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SPANISH ACCESSION TO THE EC: A COMPARATIVE CASE STUDY
ON COMPLEXITY OF NEGOTIATIONS | |

_ ABSTRACT !
This thesis analyses the complexity of negotiations by applying five variables from
Druckman’s (2003) framework of influences and processes of negotiation to three
cases selected: a) Spain’s accession negotiations to the European Community, (1962-
1985) b) Constitutional negotiations (1978) and ¢) Negotiations of the Fontainebleau
European Council, (1984). The five variables: Preconditions, background factors,
conditions, process, outcomes and their sub themes are assessed for each case. The
application of the variables to the sélected cases, enables a comparative analysis
demonstrating patterns of complexity in negotiations. The study thus fraces shared

aspects of separate negotiations, with distinct structural characteristics.

Key words: Negotiation, complexity, preconditions, background factors, conditions,

process, outcomes, EC, Spain



ISPANYA’NIN AT’YE KATILIMI: MUZAKERELERIN KARMASIKLIGI
UZERINE KARSILASTIRMALI BiR CALISMA

OZET
Bu tez Druckman’in (2003) “Mizakerelerde Etkilegim ve Siire¢” adli kavramsal
gergevesini ii¢ miizakere vakasina uygulamaktadir. Bu amagla Ispanya’min Avrupa
Toplulugu’na katihm miizakereleri (1962-1985), Anayasa miizakereleri (1978) ve |
Fontainebleau Avrupa Konsey Zirvesi (1984) incelenmektedir. Kavramsal cercevede
belirtilen 6n kosullar, ¢evresel etkiler, genel kosullar, siireg, sonug degiskenleri ve de
onlarm alt baghklar se¢ilen miizakere vakalar kapsaminda irdelenmektedir. Burada
amag miizakerelerin karmagiklifim gbsteren bir karsilagtirmal analizi
gerceklestirmektir. Bu caligma degisik yapisal 6zelliklere sahip farkhh miizakerelerin
ortak yonlerini ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Miizakere, 6n kogullar, ¢evresel etkiler, genel kog;ullar,t siireg,
sonuglar, AT, Ispanya
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Chapter 1. Introduction and Literature Review

1. Purpose of Study

In this study three cases of negotiation: a) Spain’s accession negotiations to,
the European Community , b) Constitutional negotiations between Spanish potitical
parties, and c) Fontainebleau European Council negotiations are analyzed by t'aking
into consideration Druckman’s (2003) framework of influences and processes of |
negotiatioﬁ. The study aims to illustrate the complexity ofa neéotiation process by
looking at various themes related to background factors, preconditions, conditions,
process, outcome, and implementation in the three cases. The interest of the study is
to offer a detailed description of the three cases individually, and a comparative
analysis.

The study offers a descripti.on of the cases chosen, to provide a general
overview of the case and an understanding of parties and issues involved. Following
the description of the cases, five variables are applied to the three cases. Each variable
consists of sub- themes, and the study looks at a few sub themes uudér the five vaﬁables
in relation to the cases chosen. The application of the variables to the cases offers an .
understanding on the impact of each variable to each case. This study aims to conduct
a comparative analysis on impact of preconditions, conditions, process, and outcomes
focusing on shared and contradictory aspects. This study is interested in the findings of
the application of Druckman’s influences and processes framework , to three separate
cases that are relational to each other through structure and content . Another aim is to
contribute to negotiation theory by building on Druckman’s framework of negotiation

influences and processes, applying it to three cases, and comparing the results.

2. Relevance of Cases

The duration of accession negotiations, internal transformation of parties and
structural characteristics of Spain contribute to the dynamics that have an impact on
the influences and processes of negotiation, rendering Spanish accession negotiations a
very interesting example to demonstrate complexity of negotiations. Spanish accession
negotiations started with Spain’s official request for membership in 1977, and
concluded with a membership treaty in 1985. Thus accession negotiations correspond
to a time frame of eight years. When the 15 year period of low level contact during the

Franco peried is also considered, Spanish EC discussions last 23 years. The duration



of the negotiations single’s out Spanish accession negotiations, and provides an
opportunity to analyze dynamics of the negotiation process in a long time span. As to
internal change of parties, Spain transforms from a dictatorship to democracy, in the
years following Franco’s death (1975). Spanish accession negotiations aiso correspond
to a time of internal transformation for the E.C. The impact of the synchronized
transformation of negotiating parties, can be explained by the formation of a pattern of
linkage, where internal matters of the patties are linked to the negotiatidns proper.
Spanish accession negotiations also constitute an interesting subject matter due to
Spain’s unique structural characteristics. First of all, during official accession
negotiations, Spain was a parliamentary monarchy, augmenting the number of parties
involved in the negotiation process. Secondly Spain had a politically involved military.
The political nature of the military also had an impact on accession negotiations, very
well illustrated with the military coup attempt of 1981. Thirdly, elements of Spanish
history such as the civil war, followed by a dictatorship of General Franco influenced
Spanish negotiating behavior. Finally Spain was a country that had autonomous regions
like Basque County, Catalonia, and Galicia. This aspect of Spain, determined the
country’s internal conflicts and resolutions to these conflicts, thus indirectly influencing
the official nepotiations. |
Constitutional negotiations, the second case studied constitute an interesting
subject matter due to the following reasons: a) relational character with acclession
negotiations, b) unique aspects of period and c) distinct structural characteristics. The
constitutional negotiations are related to the accession negotiations, through structure
and content. The structural relationship can be explained as the constitutional
negotiations constituting an intra negotiation to one of the negotiating parties of the
accession negotiations; namely Spain. Content wise constitutional negotiations are at
the core of democratic consolidation, which from another perspective is a prerequisite
for accession negotiations. Secondly the constitutional negotiations takes place at a
very interesting time period, where consensual politics determines the style of
governance. Thirdly the constitutional negotiations have distinct structural
characteristics based on their parliamentary character. For example the parliamentary
nature of negotiations brings together a specific negotiating format where the same
" issues are negotiated by different committees.
The last case of study, Fontainebleau European Council negotiations have

significance based on their relational character to the accession negotiations, unigue



aspects and distinct structural characteristics. The relation again is two fold; structural
and content wise. Structurally the Fontainebleau European Council Negotiations
constitute an example to internal negotiations of one of the parties to the accession
negotiations; the European Community. An understanding of the European
Community dynamics during the accession negotiations is necessary to be able to
situate the link. Development in E.C. issues such as Therian enlargement wete blocked
due an inability to solve the British Budgetary problem. Thus a solution to the British ‘ ,
budgetary problem at the Fontainebleau European Council, opéned the way in
accession negotiations. Unique aspects of the Fontainebleau European Council include
factors like the meeting taking place under French presidency. Considering that France
blocks the accession negotiations two times, the French presidency’s initiative to open
the way in accession negotiations is a good example that demonstrates complexity of
negotiations. The distinct structurai characteristics of European Council meetings such
as a common format that include the preparation of position papers, sessions of
negotiations, and a concluding communiqué, provides substantial subj ect matter for the
analysis of processes and influences of negotiation. |

Thus it can be stated that the three cases selected; Spanish accession
negotiations, Spanish constitutional negotiations, and the Fontainebleau European
Council negotiations constitute interesting examples to demonstrate compléxity of
negotiations both individually, and in a relational context. When the analysis focuses
on a relational context, looking at the three cases as a whole, a system of negotiations
can be observed. This study defines a system with three different perspectives. The first
perspective that presents a multi level negotiation system differentiates the cases
studied as primary negotiations and secondary negotiations. Spanish-EC accession
negotiations are considered as the primary negotiations. Inner or intra negotiations of
parties to the primary negotiation make up the secondary negotiations. In this
understanding, constitutional negotiations and Fontainebleau European Council
negotiations constitute the secondary negotiations, the initial being an intra-Spain
negotiation, and the latter being an intra E.C negotiation.

The second perspective, which can be also referred to as the party
perspective accepts one party as the center of the system, and looks at the negotiation
processes the party is engaped in. Putnam’s (1993) two level games, at which the
negotiator is present at both the domestic and international negotiating tables

simultaneously, is very relevant in understanding what this study presents as the party



based system. In the current context, the Spanish government negotiated with the EC,
on enlargement, and negotiated the 1878 constitution with other political parties. We
can follow the same line of thought for the E.C, and say that the E.C negotiated with
Spain, and also conducted internal negotiations. Thus the scope of this study
corresponds to both a Spain centered system, and E.C centered system. In other words
two separate two level games that are relational to one another are studied.

The third perspe'étive underlines time as a common denominator of the
cases studied, From a time based analysis it can be stated that the constitutional
negotiations (1978) and the Fontainebleau European Council negotiations (1984) share
brief time segments with the Spanish-EC accession negotiation. (1977-1985). This
perspective accentuates that constitutional negotiation take place one year after the
commencement of accession negotiations, and Fontainebleau negotiations take place

one year prior to the finalization of accession negotiations.

