 2011, when the SC has to renew
the mandate of MINURSO, when it will be known whether MINURSO competences
will include the supervision of human rights or not. In the meantime, MINURSO will

continue its task of supervising the cease fire between the Moroccan Army and the

Frente Polisario.''?

The case of Western Sahara represents an example of ‘niche diplomacy’. It illustrates
the importance that presence in the SC has for non-permanent members in bringing
issues of their particular concern to the forefront of the international agenda. Western
Sahara is one of those issues of especial concern for Spain for historic, economic, and
geo-strategic reasons. In consequence, the different Spanish governments have always
had Western Sahara as one of the top items in their agendas. In fact, Spain is a member
of the ‘groups of friends’ of Western Sahara with Britain, France, the US and Russia.
The presence in the SC was a good opportunity for Spain to encourage a solution to
the conflict. The initiative of the Spanish conservative government meant a departure
from the less assertive policy followed by previous governments and contributed to
worsening the relationship of Spain with Morocco, which was already very tense for
the continuous frictions between the two countries, which began in 2001 when the
fishing negotiations between the two countries failed in December 2000.''* 1p

"7 Thousands of

addition, the problem of immigration became increasingly important.
Africans tried to break into Spain by sea or through Ceuta and Melilla, the Spanish
enclaves in Africa. Spain accused Morocco of lack of cooperation in controlling the
illegal immigration, although in 2003 Morocco showed a more cooperative attitude.''®
Moreover, the incident of Islet Perejil in 2002 strained even more the relationship
between the two countries.''® The previous governments, by contrast, had tried to

avoid frictions with Morocco by keeping a less assertive policy in support to

115 www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/minurso/background.shtml, accessed on 27 February 2010.
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aspirations of the Frente Polisario with the aim of not harming Spanish interests in
Morocco and the Sahara, and the good relationship that Spain maintained with France,
which is the main ally of Morocco for the cultural and economic links that both
countries maintain.'*® The Spanish assertiveness jeopardised the good relationship of
Spain with its northern neighbouring country, France, with which it has important
common interests. One of these common interests is the fight against ETA terrorism,
an issue on which the French cooperation has been extremely valuable. The
cooperation of France has been fundamental for Spain because ETA has traditionally
used French territory as a shelter where commandos rest, reorganise and rearm.
Without French cooperation, the fight against the Basque terrorist group would have
been much more difficult and costly. As a result, Spanish policy with regard to
Western Sahara, in general terms, has not been as assertive as one could expect from a
former colonial power, and the fact that Western Sahara still remains as a pending

issue owes much to this lack of Spanish assertiveness.

Despite these Spanish initiatives, in general the Spanish approach to African issues
was rather inconsistent, as in the case of the Democratic Republic of Congo. When
inter-ethnic hostilities intensified in this country, the SC authorised the deployment of
an interim multinational force to stabilise the country and improve the humanitarian
crisis caused by the massive exodus of refugees to the neighbouring country
Uganda.121 The Spanish representative supported the resolution, but only contributed
with personnel in the Headquarters at Paris, although the multinational force was
exclusively formed by European military personnel.'? Spain also supported the
increasing of the United Nations Organisation Stabilisation Mission in Democratic
Republic of Congo (MONUC), the provision of assistance to MONUC, and the
extension of its mandates, but it did not contribute to its formation.'? Similarly, Spain
supported SC Res 1479 (2003) of 13 May that established the United Nations Mission
in Ivory Coast (MINUCI) and those resolutions that extended the mandate of the

120 = 1. (10 October 2003), “Chirac reitera su firme apoyo al rey de Marruecos con una nueva visita de
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mission and its expansion.'** However, as it happened with MONUC, Spain did not
contribute to this UN mission either.'” These were not the only two occasions in
which Spain voted in favour of the deployment of UN missions without contributing
to them. When the SC authorised the deployment of a multinational force in Liberia
(UNMIL) to assist ECOWAS troops in the pacification of the country and the
avoidance of a major humanitarian tragedy, Spain voted in favour of the resolution'?®
and supported the extension of its mandate,'?’ but it contributed neither with military
nor with police personnel.' In the case of Sierra Leone, Spain followed the same
pattern. Although the consolidation of the authority of the State over the country in
2003 allowed the progressive reduction of the United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone
(UNAMSIL),129 the problem of the refugees from Liberia still constituted a serious
problem and as a consequence the SC decided to extend the mandate of the UN
mission with the support of Spain.'30 Nevertheless, as on other occasions, Spain

participated in UNAMSIL neither with military nor with police personnel.'*'

There were cases in which Spain, by contrast, registered slightly more involvement. In
Burundi, the peace process continued its consolidation during 2003 and 2004 with the
presence of African Union peacekeepers.'”> However, the financial and logistic
difficulties of the African peacekeepers and the objective of giving the peace process
an international recognition were determinant factors for the deployment of a UN
mission, named United Nations Operation in Burundi (ONUB), which would take over
the tasks carried out by the AU peacekeepers. The UN mission was unanimously
authorised in SC Res 1545 (2004) of 21 May under Chapter VII of the Charter. It
comprised a military as well as a civilian component whose mission was to support
and help in the implementation of the Arusha Agreement. This included the tasks of

ensuring the respect of the cease fire, carrying out the disarmament and demobilisation

124 gC Res 1514 (2003) of 13 November; SC Res 1527 (2003) of 4 February; SC Res 1528 (2004) of 27
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126 GC Res 1509 (2003) of 19 September.
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of combatants, monitoring the illegal flow of arms and ensuring the protection of UN
personnel, among other chores. The fragility of the peace process made
recommendable the extension of ONUB for a six further months in December 2004,
In this occasion, Spain not only voted in favour of the resolutions that authorised ;he
deployment of ONUB and the extension of its mandate, but it also contributed to it
with military personnel.13 * In addition to Burundi, Spain also participated in the United
Nations Mission in Ethiopia and Eritrea (UNMEE), which was deployed to patrol the
Temp(?rary Secure Zone (TSZ), a buffer area whose creation was agreed by the two
countries in conflict. However, the Spanish participation in UNMEE was merel
symbolic.'*> UNMEE was authorised by SC Res 1312 (2000) of 31 July and enlar e<y1
later in SC Res 1320 (2000) of 15 September with the deployment of up to 4 2gOO
troops, including 220 military observers. The demarcation of the border contil;ued
?urini. f2;)031-2004 with the support of UNMEE, although the task was not exempt
rom difficulties. In March 2003 Eritrea accused Ethiopia of hinderi i
process.136 In these circumstances, the mandate of UII)\IMEE w(:irl:)iet:fi:: Tnarcl\:;z:
and again in September.'37 Nevertheless, in October it was agreed the continuation of
the demarcation process.'38 UNMEE, whose presence was necessary as long as the
demarcation process continued, was extended twice in 2004, although the cooperation
of the parties allowed its adjustment.|3 ? The cooperation proved to be ephemeral,

however. The constant obstructionist practises of Eritrea ended with the withdrawal of

UNMEE personnel on 31 July 2008.'*°

Although Spain seemed to play an active role in the decision-making process by co
sponsoring some SC resolutions with regard to African issues, the limited Spanish

participation in the UN missions deployed in Africa seems to confirm a trend initiated
e
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in the previous period in which Spain was in the SC (1993-1994), which is the
decreasing importance of Africa in the Spanish agenda with the exception of Western
Sahara. In addition to the reasons pointed out in the previous subheading, there is
another reason that can explain the little interest of Spain in African UN missions in
this period, which is the role assumed by Spain as a follower of Britain and especially
the US. Thus, Spain’s interventions focused on the areas of especial interest for Spain
and the US, which in this period were mainly Iraq, Afghanistan, the former
Yugoslavia or Haiti. Focusing on these areas also explains the symbolic participation
in UN missions in Africa. Similarly, the Spanish co-sponsoring of resolutions related
to African issues should be understood more as part of Spain’s role as a follower of the

US and Britain than a genuine interest of Spain in Africa.

The Americas

The progressive solution of the conflicts that afflicted the American continent reduced
the presence of Spain in the area. The only country in which the Spanish involvement
continued in this period was Haiti, although Spain’s role was more of that of follower
than that of leader. As we saw in the previous chapter, in 1994 a multinational force
authorised by the SC and led by the US intervened in Haiti to restore democracy in
that small Caribbean country. The peaceful transfer of power from the restored
President Aristide to his successor René Préval in 1996 was an important step in the
consolidation of dernocracy.I41 However, poverty, economic crisis, increasing
criminality, corruption, and the constant political interference of the outgoing
president, who sought to retain his presidency, were important obstacles for the
consolidation of democracy.l42 Political factionalism became characteristic of this
period, and the unpopular economic measures that the increasingly weak Haitian
government tried to implement in an attempt to tackle the economic crisis provoked
growing social unrest, which on occasions was fuelled by Aristide’s followers.'** In

2000, Aristide was elected again in a ballot that was contested by the opposition by

141 gipsiedel, Sebastian Von and David, M. Malone (2004), “Haiti”, in Malone, David M. (ed.), The UN
Security Council. From the Cold War to the 21’f Century, London, Lynne Rienner Publishers, p. 474.
142 Rohter, Larry (24 March 1997), “Wave of Violence Unsettles Nerves in Haiti”, The New York Times;
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143 Rohter, Larry (10 June 1997), “Haiti’s Premier Quits, Saying Aristide Forces Undermined Him”, The

New York Times.
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arguing that it had been fraudulent."** From that moment political i

instability reigned in the country, to the point that SG Am;an recom e oo
termination of the UN mission in Haiti.'** By the end of 2003, the op o:tc' -
corrupt Aristide government reached higher levels despite the growin pr 10n .to the
the regime.'*® Voices calling for Aristide’s resignation became generaflgis:(li) rf‘jsmn N
beginning of 2004 the country was on the verge of chaos. Armed rebels ‘be .U At the
cities, causing devastation and an important flow of refugees, while importi:l: to loot
of the opposition began to request an international intervention to impose orde S‘?Ctors
country.'”® At the end of February, the Spanish government decided to evac:z:tl:a t:;

Spanish residents from the country, although the evacuation had finally to b
0 Dbe

suspended because of the lack of security.'*’

Despite the grave situation in Haiti, the SC was divided on the despatch of fi
restore order in the country. France favoured the deployment under French lcad(~)rc‘:31'to
but the US was reluctant to do so because of its commitments in I o
Afghanistan.'>® However, another important reason was that the deployment ;aq "
without the request of either the Haitian government or the rebels cozld imr(:ujl o
foreign force in a factional fight that could worsen the situation. The differrSe the
between the two SC members were solved by the release of a Presidential Stateences
on 26 February that simply acknowledged the call for international involv me'm
Haiti.!*! Nevertheless, the resignation of Aristide and his departure from thee -
changed the US stance over Haiti. The fact that Aristide’s successor re::::er;’

international intervention to restore order was also a fundamental element in this US
is
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change of mind."** As a result of the new US-French understanding, th
unanimously SC Res 1529 (2004) of 29 February which amf;lt e ic lomed
authorised the deployment of a multinational force for a perioczl of no B ofer fhines
.months and envisaged the creation of a United Nations stabilisation forr:eO ZZ :u;n thr.e?
in a peaceful transition to democracy. However, given the chaotic situati elp Haiti
cou.mry, the interim government could not impose its authority ove::tmlzn o
terrlt(.>ry, which made impossible the holding of elections. Aware of this si t e' ot
>¢ d id not wait for the holding of elections to authorise the deployment S;tuat‘(’“,'the
Nations Stabilisation Force in Haiti (MINUSTAH). At the end of AO .the United
unanimously adopted SC Res 1542 (2004) of 30 April that authorised thep:l, lthe -
of the UN mission whose main tasks would be the securing of a stable en e’p o
the restoration of the rule of law, the support of the political process, and Vlrolﬁme’:nt,
thé respect of human rights. The presence of MINUSTAH forces f;owevlzor:il'tormg
bring peace to Haiti. Social unrest, fuelled by extreme poverty, ;md envirr o
degradation, predominated in the country. The natural disasters that afflfmmental
country contributed to worsen the situation of Population,‘53 As MINUSTAHICted the
key role in the disbanding and disarming of armed groups and its contributli)c]::ly(\:z:/i )
as

essential to thc rCCOHStrUCtiOIl Of
the country the SC ]
y authOrlSCd in NOVC
mber the

extension of MINUSTAH mandate until 1 June 2005."*

Although it is difficult to assess the contribution of Spain in the elaborati

resolutions, since all were elaborated in consultations behind close d:ofrztlon of S'C
adoption, the role of Spain in the Haitian crisis was that of a simple follovsv e
and France, as in the previous period. The lack of strong cultural and hi ) (-)f the' o3
with Spain, its geographical distance, and the absence of Spanish econolmSt.orl.cal links
did not turn Haiti into one of the countries of special interest for Spain ch interests,
Spanish commitment to democracy, its defence of human rightz a;1d Oi‘:;e\r,:’ thi

' e o

follower of the US during that period were surely powerful drives for Spai
pain to
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155 . . .
This contribution meant

contribute significantly to MINUSTAH with 200 marines.
a sharp contrast with that of the previous period of Spain in the SC. In 1993, Spain
also supported the resolutions adopted by the SC with regard to Haiti, in particular the
resolution that authorised the deployment of UNMIH, but on that occasion the Spanish
offer to the composition of the UN mission was simply up to 10 civilian police, which
in the end turned into none.'”® However, in one of the incomprehensible decisions of
the Socialist Party after its victory in the general election held in Mach 2004, the
Spanish forces that formed part of MINUSTAH were withdrawn from Haiti in April
2006 before the electoral process was finalised.!>” The withdrawal could be guided by
the aim of the Socialist party to detach from the policy of the Conservative party as a
follower of the US, but it was made at the expense of betraying the long time Spanish

commitment to democracy, defence of human rights, and its efforts to become an

important actor in the maintenance of international peace and security.

