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Errata

(mid-page) Should read, "if an alliance with that re-
gime seems stragegically necessary and
economically desirable.”

(first sentence, second paragraph) "As a matter of
tradition, the United States condug}ed
its Spanish policy in conjunction w
France and Great Britain"”

{cecond -to-last line) ".,,that the best U,S. policy
would be one that kept Spain on the Anglo-
American side of the Iron Curtain.”

(second line)} "practical goncern so much as duty”

(Potter quote) "...,other movements were intrinsically
at one with our own, despite local differ~
ences ¢f complexion,.."

(near bottom) ",..for Jjust a little too long in the
iaic 19408 and early 1950sa, d thelir re-
fusal to folst the Hitler analogy upon
Stalin" etc.

(mid-page) "Though an attempt to banish Franco from
power, the United Nations resolution served
only to increase his intransigence"

(note #17) "In 1945 he told a Madison Square Garden
Audience that in April of 1931," etc.




"Herc 1 am preaching what | have learned the hard way, Tu express
collective Indignation may bring the glow of moral principles vin-
dicated wlthout effort; but It is usually futile, and, more often
than not, harmful."!

—Dean Acheson
Power and Diplomacy
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In 1945, Spain’s Ceneralissimo Francisco Franco Bahamonde—
soldier, patrlot, Catholic zealot and dictator—was an {nternational
pariah without a single ally in the West. By 1950 he would become
a belle to be courted by the United States Congress and military.
While in 1945 Franco was dismissed as a cowardly cohort of Mussolini
and Hitler, four years later he was hailed in the same circles as a
"very lovely and lovable character.'" The man who had signed the
Anti-Comintern Pact with Japan, Germany, and Italy in 1939 would
twenty yvears later shake hands with President Eisenhower. No one need
remind us that Francisco Franco was a survivor. Yet the story of his
journey from international rejection to Western acceptance-—and the
United States' role in that turn of events—is a subject which merits
attention,

Indeed, the Unlted States' Spanish policy largelv determined
the course of Franco's odvascy from international ostracism to Allied
embrace. American ldealism in the mid-19408 wes partly responsible
for Franco's diplomatic undoing. Wartime propaganda encouraged the
American public to demand a Wilsonian peace in 1945, and few of the
architects of that peace saw a place for Franco Spain-—the shelter of
the last eurthly vestige of 1930s-style fascism—in the New World of
democracy, self-determination, reconstruction and world organization,
Similarly, when the exigencies of the Cold War replaced the hatreds of
the World War, the United States found itself leading the way in wel-
coming Spain Into the fold of anti-Communist allies,

The pages which follow seek not to tell Francisco Franco's tale
80 much as they attempt to describe and explain the American policy

toward: lranco. Several scholars have recounted the history of
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Amer{can relations with Fromoe Spatn, vet few have examined in detail
the tavvt 1oices which 1ed \mevican policy-makers to first repudiate
and then (mbrave the Soanish dict or.  In dissecting Spanish-~Amervican
relatfons as a particnlar and specialized set of diplomatic problems,
many historians have forgotten that the United States' policy in Spain
biis morce often than not rellected a broader American perspective of
the world.

The studv of Spanish~Amertcan relations during the perlod be-
tween World War and Cold War provides an excellent case studv of the
United States' shifting priorities in its postwar relations with all
of Europe. The problems which confronted the shapers of America's
Spanish policy became a part of the permanent repertoire of American
foreign policy dilemmas, When, for example, should the United States
press tor democracy above all other considerations?  And when should
the internal character of a regime be disregarded, of an alliance
with that regime scems strategically necessary and economically de-
sirable? The answers were not clear in the 1940s and they are not
clear today, yet the fact that such questions continue to exist in-
dicates that the conflict between idealism and realism in American
thinking {8 an unending one,

To understand the general, however, we must first contemplate
the specific. The first part of this study {8 concerned with the
circumstances which brought Franco to the foreground of the United
Nations' debate in 1946, as well asg the idcological setting which
demanded his condemnation. Part Two describes the events which led
up to the eventual policy reversal, with special emphasis upon the

role of Congress and the military in Initiating the policy change.




The third aud finai chapter examines both the Wilsonian and the prag-
matle strands of the American diplomatic personality, and analyzes
United States policy toward Franco Spatn Iin the wider context of
American economilc, strategic, and political guals at the time.