3. Parties and Issues

The table below presents the primaly' and secondary negotiation sets relevant to the
case of Spain, and identifies the elements of each negotiation set such as parties and
issues. Spain and the European Community are the parties to the primary negotiation
set. The Spanish opposition in exile, constitutes a secondary party during the Franco
dictatorship. In the same time period, we see that democratization is an issue of
priority. It is set as a prerequisite for the commencement of accession negotiations.
Following consolidation of democracy in Spain, agriculture becomes a priority issue,
especially for Mediterranean countries such as France that feared the consequences of
Spanish accession, concerning their agricuitural produce. Delay in negotiations became
a priority issue for Spain, as impasses prevented the negotiations from proceeding. The
primary negotiation set can be considered as an example to a negotiation between a
state and an organization. _

Primary parties to the initial secondary negotiation on the left of the political
spectrum include the Socialist , and Communist Party. Parties on the center right of the
political spectrum include the Union of the Democratic Center. The Popular Alliance,
Catalan Democratic Convergence, and Basque Center Right Nationalists are the
Spanish, and regional nationalist parties. Maintaining the monarchy, framing the

principles of free enterprise in the constitutional text, were Union of the Democratic



Center’s (UCD) priority issues. Constitutional recognition of civil rights and socio

economic issues constituted the priority issues for the leftist parties. Basque and

Catalan parties prioritized decentralization. The initial secondary negotiation set can be

considered as an example to an intrastate and multiparty negotiation

¥

The primary parties that dominate the negotiation process in the second

secondary negotiation are Germany, France, and Britain. Resolution of the British

'

Budgetary Problem is a core issue for all parties. The discussion of the other two

issues, the relaunching of Europe and Iberian accession, is linked to a resolution on the

British Budgetary problem by France. The second secondary negotiation can be

considered as an example to international, intra organizational, and multilateral

negotiation.. Table 1.1 summarizes issues and parties for-each case.

Table 1.1 Issues and Parties of Cases

Case Parties , Issues )
Accession Negotiations Spain and EC Democraﬁzation,
agriculture, delay in
negotiations
Constitutional Union of the Democratic | Maintenance of monarchy,
Negotiations Center, Socialist Party, free enterprise, civil rights,
Communist Party, Popular | sociceconomic issues,
Alliance, Catalan decentralization )
Democratic Convergence,
Basque Center Right
Nationalists
Fontaineblean Surnmit France, Germany, Britain British Budgetary Problem,
relaunching of Europe,

Iberian accession




4, Defining Negotiation.

Negotiation is defined as ‘an interaction in which people try to meet their needs or
accomplish their goals by reaching an agreement with others who are trying to get their
own needs met’ (Mayer, 2000). There are two principle types of negotiation;
distributive and integrative. In distributive negotiation, there are fixed amounts of
resources to be divided, The im'mary motivation of parties is defined with a ‘I win,
you lose’ conception: Primary interests of parties are opposed to each other, and the
focus of relationship is short term. Concepts such as tarpet point, reservation point,
BATNA , bargaining zone, and compromise are part of the distributive bargaining
process, The target point is the party’s most preferred form of settlement (Thompson,
1998). The reservation point represents the minimum settlement of a party (Raiffa,
1982). The bargaining zone is described as the region between parties’ reservation
points (Thompson, 1998) . Fisher and Ury describe Compromise as a midpoint
agreement and BATNA as the Best Alternative to Negotiated Agreement (as cited in
Mayer, 2000). Raiffa illustrates a pattern of concessions where prices successively
purposed by seller and buyer are depictéd and calls this pattern a “negotiation dance™
(Raiffa, 1982).

In integrative negotiation there is a variable amount of Tesources to be
divided. Primary motivation of parties is defined with a ‘I win, you win’ conception.
Lewicki and Litterer describe primary interests of parties as convergent or congruent
with each other, and the focus of relationship as long term (as cited in Robbins, 1998).
The term integrative negotiation encompasses both a process and an outcome of
negotiation: agreement. An integrative agreement is defined as * a negotiated outcome
that leaves no resources unutilized’ (Thompson, 1998). Among the four strategies
outlined by Pruitt (1986) problem solving, contending, yielding and inaction, Pruitt and
Rubin state that the problem solving strategy offers methods for reaching an integrative
agreement (as cited in Thompson, 1998). As to have an understanding of each strategy
‘introduced, problem solving seeks to find an alternative acceptable to both parties,
contending is to force one party’s will on the other, yielding is to reduce one party’s
basic aspirations, and inaction is to do the minimum in the negotiation process (Pruitt,
1995). The problein solving strategy involves various tactics such as expanding the
pie, cost cutting, logroiling, bridging, and non specific compensation. Expanding the.
pie refers to finding a way to increase resources (Pruitt, 1995). In cost cutting, one party



gets what he or she wants, and the other party’s costs are reduced or eliminated
{Thompson, 1998). In log rolling, each party concedes on his or her low priority issue
(Pruitt, 1995). In bridging, a new option is created that satisfies both parties’ interests
(Thompson, 1998). In non specific compensation one party receives his or her most
desirable option, and the other party is repaid in an unrelated issue (Thompson, 1998).
The negotiation process is analyzed in different stages by various ‘
researchers. For example, Saunders defines negotiation as a five part process, in whjcli,
defining the problem, producing a commitment to negotiated séttlement, arranging
negotiations, the actual negotiation, and implementation constitute the stages (Saunders,
1995). Lewicki and Moskal introduce another model of the negotiation process that
includes the following stages: preparation and planning, definition of ground rules,
clarification and jusﬁﬁcaﬁon, bargaining and problem solving as well as closure and
implementation (as cited in Robbiné, 1998). Most of the analysis shares the view that at
large negotiation is made up of a pre negotiation phase, the negotiation proper,
outcome, and implementation. ‘ . .

The main elements of the negotiation process are partiés, issues, and
pqsiﬁons. Party is defined as a participant in conflict that can be individuals, groups,
organizations, communities, or nations. Issues are the resources to be allocated or the
considerations to be resolved in negotiation. Positions are the stated ‘wants’ a negotiator

has for a particular issue (Thompson, 1998).

5. Different Levels of Negotiations, and Multilateral Negotiations

Negotiations take place in the interpersonal, intra-group, inter-group and
international levels: Interpersonal negotiations are negotiations between two
individuals, intra-group negotiations are negotiations within a group, inter-group
negotiations are negotiations between groups and international negotiations are
negotiations between nations. Intra organizational negotiations and intra national
negotiations are examples to intra-group negotiations. Bilateral negotiations, which are
negotiations between two parties can be between two groups, forming an example to
inter-group negotiations, or within a group, forming an example to intra-group
negotiations,

Bazerman, Mannix, Thompson and Kramer define multiparty negotiation ‘as a

group of three or more individuals, each representing their own interests, who attempt

to resolve perceived differences of interest’ (as cited in Thompson, 1998, p.149)



The main characteristics of multiparty negotiations are the .number of parties,
informational and computational complexity, procedural complexity, and strategic
complexity. The first characteristic of multiparty negotiations is the number of parties
present at the negotiating table (Lewicki, Saunders and Minton, 1997). Rubin and
Brown underiine that the increase in the number of p.arties involved in the bargaining
process increases the difficulty of coordination. Conflicting interests and
interdependencieé of negotiaﬁng parties cause a variety of problems {Rﬁbin and Brown,
1975), rendering the negotiation process more difficult and more complex.

In regard to the second characteristic of multiparty negotiations,
informational complexity, there are more issues, perspectives on issues, and total
information present at the negotiating table (Lewicki, Saunders, and Minton, 1997).

The third characteristic, social complexity, refers to the change in social environment
from one to one dialog to a small group, bringing together group dynamics that have an
impact on negotiators such as social pressure. The third characteristic, procedural |
complexity, refers to the complicated process followed in multiparty negotiations
which results in longer negotiation time. The final characteristic, strategic complexity,
refers to the strategies used by parties, most often distributive, in a multiparty
negotiation setting (Lewicki, Saunders, and Minton, 1997). Raiffa points out that the
multiparty negotiation setting may be chaotic and recommends the impositlion of
internal or external structure to meet this challenge (Raiffa, 1982). Constructive roles of
external interveners such as facilitators, mediators, and arbitrators are highlighted
(Raiffa, 1982). Palmer and Thompson define tactics used in multiparty negotiations
such as circular or reciprocal logrolling (as cited in Thompson, 1998). In circular log
rolling, each group member offers another member a concession on one issue and
receives a concession from another group member on another issue (Thompson, 1998).
In the multiparty negotiation context, parties form alliances with other
parties and create coalitions. Coalition is defined as ‘the unification of the power and
resources (or both) of two or more parties so that they stand a better chance of obtaining
a desired outcome or of controlling others not included in the coalition’ (Rubin and
Brown, 1975). Rubin and Brown underscore that coalitions are more likely to form in
competitive bargaining relationships of distributive character (Rubin and Brown, 1975).
Parties are likely to. enter coalitions when they view themselves disadvantaged in regard
to obtaining some outcome and decide to join forces with another party to achieve the

outcome they seek (Rubin and Brown, 1975).



International negotiation constitutes a type of multiparty negotiation, where
parties are nation states. Starkey, Boyer, and Wilkenfeld highlight that a close look at
diplomatic negotiations requires the examination of key processes of international
relations (Starkey, Boyer and Wilkenfeld, 1999). The impact of contextual factors and
sitnational factors such as internal situations of states on international negotiations is
stressed.(Starkey, Boyer and Wilkenfeld, 1999). The negotiation process is 'd.IVlded
into stages, rounds, and phases. Starkey, Boyer and Wllkcnfeld use the metaphor of a,
game to describe international negotiations, where the board represents the negotiation
setting, the players represent the negotiators, and the moves represent the decisions the
negotiators make (Starkey, Boyer and Wilkenfeld, 1999) . .

A multilateral negotiation is divided in three distinct phases: the pre-

_negotiation, formal negotiation, and agreement (Touval, 1995). In the pre negotiation
stage parties decide on pa.rticipants,‘ coalitions among parties are formed, parties
differentiate roles where sometimes a party takes the role of a mediator, and finally
parties inform themselves on the issues and agenda. In the formal negotiation phase,
parties negotiate over the details of the agreement. The agreement pﬁase is the third
phase of a negotiation process, (Touval, 1995) followed by implementation.