Asia

Of all the issues the SC dealt with during this period, the conflicts in Afghanistan and
Iraq were those that clearly dominated the SC agenda. The number of countries
involved in both wars, the proportion of forces implicated, and the deep divisions that
the Iraq war arouse among SC members made these issues the most challenging that
the SC and the UN had to face, to the point that the SG himself said, on the Iraq war in
particular, that severely tested the principle of collective security and the resilience of
the Organisation.'®® The Iraq war was also important for the role that Spain played in
the SC, which clearly depicted, more than any other issue, the shift of the Spanish
foreign policy under the Conservative Party. Iraq, and to a lesser degree Afghanistan,
symbolised the detachment of Spain from the core European members and its
closeness to its Atlantic partners, Britain and the US. Spain was not the only European
that followed that path with regard to the Iraq war, but the presence of Spain

country
in the SC and the active role that it carried out in it, made the shift more conspicuous
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and important. Had Spain not been in the SC, the shift of the Spanish foreign policy
would have had less political repercussions. This was particularly evident at the
moment of discussing the invasion of Iraq in the Council. Spain could contribute
jointly with the US and Britain, to counterbalance the diplomatic manoeuvres o;

France and Germany in their campaign against the intervention in that country

Spain played an important role with regard to the war in Afghanistan before its entry
into the SC.'” However, it is difficult to assess the Spanish participation in th

elaboration of the resolutions because all of them were agreed in previou:
consultations,'®® although it is plausible that after its incorporation to the Council
Spain continued its activism in search of as much consensus as possible among SC
members in the adoption of the resolutions. In the field, Spain participated in the
operation “Enduring Freedom” with medical staff on the front, and with units of aerial
support and surveillance.'®! At sea, two frigates and one logistic support warship
operated in the Aden Gulf.'®> Moreover, the Spanish government also authorised the
use of the US military bases in Spain as a logistic platform (38 warships and 480
aircraft used the Spanish facilities).'®® Finally, Spain also offered to collaborate with
troops on the ground, but the US considered they were not necessary.'** Nevertheless,
Spain did deploy 500 military staff as a part of the International Assistance Force
(ISAF),165 a multinational force whose main task was to assist the Afghan government
in the maintenance of security in Kabul and the surrounding areas.'® In 2003, the

command of ISAF was assumed by NATO. This Spanish contribution was reinforced

with 500 more in 2004 to guarantee a peaceful electoral process.'®” The significant
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Spanish political and military contribution, despite the opposition of important sectors

of the Spanish population,168 shows the commitment of Spain as a follower of the US.

During 2003-2004 the campaign in Afghanistan still gave room for optimism. The
reconstruction of the country and the transition to democracy continued, and Taliban
and Al Qaida suspects were progressively arrested. At the beginning of 2004, a very
important step towards democracy was achieved with the adoption of a Constitution
for the country, although this success was overshadowed by the insecurity that
prevailed in the country and the lack of state authority in large areas. In order to
strengthen the rule of law and security, disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration
of extremists became one of main priorities. The adoption of SC Res 1526 (2004) of
30 January, in which the SC decided the tightening of economic sanctions against the
Taliban, Osama Bin Laden and other members of Al Qaida, complemented with an
arms embargo to prevent the flow of weapons in the country, went in that direction.
The aim was to suffocate financially the Taliban and the Al Qaida members to prevent
them financing the acquisition of weapons. However, the economic sanctions brought
an undesirable consequence, which was the growing dependence of the country on
drug production and trade.'® Despite the insecurity, presidential elections were held at
the beginning of October in an atmosphere of relative calm.'™ Political progress
continued after the departure of Spain from the SC. The Presidential election was
followed by Parliamentary elections in September 2005;'"" and in 2009, Karzai was

elected again in the Presidential elections held in 2009 despite the threats of Taliban

groups, although this time the election was contested with suspicion.'”

However, the political progress was not followed by progress on the military side.

Although the invasion of the country was quick, the task of imposing order and ending
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with the Taliban resistance pockets proved much more difficult."® Th
‘progress, the rising number of casualties, the mounting cost of th.e w e lack of
lml?ortam]y’ the perspective of no success in the short-medium termar’ e
optimism of political leaders, undermined the morale of combatants am; ZTOd'ec'l -
popular support for a war that seemed endless. As a result, troops of som lmlmSh.ed
began to withdraw to safer areas of Afghanistan (Kabul and its surro ed(':oumrles
pulled out entirely from the country, although there were still high rankin u;Smg.S?, o
officers who considered feasible a military solution by deploying reinfirc mll'ta;i’
However, in 2009 it was largely recognised that a complete military victo -
Taliban could not be achieved and that the solution was to negotiate with trt?l over. the
and to progressively hand over power to the Afghan authorities.'”® This eT -
shared by Spain, which during these years enlarged its military contributf)pmlon o
with the aim of accelerating the reconstruction and pacification of the :())n oo
hastening the training of the future Afghan Army to which hand over thuemtrykand
maintaining order once the necessary conditions had been achieved 176 Tas )
purpose, at the end of 2006 the Spanish number of troops was of 690 a.t th o
2009 of 1,068, and in 2010 of 1,500."7 The increasing commitmer:t of : er'ld (')f
Afghanistan contrasts with the policy followed by the Spanish Socialist Party (p:su:);

in Iraq. In fact, the greater role of Spain in Afghanistan can be considered a
s an
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attempt of the Prime Minister Jose Luis Rodriguez Zapatero to restore the damaged

relationship with the US after the Spanish unilateral withdrawal from Iraq.

It was Iraq and its weapons of mass destruction (WMD), the most relevant matter that
the SC had to deal with in 2003 and 2004 because of the divisions that this issue
aroused among European countries, and the deep differences that emerged between the
US and those European states that opposed to a military intervention in Iraq. The issue
is also important for the leading role that Spain played in the SC, which became
divided by the mentioned differences. Furthermore, the case of Iraq was the matter that
more clearly reflected the shift of Spanish foreign policy of the Spanish Conservative
party, which consisted in Spain’s alignment with the US and Britain and its
detachment from its main European partners, France and Germany. Conversely, the
case of Iraq was also important because it became the paradigm of the Spanish return

to the old, pre Conservative, Spanish foreign policy while Spain was still in the SC.

The differences within the SC revolved around SC Res 1441 (2002) of 8 November,
which in the second paragraph of its operative part gave Iraq a last opportunity to
comply with its disarmament obligation and the relevant resolutions of the Council.
Some countries interpreted this sentence as if force could be used against Saddam
Hussein if he did not fully cooperate with the inspectors and thereby, continued in
breach of SC Res 1441 (2002) of 8 November. Other countries, by contrast, argued
that the use of force would need a further resolution that explicitly authorised the use
of force, measure that was not necessary anyway because they argued that the
inspections were working and it was just a matter of time that the inspectors could
confirm whether Iraq had WMD or not. The US, Britain, Spain and Bulgaria were in
the first group of countries, while France, Germany, and Russia, were in the second.
Other six members of the Council, Mexico, Chile, Pakistan, Angola, Syria, Cameroon
and Guinea, were hesitant. China, for its part, supported the version led by France,
although without being fully aligned with the group. Each group tried to persuade the
undecided to join their side, in view of the irreconcilable positions. One of the
persuasion attempts happened on 5 February 2003 when President Bush sent his
Secretary of State, Colin Powell, to the UN with the aim of presenting ‘irrefutable
proofs’ that showed Saddam Hussein’s involvement in terrorism and his clandestine

WDM programme. However, Colin Powell’s exposition convinced nobody, because as
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the Spanish representative would say, their proofs were neither undeniable nor
irrefutable.!’® Russia, France and Germany still insisted that the path choscn in SC
Res 1441 (2002) of 8 November was that of inspections, and the undecided remained
hesitant on what group to support. Few days after Colin Powell’s exposition, Mr. Blix
and Mr Elbaradei, Executive Chairman of UNMOVIC and Director General of the
IAEA respectively, contributed to indecisiveness of those hesitant when they both
reported that neither of them had found evidence of presence of WMD in Iraq. As a
result, the pressure over the hesitant SC members continued. Spain, follower of the
US, exerted pressure over Chile and Mexico. The latter, in turn, was subjected to
intense pressures from France.'” After few days of negotiations, however, none of the
countries had moved from their original stand, but France, to avoid any hesitant SC
member joining the group led by the US, Britain, Bulgaria and Spain, threatcned to

180 yx7: .
With this manocuvre,

veto any resolution in favour of an intervention in Iraq.
France definitively put off those SC members that still might be thinking of joining the
Anglo-American-Spanish position. What was the point of supporting a draft resolution

which was going to be vetoed?

The French threat of veto, and the determination of the US to go ahead with the
invasion of Irag, provoked one of those increasingly frequent unilateralist spasms of
the US. The US was determined to bypass the SC and invade Iraq with its support or
without it."®" Even the suggestions of the Spanish and British Prime Ministers, the
main US allies, on the convenience of a second resolution that reinforced the
legitimacy of the invasion, were glossed over by President Bush. Both the British and
the Spaniard wished a second resolution that quieted the intense opposition to war in
their respective countries. In the case of Spain, not only members of the Conservative
party in power, but even members of the Cabinet opposed the invasion.'®?

Furthermore, important sectors of the Spanish public opinion were also opposed to

178 A rias, Inocencio (2006), op. cit., p- 162.

179 Trillo, Federico (2005), op. cit., p. 252; Arias, Inocencio (2006), op. cit., pp. 167-168.
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war. Demonstrations against the war happened almost on a daily basis in different
places of the country, many of them fuelled by the main Spanish opposition party, the
Socialist PSOE, and other leftist parties, which were especially active in mobili’gin

the discontents with the war.'® The mobilisation effort was not difficult amor;g i
population that is impregnated by an outmoded and ill understood pacifism (which is
often fuelled by politicians), and by the deep rooted anti-Americanism, Whicl'1

automatically makes unpopular any initiative led by the US, although such initiativ
’ H l e

had the UN blessing.'®*

Despite the domestic opposition to war, Spain played a significant role as a follower of
the US and as well as a co-leader, in and out the SC. On 18 March 2003, Spain
Portugal, the US and Britain held the Atlantic Summit in the Azores Islands whcre’
they issued a statement in which they expressed their will to fight terrorism in all its
forms, their commitment to democracy, freedom and rule of law, and their vow to
combat together the threats of the twenty first century, which were terrorism and the
spread of WMD.'®> Moreover, Spain, with the support of the US, organised a donor’s
conference in Madrid between 23 and 25 October whose aim was to raise as much
money as possible for the reconstruction of Iraq. The Conference was a success for the
number of participants and for the amount of money raised. More than 55 countries
participated in the Conference, and the total amount of money collected was 33 billion
US dollars.'®® Spain not also hosted the Conference, but it also contributed
significantly to the fund with $300 million, an amount that made Spain the second
biggest European contributor after the UK, which contributed $900 million, although
it fell far behind from the US and Japanese contributions.'”” In the SC, Spain co-
sponsored with Angola, Britain, Bulgaria, Cameroon, Chile, China, France, Germany,
Guinea, Mexico, Pakistan, Russia and the US SC Res 1472 (2003) of 28 March that,

among other things, appealed to the international community to provide humanitarian
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assistance to the people of Irag. Spain also co-sponsored with Britain and the US SC
Res 1483 (2003) of 22 May, which among other things, appealed to all Member States
to assist in the reconstruction of Iraq, lifted the trading restrictions with Iraq (except
arms and related materiel), and decided to freeze all economic funds or assets of
Saddam Hussein and other senior officials outside Iraq. In August of the same year,
Spain also co-sponsored with Angola, Britain, Bulgaria, Cameroon, Chile, Guinea and
the US SC Res 1500 (2003) of 14 August that decided to establish the United Nations
Assistance Mission for Iraq (UNAMID); in October, it co-sponsored SC Res 1511
(2003) of 16 October with Cameroon, Britain and the US, in which the Council
reaffirmed the territorial integrity of Iraq, affirmed the progressive assumption of
administrative tasks by the Iraqi interim administration, and condemned the terrorist
attacks of previous weeks.!®® Spain also co-sponsored SC Res 1518 (2003) of 24
November with Bulgaria, Chile, Guinea, Britain and the US, which decided to
establish a Committee to identify the individuals and entities whose assets of funds
should be frozen. Finally, in 2004, Spain also co-sponsored with France, Germany, the
UK and the US SC Res 1538 (2004) of 21 April that welcomed the appointment of an
independent high level inquiry in charge of investigate the allegations of fraud and

corruption in the management of the oil-for-food programme.