As recent events continue to {llustrate the growing influence of
smaller natjons upon the conduct of International relations, a study
of Spain seems particularly wiarranted. Indeed, to investigate Spailn's
small role {n postwar American policy ‘ormulation is to remind our-
Belves that the study of Cold war history {s much more than the study
of U.S.-Soviet relations,’ The followlng pages will attempt neither
to excoriate or exonerate Ceneral Franco, nor will they decide whether
his condemnation was morally justifiable. What they will do is look
at Spanish policy as a microcosm of the American world view of the
19408, and suggest that the {nfluences which gulded pollicy-makurs in

that era arc still a part of American diplomacy today.




Part Mne: The Condemnation

"Se have much more than an ordinary seral responaibility in Spain,
Our milicary security, our political stablility, and our economic
well-being in the post-war world are ail intimately tied up to the
fate of Spain, Let Spain vmerge from this war as a free, non-
imperinlistic, people'n republic, and both our security and our mar-
kets to the Suuth will not de threatened.™"

~ongressman John M. Coffee
(D-Washington)
1945

“"The American leaders no jonget found dictatorship abhorrent: they
folt n._\_“’am‘g;'f-:,-n_ for what m,:]’ﬁﬂ(‘d all over the worild. They were
gripped rgatn hy mensfan{y liberalism, the poverful urge to reforms
the world that iw called Wilseniantsm,  They wanted 4 world both
safe for Fiberal Ao BIC T e Y ﬂﬂd fEher.d ('ul"(ﬂ"ﬂ.o“.

e~Banlel Yergin
Shattered Peacr




The outcry against Franco had begun long before 1945, but as
the war came to a closc his detractors became increasingly vituperative,

The Madison Capital Times echoed the sentiments of many in calling

the Generalissimo a "bloody dictator, protected by a watl of certified
plety and the tanks of Hitler and Mussolini,” World opinion viewed
Franco as the last legacy of Fasclsm, the final scourge to be eradicated
from the Europcan scene. His regime was seen as an anachronism in the
New World of the victors, and as the Asheville (North Carolina) Daily
Citizen complained, Franco spoke "for a Spain of inquisitlions and gal-

Eher gl aShuuin

leons that {s out of place in the modern world."’ The New York Times

remarked that the regime was "a challenge to everything we fought for
and an abomination to all who value frecdom and democracy.' There
could be no doubt, continued the Times, that "the world would be a bet-
ter place to live {n {f Franco were not in power."®

The Allies' indignance with Franco had essentially two sources,
First, he was a constant reminder to liberal's cverywhere of thelr de~
feat i{n the Spanish Civil War. Second, it was commonly believed that
Franco owed his power to Hitler and Mussolini and had aided and abetted
the Axis during World War 11 as evidence of his gratitude and sympathy
for their cause. In March 1946, the State Department released German
documents which gave scemingly damning evidence »f Franco's solidaitty
with the Axis. He had written Mussolini in 1940, for example, prom-
ising his "unconditional support for your expansion and your futuvve."’
He had assured his "dear Fuehrer”" in 1941 that "I stand ready at your
side, entirely and decidedly at your disposal, united in a common his-

torical destiny, desertion from which would mean my sulcide," Franco

believed, or 8o he wrote Hitler, "that the destiny of history has united




you with myself and the buce in an indissoluble way."'!

Certainly the Coudillo, the Duce, and the Fuehrer made an unholy
altlance, an cvll triumverate who the Allied people loved to hate,

If Franco’s verbal expressions of sympathy were not egnough to convince
skeptics of his perfidy, there was also the fact that he had cosigned
the Anti-Comintern Pact with Japan, Cermany, and Italy. He had also
ordered the Division Azul, a group of some 20,000 Spanish soldiers, to
fight on the Sovict front and despite U,S. pressure to desist, Franco
continuad to anthorize the sale of wolfram to Germany until as late as
1944, Tt was widely belleved that Franco had granted factlities to
German 1ntelligence in Spain, and that Spanish factorles hummed with
the production of armaments to be exported to the Ax? 3