Multilateral negotiations can be both intra group, and inter group. If the
negotiation parties, which are more than two in number are within the same group, the
negotiation can be classified as an intra group multilateral negotiation. If the
negotiating parties, which are more than two in number are from separate groups, the
negotiation can be classified as an inter-group multilateral negotiation. The condition of

the separate groups being separate states constitutes international negotiations,

6. Druckman’s Negotiation Framework

Druckman presents the important themes of negotiation research in a
framework of influences and processes. (Cheldelin, Druckman and Fast, 2003), The
framework is made up of six distinct categories such as preconditions, process,
outcomes, background factors and implementation which are demonstrated below in
boxed. This study uses this framework as a blue print for the analysis of the primary

and secondary negotiations concerning Spain,



6.1 Preconditions
The following sub themes for the variable ‘preconditions’ are discussed:
Preparation for negotiation, issue structure, size, complexity, framing, goals and

incentives.

6.1.1 Preparation for Negotiation

Preparation for negotiation is a very important part of the negotiation life cycle,
since good preparation gives the negotiator a stronger hand at the bargaining table
(Thompson, 1998). A good preparation serves as a key for a negotiation to produce a
desired outcome. Lewicki, Saunders and Minton {1997) suggest that negotiators should
choose whether to adopt a competitive, collaborative, or accommodative negotiation
strategy. The process of choice of negotiation strategy requires an assessment of
driving factors, principles and standards, the role of trust, assumptions about the
episodic nature of the process, and negotiation goals.

Environments, contexts, outcomes, processes, and relationships constitute the
driving factors to be taken into consideration when choosing a sirategy. Principles and
standards are the ethical values of a negotiation such as a commitment to l?onesty and
maintain integrity. In regard to trust, negotiators derive this feeling from past
experiences with the other party. Episodic assumptions refers to the perception that
some goals can be attained in short term. Simple negotiation goals can be achieved in
short term negotiations, however more complex negotiation goals requires a sequence
of negotiation episodes (Lewicki, Saunders and Minton , 1977).

Planning the negotiation session is also an important part of the preparatory
phase. Specific steps outlined for effective planning are defiming and assembling issues
and defining agendas, defining interests, consulting with others, managing goal setiting,
identifying your own limits, developing supporting arguments, and analyzing the other
party. Defining issues requires a thorough analysis of the conflict problem, drawing
from past experiences of similar conflicts, gathering information through research, and
consulting with experts. As to assembling issues and defining the bargain mix,
identifying issues, and the connection among different issues is essential. The interests
of a party to a negotiation can be substantive, process based, relationship based, or

based on principles and standards. Consultation with the other party is also important
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and can serve to clarify issues, discuss the agenda, and negotiate ground rules.
Prioritizing issues can be understood as defining the relative importance of our issues,
and also assessing the priority’s of the other party.

Setting goals is significant since it usually requires packaging among several ,
issues and an understanding of trade-offs. Developing supportive arguments requires
gathering facts, figures, and arguments that can be helpful in the actual negotiati'ons.
Finally, analyzing the other party, through information on the other party’s resources, | ,
interests, needs, objectives, reputation, negotiation style, BATNA, authority to make an
agreement, likely strategy and tactics, is a prerequisite for successful negotiation

(Lewicki, Saunders, and Minton, 1997).

.6.1.2 Issue Structure, Size, Com_pleju'ty and Framing
Issues in negotiations come in different forms and structures. Sometimes the

negotiator faces a single, dense, complex issue. At other times, simple issues are put
together in a package. A negotiator attempts to simplify complexity of an issue by
putting it into words that render the more understandable to both parﬁes and by dividing
the issue if the size is too immense, or by coupling it with an another relevant issue.
Unbundling is cited as one way to handle complexity of negotiations. Lax and
Sebenius underline the importance of unbundling issues, in single issue neE'otiations (as
cited in Thompson, 1998). However addition of other issues to facilitate the
negotiation is also 2 common practice (Thompson, 1998).

Framing information, which is an important cognitive bias, has a considerable
impact on the process and outcome of negotiation, Neale and Bazerman underline the
way in which the options are presented affects the willingness of parties to reach an
agreement (as cited in Lewicki, Saunders and Minton, 1997). Framing an issue starts the
search for a solution in the negotiation process. The interests of others are discovered
through framing. Framing the issues, forming options, assessing the options, and
reframing the remaining options and issues are all part of the negotiation process.

Final framing is the last step leading to the final agreement (Mayer, 2000).

6.1.3 Goals and Incentives

Formulating goals is an important aspect of the negotiation process. Fisher,
Kopelman and Schneider (1994) suggests that. a goal pointing at the direction we

would like to go, is better thana fixed objective that must be reached. One of the
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most important criteria Fisher outlines regarding the formulation of goals, is that a goal
should be conceivable attainable, Thus grand goals such as ‘world wide equality’ serve
as a valuable political strategy (Fisher, Kopelman & Schneider, 1994) but it is doubtful
whether they are helpful at the negotiating table. Thus realistic goals that are clearly
defined can facilitate a negotiation process.

Common goals which are termed as superordinate goals in negotiation
Jiterature, facilitate the negotiéﬁng prdcess by creating a common ground. Thompson
(1998) underlines that a common goal, similar to a common enemy, eliminates the
perception that the parties’ interests can be completely opposed, and creates a new
understanding that both parties find acceptable, and at times superior to their previous
values. Rubin and Swap suggest that an effective leader can create a sense of
transcendence by introducing superordinate goals that bridge existing bases of conflict
or competition in order to reach increased cooperation. Rubin and Swap state that

superordinate goals also serve to increase group cohesiveness (as cited Hopmann,
1996).

6.2 Background factors _
The following sub themes for the variable ‘background factors’ are discussed:

Culture, relationships, cognitive and ideological factors, experience and onéentations,

and alternatives.

6.2.1 Culture

Families, social groups, and departments in an organization, organizations,
industries, states, regions, countries, societies and continents all contain cultural
differences (Thompson, 1998). Negotiations across cultures have directed attention to
the impact of culture in nepotiations. The emphasis on culture when treating
negotiation dynamics compliments the classical structural analysis of negotiation
dynamics, adding value to the classical studies of negotiation. Cohen (2001), for
example, uses the Syrian-Israeli peace talks to demonstrate the inability to convey
abstract concepts through translation, and his work draws attention to compiexities of
negotiations across languages (as cited in Albayrak ,Bilali, Caglayangil, Eruzun &
Sadik 2004). By studying e mail exchanges of Russian and Argentinian members of a
software joint venture, Wu and Law (2003) look at how the sense of otherness can

escalate conflict in negotiations (as cited in Albayrak et al, 2004).
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Druckman and Hoppman state that despite the quantity of research done on
negotiation and culture, whether to accept culture as another variable or the context
of the negotiating environment is an unclear topic for researchers (as cited in
Druckman, 2003). Gelfand and Realo underline that the lack of clarity of accepting .
culture as another variable is also related to the problem regarding the unit of cultural

expression (as cited in Druckman, 2003). o

6.2.2 Relationships

Structural relationships among parties and personal relationships both fall in
the category of relationships (Thompson, 1998). Kelley underlines that the key
characteristics of strong relationships are frequent interaction over a long period of
time, variety of activities, or events, strong influence between people, and potential for
arousing strong emotions (as cited m Thompson, 1998).

Research indicates that friends demonstrate different bargaining behavior than
do strangers ( Druckman , 2003). Shoeninger and Wood have proven that negotiation
among friends is less competitive (as cited in Thompson, 1998), and ﬂalpern has
demonstrated that agreement is reached at a quicker time (as cited in Druckman, 2003).
Halpern also points out that joint cutcomes of negotiations among friends often tend to
be less mutually beneficial or integrative (as cited in Druckman, 2003). Research by
Fry, Firestone and Williams aiso éhows that negotiations among close friends do not

reach level 2 or level 3 integrative agreements (as cited in Thompson, 1998).

6.2.3 Cognitive and Ideological Factors
The psychological approach to negotiation focuses on cognitive bias which is . _

displayed by selective perception, stereotypical distortion , attributional distortion, and
self fulfilling prophecy (Kremenyuk, 2002). Selective perception is when a party
perceives what s/he choices to see. Stereotypical distortion is described as the tendency
to simplify a complex cognitive environment. Attributional distortion is when even
kind acts of the other party as regarded as a result of manipulative intent, and negative
actions by the other party are regarded as untrustworthy disposition (Kremenyuk, 2002).
Zechmeister and Druckman illustrate that ideological factors are ideological
dispositions of a party that have an impact on the negotiation process and that at some

instances bargaining positions are linked to broader ideologies (as cited in Druckman,
2003)
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6.2.4 Experience and Orientations .
Research on negotiator behavior indicates that effective negotiators have
experience. The orientation of the negotiator dete_rmines whether the experience is
used to maximize personal or joint outcome. Thompson illustrates that competitively
oriented negotiatdrs use their“experience to maximize personal outcome, and
cooperatively oriented negotiators channel their know how to a joint outcome (as cited
by Druckman, 2003) . Neale and Northeraft point out that experience also provides
negotiators with analytical tools or frameworks that help them to deal with novel
situations (as cited in Thompson, 1998). Research also indicates that in international
negotiations which have an asymmetry in terms of experience, the outcome tends to

favor the experienced delegation (Druckman, 1990).