The substantial role played by Spain as a follower of the US experienced a great shift
in March 2004 with the victory in the ballots of the Spanish Socialist Party (PSOE),
led by Jose Luis Rodriguez Zapatero. The PSOE had based part of its electoral
campaign on a repudiation of the policy followed by the Spanish Conservative
party,‘sg Furthermore, the Socialist Party had from the beginning considered the

invasion of Iraq as illegal, and one of its main promises during the electoral campaign

188 These attacks comprised the bombing of the Embassy of Jordan on 7 August 2003, the United
headquarters in Baghdad on 19 August 2003, the Imam Ali Mosque in Najaf on 29 August, and
the Embassy of Turkey on 14 October, as well as the murders of a Spanish diplomat and Dr. Akila al-
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ns, Dexter and Richard A. Oppel Jr. (20 August 2003), “AFTER THE WAR: TRUCK
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had been the withdrawal of the Spanish troops from Iraq for this reason. The position
of the Spanish Socialist Party was, therefore, closer to that maintained by France and
Germany than that held by the US, Britain and the Spanish Conservative party. As a
result, as soon as the new Prime Minister took office, he announced the unilateral
withdrawal of the Spanish troops from Iraq, which would make effective by
midyear.'” This measure became, for its importance, the symbol of the new Spanish
foreign policy that pursued the detachment from the US and Britain and an approach
to the core European powers, Germany and France. Jose Luis Rodriguez Zapatero's
antipathy to the US played a fundamental role in this shift, which as it was said, is also
traditional in the Spanish left and in great part of the Spanish population. The incident

of Rodriguez Zapatero with the US flag one year earlier was a clear evidence of his

dislike for the Us."”!

The case of Iraq constitutes one of those episodes that clearly illustrate the behaviour
of states in a unipolar system (or unifocal system, following Holbraad’s terminology).
In such circumstance the paths states can follow are two: The first one is to join other
countries to exert some counterbalance to great power’s hegemony. The second is to
align with the great power and act as its follower. France and Germany, followed by
others, chose the first path and confronted the US, the great power of the moment,
with the aim of restraining its unilateralist inclinations. By contrast, Spain chose the
second path and aligned with the US, Britain and Italy. Why did Spain opt to detach
from Germany and France? The Conservative Spanish Prime Minister wanted Spain to
become an important and relevant actor in intemational affairs as a means to increase
the prestige of Spain, and he understood that the best way of achieving this was by
aligning with the only great power of the moment. By doing so, Spain could enjoy the
favour of the great power and the spoils, which would result in the enlargement of the
political weight of Spain within the international community. Spain could have chosen
to follow its European partners, but for population, economic weight and military

capacity, Spain would have been overshadowed by France and Germany, especially at

1% Bernstein, Richard (16 March 2004), “BOMBINGS IN MADRID: EUROPE; Nations with Troops in
Iraq Make No Move to Join Spain”, The New York Times.

199 [ the traditional military parade organised every 12 October in Spain, Rodriguez Zapatero did not
stand up as a signal of respect when US troops were marching. He argued that his attitude was coherent
with his opposition, and of the majority of Spanish population, to the Traq war and the submission of
in to US interests. El Mundo (13 October 2003), “Zapatero continuo sentado mientras el PP honraba
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that moment in which both countries were present in the SC. As a result, Spain would

have been relegated to play a secondary role as a follower of the two leading European

middle powers.

The fact that the US was not seeking so much military and economic assistance as
political legitimacy also played in favour of Spain. If the US would have sought
military assistance, the Spanish contribution would have probably had to be much
larger than it actually was, but anyway it would have been clearly insufficient for the
accomplishment of the designated military objectives. Furthermore, it would have
been financially unaffordable for Spain. However, what the US nceded and Spain
could provide was the political and diplomatic support in the SC in order to grant its
initiatives as much legitimacy as possible. The Spanish co-sponsoring of several
resolutions with regard to Iraq pursued this objective. Moreover, the presence of Spain
in the SC also helped to counterbalance the opposition of Germany and France every
time this could emerge. The case of Iraq was a clear example. The presence of Spain
in the Council was, therefore, of considerable importance. Had Spain not been in the
Council, its relevance in the events that unfolded would have been probably less

substantial, fact that reaffirms once again the importance that for states has the
presence in the SC.

192
as we have

Although states tend to seek accommodation with the central power,
seen in the case of Spain, countries can also join and try to counterbalance its
hegemony and unilateralism, as France and Germany did. This position can involve
considerable political and economic costs, however. Spain is also a clear example of
the costs that a middle power can face, with the aggravation that Spain did not oppose
the US from the beginning, but it was a product of a radical political shift that was
interpreted in the US as a betrayal. When the Spanish Socialist party (PSOE) won the
general elections in March 2004, not only did it break its alignment with the US, but
did also not stand by Spain’s previously acquired commitments and unilaterally
withdrew the troops from Iraq at the same time that it sought a realignment with
France and Germany, its European partners.193 The consequences of such a movement

were several. Morocco became the ‘preferential ally’ of the US at expense of Spain

192 Holbraad, Carsten (1984), Middle Powers in International Politics, London and Basingstoke,
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and the project to move the headquarters of the VI US Fleet to the Spanish N
of Rota was halted."” Spain also saw itself politically isolated. T:e ac:tiv aw:l,basc
Spain had played in the SC sharply diminished during the last months of S e 'r(? o
in the SC. The Spanish political isolation further increased when th; Us f)aiin e
worked together to bridge their differences.'”® The adoption of SC Res 154‘61“ 2;(;: o
8 June made important concessions to German-French demands, such as the(crc' ) y
of an Interim Government in Iraq that would replace the Coalition Provi :“"?“
Authority at the end of that month, the transformation of the occupying for -l?londl
multinational force with authorisation to use any measure to maintaif gCCCC% into a
stability but whose presence would be conditioned to the request of the ira ‘fr;[y a'nd
Government, or the creation of a partnership between the Iraqi Interim G:\jer::nm
and the multinational force.'® In conclusion, the issue of Iraq reflects the import: -
that the SC has in enhancing the political weight of states, and also clearly de:::)c:t: l:l:

alternatives that countries have in a unipolar system, as well as the benefits and
: costs

that the alternatives can imply.

The Spanish commitment to the maintenance of international peace and securi
the good relations with its neighbouring country, Portugal, took the activiqm”r;ty aer
to geographical areas as remote as East Timor. This small country in Sou;h E(z)msiatn
was a Portuguese colony that became independent in 1975, although the inde c‘ ) sia
was short-lived because the same year it was invaded by Indonesia. Nevert:eln “’"?e
1999 Portugal and Indonesia signed an agreement to enable the East Ti - ""
population to hold a referendum under the supervision of the UN to dc;idc :vn;,or;sc
remain as an autonomous region within Indonesia or become an indcpenc(:c::

197 . .
country. ' Despite the repression of local militias organised by the Indonesian A
an Army
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198 -
the majority of the population chose to

against those favourable to independence,
constitute East Timor as an independent state.'” However, the anti-independence
militias did not recognise the electoral outcome and began a campaign of
indiscriminate killings and destruction in areas populated by those suspected of having
voted for indepe:ndence.200 Even the quarters of the UN in East Timor, where 1.500
people had found shelter, were a target of the militias.”®! The objective was to f;n'cc
the withdrawal of all UN personnel with the aim of carrying out a massive killing with
no international witnesses.”® The atmosphere of insecurity and terror created had the
opposite effect, however.”” International pressure increased on Jakarta to authorisc the
deployment of an international force if the Indonesian army was no longer capable of
imposing order.”* Finally, the international pressure on Jakarta gave the desired result
In the second half of September the Indonesian army began to pull out while a
multinational force with a peace enforcement mandate was gathering in Australia
before its deployment in East Timor.?® Spain offered to contribute but only at
Portugal’s request, although finally no Spanish troops formed part of the multinational
force.?® At the beginning of October the Indonesian army recognised the result of the

referendum and accepted the independence of East Timor.

What the troops that composed the multinational force found was a country
completely devastated. The civil administration did not function, the judiciary system
no longer existed, and water and electricity supplies were in real danger of collapse.2’?

As a result, at the end of October 1999 the SC authorised the deployment of the United
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Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor (UNTAET), whose mandate was
the administration of East Timor, which included nation-building tasks, the r‘ovi:'v .
and delivery of humanitarian aid and the maintenance of order and secu’rity Z(E; On‘tlio'rT
occasion, Spain participated in UNTAET although it did not send militar.y but on]lls
civilian police personnel.’” In 2001 the Timorese went to polls again to elect y
Constituent Commission whose task was the drafting of a constitution for the countr d
The constitution was finalised in 2002 and was followed by a presidential electi g
From that moment, East Timor was officially considered an independent countr ‘::1
was admitted as a’member of the UN. Yet the UN continued its presence inyE'\st
Timor. The SC adopted SC Res 1410 (2002) of 17 May that established the Unit‘(;d
Nations Mission of Support in East Timor (UNMISET) that superseded UNAMET
and whose mandate was to provide assistance to core administrative structurcs
provide interim law enforcement, assist in the development of the Timorese police md
contribute to the internal and external security of the country. Spain also contributc:i to
this UN mission with civilian police personnel.'® From 2003 onwards, the UN
mission in East Timor began its downsizing since significant progress st being
achieved in all areas mentioned in SC Res 1410 (2002). During 2004 the transfer oéti
responsibilities to the authorities of East Timor continued and in November 2004 the
SC authorised another extension of UNMISET for a final period of six morc

months.?!! Spanish collaboration continued until the end of UNMISET mandate on 20

May 2005.

Conclusions

The arrival of Spain on the SC in 2003 represented the culmination of the Spanish
foreign policy implemented by the Conservative Party (PP) since its victory in the
general elections in 1996. This policy pursued the projection of Spain as a relevant
actor in the maintenance of international peace and security and in international affairs
in general. The presence in the SC was a fundamental step in this strategy. The SC
places a country in a privileged position that enables it to participate in the decision-
making process of the most important organ in matters of international peace and

security. In this process, a country in the SC deals directly with the great po
wers,
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participates more or less successfully in the bargaining and negotiation processes
among SC members, exerts varying degrees of influence, and can become the bridge
between the great powers and the rest of the world. This prominent position can result
in a special advantage to some states with considerable bargaining capacities or soft
power influence, such as Spain, because they can encourage initiatives, use their
diplomatic skills to act as mediators, or to build coalitions. Nevertheless, the capacity
of non-permanent members to mediate became increasingly eroded since the 1990's
and accentuated during 2003-2004 as a result of the growing US hegemonic
unilaterism. The absence of a counterbalance to the hegemonic power neutraliscs any
mediation initiative, such as happened to Spain with regard to the Middle East. Where
Spain could have played the role of mediator is in the case of Irag, where the
hegemonic power could be counterbalanced by France and Germany, but Spain chosc

the role of unconditional follower of the hegemonic power instead.