When Franco shifted in 1942 from a policy of neutrality to one
of "non-belligerancy," British and American diplomats worked feverishly
to keep Spaln from giving Germany carte blanche in the Iberian penin-
sula,  Their efforts paid off; Franco in spite of his earlier leanings
did nothing to prevent the Allied landing in North Africa in November
1942, He ceven seemed pleased when {n that same month President Roose-
velt wrote him a letter of thanks for his cooperation.!” The American
president assured Franco that "Spain has nothing to fear from the
United Nationsg," and the closing lines were deferentfal: "1 am, my
dear Ceneral, your sincere friemd . . ." promised Roosevelt,l’

When the war cnded three years later, however, these amenities
were quickly forgotten. Spain had staved out of the war oiflcially,
but public opinion had begun to believe that her flirtatlon with the
Axis should not go unpunished, Roosevelt, with the Allles' military

Buccess assured, could now write the American ambassador in Spain,



Norman Armour, thit "Our victory over Cermapny will carry with it the

extermnation of Nazil and simitar ideologies.”  And although it would
not be the United States' province to interfere with Spaln's internal
aftairs, Roosevelt admitted that ! should be lacking in candor |, ,
if 1 dId not tell you that | ocan see no place In the community of na-
tions for governments founded on fascist prlnuip!vs."i' |
Roosevelt's remark was strong and wnequivocal, and in making it

he spoke for a broad sector of the American public, Just as the

"Spanish Lobby" would years later Jead a crusade to bring Franco into

the American sphere of intluence, an organized group of anti-Franco
liberals campalgned for his ostracism in 1945, Many of these ant{-
Francoists had opposed the dictator since the outbreak of the Spanish
Civil War in 1936, and were convinceed that the end of World War 11 of-
fered 4 new opportunity to rid Spain of faseclsm forever.

Four tactors motiviated the anti-Francoist group, First was their
conviction that the United States had a moral responsibility to depose
Franco=that the Second World War had been fought (n order to wipe

Hitler's brand of fascism from the face of the earth and that {t must

not continue to thrive in Spain, Many regarded the Spanish Civil War
not as an i{rsigenous conflict but as the first phase ot the World War.

The United States' refusal to supply the Spanish Republicans had been

a serious mistake, they believed, for it had given Hitler his firat
European victory in Spain. Representative John Coffee, the Democrat

who led the anti-Franco crusade in Congress, was one of many liberals
who felt a personal responsibility to "erase tle crime" of Spain.

"We showered all of the blame for the Spanish tragedy on the appeasers,"

Coffee remarked in 1945. '"What a convenient and easy way this was to




‘I
absolve ourselves for our own sins,”!

To eradicate Francoism would also be to deprive Nazi refugees of
a shelter in Spain at the war's end, and this was a second tenel of
anti-Francolism. A rcal fear existed among American liberals that
Franco's continuance {n power would keep fascism alive and ready to be
rekindled in Europe. A third contention of the anti-Franco forces was
that fascism, {f left alone ln Spaln, would spread to Latin America,
destroying American markets and security and possibly engendering a
third world war in the Western Hemlsphere. Finally, the group waa con-
vinced that unless democracy was restored to Spaln, the United States
would lose the Spanish market for Amer{can goods,'®t
The anti{-Francolsts advocated the use of international moral

pressure to expel Franco, but also belicved that such pressure must be
accompanied bv financlal and military ald to the Republican rebels of
the Spanish "underground." Their goal was to create a liberal demo-
cratic government, but not a monarchy, to replace Ceneral Franco,!’
Coffec hiv 1f thought that the best plan would be for the Allies to
arm Spanish rebels and let them do their own fighting against Franco.
In January 1945 he submitted H.R, 100 to the llouse of Representatives,
which called for an end to American Zi{plomatic recognition of Spain and
proposed that as a "minimum program,' Congress should appoint a mili-
tary commission to send

arms, ammunition, and medical supplies to the

herofe republican guerilla armiea of Spain when

thelr revolt, timed to weaken the Nazil armies

in the moment of greatest crisis, creates in

Spaln one of the active and decisive battlefields
of this global war.!®




Among the endorsers of H.R. 100 was the American Committee for
Spanish Freedom, which had been organized in the autumn of 1944 for the
purpose of "coordinating, developing, and clarifying sentiment [n the
United States with respect to the present government in Spain, ™!