6.2.5 Alternatives

Druckman underlines that attractive alternatives to negotiation terms produce
better outcomes for negotiators that have an access to alternatives. Factors such as
having less need to compromise or to rush into an agreement produce the opportunity
to search for optimal agreements (Druckman, 2003). However, the 0ppoﬁ?nity of
reaching an integrative agreement is lost when negotiators use their alternatives to
pressure the other party. Pinkley, Neale and Benner underline that a self centered
approach taken by the party who has a better alternative does not contribute to an

integrative outcome (as cited in Druckman, 2003).

6.3 Conditions
The following sub themes for the vanable ‘conditions’ are discussed: The

negotiation context, time pressure, and third parties.

6.3.1 The Negotiation Context:

The negotiation context is defined from a variety of perspectives. Starkey, Boyer
and Wilkenfeld who represent the realist school of thought portray the international
system as the negotiation setting, and focus on power relations of actors. This
definition is relevant for international negotiations. More precisely, social context is

defined as the relationship between parties and the emotions during the negotiation
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process (Thompson, 1998). It should be underlined that all negotiations take place
within a certain context (Breslin and Rubin, 1995). The context at which the
negotiations take place may both constrain the negotiétors or facilitaté the process.
External events can be explained as incidents not directly related to the negotiation |

process, which however do have an impact on the process. As to openness versus

secrecy, sometimes negotiations are carried out in secrecy, to minimize the ekternal

affects.

6.3.2 Time Pressure

Time pressure has both positive and negative effects on a negotiation process.
Druckman (2003) states that time pressure is beneficial when used to close agreements
arrived earlier. When facing time pressure, self interested negotiators become more
competitive (as cited in Druckman, 2003} Collaborative negotiators become more
willing to make concessions that favors the other party. Carnevale and Lawler illustrate
that the time pressure also creates a decision dilemma, that r‘educ.es the chances for

optimal agreements (as cited in Druckman, 2003)

6.3.3 Third Parties

The way negotiators react to mediators constitutes an interesting source of influence
from third parties. Research by Carnevale and Henry demonstrates that when level of
hostility between parﬁes is high, the presence of a mediator who is perceived as
trustworthy and competent can induce flexibility (as cited in Druckman, 2003).
Research by Conlon, Carnevale and Ross indicates that mediators who suggest equal
concessions by the parties produce more agreements than mediators who suggest

integrative or asymmetrical outcomes (as cited in Druckman, 2003.)

6.4 Processes
The following sub themes for the variable processes are discussed: Phases,

impasses, turning points, proposals, concessions, emotions and tactics.

6.4.1 Phases/Tmpasses and Turning Points
Phases are the distinct segments of the process that have special functions
(Kremenyuk, 2002). An impasse or a deadlock is defined as an end to negotiations

where parties do not reach a settlement (Thompson, 1998) . A constructive approach
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underlines the natural character of impasses and holds the view that impasses are a
helpful part of the conflict process (Mayer, 2000). Lewicki, Saunders and Minton
(1997) state that factors such as breakdowns in communication, escalation of_ anger and
mistrust, polarization of positions, refusal to compromise, or inability to create options
that are satisfactory to both parties contribute to deadlocks in the negotiation process.
Specific recommendations in relation to handling negotiation breakdowns are made.
Firstly, nei‘:,:fatiatin,c‘:,r parties are recommended to reduce tension and synchronize de-
escalation. Graduated and Reciprocated Initiatives in Tension Reduction (GRIT)' aim to
change the nature of relationships, from mistrusting to trusting (Lewicki, Saunders and
Minton, 1997). Improving the accuracy of communication strategy is another strategy
used to overcome deadlocks. Methods such as role reversal, and imaging, where parties
are asked to describe themselves help to improve communication. Controlling issues is
another strategy in a deadlock situation. A large conflict can be simplified through
various mechanisms such as reducing the number of parties on each side, controlling
the number of substantive issues involved and stating issues in concrete terms rather
than as principles (Lewicki, Saunders and Minton, 1997). Establishing commonalities
also constitutes an effective strategy in dealing with negotiation breakdowns.
Superordinate goals, common enemies, and mutual commitment to rules bring parties
together ( Lewicki, Saunders and Minton, 1997). The last strategy is making preferred
options more desirable to the other party. |

In regard to turning points, they are defined as events or processes that mark
the passage from one state to another (Druckman, 2003). Turning points can either be
positive, instigating development in the negotiation process, or negative, causing
impasses. Either way turning points are evaluated as benchmark events that depict the

way a negotiation unfolds.

6.4.2 Proposals and Concessions

A proposal is the offer a party makes regarding an issue, and a concession is
when a party accepts something lower than his or her target point to reach the other
party at a midpoint, or compromise (Thompson, 1998). Sometimes we come across a

pattern of concession when a party makes more than one consecutive concessions,

! See Ospood (1962). Charles Osgood, who wrote about cold war and disarmament suggested a unilateral
strategy for conflict de-escalation called GRIT (Graduated and Reciprocated Initiatives in Tension
Reduction)
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6.4.3 Emotions

Druckman (2003) indicates that positive emotions and good feelings are
beneficial in negotiations. Research by Carnevale, Isen and Baron demonstrates that
positive emotions reduce the use of contentious tactics and produce a stronger | |

willingness to make concessions (as cited in Druckman, 2003;). The display of positive,

emotions have a particular effect when following tough postures.

6.4.4 Tactics

A key bargaining tactic consists of presenting two faces. Research by Hilty
and Carnevale demonstrates that ha\{ing a cooperative and a competitive posture is more
effective in producing optimal agreements than consistent cooperation or competition
(as cited in Druckman, 2003). This can be achieved by different negotiators displaying
different postures, or the same negotiator displaying both soft and hard postures over
t'nﬁe. Another bargaining tactic is the use of rewards, or making conclession without

reciprocity. This tactic leads to quick, sub-optimal agreements (Druckman, 2003).

6.5 Qutcomes
The following sub theme for the variable ‘outcomes’ is discussed: Agreement or

stalemate

6.5.1 Agreement or Stalemate

Agreement and stalemate are both outcomes of a negotiation process: the
former refers to an end to negotiations where parties do reach a settlement, and the
latter to an end of negotiations where parties do not reach a settlement (Thompson,
1998). There are three different categories of agreements: integrative agreements,
agreements bases on capitulation, and agreements as compromise. When all potential
resources are utilized by parties, and the negotiated outcome is efficient, the agreement
is characterized as integrative. There are three levels of integrative agreements. The
first level reflects mutual settlement; the second, integrative outcome A compromise

agreement is a midpoint agreement between two processes of negotiation.agreements;
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and the third, pareto optimal, reflects the maximum settlement demonstrably superior

to other feasible . Figure 1.1 summarizes influences and processes of negotiation.

Figure 1.1 A Framework of Influences and Processes of Negotiation

Preconditions
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Issue structure: size,
complexity, framing
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!

Process
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*  Domestic/interna
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Source: Figure 11.1 A Framework of influences and processes of negotiation, From Druckman (2003),
p.200

7. Application of Druckman’s Negotiation Framework

This study. applies the variables listed under background factors, preconditions,

process, conditions and outcomes to a) the Spanish accession negotiations to the EC

b) negotiations for the 1978 Spanish Constitution, and c) Fontainebleau European

Council negotiations. The application of the above mentioned variables, aims to

analyze their impact on the negotiation sets. As for the Spanish accession negotiations

to the E.C., cognitive and ideological factors applied as part of background factors are

the meaning of Europe for Spaniards and the meaning of Spain for Europeans. The
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application of the variables is supplemented by a look at the formation of cognitive
images regarding Spain and opinion poll results in France, Germany and Britain on
attitudes concerning Spanish entry. The goals and incentives assessed as part of
preconditions include Spanish reasons for joining the European Community. :

Phases, impasses, bargaining tactics, and turning points are the process related
sub variables evaluated in the context of Spanish-EC enﬁ’y negotiations. The aéldressg:s
of parties are introduced in order to illustrate the use of presenting two faces as a
bargaining tactic. The two deadlocks caused by France are assessed in relation to their
impact on the process. The impact of a turning point on a negotiation process is
demonstrated by a detailed analysis of Spain’s transition from dictatorship to .
democracy.

The study looks at the conditions such as external events and context for both

| parties. In regard to Spain, conditions such as economy, terrorism, and political
developments are assessed. As for the EC, the study looks at the inter community
developments during the seventies and eighties. ' . -

The outcome of the Spanish entry negotiations to the Europeén Community,
namely the Treaty of Accession is studied in regard to its structure. The study looks at
whether or not the Treaty of Accession reflects an integrative agreement.

Regarding preconditions in the constitutional negotiations, goalsl and
incentives are evaluated with an emphasis on the role of the process as a tool for .
consolidating democracy, Alternatives, the relationship among parties and bargaining
orientation are evaluated as background factors. Concepts such as a perceived need for
success in constitutional negotiations, the meaning of consensus in the post Franco
Spain, and the Union of the Democratic Center’s (UCD) style of governance are
emphasized when illustrating the background factors mentioned.