The role of a follower of the US, and the presence in the SC, gave Spain an
unprecedented international relevance. The role of states as followers of the great
power is very important because they can use their diplomatic skills to rally other
countries behind great power’s initiatives, in this case the US. This is the most
important task that countries can carry out to grant legitimacy to a great power’s
actions, especially if they hold a seat in the SC, as it was in the case of Spain. After all,
what a hegemonic power essentially needs is not so much military support, although it
can be important, as political legitimacy for its actions. In the case of Iraq, Spain
played a significant role in this sense; it co-sponsored SC resolutions, it contributed to
the military operations, and more importantly, used its diplomatic skills and influence
to gather as much support as possible as a back up for the US enterprise. Alternatively,
states can form coalitions to act as a counterbalance of the great power. This is what
France and Germany did on occasions, and this was the option that the Spanish
Socialist Party chose after its electoral victory in March 2004, when Spain was still in
the SC. Thereafter, the active role that Spain had been playing as a follower of the US

was replaced by a low profile policy as a follower of, and under the umbrella of,

France and Germany.

The assumption of the new role as a follower did not hinder the continuation of

Spanish activism in the maintenance of international peace and sccurity. In fact, the

212



presence of Spain in the SC was preceded by an increasing participation in
international peace keeping operations, to the point that during the two years that
Spain served in the SC between 2003 and 2004, Spain deployed the largest number of
troops ever, which stretched out all over the five continents. Therefore, during this
period Spain followed the path initiated fifteen years earlier that sought to consolidate
its role as a middle power committed to the maintenance of international peace and
security either by contributing with military or with civilian personnel in several UN
missions deployed worldwide. However, the presence of Spain in the different
geographical areas was uneven. The contribution of Spain to the UN missions has
obviously been more significant in those areas of Spanish interest, while in the other
regions of less importance for Spain, its contributions have been fairly symbolic or
even non-existent. Nevertheless, there have been some exceptions to this rule. It draws
to the attention that Spain has neither contributed to MINURSO nor to any peace
keeping operation in the Middle East, which are two of Spain’s areas of interest,>'?
while at the same time it has contributed to peace keeping operations in areas of Africa
where the Spanish interests seem to be negligible, such as in Burundi, or in the conflict
between Ethiopia and Eritrea. The absence of vital interests can explain why the
contribution of Spain in these two cases has been rather modest. Yet, it is not clear
why Spain participated in Burundi and Ethiopia-Eritrea but did not contribute to other
UN missions in Africa, such as UNMIL in Liberia, UNAMSIL in Sierra Leone,
MONUC in Democratic Republic of Congo or MINUCI in Ivory Coast. The Spanish
representative to the UN during those years argues that the reason why Spain does not
participate in many UN missions was the lack of resources, which made it necessary to
establish priorities. However, he did not mention what criteria (if any) were followed
by the different Spanish governments at the time of deciding where to participate or

not.2 In any case, the strategic importance of Africa for Spain seems to have dropped

considerably during recent years.

In the Americas, Europe, and Asia, the role of Spain has been more active and
consistent. In Haiti, Spain participated in the UN mission whose task was to assist the

little Caribbean country in its transition to democracy. Although Spain acted as a

212 This anomaly would not be solved in the Middlt‘t East until September 2006, when Spain carried out
an initial deployment of 490 marines and 76 lcg!onaries as part of UNIFIL. Gonzalez, Miguel (15
September 2006), “Los soldados espaﬁolgs se Qespllegal? hoy en Libano como fucrza de paz”, El Pais.
213 Questionnaire to ambassador Inocencio Arias, Spanish representative to the UN between 1997 and
May 2004, on 25-26 January 2010.
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follower of the US and France, the former colonial power, the Spanish initiative was in
consonance with Spain’s commitment to democracy and defence of human rights
since the establishment of democracy in Spain, although the sudden withdrawal of the
Spanish troops under the government of the Spanish Socialist blurred partly such
commitment. In Europe, Spain became and active member in the SC with regard to the
former Yugoslavian republics when it co-sponsored the SC resolutions that gave
strong mandates to SFOR and EUFOR. Moreover, Spain also participated significantly
with troops on the field on both Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo. In Asia, it
participated in Afghanistan in both the ‘Operation Enduring Freedom” and in ISAF,
whereas in Iraq, Spain played an active role in and out of the SC, first as a secker of a
resolution that gave more legitimacy to the campaign in Iraq, then as a participant in
the invasion (although not with combat troops), and later with the holding of the
Conference of donors and the co-sponsoring of several SC resolutions in the SC. Also

in Asia, Spain also participated in UNMISET, whose mandate included nation

building as well as security tasks.

Finally, in addition to the role of follower of the US and of an middle power actively
committed to the maintenance of international peace and security, Spain continued its
long standing portrayal of upholder of international legality and human rights,
behaviour that has been characteristic of Spain since the first time it was in the SC,
Spanish support for the draft resolution that declared illegal the construction of the
wall by Israel, or the cosponsoring of SC Res 1551 (2004) of 3 March that, among
other things, reiterated the need to judge those indicted by the Tribunal for the Former
Yugoslavia, are two examples. The defence of international legality was accompanicd
by the Spanish inclination for multilateralism and its predilection for the achievement
of compromises. The endeavours of Spain until the very last moment to reach an

agreement between the two contending parties in the SC with regard to the

intervention in Iraq are an example of such proclivity.

In sum, this period shows the importance that the SC has as a venue for those
countries that pursue a greater relevance, a higher profile and a larger involvement in
international affairs. It also shows how states adapt to the changing international
circumstances by adopting different roles. This versatility turns non-permanent

members into relevant actors in the production of outcomes in the SC. One example of
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this versatility is Spain, which initially adopted the role of a follower of the hegemonic
power and later the role of counterbalance. And regardless the role they play, the
tendency of the majority of states for multilateralism and defence of intcrnational
legality can, in the best scenario, represent a restraint to the unilateralist proclivity of
great powers and, in the worst case, although equally important, act as mark signallers

of the limits that great powers should never trespass.
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8 CONCLUSION: SPAIN AS A SUCCESSFUL MIDDLE POWER

In Chapters 4 to 7, we have examined Spain’s foreign policy during four specific
periods (1969-1970; 1981-1982; 1993-1994; 2003-2004). This represents a period of
35 years during which Spain and the world have experienced many important changes.
When Spain became for the first time a non-permanent member of the Security
Council (SC) in 1969, the country was still a pariah state under the dictatorship of
Franco. At this time the world was immersed in a bipolar confrontation between the
United States of America (USA) and the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics (USSR).
Nevertheless, the relationship between the two superpowers had somewhat eased and
entered a phase of détente. When Spain returned to the SC in 1982, the country had
become a democracy. However, the new political system was still in the stage of
consolidation. At this time the world had returned to a period of confrontation between
the two blocs, known as the ‘second cold war.” By 1993, the year when Spain became
a non-permanent member of the SC for the third time, the country was a consolidated
democracy, and accepted in the main Western organisations. At this time the world
had seen the end of the confrontation between the two blocs, and entered a period of
understanding between former rivals that was called ‘the new world order’. Finally,
ten years later in 2003 when Spain returned again to the SC, the country had
consolidated its position as a ‘middle power’ within the international community. At
this time the world was characterised by a declining US hegemony in which forcign
and domestic policymaking had become increasingly complex with the emergence of
new threats and challenges, such as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction,

international terrorism, trans-national organised crime, famine and diseases, which

also posed a risk to international peace and security.

The diverse circumstances of each period in the domestic, as well as in the
international context, had an impact on Spain’s performance in the SC. Nevertheless,
as we will discuss below, it is possible to identify lines of continuity in Spain’s foreign
policy throughout these years. As the case studies in this thesis have shown, Spain is a
most interesting country to analyse. This is because it is a country that in a period of
60 years passed from being completely ostracised and outside of the UN, as we
described in Chapter 3, to becoming one of the most important members of the

Organisation. If we make a comparison of when Spain first became a member of the



SC in 1969, with how it had developed by 2004, we shall notice many significant
differences. In 1969, Spain was still a country politically isolated from its
neighbouring Western European countries. In economic terms it was still considered
as a developing country, this was in spite of the spectacular economic growth of the
1960s. Nevertheless, as discussed in Chapter 1, Spain was a recipient of development
aid, its contributions to the UN regular budget fell behind those of Argentina and
India, and at this time it did not participate in peacekeeping operations. In 2004, by
contrast, Spain was the eighth largest economy in the world, it had become the cighth
largest contributor to the UN regular budget, and it had became a substantial
contributor to peacekeeping operations with a presence in five continents. This is
indeed a remarkable transformation, considering this happened over a relatively short

period of 35 years in which Spain consolidate its position as an important middle

power in the international arena.

Middle powers in international relations

As mentioned above, Spain is a middle power which over the years has strengthened
its role in the SC. But, what is a middle power? In Chapter 1, we discussed the
difficulty of defining a middle power for the great diversity of countrics, which
comprises this category. The difficulty of defining whether a country is a middle
power or not, has indeed been helped by the introduction of three approaches: The
hierarchical, normative and behavioural approaches. The hierarchical approach
provides us with objective indicators, which give us an idea of the position that a
country occupies in the international ranking of states, such as the Gross National
Product (GNP), population, territorial size, military strength, and location, to name the
most commonly used. However, the use of such indicators provides us with a great
disparity of countries depending on the emphasis given to the indicators, and glosses
over those influencing features related to culture and values. The normative approach
addresses the weaknesses of the hierarchical approach because it takes into
consideration the compliance of states with international law. It assumes that middle
powers will obey the rules of the international system, and are reluctant to use force.
However, this approach tends to ignore the fact that small powers and great powers
will also act according to international law. The former obey international rules

because they do not have a choice, while the latter obey international rules as a way of
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gaining their actions a halo of legitimacy. Finally, the behavioural approach assumes
that middle powers are better defined and identified by a behaviour, which tends to
favour multilateralism, searches for compromises, and good neighbourly principles.
However, we have seen in the previous pages that this behaviour is not exclusive to
middle powers, but can also be a characteristic of great and small states. To
accomplish these objectives, it is possible to identify a pattern of behaviour in which
states can act as catalysts, facilitators or managers. They will act as catalysts when
they use their diplomatic skills to introduce initiatives and seck the necessary support
for their initiatives. They will behave as facilitators when they employ their diplomatic
abilities to build coalitions to pursue a particular aim. Finally, they will act as
managers when they use their diplomatic skills to build institutions, regimes, or to
develop norms or conventions. Although we have focused on Spain, throughout the
previous pages we have seen that not only middle powers like Spain, but also great

and small powers, can perform such roles to a greater or lesser extent.

Spain in the Security Council

The behaviour of states is, perhaps, the most important element to bear in mind in the
context of the SC. This is because the performance of states can decisively influence
the decision-making process. The attitude and behaviour of states can allow the SC to
adopt resolutions and discharge its responsibilities, or vice versa, it can prevent the
adoption of resolutions. Nevertheless, the other two approaches have also been born in
mind. For example, in Chapter 3, we saw that Spain had been considered a middle
power by the League of Nations for its geographical size, population, GNP, location,
income per capita, and military strength. At the end of the Spanish Civil War (1936-
1939) Spain continued to fit into the category of a middle power. This was in spite of
the fact that the conflict seriously harmed its economic capabilities and infrastructure.
The conflict also produced a sharp decline in the income per capita of the population,
and ended with the political isolation of the country. Spain was not invited to the
Conference of San Francisco. The victors of the Second World War were hostile
towards a regime, which had come to power with the assistance of their former
common enemies, Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy. For that reason, the Franco regime
became one of the first issues the Security Council (SC) dealt with, because the Franco
was considered as a threat to international peace and security. However, by the

regime
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time Spain came to serve in the SC (1969-1970), the country had experienced an
impressive rise in economic growth, which placed Spain among the most important
industrialised countries. From then on, Spain consolidated its position as a middle
power from the hierarchical approach, especially since the country gained recognition

when in transition to democracy after Franco’s death in 1975.