The Committee boasted a long 1ist of prestiglous members, many of whom
were prominent artists, writers, sclentists, and educators. The
group's flrst activity was to issue a statement which approved H.R. 100
and warned that 'the great war in which we are now engaged will have
been in vain {f German fascism {s permltted to exist anywhere when

this war ends." The endorsement demunded an end to U.S. recognition

ol the Franco regime and a beginning of American assistance to the Re-
publican forces in 8pain. Ileonard Bernsteln, Bennet Cer!, Aaron Cop-
land, Ira Cershwin, Lillian Hellman and Max Weber were among the signa-
tories, ™~ but this is not to say that the anti-Francoists were no more
than an elite group of American intellectuals., Efghteen thousand
Americans attended a January 1945 rally at New York's Madison Square
Garden to protest Franco's continuance in power, and demanded an
American condemnation of the regime. The pathering was sponsored by
the Nation Associates (the publishers of the Nation), but also by as-
sorted civic, political, and labor organizations.”!

Coffee did not really exaggerate when he claimed that H.R, 100
responded to a '"feeling entertained by millions of Americans, that our
appeasement of fascism anywhere should no longer be tolerated;"’’ in-
deed, his words cechued those of some of the more famous liberals of
the day. As early as 1942, Vice President Henry Wallace had stated
that just as in 1862 the United States could not remain half slave and

half free, "so in 1942 the world must make its decision for a complete
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victory one way or the other," ' Wwallace believed that a military vic-
tory over the Nazis was not enough—he wished to build a new world
which would be cconomically, politically, and spirftually sound.”®
In 1947, Wallace wrote Secretary of State George Marshall that

what we need s a moblle offensive {n our foreign

policy, an affirmation of the revolutlonary tra-

dition out of which this country was born, a loud

and ringing 'yes' to the change that the wrecked

socletics of Europe and Asia are demanding at once,” '
Although by this time Wallace's {nfluence i{n foreign-policy formulation
had waned, he still spoke for many Americans when he urged Marshall
that "we must act to implement the Atlantilc Charter; we must help the
colonlal peoples In their struggle to free themselves; we must lead

' Wallace con-

rather than follow in oppositlon to such men as Franco.'
sidered American leadership crucial {n the postwar worid, and feared
that I the United States did not respond to the needs of the hungry
and oppressed across the globe, they would turn to the Soviet Union for
support. 'We must scek everywhere to find out what changes are needed
in the devastated arcas of the world to fi}l the stomachs and make

busy the hands of the people:" Wallace proclaimed, “"and we must be the
{,

first to sponsor them,"”

Obviously there was no place for Franco in a world which was to

be based upon the ideals of the Atlantic Charter. The New York Times

zealously supported a condemnation of Spain; a typical editorial would
praise the latest in“ernational denunciation of Franco and atfirm thae
his end was only 2 matter of time. '"Though the Franco regime may pro-
test against this world judgment and attempt to defy 1t," the Times

rejoiced, "there can be little doubt that the unanimous verdict is
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sapping its moral strength and crumbling the props on which it rests,'’’
Such rhetoric encouraged many Americans to belfeve that the sacrifices
of the World War had been too great to allow any “compromise with Satan"

" Thus {t 1s not surprising that by 1945, the

at the conflict's end,”
Allied public gencrally shared the Times oplnion that Franco and his
gycophants must be brought to their knees, By Isolating Spain and
making Franco the target of i{nternational derision, the Allies hoped iIn
the months ahead to replace the regime with a moderate, democratlic
state consistent with the rest of the West. The stage was set for a
worldwide condemnatfon of the Spanish regime and of all that it was

believed to stand for. The "noche negra'—the black night—of Francoism

had begun,

One of the flrst official manifestations of the "free world's"
disgust with France came in June 1945, at the San Francisco Conference
of the United Nations. 1lhe question of U,N, membership caused squab-
bles first in the case of Argentina, whose government had also been
denounced for its fascist leanings and overly enthusiastic support of
the Axis powers during World War 1l. Argentina had been the only na-
tion in the Western Hemfsphere which had refused to sever its ties with

Nazi Germany during the course of the war--and 1its regime had seemed
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almost defiant of the American plea for continental solidarity.”’ But
several months prior to the Conference, the U.S, had exacted an Argen-
tine promise to liberalize {ts regime and cooperate in a common future
policy of American nations, in exchange for an American vow to assure
Argentina's membership in the United Nations. Stalin's vehement protest
of the Argentine petition for membership was quickly overruled at San
Francisco, when the United States joined with twenty other American
republics to push through Argentina's inclusion.