In regard to condition, the study evaluates the impact of external events and
context by assessing the following factors: the dynamics of political parties,
democratic transition, political violence, national reconciliation, elections, the role of
army, the role of the King, the return of the Catalan leader, Moncloa Pacts, and
Spain’s economic situation. Another concept studied is the secrecy of proceedings and
the impact of violating the secrecy principle by leaking the information to the press.
The process of the constitutional negotiations is analyzed by closely examining the use
of presenting two faces as a bargaining tactic, by a specific negotiator. The impasse

between the Union of the Democratic Center and Basque National Party (PNV) is
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assessed, looking at factors that contributed to the deadlock. Finally the outcome of the
constifutiona] negotiations is discussed, taking the text of the 1978 Spanish
Constitution as a basis for discussion., |

Preconditions evaluated for the Fontainebleau European Council negotiations
emphasize the French presidency’s preparation for the European Council meeting, the
complexity of the British budgetary problem, goals and incentives for Britain,
Germany and France in relation to the Common Agricultural Policy and Budget. The
purposeful leakage of information to the press and its impact to the negotiation process
is evaluated as part of conditions to the negotiation. Developments in Britain, West
Germany and France are looked at as parts of external events and context. The
context of the negotiations is also evaluated by offering an introduction to the British
Budgetary Problem and providing an overview of European Council meetings
preceding Fontainebleau. The Best Altemnative to negotiated agreement publicized by
Germany and France , the special relationship between Germany and France, and the
power and dependency structure of the Council are analyzed as various background
factors.

As to the process, the study closely examines the bargaining tactic of A
presenting two faces used by Germany and France, in form of hard negotiating tactics
and collaborative negotiating behavior |
8. Outline of Thesis ,

The following chapter looks at the primary negotiation process; the official
adhesion negotiations between Spain and the EU and applies sub themes of five main
variables of Druckman’s negotiation framework to the case. Although the study
mainly focuses on the time period between 1977, and 1985, Spain-EC negotiations -
during the Franco period are not excluded from the analysis in order to demonstrate
how structural change in the Spanish political system, from dictatorship to democracy,
acts as a turning point in the negotiation process. The life cycle of Spain EC negotiation
process is illustrated in six phases and two impasses: The commencement of
negotiations, low level negotiations, initial phase of negotiations proper, first deadlock,
first phase of development in negotiations, second deadlock, second phase of
development in negotiations, and final series of negotiations concluding with an

accession treaty. Agriculture appears as the most prominent issue of negotiations.
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The third chapter looks at one set of negotiations that took place within Spain
prior to adhesion; constitutional negotiations between political parties. Again sub
themes of Druckman’s five main variables are applied to the case. The four level
pyramid like negotiation structure formed through negotiations carried out by the |
subcommittee of the Congress of Deputies, Committee on Constitutional Affairs,
Congress of Deputies, and Senate Subcommittee on constitutional affairs is iliustrat;d
in the chapter. Prominent issues include the relationship between church and state,
role of moﬁarchy, and degree of political and administrative aufonomy of various
regions (Gunther, Suni and Shabad, 1998).

The fourth chapter covers the Fontainebleau European Council of June 1984.

The negotiation betWeeu France, Germany, and Britain over the British Budgetary
problem is examined, underlining ﬂ"le distributive nature of the negotiations. The
significance of the meeting in relation to the Spanish accession negotiations are
emphasized, The study highlights the outcomes of the Fontainebleau European Council
concerning budgetary imbalances, resources and enlargement, financing of the 1984
budget, dismantling of positive monetary compensatory amounts in fhe Federal
Republic of Germany, social policy, a ‘ people’ s Europe, and the formation of an ad
hoc Committee on institutional affairs. The integrative and distributive aspects of the
agreement are examined. | |

The concluding chapter includes a comparative analysis of the application of

backgrounds, pre-conditions, conditions, process and outcomes tracing patterns of
similarity and difference.
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Chapter 2: A General Context of Negotiations and Analysis of Spanish

Accession Negotiations

1. Introduction

This chapfer addresses the Spanish negotiations to the E.C, in two different
periods; the rapprochement between Spain and Europe during the Franco dictatorship,
and the Spanish accession negotiations following democratization. Spain’s incentive
for joining the European Union was two fold. Firstly Spain wanted to be.a member of
the European Community to secure its democracy, and secondly Spain carried a strong
European vocation which can be traced back to the 30ies. The Franco regime had also
opened up during its last years, turning Spain’s face towards Europe. Change was the
catchword for both Spain and the E.C during the period between 1979 and 1986. Spain
was going through democratic transition. Similar to the chance in Spain, the EC was
also at a stage of development. The European Commission’s 1979 * Progress Toward
European Union’ report underlined issues such as the Treaty of Accession with
Greecé, the first direct elections to the European Parliament and the inauguration of the
EMS (Dinan, 1994). In February 1984 the draft treaty of establishing the E}Jropea.n
Union was prepared (Dinan, 1994). Thus it can be concluded that both parties of the
primary negotiations (Spain-EC entry negotiations) experienced an inner structural
change, which in turn had an influence in their negotiating behavior. For example Spain
wanted to be a member of the E.C. because membership would stabilize its political
system. Likewise the difficulties and aspirations of institutional change in the European
Community, sometimes eased negotiations, and at times rendered them difficult.

Secondarily, during the time frame selected, Spain and the EC both display that
negotiation plays an important role in their inner party governance, In regard to Spain
we see that consensus at the elite level was a significant aspect of the country’s
democratic transition (Gillespie, 1990 ) Consensual decision making can be mentioned
as a characteristic of the Suarez government that took office in 1976 by the appointment
of the King, and was elected in 1977. Consensual decision making included
consultation of party leaders on the making of the 1978 constitution and socioceconomic
issues (Gillespie, 1990) . It is argued that the Spanish transition had a negotiated nature
(Share, 2002). From the beginning transition to democracy was negotiated with the
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Francoist reformers, making negotiation an inseparable element of the new Spanish
political machine. The most important sets of negotiations led by the Suarez
government are the constitutional negotiations, and the negotiations for socioeconomic
pacfs. To sum up the new Spanish government had a priority of achieving consensus,
and the way to achieve consensus was through negotiation.

In regard to the Enropean Community intensity marks the negotiating pra;.ctice.l
The fact that the Council meets at ministerial level over 60 times a year, refiects the
intensity of negotiations. Proposals forwarded to the council by the commission also
increased from 339 to 608 between 1975 and 1986, again accounting to the intensity of
negotiations (Wallace, 1990). Appendix I demonstrates the proceedings of the

Spanish-EC accession negotiations.

2. Spanish EC Rapprochement d;xring the Franco Period

The time period between 1957 and 1975 corresponded to modernization of the
Franco regime. The Opus Dei ? technocrats who were appointed at several miniéhies,
Wbrked for the opening of the Francoist regime (Share, 2002). In ecénomic terms, they
sought economic reform, illustrated with the 1962 Plan of Development. The Opus Dei
wanted to integrate Spain into the international capitalist economy. The desire of
integration was not limited to economic terms. Ending the long isolation of Spain from
western nations was also a top priority for the Opus Dei (Carr 2001, Juste 1998). Thus
prior to General Franco’s death in 1975, a rapprochement with the European
Community was observed. The assignment of a Spanish ambassador to the E.Cin
1960, is a very godd example to the European vocation of the Franco regime governed
by Opus Dei technocrats (Angoustures, 1995). The Franco dictatorship perceived full
integration with Europe as a necessity. The regime desired to maintain or increase
exports to the EC zone. (The EC zone was the principle market of Spanish exports), and
this was only possible by a forming a structural link with Europe. The establishment
also had political interests in the EC The establishment perceived that forming links
with the EC would strengthen the regime. The principles of Catholicism,
anticommunism and belonging to a European vocation were also highlighted in the

thetoric used by the regime wanting to turn westward (Juste, 1998) .

* Opus Dei (God’s Work), a secretive catholic organization founded in 1928. Opus Dei technocrats were
influential in the opening of the Francoist regime.
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However the regime’s European vocation was not sufficient for the
commencement of accession negotiations, since the European Community, in principle,
refused to negotiate membership with a non democracy. An examination of requests
and responses is essential in understanding the pattern seen in the rapprochement. Prior
to the country’s official request of opening accession negotiations, Spain’s foreign
minister underlined the possibility of a status of association, similar to that of Greece
in a speech that he gave in 1961. The Birkelback address (15.1.1962) of the EC
underlined geographic, economic, and political conditions for adhesion. The address
pointed out the use of regional systems such as customs union, zone of free trade, and
possibility of commercial agreements (Juste, 1998). Thus with the Birkelback address
the EC conveyed to the other party that negotiations could be on commercial
agreements and not on accession. The EC had made it clear that accession negotiations
with non democracies was not an option. The 1950 resolution of the Consultative
assembly of the Council of Europe listed free elections, and the establishment of a
constitutional regime as prerequisites. Position adopted by the European Parliament in
June 1962 also underlined that only democratic states could be members of the
community.

Spain’s officially requested the opening negotiations on possible Spanish entry
to the EC with the Carta Castiella dated 9.11.1962. There was no act of rtlaciprocity to
the first demand, except a formality letter of response. Spain made a second request
(14.11.1964) two years later. Issues brought up in the second request were the Plan of
Stabilization and the Plan of Economic and Social Development implemented by Spain.
The request underscored that the plans had the objective of achieving compatibility
with principles outlined in the treaty of Rome. The Council of Ministers of the EC
responded by an authorization of the opening of negotiations with the goal of examining
the economic problems and finding appropriate solutions. Thus, the EC set the ground
where the negotiations were headed, underlining what was possible and what was not.
Spain’s aspiration point was full integration as mentioned before. However what the EC
offered was higher than Spain’s least desirable outcome, which meant no negotiations at
all. Thus, the exploratory talks started in 1964 and concluded with a preferential trade
agreement at 1970. The preferential trade agreement created a zone of free trade
between Spain, member states, and associates (Juste, 1998). The talks that lead to the
preferential trade agreement experienced technical and political difficulty. Spain’s form

of government; dictatorship, was the most tangible handicap. Again, using a
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negotiations analytical framework, Spain’s initial demand was membership, and what it
received at the end of the negotiations was the ‘preferential trade agreement.’