Throughout the thesis we have also utilised the normative approach. There arc many
examples in which Spain behaved as an upholder of international law when in the SC,
However, it is important to remember that the observance of international law is a

common feature of the majority of states, regardless of their rank within the

international community of states.

e Spain supported SC Resolution 271 (1969) of 15 September, which reaffirmed the
inadmissibility of the acquisition of territories by force, and called upon Israel to

observe the provisions of the Geneva Conventions (see Chapter 4: 72).

e Spain supported SC Resolution 527 (1982) of 15 December, which condemned the
apartheid regime in South Africa (see Chapter 5: 121).

e A further example is Spain’s disagreement with Argentina over its use of force as a
means to solve the question of the Falkland Islands, although Spain was sympathetic

towards the Argentinean claims over the Islands (see Chapter 5: 128).

e Spain supported SC Resolution 507 (1982) of 28 May, which condemned the
aggression against the Seychelles, and condemned states that permit or tolerate the

recruitment of mercenaries to overthrow governments or carry out illegal acts (sce

Chapter 5: 121).

e Spain co-sponsored SC Resolution 935 (1994) of 1 July, which requested the
Secretary- General to establish a Commission of Experts to investigate the violations

of international humanitarian law in Rwanda (see Chapter 6: 152).

e Spain supported SC Resolution 1460 (2003) of 30 January, which called upon states to
respect international law with regard to the rights and protection of children in armed

conflicts (see Chapter 1: 6).

Spain, therefore, has been an upholder of international law in the four periods it has

served in the SC. However, during the first period when Spain was in the SC, although
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the country supported international law, and opposed the apartheid regime in South
Africa, at home the dictatorship did not guarantee individual human rights. This is a
contradiction which can only be explained because of the sharp distinction made
between the domestic and the international arenas. The support of states for
international law constitutes a very important standard setting task, which contributes

to discern what behaviour is acceptable and which is not.

Nevertheless, although Spain’s defence of international law has been a constant
feature during the four periods of service in the SC, the behaviour of Spain has
changed over the time, or it may be more appropriate to say it has evolved, in the
country’s efforts to adapt to transformations in the SC, which in turn have been led by
changes in the international context. This has resulted in a permanent process of
adaptation of the SC, which has involved structural, as well as methodological changes
in the decision-making process. The most important structural change was the
enlargement of the SC in 19635. This organ of the United Nations saw an increase in its
size from eleven to fifteen members as a result of the emergence of new states created
after the decolonisation process. The inclusion of new members from Africa and Asia,
four years before Spain’s arrival in the SC, had important repercussions concerning
power relations within the SC. The majority of new members belonged to the non-
aligned movement or had close links with the USSR. As a consequence the Western

countries began to lose their dominant influence in the SC, and the USSR had more

allies.

Another important consequence of the enlargement of the SC was an increase in its
agenda items, which included issues that were of interest to the new SC members. This
gave the non-aligned and Third World countries a greater bargaining capacity on the
issues discussed in the Council. The pending decolonisation of the Portugucse
colonies, the apartheid system in South Africa, the decolonisation of Namibia, and the
Palestinian cause, were all of great importance to Third World and non-aligned
countries and as such were included on the SC agenda. All these changes had
important repercussions for Spain. They made it possible for Spain to play the role of
facilitator and bridge-builder between the US and Western countries on the one hand,
and the USSR and its clients, on the other. If the SC had not been enlarged Spain

would not have probably been able to play these roles. Although on many occasions
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these attempts were frustrated by the use of the veto, which on many occasions

prevented the SC from passing its resolutions.

Another important question is how an increase in the membership of the UN, and the
enlargement of the SC, affected the Spanish election in 1969. If these two changes had
not happened, it is unlikely that Spain would have been elected to serve in the SC. As
discussed in Chapter 4, Spain was recommended for election to the SC in 1968 with
the support of the Latin American, African, Arab countries, despite opposition from its
group, the WEOG. Spain’s marginalisation within Europe, reinforced later by the
opposition of Spain’s group to its election, created a favourable perception of Spain
among the newly independent states. They considered Spain as an atypical country
closer to their interests. This image was cultivated by Franco’s regime, which
approached the Latin American, African and Arab states with the aim of gaining the
recognition that its Western neighbouring countries denied it.' This initiative was
highly successful as the election of Spain for a seat in the SC shows, but it did not stop
there. As time passed by, Spain’s foreign policy evolved towards Europe and moved

away from the non-aligned African and Asian states.

As we have discussed throughout this thesis, there were a number of examples in
which Spain’s role in the SC made an important contribution towards international
peace and security. The confrontation between the two super powers; the enlargement
of the SC, which gave access to the African and Arab countries (the majority of Latin
American countries were founders of the UN); the good relationship that Spain had
cultivated with the latter countries; Spain’s situation as an outcast country of Europe
but the perception among the Latin American, African, and Arab states of Spain as a
friendly European country; all these circumstances placed Spain in an advantagcous
position to play the role of facilitator and catalyst within the SC. This role was mainly

played during 1969-1970 and 1981-1982, the first two periods in which Spain was in
the SC. In Chapter 4 and 5, we offer many examples:

e The Spanish representative’s negotiations to gain the necessary support for the

adoption of SC Resolution 265 (1969) of 1 April. This condemned Israel’s attack to

I At the same time the Western countries considered that the election of Spain gave the SC a more anti-

Western look.
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Jordanian villages and ended two years of Council inactivity with regard to Isracli’s

aggression against Jordan (see Chapter 4: 70-71).

e Spain’s negotiations to soften the wording that made possible the adoption of SC
Resolution 269 (1969) of 12 August. This condemned South Africa for its refusal to
comply with SC Resolution 264 (1969) of 20 March, and threatened further measures
if it did not withdraw from Namibia (see Chapter 4: 78-79).

e The Spanish representatives negotiations between the US and Arab countries, which
made possible the adoption of SC Resolution 487 (1981) of 19 June, condemned Isracl

for its attack of the Iraqi nuclear reactor (see Chapter 5: 113-114).

Nevertheless, there were occasions in which Spain’s efforts in search of a conscnsus

among SC members were frustrated by the US veto:

e The Spanish representative tried to help solve the Nicaraguan conflict. He
endeavoured to bridge the differences between the US and other members of the SC.
The aim was to adopt a resolution, which among other things would appeal to member
states to refrain from direct, indirect, overt or covert use of force against any country

of Central America and the Caribbean, and resort to dialogue instead (see Chapter S:

125-126)

o In 1982 Spain tried to overcome the differences among the non-aligned countries and
the Western countries who condemned Israel and requested member states to consider
the adoption of measures “...in order to nullify the Israeli annexation of the Syrian
Golan Heights and to refrain from providing any assistance or aid to and co-operation
with Israel...” (UN document S/14832/Rev.1). The resolution, although watered
down, was vetoed by the US (see Chapter 5: 112).

On both these occasions Spain’s efforts to manoeuvre and succeed were constrained
because the US considered their vital interests were at risk. The dilemma here is that
although a super power like the US would seek to protect its vital interests, as a
member of the SC it is under pressure to act in unison with the other members.
Nevertheless, there were also occasions when the interests of Spain were also a major
constraint on whoever was the Spanish representative at the time. Or in other words,
there have been moments in which the defence of Spain’s interests have hindered the
adoption of a more assertive multilateral stance:
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e This happened in 1969-1970, when the SC dealt with the issues which affected
Portugal. The signature of the Treaty of Friendship and Non-Aggression, known as the
“Iberian Pact”, between Portugal and Spain in 1939 and reaffirmed in 1942, made
Portugal one of the pillars on which Spain based its link to the Western defence
system (the other was the US after the Spanish-US bilateral agreement signed in 1953)
until Spain’s membership in NATO in 1982. However, Spain’s support of the
decolonisation process as a means to keep a good relationship with the Afro-Asian-
Arab countries, strained their relationship with Portugal. The Portuguese thought that
Spain’s stance on decolonisation put in question the Portugal’s colonial policy, which

was characterised by the Portuguese reluctance to grant independence to its colonial

possessions in Africa?

In fact, Spain abstained in all those resolutions that involved Portugal. Spain did not
even try to resolve the differences among the African countries and Portugal. Instcad
Spain sought not to harm their relationship with any of the parties. Spain’s policy

which it applied with some success was to vote separately on the paragraphs of the

resolutions which referred to Portugal:

e This happened when the Afro-Asian members of the SC requested a vote on a
resolution, which proposed the extension of economic sanctions on Southern Rhodesia
concerning the Portuguese colony of Mozambique for the Portuguese non-compliance

with SC Resolution 253 (1968) of 29 May (see Chapter 4: 82-84),

o Similarly, Spain only supported the resolutions that condemned the apartheid regime

of South Africa if there was no mention to Portugal, as one of the violators of the arms

embargo over South Africa (see Chapter 4: 86).

e The same strategy inspired Spain’s abstention in the complaints of Zambia, Sencgal

and Guinea against Portugal (see Chapter 4: 87).

o Another case was that of South Africa in 1981, although this time it was for economic
reasons. When the non-aligned countries requested the Council to adopt
comprehensive and mandatory sanctions against South Africa for its occupation of
Namibia, a measure that had the opposition of France, Britain and the US, Spain could

not play the role of bridge-builder to narrow the differences. Spain was opposed to the

2 There was another reason that explains Spain’s interest in maintaining a good relationship with the
African states, which was the procurement of allies to counterbalance those African states that claimed
colonial status for the Canary Islands.
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adoption of broad economic sanctions because of Spain’s economic interests in South
Africa. Spain could not align itself with the Western countrics because such a
manoeuvre risked upsetting the African countries. Moreover, sanctions against South
Africa would have had a negative impact on the economies of Spain and the South

African neighbouring countries, such as Botswana. As a result, Spain abstained (sce

Chapter 5: 118-119).

Gibraltar was a most important concern for Spain, especially during the first two
periods of Spain’s membership in the SC. During this period decolonisation was still a
‘burning issue’. Spain was always careful not to adopt any political stance or decision,
which could contradict or harm the arguments and principles on which the defence of
the decolonisation of Gibraltar had been built. On occasions, this pattern of bechaviour

placed Spainina difficult positions:

e This happened with the question of Bahrain, in which Spain had to resort to
imaginative reasoning to support the independence of Bahrain, and avoid a clash with

the majority will of the Arab countries (see Chapter 4: 77-78).

e The Falkland Islands War was another example. The Spanish government supported
the decolonisation of the Islands because of the resemblance of the Falklands with
Gibraltar. But at the same time the Spanish government was opposed to the
Argentinean use of force as a solution. Moreover, Spain had historic, cultural and
emotional links with Argentina, but it also had important ties with Britain, which
strengthened as a consequence of Spain’s recent membership of NATO. Initially Spain
kept a low profile in the SC (see Chapter 5 128-129). It was not until the conflict
seemed inevitable that Spain got involved as a catalyst and bridge-builder with the aim

of achieving a peaceful solution, which allowed Argentina to ‘save its face' (sce

Chapter 5: 130-133).

In spite of these examples the role of Spain as a facilitator, catalyst and bridge-builder
made a large contribution in narrowing differences, and achieving coalitions among
the SC members, which on many occasions avoided deadlock in the SC. These

examples help us to understand the important role that non-permanent members can

play in the SC.
After the Cold War the atmosphere of cooperation that predominated among the
permanent members, had important repercussions for the non-permanent members,
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This new period of cooperation among the ‘big five’ in the drafting of resolutions,
resulted in a loss of the non-permanent members bargaining capacity, at the same time
that led to unprecedented activism in the SC. As a result, the non-permanent members
lost to a great extent their capacity to mediate, encourage initiatives or play permancnt
members off against each other. These changes had an impact on Spain in which they
saw the exercise of their role as facilitator and catalyst constrained. In fact, Spain

failed on the few occasions in which it tried to act as a bridge-builder:

e Spain’s mediation attempt failed when Spain was requested by Irag in 1994 to

persuade Britain and the US to lift the sanctions (see Chapter 6: 145),

This period of cooperation, however, was short lived and superseded by renewed
divergences among the permanent members, this time under the hegemonic
preponderance of the US. But these changing circumstances did not mean the total
recovery of the former influence of the non-permanent members. The lack of a
counterbalance to US hegemony made it difficult for any mediation efforts. Spain’s
alternative tactic was to use persuasion, although the use of this tactic was limited in

spite of the good relationship between the US and Spain, during those years:

e This happened in 2002, when the Palestinians requested Spain to take on the role of
mediator with the aim of convincing Israel to halt the Jewish settlements in the West

Bank. But backed up by the US, Israel continued with the settlements (sce Chapter 7:

179).