Franco, on the other hand, was to have no such luck. If the
conference revealed that there were cembarrassingly irreconcilable
diff rences between the Soviets and the West, it also provided a re-
commendation upon which the two sides could agree—that Spain must be
excluded from the UN, and its agencies. The conference also considered
the possibility of breaking cconomic and diplomatic relations with
Spain, and agreed In principle to take military actlon should Franco's
regime become a threat to the peace.

The next step came soon after, at Potsdam, Certainlv the repre-
sentatives of the Bi,, Three had more pressing worries than the fate of
Franco Spain; nonetheless the gquestion surfaced several times in dis-
cussion, Stalln was adamant, for example, that both diplomatic and
economic r2lations with Spain be scvered, He insisted that the Franco
regime had been imposed upun Spain b the Axis, and he urged {ts de-
struction, "1 am not proposing that we unleash a civil war there,"
the Soviet leader explained. "} should only like the Spanish people
to know that we, the leaders of democratic Europe, take a negative atti-
tude to the Franco regime.” The Allies could demonstrate their dis-

approval, said Stalin, by recognizing the Republican government-in-exile
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as the only legitimate representative of the Spanish people, and by
authorizing the Security Council to plan possible militarv {ntervention
against Franco.

Churchill and JTruman were less zealous, however. The Brltfish
leader remarked tivit "considering that the Spantards are proud and
rather sensitive, such a step by its very nature could have the ¢f feet
ol unlting the Spaniards around Franco, instead of making them move
awav trom him." Truman, though he made no secret of his own antipathy
townrd the Spanish leader, was also reluctant to come down too hard.

We should be very glad to recognize another government in Spaln In-
stead of the Franco government,'” he began cantiously, "but that 1 think
{s a question for Spain herself to deelde." "

The discussfon of the Spanish question at Potsdam revealed ovne
of the chronic dilemmas ot postwar forelgn policy-making—-whether it
was wise, {n Churchill's words, to "interfere in the internal affairs

"3l Charles Mee has written

of a state with whom we differ In views,
that the Spanish coaversations were "at the very least . . . a test
of British and American honestyv about their desire to see democratic
governments in Furope,”' vet it can be argued that the Anglo-Amerfcan
wish for Spanish democracy was verv real-but uncertainty as to what
was the best means towiard the desired vnd led to hesitation and inde-
ciston. In any cvent, after "relentless bilckering,'" the three leaders
tinally agreed to a compromise solutjon. They issued a declaration
which expressed their opposition to

any application for membcrship to the United

Nations put forward by the present Spanish Cov-

ernment, which, having been founded with the
support of the Axis Powers, does not, in view of
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its origins, its nature, {ts record and its
close association with the aggressor States,
possess the qualifications necessary to justi-
fy such membership,’’

According to Mee, this declaration, though "presentable and
mear ingless,” was nonetheless a victory for the Anglo-Americans, who
had succussfally refused to accede to Stalin's pressure for harsher
action. The triumph was temporary, however, for the Spanish question
would continue to be a point of perpetual disagreement, No one liked

Spain's "fat little dictator,'" yet no one could decide what to do about

him,

As a matter of tradition, the Unfted States continued its Span-
ish policy in conjunction with France and Great Britain; between
August 1945 and November 1946 the three governments consulted with each
other at virtually every step. Unanimous was the opinion that Spain
should have a democratic government, "based on democratic principles,
moderate in tendency, stable, . ."'* The three powers were divided,
nowever, as to how their objective could be attalned.

In 1945, Assistant Secretary of State James Dunn asserted that
the United States would only consider a rupture of diplomatic rel.tions

with Spain “provided the French and British Covernments were inclined
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to adopt that course."?” Yet the British especially feared that a
consideration of the Spanish question in the United Nations, for exam-
ple, would be construed as interference in the internal atfairs of a
sovereign nation. In an aide-memoire to the American State Department,
the British expr.ssed concern that 'a dangcrous precedent would be

set" if the issuc of Spain were brought before the Security Council.

It a foreign country "could be arraigned before the Security Council
sclely because thn form of {ts regime was distasteful to one or more
foreign governments, it 1s not possible to surmise what might happen in

" the memoire warned.’® The British opposed a diplomatic

the futurce,
break with Franco on the grounds that the Spanish people, ever-proud,
would rally around their leader in the face of international condemna-
tion. The French, on the other hand, had eupported a break since 1945,
and urged a tripartite effort to dethrone General Franco.’’