Spain had reservations regarding the trade agréement. The administration thus
requested renegotiation based on the existing agreement, introduction of necessary |
modifications concerning economy, readjustment of the agreement, concessions in favor
of Spanish agricultural exports. An interesting note, the different items in the rec'luest
include many repetitions. | |

The Opus Dei technocrats had not achieved full integraﬁon as desired, however
they formed the initial grounds of the relationship that the democratic governments to
come would build on. Following, General Franco’s death in 1975, Juan Carlos became
King of Spain. The King appointed Adolfo Suarez as Prime Minister in June, and law
on political reform was passed by rqferendum in December. Spain held its first

democratic elections in June 1977, which resulted with a victory of the Union of the

Democratic Center (UCD) and Suarez became the elected Prime Minister. (Perez-Diaz,
1999)

3. Spain-EC Negotiations after Democratic Consolidation

The new democracy had a strong belief that E.C membership would reinforce
democracy, contribute to the solution of the nationalities question, transform social
reality of the country, and highlight Spain’s international position. Thus, the expected
outcomes of membership formed Spain’s interest in starting negotiations.

As to the E.C, the structural obstacle, namely Spain’s type of government, was
out of the way since the transformation to democracy had taken place. The E.C held the
position that a democratic Spain belonged among European countries. As a matter of .
fact, Spain entered the Council of Europe in 1977, right after democratic consolidation.

After an introduction to the parties’ positions following the establishment
of democracy, let us look again at the identity of the parties. It would be an
oversimplification to continue an analysis on a two primary party basis. Especially in
the negotiations after democratic consolidation in Spain, we see that the EC is
represented by its various institutions such as the presidency and commission . Issues
are sometimes simultaneously negotiated with different institutions of the E.C. Thus,
each institution can be seen as a primary party. Regarding Spain, the Suarez
government initiates the negotiations, which are later on followed by the Gonzales

government.
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Similar to the track followed before, this thesis proceeds with an analysis of
requests and responses. In 1977, Spa;in, under the Suarez government, requested
adhesion. The position of the country was also clearly outlined in this formal request
which read “ Our hope is that the negotiations proceed in a reasonable time table and,
reach mutually satisfactory results”. * A response by the President of Council of
Ministers H. Simonet followed. (20.1X.1977). However, again negotiations Weré not
started. As a reaction to the delay in the start of negétiations, the Spanish Foreign |
Minister gave an address in 1978 and outlined his coﬁntry"s speéiﬁc positions
concerning specific issues. In his speech the Minister underlined that Spain expected an
agricultural policy that balanced the distance between the north and south, a fishery
policy that allowed the utilization of Spain’s membership application, a commercial
policy that could resist protectionism, an economic and monetary union that could
stabilize the markets of foreign exc};ange, policies that allow the use of the Spanish
membership application, regional policy that revalorizes the importance of
intermediaries and municipalities, immigration policy that addresses problems of .
Spanish immigrants. The speech concluded with the following remaﬂcs “ Spain does
not accept an adhesion process with phases, nor a regime of pre adhesion™ laying the
éonditions on the negotiation table. > Interestingly, the address not only covered Spain’s
positions regarding adhesion negotiations but also highlighted Spanish posiﬁons on the
inter institutional debate, For example, the address reiterated that Spain in favor of the
majority voting system (Juste, 1998) '

The adhesion negotiations commenced in 1979. The EC for its part put the
acquis communitaire on the negotiating table. Despite the good will of both parties,
negotiations did not continue smoothly. France blocked the negotiations, first in 1980,
and then again in 1983. Ata visit to Madrid in June 1982, the French President

expressed his views regarding Spanish accession as such : ° under existing

* Fr. Bulletin of European Community. No 7/8 (1977), pg 6, cited as source by Juste, A.M. (1998), p. 86
* Fr. Diary of Senate Sessions, 1978, pg 456-457, cited as source by Juste, AM . {1998), p.86

* The quotes 32 and 33 are translated from the Spanish by the author of this study

% Fr. Nicholsan and East, Enlargement, p.222 quoted by Dinan, D. (1994), p.133
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circumstances accession would mean an unfortlmate state of anarchy, adding new
pressures to those already facing the communities’ ®

. France was particularly against-Spanish accession since it would increase the
Community’s agricultural area by 30 % and its farm work force by 25%. This
development would bring about direct competition between France and Spain in the
production and sale of fruit, vegetables, and olive oil. (Dinan, 1994 ) The attempted
military coup in Madrid, in Fébruary 1981 reminded Europeans of the pﬁli-tical
imperative of Spanish accession. (Dinan, 1994 ). The European Parliament
declaration, which was made following the military coup attempt, underlined
responsibilities of the community in providing the continuity of democratic forces in
Spain and called for the competent institutions to adopt the necessary measures to
accelerate adhesion negotiations. The military coup acted as a facilitating factor for the
continuity of negotiations during the first deadlock, but the negotiations experienced a
second impasse in 1983. '

Felipe Gonzales reacted to the second deadlock in the negotiation process by
writing a letter to heads of state of ten member states. (1983). In this letter he reminded -
the decision of the Stuttgart Summit and underlined that after the Stuttgart Summit,
overcoming the intercommunity crisis and enlargement are parts of the same political
project. Gonzales also mentioned that adhesion to the community is top priority and
called for a clear attitude from member states and institutions. He requeste& integration
of Spain to the community in a reasonable time.

French president Frangois Mitterand replied to Gonzales’s letter in
December, 1983. Issues for France in Mitterand’s letter are listed as the following:
markets of fruits and vegetables, viniculture and fishery, internal disposition of
tomatoes to the Community of 10, having in mind the eventual enlargement.
(Juste,1998)

Finding a middle ground between the Spanish and French positions was the
main challenge of the negotiators. In other words, the bundle to untangle in the
negotiation process was the France factor. An informal meeting among the Socialist
Ministers of the Mediterranean EC member countries and applicants that took place on
16, 17 October 1983, set the ground for a breakthrough in the agriculture issue . The
EC Bulletin of 1983 points out that the Luxembourg meeting that took place two days

% Fr. Nicholsan and East, Enlargement, p.222 quoted by Dinan, D. (1994), p.133
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after the informal meeting of the socialist Prime Ministers, resulted with an agreement
among agriculture ministers to organize the communities fruit, vegetable, and oil
markets (as cited in Dinan, 1994) |

Fisheries constituted another area of dispute between France and Spain.
Under the common fisheries policy , the EC was trying to limit the access of the
Spanish fishing fleet which was larger than the combined fishing fleets of uiemi)er
countries. The fisheries dispute between France and Spain surfaced when French patnl‘)l '
boats fired on two Spanish trawlers which were within the Corﬁmunity’s 200 mile
fisheries limit. The Spanish government responded by lodging an official complaint in
Paris. Spanish fishermen, for their part, attacked foreign trucks, and the truck drivers
blockaded the Spanish border (Dinan, 1994 ). The fisheries dispute continued until early
1985. Interestingly, it was the setﬂpment of the British Budgetary question at the
Fontaineblean Summit that put Spanish entry negotiations back on track, rather than a
break through in the primary negotiation process itself (Dinan, 1994).

Finally, the EC sought to eliminate the ‘threat’ of Spain’s eniry by .
persuading Spain to agree to the following points: ten year transition ben’od for Spanish
agricultural exports, seven year transition period for freedom of movement, seven year
transition period in free trade of industrial goods, and a sixteen year transition period to

full access to E.C fishing grounds (Bidelaux and Taylor, 1996).

4. Application of the Framework
In this chapter, the variables preconditions, background factors, conditions,

processes and outcomes, and their sub themes are applied to the Spanish accession

negotiations to the EC.

4.1 Preconditions

Spanish goals and incentives related to the outcome of accession negotiation are

studied as preconditions
4.1.1 Goals and Incentives

Spain’s reasons for joining the European Community are discussed as an

example to goals and incentives.
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Reasons for Joining the European Community

The democratic political forces of Spaiﬁ interpreted accession to the European
Community as a guarantee of democracy (Juste, 1998 ). In his book, Espana y el
Proceso de Construccion Europea, Juste expresses the reasons to support accession to
the E.C. Primarily, Juste accentuates the net contribution of the accession process to the
legitimization of democracy among the Spanish elite and in the Spanish public opinion.
He highlights the consensus émong democratic political forces that accéssion to the
community would be a guarantee for the continuation of the democratic system in the
country. Secondly, the expectation of integration with Europe strengthened Spain’s
hand in issues concerning the regions, by toning down the confrontation between the
central administration and regional autonomies. Post Francoist Spain’s attempt to
reconcile aspirations of Catalans, Basques, Galicians, Asturians, and Castilians by
shifting power to autonomous regions, coincided very well with the E.C concept of
“Europe of the regions’ (Bideleux & Taylor, 1996). Thirdly, Spaniards expected
integration with Europe to radically transform the social reality of Spain by
modernizing Spanish political culture. The Spaniards also perceived the adaptation of
the finance and production structures, as a positive impact of Spain’s entry negotiations
with the EC. Finally accession to the EC was perceived to resolve an important Spanish
foreign policy issue, by determining the country’s international position. quste, 1998)

Exports were a crucial 1ssue in the package of benefits of accession .