There was still room for Spain to manoeuvre but the task of catalyst, mediator, or
coalition-builder became more complex. The first task was for Spain to use its skills of
persuasion to convince the hegemonic power of the benefits of reaching a
compromise. The second task was for Spain to use its skills to build coalitions and
seck a common position between the SC members. But as discussed above, this

strategy would only work if the vital interests of the hegemonic power were not at
stake.

These changing circumstances which hindered the performance of Spain as a coalition
builder or mediator, led to an adaptation of the role of Spain in its commitment to the
maintenance of international peace and security. By the time Spain returned to the SC

in 1993-1994, Spain began to focus on participation in peacekeeping operations after
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the accomplishment of the military transition in 1989. Participation in peacckeeping
operations is a task that traditionally has been carried out by middle powers.
Nevertheless, in more recent years developing countries, such as Nepal, Pakistan or
Fiji, have also contributed to peacekeeping operations. The understanding among the
permanent members of the SC, which allowed the proliferation of peacekceping
operations, also helped Spain in its evolution towards its new role as a peacckeeper.
However, Spain’s increasing contribution to peacekeeping operations also had
powerful domestic motivations. There was a necessity to find tasks for the Spanish
Armed Forces, and improve the negative image, which it had among the majority of
the Spanish population during Franco’s dictatorship. There was also a need to build
close ties with the armies of its European partners. Peacekeeping operations became
the perfect tool for these purposes. The new image of the Spanish Armed Forces
delivering humanitarian aid, monitoring cease-fires, or supervising electoral processcs,

contributed positively to a greater acceptance of the Spanish Armed Forces among the

Spanish population, and public opinion in general.

Finally, there are two other reasons which explain this evolution of Spain’s behaviour:
First, the secondary role that the SC played in the Middle East peace process since the
early 1990s. Second, the increasing focus of the SC on African issues, which
coincided with Africa’s progressive loss of political weight in Spain’s foreign policy
agenda. This happened after Spain’s incorporation to NATO and the EEC in 1986.
After this, Spain’s priorities were focused on Europe, Latin America and the Middle
East. It was the first two areas that registered greater activism of Spain in the SC, as
well as its role of a more substantial contributor to peacekeeping operations. The
exception to this trend would be the Western Sahara because of Spain’s colonial past
in the territory and its turbulent relationship with Morocco, although Spain has never
contributed to MINURSO. Nevertheless, Spain participated in some peacekeeping
operations in Africa during the 1990s and 2000s, and co-sponsored some SC
resolutions, especially in countries where Spain had economic interests or where there
were gross violations of human rights. In the latter example on occasions the mass
media played a significant role drawing attention to these atrocities and putting

pressure on the Spanish government to intervene:
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e Spain co-sponsored SC Resolution 918 (1994) of 17 May. This resolution reinforced
and extended the United Nations Assistance Mission in Rwanda (UNAMIR), imposed
an arms embargo on the country, and requested the Secretary-General to report on

grave violations of international humanitarian law (see Chapter 6: 151-152).

o SC Resolution 955 (1994) of 8 November. This resolution decided to establish an
International Tribunal to prosecute persons responsible for genocide and violations of

humanitarian law in the same country (see Chapter 6: 152).

e More recently, SC Resolution 1572 (2004) of 15 November. This resolution
condemned the attack against French troops in the Ivory Coast, imposed an arms
embargo and the freezing of all assets of those people who represented a real threat to

the reconciliation of the country (see Chapter 7: 189).

In Spain’s last period on the SC (2003-2004), the country continued to increase its
participation in peacekeeping operations, but in a rather different context. The frequent
differences of the permanent members of the SC, and the terrorist attack of September
11 tilted the US towards increasing unilateralism. In this situation countries have three
options: align with the hegemonic power; form an alliance with other countries in an
attempt to counterbalance the preponderance of the former; or remain aloof. These
options had advantages and drawbacks, especially for a country in the SC. The first
option may seem the easiest because the follower can enlarge its political stature and
obtain favours from the hegemonic power in exchange for its support. However, there
are two important problems with this option: first, states in this position will encourage

the hegemonic power to continue and deepen its unilateralist policy instcad of

refraining from it; second, the followers may lose control of the course of events.

The second option was to join the other permanent and non-permanent members in the
SC in an attempt to counterweight the hegemonic power. This position is risky
because of the retaliatory measures that the hegemonic power can carry out against
those who try to get in the way of its initiatives. Another way of counterbalancing the
hegemonic power was the use of the collective veto, but this option was highly
unlikely because the non-permanent members constituted a very heterogencous group,
with very diverse interests, which made it extremely difficult to reach an agrecment or

a common position against the US. Moreover, this strategy is extremely unlikely
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because of the pressures that the US can exert over the other members, to avoid its

isolation in the SC. In addition, the US could wield its veto power as a last rcsort.

Finally, a country could try to stay aloof of the issue, but this option is also unlikely
for the high political costs that it involves. As we discussed, the case of the Yemen in
1991, is an example of the political costs that opposition or abstention can imply.
Moreover, if SC members split up into two conflicting sides, a country that tried to
stay away would place itself under intense pressure from both competing forces in
search of its support. This is a no-win situation because any country that adopted such
a strategy would probably suffer retaliatory measures from the side it decided not to
support. It could be argued that the election of Spain to the SC is an example of the
first option. Spain’s Conservative government’s strategy was to increase the political
status of Spain within the international community. To that end, the Conservative
Party aligned Spain with the US and Britain, and Spain became a follower of the
hegemonic power, the US. The case of Iraq is an example. Spain not only acted as a
follower of the US in the SC, but it also lobbied other countries to gather as much
diplomatic support as possible for the US initiatives. The good personal relationship
between the US President and the Spanish Prime Minister helped. But this option is

risky because the follower (i.e., Spain) is not totally in control of the course of events.?

Spain’s last term in the SC (2003-2004) was also a period of Spain’s great activism in

the SC:

e Spain co-sponsored SC Resolution 1551 (2004) of 9 July. This resolution was about
the former Yugoslavia, which among other things, reaffirmed the Council’s support of
the peace agreement, welcomed the decision of the EU to launch the EU mission to

Bosnia Herzegovina in replacement of SFOR, and authorised the latter to adopt all the

necessary measures to carry out its mission (see Chapter 7: 183).

e SC Resolution 1556 (2004) of 30 July. This resolution endorsed the deployment of
international monitors in the Sudan, and imposed a weapons embargo upon this

country under Chapter VII of the Charter (see Chapter 7: 188).

e SC Res 1572 (2004) of 15 November. This resolution under Chapter VII, among other

things, imposed an arms embargo upon the Ivory Coast, and forbid entrance into the

3 After obtaining the support of Britain and Spain'to invade Iraq to destroy Iraqi WMD, the US changed
the goalpost and argued that the objective was regime change.
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country of those people designated by the SC as a threat to peace and national

reconciliation (see Chapter 7: 189).
e The boost that Spain gave to the question of Western Sahara (see Chapter 7: 189-190).

e The resolutions co-sponsored with regard to Iraq (see Chapter 7: 205-206). Spain co-
sponsored 6 out of 10 resolutions, which the SC adopted with regard to Iraq during
2003-2004.

Nevertheless, after the victory of the Spanish Socialist Party (PSOE) in the gencral
elections of 14 March 2004, Spain abandoned its role of US follower, and its activism
in the SC diminished considerably. The hasty withdrawal of Spanish troops from Iraq
was a symbol of this trend. The role of Spain shifted towards an alignment with the
core European states, France and Germany. These two countries were the most critical
of the US unilateralism, especially on the campaign in Iraq. Spain, therefore, passed
from being a follower of the hegemonic country, to become a middle power that allied

itself with others in an attempt to counterbalance the hegemonic power, the US.

Changes in the decision-making process in the SC, during the four periods described
in this thesis, had an influence on the behaviour of Spain when in the SC. The most
significant change was the holding of informal consultations prior to the adoption of
resolutions. Although this procedure was used during the Cold War, there was a
considerable increase in its use when the permanent members entered into the stage of
cooperation after the end of the bloc confrontation, and it was continued in the
following years. The aim was to avoid paralysis in the SC by the permanent members’
use of the veto. So the SC members met behind closed doors with the aim of reaching
an agreement on the wording of the resolutions. This did not mean the end of the veto,
because its use or threat of use is always available in the course of the negotiations.
The advantages of informal consultations are that not only do they avoid inactivity in
the SC, the resolutions gain strength if they achieve the support of all the SC members,
and the SC members can benefit from greater freedom of action. As meetings arc held
out of public scrutiny, the SC members can make concessions, which many not have
been possible in public in fear of domestic opposition. In public, SC members may
adopt. a tougher position and become more inflexible at the time of bargaining.

Alternatively, behind closed doors SC members may make proposals in search of
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reaching a consensus, which could be perceived as very generous by their domestic

constituencies and public opinion in general.

On the less positive side, informal consultations face a number of difficultics. As they
are held behind close doors, out of public scrutiny, the decision-making process
becomes opaque and unaccountable. Furthermore, on occasions the resolutions get so
watered down to satisfy the interests of all the SC members that they often become too
vague, ineffective, or an object of deep controversy.* In addition, the opacity of this
procedure also prevents external observers from seeing the contribution, which non-
permanent members like Spain, make to the decision-making process. However, there
is no reason to think that Spain did not continue with its role of facilitator or catalyst,
with the aim of achieving a consensus that allowed the adoption of resolutions.
Although as Chapter 7 has shown, in the last years this role declined. Nevertheless,
with the increasing relevance of the SC in the years after Cold War, there were
attempts to amend the obscurantism within the SC. As discussed in Chapter 2, in 1992
the “Arria Formula” was introduced, this insisted on the holding of informal meetings
with state and non-state actors. The following year the General Assembly appointed
the Open-Ended Working Group, which among other tasks, had to advance proposals

to improve the working methods, transparency and decision-making procedures.

To conclude, this thesis has provided evidence of the significant role of Spain within
the SC. However, Spain’s performance has clearly evolved during the four periods of
its service in the SC. Spain’s evolving role is a consequence of the Council’s efforts to
adapt to changes in the international context. Furthermore, domestic events have also
played a key role. Therefore, domestic and international events reflect the performance
of Spain’s different roles and different strategies. In Chapters 4 to 7, in which we have
described Spain’s four periods in the SC, the evidence clearly shows that Spain has
managed to create and consolidate its image as a reliable middle power. Spain is a
country committed to search for multilateral solutions, the formation of coalitions, the

upholding of international law, and the defender of the SC as the main world organ in

4 UN members, aware of the lack of transparency of this decision-making process, have in recent years
implcmented a number of measures to qlleviate this problem. For example, holding more public
meetings; releasing briefings from the Pre§ldent of the SC; holding meetings between SC members and
troop contributing countries to peacekeeping operations; publishing the SC agenda; and holding open

sessions.
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charge of the maintenance of international peace and security. At the same time, the
roles played by Spain in the SC have shown the versatility of some countrics, and
demonstrated the important function that non-permanent members in gencral fulfil in
the SC. Furthermore, the inactivity that characterised the SC during the ycars of
confrontation between the Western and the Communist blocs would have been greater
if countries like Spain, with the ability to narrow differences, seek compromiscs, and
build coalitions, had not been in the SC. This applies to recent years of US hegemony,
where the inclination to build coalitions led Spain to play the role of followcr of the
hegemony power. As the thesis has shown, the role of follower is another way of
building coalitions, even if in a passive way. From the normative approach, Spain has
been a defender of international law within the SC, and this has helped to reinforce its
role in peacekeeping operations. In fact, Spain’s has contributed to the maintenance of
international peace and security through its participation in peacekeeping operations,
which has made it an active and important agent in the maintenance of world stability.
In short, the evidence presented in this thesis shows that the image of Spain has

consolidated the country’s reputation of that of a middle power and indispensable

actor in the SC, and in the international arena.

The Security Council and Spain

It is as important to think of what non-permanent members can do for the SC, as it is
to think of what the SC can do for the non-permanent members and states in gencral.
In Chapter 1, we described the positive economic consequence that presence in the SC
has for developing countries. However, more important for Spain are the political
repercussions. The SC is a source of status and recognition for those countries who
serve in it. This was especially important for Spain in the first two periods (1969-70;
1981-82). The election of Spain for a seat in the SC during the first period gave
recognition to Franco’s regime in the international arena. This was important
considering the hostility of Western European countries towards the Spanish
dictatorship. As discussed in Chapter 4, the importance of the election of Spain in
1968 to serve in the SC as a non-permanent member was significant. In earlier years,
the SC itself had considered Franco’s regime as a threat to international peace and

security. Similarly, the election of Spain in the second period was especially important
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for Spain because it represented support, recognition, and legitimisation of the

democratic regime, which during those years was in a stage of consolidation.