President Felipe Gonzales had stated that Spain sold 50% of its total exports to the
European community as one of the reasons for joining the EC (Fuentes 1986). Since
Spain had lower prices than the set E.C levels in agricultural products, it had the ability
to gain more from its agricultural production (Klein, 1998). As a concluding remark,
finance and economy wise, the European Community had thus become anonymous -

with economic security, growth, more foreign capital, and monetary aid from the EC

4.2 Background Factors

- The study highlights Spain’s perception of Europe, and the European countries’
perception of Spain, since perception of the other constitutes a significant aspect of
cognitive factors. How a party sees the other, has an impact on negotiating behavior.
After areview of perceptions, the study continues with an analysis of how the

European perception of Spain was formed. The role of the Spanish cinema, during the
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accession negotiations, plays an important part.in constructing the image of Spain,

which in turn influences how Spain is perceived by Europeans.

4.2.1 Cognitive and Ideological Factors
How the two parties, Spain and European Community member states pex"ceived

Spanish accession to the EC is discussed as an example to cognitive and ideological

factors.

Spain’s Perception of Europe .

During the period of democratic consolidation (1975-1985) Europe carried a
special significance for Spain. Spaniards associated accession to the European
Community with the functioning of' the Spanish democracy, securing Spanish exports,
facilitating the choice of products, overcoming the economic crisis, a strengthened
ag:nculture and a betterment Spain’s position in the world (Juste, 1998 )- Spaniards
believed in the idea of a ‘return’ to Europe. The feeling that Spain was already a part of
Europe, yet separated from it, due to political problems was dominant among Spaniards.
Unlike many other candidate countries, there was not a debate on whether or not to join
the European Community. Rather, becoming a part of Europe, or returning to Europe as
Spaniards saw it, was a national priority, supported by all political parties' and the civil
society. At 1978, duﬁng its second National Congress the UCD (Union de Centro
Democratico) reafiirmed the three directions of Spanish foreign policy: Europe,
democracy, and the West. At 1979 the European vocation was supported by all forces of
the Parliament. (Juste, 1998 } . The resolutions of PSOE'’s (Partide Socialista Obrero
Espanol) October 1981 Congress also reflect a strong European conviction. For the

socialists, the idea of Europe was equivocal with the ideas of liberty and democracy
( Juste, 1998)

What Accession of Spain Meant for Europeans

How Europeans perceived Spain or Spanish accession can be analyzed in a few
ways. This study looks at Euro-barometre poll results in three distinct countries: France,
Germany, and Britain to gain an understanding of the European public opinion on
Spanish accession. In order to have an insight of the cognitive images about Spain, the

study analyses images of Spain during the period of official negotiations.
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France’s Perception of Spanish Accession:

France mainly feared the economic aftermath of Spanish accession. Producers
of Mediterranean farm products and also steel, coal, automobile, textiles and footwear
industries can be listed as the sectors that were uneasy about Spanish entry (Bideleux
and Taylor, 1996). Attitudes towards Spanish membership in Europe were measured by
euro-barometre sﬁrveys conducted in Autumn 1977, Autumn 1978, Spring 1980, and
Spring 1985, A two-fold question was directed at interviewees, aimed at measuﬂng
how Spanish membership was regarded for one’s own country and for Spain. The
surveys conducted in 1977 and 1978 reflect that mostly RPR voters and Communist
party voters opposed Spanish accession. On the other hand Spanish accession was
- regarded as beneficial by UDF supporters (Euro-barometre, 1979).

According to the opinion survey of Autumn 1977, 33 % of French
nationals that took part in the survey saw Spanish membership as beneficial for own
country, 20 % saw Spanish membership as harmful for own country, 27 % replied
neither beneficial nor harmful, and 20 % did not have an opinion on the issue (meaning
replied ‘I do not know"). As to the results of the opinion survey conducted in Autumn
1978, ‘26 % perceived Spanish accession as beneficial, 20 % as harmful, 36 % replied
neither beneficial nor harmful, and 18 % did not have an opinion. The Aut?mn 1978
survey also reflects that 74% of the French nationals that tock part in the survey think
that Spanish accession is beneficial for Spain, 2 % think that it is harmful for Spain, 8 %
perceive Spanish accession as neither beneficial nor harmful for Spain, and 16 % does
not have an opinion (Euro-barometre, 1979).

An interesting observation is that support for Spanish membership was
more widespread among opinion leaders. Support among leaders had fallen between
autumn 1977 and autumn 1978. The perception of Spanish membership as beneficial
for own country reflected in the 1977 survey by leadership rating in France, ranging
from non leaders to leaders is as such: 24 % (non leaders --), 31 % ( -), 40 % (-+) and 40
% (leaders + +) . The perception of Spanish membership as beneficial for own country
reflected in the 1988 survey by leadership rating in France on the other hand is as such:
20 % (non leaders --), 24 % ( -), 28 % ( +), and 35 % (leaders + +) . The perception of
Spanish membership as beneficial for Spain reflected in the 1978 survey is as such: 56

% (non leaders --), 74 % ( -), 80 % ( +), and 86 % (leaders + +). The results indicate a
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weighted average. Table 2.1 illustrates attitnde towards Spanish membership in

France, related to voting intentions in national elections of 1978.

Table 2.1 French Attitude towards Spanish Accession ot

For own country For Spain
Base ' :
A good neither bad  a bad don't A good neither bad o bad don’ know
thing nor good thing fnow thing nor good thing fnow

Porisoclist 1 (18) | (42) [(19) [(2D) [GB0) [(12)% [% [(5)% [@8)%

- % % |% |% |%

Parti 26 28 32 i4 71 12 6 11 { 118

Communiste
(P.C.F)

Puiosie |27 |39 |20 |14 |78 |8 |2 |12 |38

Radicaux de
Gauche R.G)

Ecolagistes 29 42 11 18 78 4 - 18 56

Pari 38 36 12 14 87 5 - 8 133

Républicain

(U.D.F)

Démocrates | (40) | (30) | (16) | (14) | (69) | () %) (15) | (38)

{U.D.F)

Radienss 2N @8 | (1) (@20 |@83) | (D Q] (10) |27

Rassemblement ‘

pour la 28 35 23 14 |72 7 3 18 | 132
republique

(R,BR .

Source: Part of Table 59 Aititude to Spanish Membership of the community related o voting intentions
in national elections printed in Euro-barometre No.10, p. 112, January 1979

The opinion survey conducted in 1980 focuses on the public knowledge in
Europe of the candidate countries. When asked which South European countries were
demanding accession to the European Community, 57 % of French nationals that took

part in the survey could site Spain. When asked whether they had the chance to visit
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Spain in the last 10 to 15 years, 36 % of French nationals that took part in the survey
replied “yes’. (Euro-barometre, 1985)

Awareness of Spain’s accession process together with Portugal’s was again
tested by a public opinion Survey in 1985. 70 % in France named Spain and Portugal,
13 % named Spain or Portugal, and 17 % did not name either of the two or did not
reply. (Euro-barometre, 1985) |

Regardjng positions for and against Spanish accession in France, 10 % were
strongly for, 34% somewhat for, 17 % somewhat against, 10% strongly against and
29% did not know according to the October 1983 opinion survey. The March-April
1985 public opinion survey indicated that 17 % of the French interviewees were
strongly for Spanish accession, 41 % were somewhat for, 19 % were somewhat against,

9 % were strongly against and 14 % did not know (Buro-barometre, 1985)

Political inclinations and attitude in France to Spanish membership at 1985 is as
illustrated in Table 2.2 |

Table 2.2. Political Inclinations and Attitude towards Spanish Accession in France

Left Centre Rjght Extreme
right

fg}’“ﬂly 20% 14% 15% 21% {

Somewhat 49 43 39 33

for ) .

Somewhat 19 21 23 12
_Egzunst

Strongly 13 5 9 10 19
_ngnlnsl

Don’t 8 7 13 13 15

know

Total 100 100 100 100 100

Index 2.84 2.91 2.71 2.67 2.65

N 89 2G7 359 195 | 51

Source: Table titled The French and their attitude to Spanish accession according to their political

leanings printed in Euro-barometre 23, June 1985, p 37

An interesting observation is stated at euro-barometre report number 23. The report
underscores that the strong opposition by the Communist Party and the Rassemblement

pour la Républic to Spanish accession has not influenced the mass of the population.
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Another question asked at the March/April 1985 Survey is whether Spanish
accession is a bad thing for the community. According to the results 39 % of the French
respondents perceived Spanish accession as a good tlﬁng for the community, 29 %
perceived it as neither good nor bad, 18 % perceived Spanish accession as a bad thing,
for the community, and 14 % did not know. (Euro-barometre, 1985)

German Perception of Spanish Accession |

Compared to other European nationals, Gen:ﬁans had a ﬁositive attitude towards
Spanish accession. Generally Germans shared the view that accession would have a
positive affect for their country The euro-barometre public opinion survey conducted in
Autumn 1977 indicates that 48 % of the German respondents perceived Spanish
accession to the Community as bent?ﬁcial for own country, 8 % perceived it as harmful
» 27 % perceived it as neither beneficial nor harmful, and 17% did not have an opinion
(meaning answered I do not know) (Euro-barometre, 1979) According to the public
opinion Survey conducted in Autumn 1978, 37 % of German respondents perceived
Sﬁanish accession to the E.C as beneficial for own country, 12 % peréeived it as
harmful , 32 % perceived it as a neither beneficial nor harmful, and 19 % did not have
an opinion. Again at Autumn 1978, 72% of German respondents saw E.C accession as
beneficial for Spain, 2% saw it as harmful, 10 % perceived it as neither beneficial nor
harmful , and 16 % did not have an opinion.