However, these are not the only advantages that the SC offers to states. As the SC is
the main UN organ in charge of international peace and security, states are always
interested in being a member, and having a say on important matters, which can affect
not only the members that occupy a seat in the SC, but the whole international
community. As we discussed in Chapter 6, this is what motivated Spain to compete for
a seat in the SC in 1993-1994. These were the years in which Spain’s participation in
peacekeeping operations increased. The Spanish government at this time thought that
it was important for Spain to have a voice and vote, on matters or in arcas where
Spanish troops had been deployed. Finally, the SC is also a source of prestige for those
states that serve in it. As discussed in Chapter 7, this was precisely what motivated the
Conservative party in 1996 to campaign for a seat in the SC for the term 2003-2004.
The Conservative party was aware that Spain’s presence in the SC was a fundamental
achievement. This is because the SC gives its members prestige and aggrandisement
for their country. Nevertheless, presence in the SC may also have costs. There is an
obligation that its members have to pronounce on every matter the SC deals with, this
place its members in very uncomfortable situations. The case of Yemen, during

may
the Gulf War in 1991, is an example. Nevertheless, the Spanish government was aware

of this situation.

The multiple benefits that the SC grants to its members make the campaigns for a seat
extremely competitive. As a result, states have developed different strategics with the
aim of obtaining not only the support of their respective geographical groups, but also
the greatest number of votes in the General Assembly. Candidates tend to seek first the
support of those states with similar backgrounds (i.e., history, language or culture).
However, this tactic is not always enough to get the necessary majority of two thirds in
the General Assembly. For this reason candidates resort to other strategies, which
often involve a wide range of activities: from hosting events such as lunches or dinners
with the aim of attracting the support of the guests; to different political trade-offs; to
establishing diplomatic relations; to proposing its candidacy a long time in advance
with the aim of putting off potential competitors; to the direct purchase of votes. Spain
has not been an exception and has resorted to some of the strategies mentioned. In the
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campaign for the period 1969-1970, Spain sought the support of the Latin American,
Arab, and African countries by appealing to historic and cultural links in the case of
the former, and by appealing to the friendship and good political relationship formed
with the latter two groups of countries. Spain’s strategy was motivated because of the
lack of support among the members of its geographical group, the WEOG. As
discussed in Chapter 4, these countries had not forgotten the fascist past of the Franco
regime. In the campaign for the term 1981-1982, however, Spain had alrcady gained
the support of the majority of its regional group and the Latin American, African and
Arab countries. But the Spanish government had to utilise political trade-offs with
India and Barbados. For the term 2003-2004, as described above, the Spanish
government started to campaign in 1996 in an effort to put off potential candidates in
its regional group. This strategy was successful. Nevertheless, although thesc
strategies can help, countries still have to campaign in order to obtain the nceessary

two thirds of the votes of the General Assembly.

Spain, the European Union, and the Security Council

Spain became a member of the EEC (now the EU) in 1986. As a result of Spain’s
admission into the EEC, Spain joined the already established European Political
Cooperation (EPC), introduced in 1970. This attempted to coordinate and harmonise
the foreign policy of its members. After the Cold War and the emergence of new
security challenges, the construction of a common European policy moved forward. In
1993, at the same time when the EEC was renamed the EU, the EPC was superseded
by the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) by the Treaty on European Union
(commonly known as the Treaty of Maastricht). A further step to promote a common
foreign policy was the Treaty of Amsterdam in 1999, which created the post of High
Representative for the EU, and incorporated the Petersberg tasks. These are the
military tasks of a humanitarian and peacekeeping nature, which meant the assumption
of peacekeeping, peacemaking and humanitarian responsibilities by the EU. In

December of the same year, after the embarrassing episode of Kosovo,’ the European

5 In 1999 NATO peacekeeping forces were d;pl.oyed in Kosovo as part of the Rambouillet Agreement
to guarantee the autonomy of this territory within the Republic of Serbia. The Serbian leader rejected
the agreement, and between March and June NATQ bomped Yugoslavia to force the withdrawal of
Serbian forces from Kosovo. Despite European diplomatic efforts to find a solution to the ethnic
conflict, it was incapable of enforcing the Agreement and had to rely on NATO capabilitics, which were

largely dominated by US forces.
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Council established the Helsinki Headline Goal (HHG), which tried to give the EU its

own military resources to fulfil the Petersberg tasks, and Kosovo style operations

without relying on US.

Although this increased harmonisation of foreign policy among the EU members
should have transferred into the UN, with the exception of the General Assembly, in
which the EU members agree to adopt common positions when voting on resolutions,
in general the EU has failed to coordinate the foreign and defence policy of its
members in the UN. There is neither a common European contribution to the UN
regular budget, nor an EU contribution to the peacekeeping operations budget.
Similarly, there is not a common position among the European members in the SC. As
discussed in Chapter 7, the most striking example, while Spain was in the SC, was the
disagreements between the UK and Spain on one hand, and Germany and France on
the other, with regard to the Iraq War. This was not the only example. The question of
Western Sahara was also a source of disagreement between France and Spain. While
Spain supported a referendum so that the population could choose its future among
three possible options (integration with the Kingdom of Morocco, autonomy, or full
independence), France supported Morocco, which has always refused to recognise

independence as an alternative to the solution of the status of the former Spanish

colony.6

There are a number of reasons that explain why a common European foreign policy
has not been reached in the SC, and most of the UN system. First, it is the fact that the
Common Foreign and Security Policy still allows EU members having a discretional
margin of manoeuvre and freedom to act as they see fit. This explains why there are
differences between the European members in the SC. Second, some EU member
states are reluctant to give up their independence on foreign policy matters. This is
especially the case with some of the larger powers within the EU, which have special
relationships with their former colonies: France with the countries of the
Francophonie; Britain with the countries of the Commonwealth and the US, and Spain
with the Latin American countries. Third, and most important, is the fact that national

interests still prevail over the common ones. The SC provides us with evidence of this.

In Chapter 2, we described how Britain and France refused to give up their privileged

6 Outside the framework of the SC, the recognition of Croatia, Slovenia and Kosovo are examples of
ong European members and the prevalence of national interests.
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status, which gave them power within the SC. A full common European forcign policy
would question the presence of two European countries as permanent members of the
Council with the right of veto, plus two more as non- permanent. This is why countrics
like Spain would be reluctant to implement changes, which would translate a common
European foreign policy into the Council’s structure. In Chapter 7, we described how
the SC was a most important venue for Spain in which it enlarged its international
stature in 2003-2004. Nevertheless, as mentioned above, national interests are often
placed over the common good. The German and Italian candidacies for permancnt
seats in the Council, and Germany’s more self-confident and assertive foreign policy
after reunification, are also indications of the prevalence of national interests over the
common ones. Therefore, the unwillingness of some Western European countrics to
lose their privileged status, and the reluctance of others to give up the opportunity of
being in it, makes changes in the SC unlikely. An EU seat in substitution is thus, out of
the question, at least for the time being. Nevertheless, it is a thorny issue that the EU

will have to face sooner or later as long as the European Common Foreign and

Security Policy deepens.
The future of the Security Council and Spain

After the Cold War, reform of the SC became a hotly debated issue. An agreement that
would satisfy all of the UN members has so far remained elusive. All the member
states without exception agree that enlargement of the SC is necessary. This would
make it more representative and more capable of dealing with the geo-strategic
changes, which have taken place since the enlargement of 1965. It is believed that an
increase in its membership would bring greater legitimacy to its decision-making
process. However, the consensus ends there. In Chapter 2, we described the
disagreements, which have emerged with regard to the eventual candidates for the
enlargement of the SC, and the expansion of the right of veto for the potential new
members. Spain has not been on the outside in this issue. Spain belongs to the “coffce
club” (later called “Uniting for Consensus”), a group of about forty middle powers,
who support the enlargement of the SC, with only non-permanent members, and no
right of veto. Their proposal is to enlarge the SC with ten more members, elected for a
two years term, and no veto power. This is the choice that suits middle powers
rests because, among other reasons, it offers the best scenario to perform the roles

inte
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that Spain has been playing in the SC, during the periods we have analysed. The
incorporation of new members such as Italy, Pakistan or Mexico would enrich the SC.
Ultimately enlargement would bring in a new diversity of states, with different
interests, and different agenda priorities, but they would not acquire structural power,
or the ability to paralyse the SC. This would make the SC a more fertile place for
countries like Spain to develop further their skills in narrowing differences, building
coalitions, and reaching consensus. However, the “Uniting for Consensus” proposal,
although it is probably the best, it is not the only one, and it could fail. Whatever
proposal is chosen, the prospects of an enlargement offers middle powers the

possibility of playing a significant role in the SC, in the years to come.

Before the enlargement of the SC materialises, Spain’s transition from an isolated
dictatorship to a middle power recognised by the whole international community, and
its performance in the SC during this long process, is an excellent case study, from
which other European middle powers, such as Poland or Ukraine could learn. These
two countries have much in common with Spain. Both can be considered as middlc
powers by size, population, and strategic location. Both have experienced a peaceful
transition to democracy. Poland is in the process of defining its foreign policy after
years of diplomacy focused on integration into Europe, like Spain after Franco’s death.
These characteristics and their strategic location offer them great potential to act as
facilitators, catalysts or consensus builders in the SC and other international
organisations. Similarly, Poland could take advantage of its former Soviet legacy to
act as a bridge-builder or seeker of consensus between other Western Europcan
countries and the US on the one hand, and Russia on the other. More recently, the
relationship between the Western countries and Russia has been difficult with
reference to issues such as: the US missile shield programme; the conflict between
Russia and Georgia in 2008; and the gas dispute between Russia and the Ukraine
between December 2009 and January 2010. Similarly, the Ukraine for its part could
play a significant role as a bridge-builder or seeker of consensus between Poland and
the Baltic states on one side, and Russia on the other. However, this will depend
greatly on whether the Ukraine is able move on from the Orange Revolution of 2004,
in which the presidential election was claimed to be marred by corruption,

intimidation and electoral fraud. The case studies in this thesis clearly show that Spain
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has the potential to become a source of inspiration for these countries, and this is

further proof of the important role middle powers play in international relations.

To sum up, in Chapter 1 it was said that the majority of states show a predilection for
multilateralism to solve international problems, an inclination for rcaching
compromises in disputes, and a proclivity to act in accordance with good
neighbourhood principles. All of these behaviours will depend on their significant
power, capacity to influence, and their diplomatic skills. Throughout this thesis we
have described how Spain has provided us with numerous examples of this. Thus, we
can conclude that Spain is a middle power, which has made good usc of its
membership of the Security Council to secure its standing as a developed democratic
country able, ready, and willing to play a most important part in the interest of the

international community at large. And there is no reason to think that Spain will not

continue to do so in the years to come.
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APPENDIX

Questionnaire to ambassador Inocencio Arias, Spanish representati
s sentat
between 1997 and 2004 , ' meto ety

Question 1

Which are in general the guidelines that inspired Spanish policy in the SC during the
period in which you were in the Council?

Question 2

How much autonomy did you have at the time of making decisions or adopting
postures during your period in the SC? Did the Ministry simply offer guidelines or by
contrast were its instructions detailed and accurate?

Question 3

Spain is a middle power, and middle powers are often characterised by their
inclination to multilateralism and their predilection to reach compromises. Would you
say that this was the case for Spain when it was in the SC? Could you indicate an
example during your term in the SC in which Spain contributed to the formation o);
consensus with the aim of adopting a resolution? Could you quote any example of
Spanish leadership to adopt one? Do you remember any special difficulty?

Question 4

Spanish politicians, when in power, always say that their objective is to achieve
prestige for Spain in the international context and ensure that the country occupics an
appropriate place in relation to its economic and political weight. The prescnc;: of
Spain in the SC would be part of this objective. However, once achieved the scat in the
SC, with all the diplomatic and economic effort that requires, Spanish policy scems to
be characterised by its low profile. Would you agree with this analysis? Was Sl;ain

nevertheless able to achieve its goals?