The German perception of Spanish membership as beneficial for own country
at 1977 ranging from non leaders to leaders is as such: 31 % (non leaders - -}, 49 % ( -
), 53 % (-+) and 58 % (leaders ++). The 1978 results demonstrate 26 % (non leaders --
), 36 % ( -), 43 % (+) and 52% (leaders ++). The German perception of Spanish
membership as beneficial for Spain at 1978 ranging from non-leaders to leaders is as
such: 60 % (non leaders --), 72 % (-), 77 % ( +) and 81 % (leaders ++) (Euro-
barometre, 1980) The results reflect weighted averages. Table 2.3 illustrates German

attitude towards Spanish accession in relation to voting intentions in national elections.
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Table 2.3 German Attitude towards Spanish Accession

For own country For Spain
A pood Neither Abad Don't Agood | Neither A bad Don't | Base
thing good nor | thing know thing good nor | thing know
bad bad

Sozinldemocratische 439 31% 13% 13% 7 79 % 10 % ; 2% 9 % 1 158
Partei (SPD) . . N

Frei Demokratische | 4() 31 13 16 70 | 10 3 |17 70
Parlei (FDP)

Christlich- 36 34 12 18 71|10 |3 16 | 384

Demokratische
Union/ Christlich
Soziale Union
(CDUCSU)

Source: Part of Table 59, Attitude to Spanish Membership of the community related to voting

intentions in national elections in Euro-baromeire No.10, January 1979, p. 112

The table above illustrates that there is not much variation among German voters.
However it can be noted that SPD supporters are slightly more in favor of Spanish

accession than CDU/CSU supporters,

In regard to knowledge on the candidate countries, 51 % of the German
respondents could identify Spain when asked to name the three South European
countries demanding membership. As to personal knowledge on the candidate
countries, 26 % of German respondents had visited Spain during the last 10 to 15 years.
These results were obtained in the 1980 euro-barometre Survey.

Familiarity with the candidate countries was also researched at 1985. Out of the
German respondents, 70% could identify Spain and Portugal, 9 % could identify either
Portugal or Spain and 21% did not identify either of the two .or-could_ not reply (Euro-
barometre, 1985). The results have been obtained by a weighted average. At the March
April 1985 public opinion survey 25 % of the German respondents indicated that they
were strongly for Spanish accession, 41 % indicated that they were somewhat for , 12 %
indicated that they were somewhat against, 4% indicated that they were strongly
against, and 18 % did not have an opinion. In the October 1983 public opinion survey

17 % of the German respondents were strongly for Spanish accession, 30 % somewhat
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for, 13 % somewhat against, 9 % strongly against, and 31 % did not have an opinion
(Euro-barometre, 1985) . As to whether Spanish accession is beneficial or harmful for
the Community, 45 % of the German respondents interviewed at 1985 indicated that it
was beneficial, 31 % perceived the event as neither beneficial nor harmful, 11 %
perceived it as harmful, and 13% did not have and opinion, (Euro-barometre, 1985)

If we look at the variation in German public opinion from 1977 t0-1985 we wﬂ}

see that there is an increase in negative replies and ‘don’t knows’

British Perception of Spanish Accession

British public opinion regarding Spanish accession is also reflected in the Euro-
barometre public surveys. The autumn 1977 public opinion survey indicates that 31 % _
of the British respondents regarded Spanish accession as beneficial for own country,
22% regarded the event as a bad thing, 27 % perceived it as neither beneficial nor
harmful, and 20% did not have an opinion. At autumn 1978, 24 % of British
respondents saw Spanish accession beneficial for own country, 16 % regarded the event
as harmful, 41 % perceived it as neither beneficial, nor ha:rmful and 19% did not hz;ve
an opinion. Again at Autumn 1978, 61% of the British respondents perceived Spanish
accession as beneficial for Spain, 7 % perceived it as harmful, 11 % perceived it as a
neither beneficial nor harmful, and 21% did not have an opinion. The results reflect
weighted averages. (euro-barometre, 1979)

The British perception of Spanish membership as beneficial for owﬁ
country at 1977 ranging from non leaders to leaders is as such: 23 % (non leaders --),
31%( -),38% ( +),37 % (leaders + +). The 1978 public opinion survey indicates
again ranging from non leaders to leaders 19 % (non leaders —), 21 % (-), 30 % ( 1),
31 % (leaders ++) support for Spanish accession among British respondents. The |
percentages regarding British perception of Spanish accession as beneficial for Spain at
1978 ranging from non-leaders to leaders is as such : 44 % (non leaders - -), 63 % ( -),
69 % (+), 70 % ( leaders ++) (euro-barometre, 1979). The results indicated above
reflect weighted averages. Table 2.4 illustrates the attitude to Spanish membership of

Britain related to voting intentions in national elections.
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Table 2.4 British Attitude towards Spanish Accession

For own country For Spain
A good Neither A bad Don™t Apood | Neither Abad Don’t Base
thing goad nor | thing know thing gonodnor | thing know
bad bad
Labour Parly | 93 04 | 39 19 19 | 56 12 1 8 24 | 407
Liberal Party | 37 40 3 25 71 6 3 15 51

gs;g;lgg;g a6 (68 (a9 | 66 | |4 1) (18
ymru, ‘ "
ate...}

Conservative | 28 43 15 14 71 9 |'s 15 1381
Party . .

Source: Part of Table 39 A#titude to Spanish Membership of the community related to voting intentions

in national elections printed in Eurc-barometre No.10, January 1979

The table above demonstrates that Liberals mostly support Spanish accession.

Familiarity with the countries demandiﬁg accession was tested at 1980. Of the
- British nationals interviewed, 37% couid name Spain among the countries demanding
accession. (euro-barometre 13). In the same public opinion survey, 29 % of the British
respondents stated that they had visited Spain in the last 10 to 15 years, When
interviewed again at 1985 42 % of the British respondents could name Spain and
Portugal, 20 % could name Spain or Portugal, and 38 % could not name eitiher or did
not reply. (euro-barometre, 1985) The results reflect weighted averages. The 1985
(March-April) public opinion survey results reflect that 18 % of the British respondents
was strongly for Spanish accession, 32 % was somewhat for, 12 % was somewhat
against, 8 % was strongly against, and 30 % did not have an opinion. At October 1983,
9 % was strongly for, 29 % was somewhat for, 10 % was somewhat against, 9 % was
strongly against and 43% did not have an opinion. (euro-barometre, 1985) The results
reflect weighted averages. As to whether or not Spanish accession was perceived as
beneficial for the Community, at April 1985, 37 % of British respondents perceived
Spanish accession as beneficial, 30 % perceived it as a neither beneficial nor harmful,
16 % perceived it as harmful, and 17 % did not have an opinion. (euro-barometre, 1985)
Again results reflect weighted averages.

An analysis of the relationship between the poll results and the negotiation

process highlights an interesting pattern. In all three countries looked at, public support
for Spanish accession decreases from 1977 to 1978, and increases from 1983 to 1985,

Thus once the accession negotiations start, public support in France, Germany and
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Britain decreases. The decrease of public support is followed by an impasse in 1980.
The negotiations experience a second deadlock in 1983, Once the deadlock is overcome
the accession negotiations proceed, and agreement is reached in 1985. This
development in negotiations is also reflected in an increase for support of Spanish |
accession from 1983, to 1985. Thus the relation does resemble the chicken and egg
dilemma. At times, public opinion seems to be influenced by the negotiations, and at

other times negotiations seem to be influenced by public support.

Forming the Cognitive; Images of Spain during Official Negotiations

Tracing the images sent by Spain via government publicity and private industries such
as cinema, and received by Europeans in the period of official negotiations offers an
understanding on how cognitive schlemas regarding the other are formed.

In the sixties the tourist slogan commeonly used was ‘Spain is different’. This
slogan intended to appeal to a desire for what was seen as the other, and what was seen
as the exotic (Graham and Labanyi, 1996) . Thus, the notion of ‘différence’ was
accepted both by the Spaniards and Europeans. In the eighties, the images of Spain
were transmitted to Europe by the films of Spanish directors such as Carlos Saura, and
Pedro Almodovar . Jordan underlined that it was Spain’s ‘Movida’ (explds‘ion of
creative activity centered around youth culture , which dominated the Madrid cultural -
scene} generation who defined what was Spanish at home and abroad (Jordan and
Tamosunas, 2000). Jordan, in what he calls th: ‘Almodovar affect’ , articulates the
“filmic constructions® of Spain’s national image. Almodovar, displayed an elevation
of tastelessness, contemporaneity, hedonism, fluid identities, female centred-ness,
generic mixing and an obsessive interest in sex which could have reinforced the
association between Spanishness and sex, or sensuality (Jordan and Tamosunas, 2000).
Almodovar also portrayed a schizophrenic dislocation that described the contemporary
Spanish identity.

- The second most influential director, in presenting Spain was Carlos Saura.
Interestingly Saura’s flamenco trilogy corresponds very well to Spain’s accession
process, since Bodas de Sangre was completed in 1980, Carmen in 1983, and El Amor
Brujo in 1986. The first of Saura’s flamenco trilogy Bodas de Sangre (blood wedding)
is based on a classical drama by Frederico Garcia Lorca. The underlying themes of the

drama are death and love. The second of the trilogy Carmen, is an adaptation of the
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