Question 5

It is often said that the domestic issues in Spain condition the Foreign policy perhaps
too much, in the sense that politicians and decision makers in general spend more tim;:
and energy in dealing with internal problems (terrorism, nationalist demands, internal
quarrels, economic crisis now, for instance) than in dealing with intcmational’ matters
Does this situation lead to Spain not to playing fully the role that it should in rclatioH
to its size, economic and political weight, or its geo-strategic position? Can you give

examples?

Question 6

With regard to the previous question, why does Spain not participate more in peace
keeping operations? And in those missions in which Spain takes part, why docs it ;mt
contribute with more personnel and resources? For instance, Spain did not pariicipwtc
in MONUC on the ground, only with personnel in the Headquarters in Paris. It o;ﬂ

participated in ISAF with 400 personnel on the ground, 3 aircraft and 2 frig‘a.tcs. Thi
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Spanish contribution to the occupation of Iraq seemed not to be i
lv)vel::iilkxls;enlzf]adzlads eoz:/lg dispatched .9(')0 men, 3 warships, 7 airc\;zrfi, z:lags?nl:lci}licc(;u:g’
country witl); theoreti(r:leIlOtl to participate in COmb_at' missions. Australia, for instangc a
ith 3 warships, and 18}’ ess economic and political weight than Spain, contributed
\ - s and | cgmbat aircraft. Do you think the Spanish participati |
international missions is quite limited? If so, what do you think Fs th;: rcgigl:‘f)lpdnon in

Question 7

What is Spanish foreign policy with regard to Africa? i ai "
MONUC (United Nations Mission in e Domocriti sze];)yuglliscgdénoﬁm participate in
in ONUB (United Nations Operation in Burundi)? Why did Spain nog}O).Wl.",l.c it d.ld
Liberia (UNMIL)? Why did Spain support the SC Resolutions but did B Corniute
to the missions? Eor instance, Spain did not participate in UNMIL but vntOtdc‘ommr’lltc
of the SC Resolution. Why did Spain not abstain as Germany, France ans Isll "? faw‘)u'r
And w.hy, by contrast, did Spain participate in UNMEE the, UN missi 'CXICO'dlq?
and Erltrc?a? What are the criteria of Spanish governmet;ts at the ti y IO? o Et hlo'p .
?he cont'rlbutlf)n of Spain to the different UN missions? Was [hxm;: of considering
interest in Africa, a lack of political will, a lack of strategié intefest gr lfxcc?cug?tl\l'ﬂ'clkb(l)r

k avatlable

resources?

Question 8

Did you or the Spanish government recei
_you . ceive requests fro i
participation of Spain in more UN missions? ! m the UN to increase the

Question 9

Very often, tt}e Council meets behind closed doors and only goes to the Ch:
adop? resolut%ons after the necessary consensus has been reached Hc h’ambcr to
meetings behind closed doors? Is the threat of the veto by the er;n' o e hose
frequept? Does Spain try to reach common positions with tI}),e Ij"?nt mcmpcrs
countries to exert more influence or is the adoption of common os?tt'm ‘Am-cncan
EL.lropean me.mbers more important? How does Spain reconcile the qp e‘ci":;)nsrw,'th t}}c
w1th. the Latin American countries and the European countries un&:r th Faonsip
foreign c'ommon policy? Have you acted as a mediator among the Arab ¢ 1Crn.15 of a
Israel with the aim of obtaining the necessary consensus to adopt OCrOlngg‘l:cl:]s and
any

resolution?

Question 10

What effect did the agreement to link the positions of Mexi

L. . o exico and Spai ‘o

mentlf)n m-ygur book “Memorias de un diplomatico”, havea?n tsl’lr():dlg’C;Vhth you

occasions did it take place during your term in the SC? Did that agr ' I.n Wt_mt

Chile? If so, what roles does Spain adopt? (Leadership, mediator fc%l[i)ewmeerm te);lst with
’ ) , €t

Question 11

If the European Common Foreign Policy is increasi
asingly convergent, i is :
separate seats for France and the UK plus the Europea}; non pc;grnl:zt;nlcsnlthig:::[zr}cf of
, adictory
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with spch a Common policy? Is there any mechanism of coordination within the
Council? If so, are there ways in which it could be improved?

Question 12

Does the issue of Gibraltar affect the relationship between Spai .
Council? P pain and the UK in the

Question 13

Did you help to convince the other representatives in the Council to lift the sanctions
on Libya? What was the reason for the lifting of the sanctions? Was the sus L‘n's )'(m:;
the sanctions motivated by the search for support among the Arab Count; ic;spto 1:1( \:1u(])
Iraq or was it more motivated by the European (and Spanish) interests in that counl,.‘y-;'

Question 14

Could you give me an idea of why Spain never contributed to th ission i
, . . ¢ UN missi
Cyprus? Why hasn’t Spain contributed to the UN mission in Lebanon untilo:/]c:;

recently?

Question 15

What is the Spanish policy with regard to the Caucasus? In the peri

‘ ! : ! period 1993-199¢
Spain supported the SC resolutions and in the period 2003-2004 Spain supported l;i
continuation of UNOMIG, but it did not make any contribution. Why?

Question 16

The Conservative party claimed to be about to find a solution to the question of
Western Sahara thanks to the firm support of the Spanish government to th;: Baker
Plan. However, the new Socialist government shifted and looked for a Cl‘os‘cr
relationship with Morocco. Has the Spanish policy with regard to Western Sah;u'a
been characterised, in general, by a lack of determination? Should Spain have been
more active in search of a solution? After all, Western Sahara is a Spanish ex-colon

What has the Spanish policy been in the SC with regard to this question? | v

Question 17

The reform of the Council has been a matter that has been discussed for a long time
What is Spain’s official posture with regard to the reform? What changes do thc;
Spanish governments consider should be implemented to make it more effective?

Question 18
What are the issues not mentioned above that I should consider? Are there sources that

you recommend that I should consult or people that I should try to see?
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Tue, 26 January, 2010 21:53:50

RE: Tesis doctoral
From "Arias Llamas, Inocencio”
<inocencio.arias @maec.es>

Add to Contacts
To: Tomas Machin <tomasmachin2 @yahoo.co.uk>

Comienzo a contestar alguna de sus preguntas

1) No .rec.uerdo exactamente, imagino que "paz amor y fantasfa” amen de cspiritu
comunitario

2)En general bastante concretas. Cuando no estabamos en el Conscjo no tanto, en el
Consejo mucho y en el conflicto de Irak MUY concretas, a veces hasta en la comas,

3)Sf, somos multilateralistas y disciplinados miembros de la UE

Quizas como ejemplo de resolucion la aprobada sobre el Sahara a fines de Julio del
2003. Espafia presidia el Consejo y trabajamos bastante para que salicra. Estados
Unidos fue bésico en la aprobacién(Francia no estaba por la labor)

4) No puedo juzgar siendo diplomdtico en activo, la "timidez, la cicateria o la
incoherencia” a que usted alude. Ganas no me faltan para pronunicarme pero no debo.

4) Eso ocurre a veces, no s6lo en Espafia pero por lo expuesto en 4 debo callarme
5) Espaiia s participa. Cuando nos quedamos cortos puede obedecer a tres razones:

a) Prioridad de otras necesidadaes en la asignacién de los recursos(en mi epoca incluso
participacién en fuerzas de paz no onusianas)

b) El pacifismo , trasnochado y mal entendido en ocasiones, de los espaitoles
fomentado a veces por los politicos. Luego, cuando no hay mds remedio que
contribuir, hay que hacer esfueros rebobinando y predicando hasta la saciedad a la
gente que nuestros soldados no van alli para matar. (;Es que los cascos azules de
Tunez, Pakistdn o Francia van a un sitio para matar?)

c)El rampante antiamericanismo. Si esta envuelto Estados Unidos(Afghanistén) la
cosa es inmediatamente impopular aunque tenga la bendicién de la ONU. Caso
extremo es Irak. No entro a definir cual era la mision de las tropas extranjeras cn cl

pafs en el 2004 pero lo que estd claro es que, se proclamara o alegara lo que se
proclamara aquf, la presencia de nuestras tropas en Irak el dia en que sc decidi6

retirarlas era TOTALMENTE LEGAL.

Estaba TAXATIVAMENTE AMPARADA por una resolucién del Consejo que fuc
aprobada unanimente

Sigo con alguna otra en otro momento

Inocencio-Félix A.
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De: Tomas Machin [mailto:tomasmachin2@yahoo.co.uk]

Enviado el: martes, 26 de enero de 2010 2:58

Para: Arias Llamas, Inocencio

Asunto: Re: Tesis doctoral

Estimado Sr Arias.

Muchisimas gracias por responder a mi cuestionario. Lamento decirle que no he

recibido las 6 primeras respuestas. Por favor, podria enviarmelas de nuevo?
Tomas Machin

From: "Arias Llamas, Inocencio” <inocencio.arias@maec.es>
To: Tomas Machin <tomasmachin2@yahoo.co.uk>

Sent: Mon, 25 January, 2010 18:32:14

Subject: RE: Tesis doctoral

Estimado Sr. Machin,

¢ Recibi6 usted las respuestas a las 6 primeras?

Le envio otro lote:
7) Pregunte al Ministerio. Yo no la defino y es usted muy prolijo.

8) Si, con frecuencia pero se me decia que estdbamos sobre desplegados con la UE en
Balcanes, etc... En alguna ocasion contribuimos de otra forma, poniendo un avién a
disposicién de Baker para que recorriera los paises concernidos con el Sahara etc...

9) La amenaza de veto es rara pero esta todo el rato presente aunque no se formule. Se
intervino en Kosovo al margen de la ONU por temor de que Rusia vetara etc... Espafia inténta
todo e informa a los iberoamericanos de lo que se cuece dentro pero las consultas regulares
son con los europeos. Con ellos se disiente a veces en el Consejo (caso Irak) aunque no en

ja Asamblea.

Las reuniones en la gran sala son para Galeria, para que otros miembros se desahoguen y
para votar. Se cocina dentro.

10) No influy6 para nada. Era un poco quimérico pero la disension sobre Irak lo hizo explotar
Los mejicancs, por las divergencias, estaban tan poco conscientes del acuerdo que nc;
parecian muy inclinados a que nos reuniéramos sobre el tema. Se escandalizaron de que
Aznar pasara por Méjico para tratar de influir en Fox (Esta en mi libro). Nada al respecto con

Chile.

11) Los permanentes NUNCA aceptaran compartir su asiento en el Consejo. ¢Qué diferencia
a Francia, y la agranda en la ONU , respecto a Alemania o la India ? La permanencia. El
tema, en el siglo XXI, es un escdndalo pero no va a cambiar.

12) En el Consejo se va por libre cuando el tema tiene calado.

13) No mayormente

14) Se levantaron porque Libia acept6 veladamente la responsabilidad y directamente pagar
una buena indemnizacion. El papel protagonista claro lo llevé el Reino Unido aunque Espafa

lo apoyara.

Inocencio F. Arias
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De: Tomas Machin [mailto:tomasmachin2@yahoo.co.uk]
Enviado el: viernes, 27 de noviembre de 2009 4:19
Para: Arias Llamas, Inocencio

Asunto: Re: Tesis doctoral

Estimado Sr. Arias,

Muchas gracias por su disponibilidad. En el archivo adjunto se encuentra el
cuestionario.

Atentamente,

Tomas Machin

From: "Arias Llamas, Inocencio" <inocencio.arias@maec.es>
To: Tomas Machin <tomasmachin2@yahoo.co.uk>

Sent: Fri, 25 September, 2009 20:56:11

Subject: RE: Tesis doctoral

Si, puede enviarmelas.
Atentamente,

Inocencio F. Arias
Cénsul General de Espafia en Los Angeles

De: Tomas Machin [mailto:tomasmachin2@yahoo.co.uk]
Enviado el: lunes, 21 de septiembre de 2009 17:08
Para: Arias Llamas, Inocencio

Asunto: Tesis doctoral

Estimado Sr. Arias (conozco el tratamiento que se da a los embajadores pero

desconozco el que se da a los consules, disculpeme por favor)

Estoy haciendo el doctorado sobre Espana en el Consejo de Seguridad de las Naciones
Unidas y como usted ha sido representante permanente de Espana en las Naciones
Unidas y en el Consejo, constituye una valiosisima fuente de informacion. Por ese
motivo, me pregunto si podria enviarle por e-mail unas preguntas con relacion al tema

que me ocupa.

Le saluda atentamente,

Tomas Machin
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