The sine qua non of American policy can be summarized in a word—
evolution. Throughout 1945 and 1946, American diplomats desired neither
to eject Franco forcibly nor to adhere to strict non-interference. As
Ambassador Armour told Franco in 1945, "we had hoped to see an evolu-~
tion in the government . . , in line with the trend of events and the
new spirit abroad in the world; an eveolutfon that would enable Spain to
occupy the role that properly belonged to it in the postwar world,"3%
1t was hoped that Franco, under presgure from the West, would '"loosen"
and "liberalize'" his regime, gradually restoring civil liberties to
the Spanish citizenry. Later that year, Armour even envisjoned that
Franco might "hand back the power to the generals from whom he had ori-

ginally received it." Democracy could be restored "if those in turn

were to call in some outstanding civilians and together work out a
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form ot constitution, to be submitted to plebiscite.”!’

The call for evolution was echoed by Dean Acheson, then Under-
secretary ~f State to James Byrnes. It seemed that both Armour and
Acheson believed that {f 1liberal democracy were to infect Western Europe
in 1945, with any luck it might be contagious in Spain. Acheson him-
self made a distinction (as did most of his colleagues) between the
Spanish government——a corrupt dictatorship—and the Spanish people who,
longing for freedum, could be convinced to rebel against their oppressor.

Both Byrnes and Acheson favored the idea of a three-power state-
ment which would urge the Spanish people to take charge of their national
government .“? By March 1946 such a declaration had been issued, in

which the United States with France and Britain expressed their hope

that

leading patriotic and liberal-minded Spaniards may
soon find means to bring about a peaceful withdrawal
of Franco, the abolition of the Falange, and the
establishment of an interim or caretaker government
under which the Spanish people may have an oppor-
tunity freely to determine the type of government
they wish to have and choose their leaders."“!

When evidence existed that the as yet unborn interim government had
also restored civil liberties, granted political amnesty, and returned
exiled Spaniards, the declaration contfnued, Spain "should recelve

the recognition and support of all freedom-loving peoples,"“?

Emmet Hughes has written of the tripartite declaration that "as
an expression of beatific intentions, this statement was {impeccable,
As a declaration of policy, its principal flaw was that it made no

w3

sense. Indeed, the three powers had hedged on the issue of main-

tenance of diplomatic ties with Franco, calling it "a matter to be
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decided in the light of events and after taking into account the cifo:cs
of the Spanish people tu achieve their own freedom.” " In other words,
the people of Spain were to realize that the proverblal ball was in
thelr court, and must take the initiative In changing thelr government,
How they were to do soc was a detail left unmentioned,

Within a month, the issue would come to the whole world’'s atten-
tion. Oscar Lange, the Polish delegate at the United Nations, addressed
the Security Council ~n April 17 with a resolution calling for both
the severance of relations with the Franco regime and a declaration that
i{ts activities constituted a threat to international peace and security,
Lange contended that the U,N, had not only the right but the duty to
take up the Spanish queation, 'Let us not repeat th nistakes of appease-
ment," he urged his colleagues in all-too-tamfliar language. "7 appeal
to you in the name of 23 million Poles who . . . have suffered death
and torture at the hands of the Nazis whom Franco has helped."“”

Lange purported that the existence of the Franco government en-
dangered {nternational security for a host of rcasons. He claimed
that "tens of thousands" of Nazi war crlminals had taken refuge in Spain,
and that two thousand former Gestapo agents had been absorbed into
Franco's secret police., Further, said Lange, German scientists and
engineers were at work in the Spanish armaments industry, perhaps con-
structing an atomic vomb that would reverse the Nazi defeat. Spain
was ''the center of propaganda and dissemination of the dangerous Fascist
ideas which have led to war,” warned lange, Franco had been an Axis
partner in World War 11, and should not only be punished but eliminated.“®

None of Lange's contentions was universally accepted by the U.N.;

his tirade did, however, force every nation to take a stand on the
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Spanish question. The United States found itself in a particularly dif-
ficult position. The State Department was against severing diplomatic
ties, yet 1t would be dangerous both Internationally and domestically
to give the Poles and the Soviets a monopoly on moral indignation,
American policy-makers did not consider the Franco regime a threat to
the peace, but opposition to the Lange resolution was not consistent
with the postwar American commitment to press for democracy In all of
Europe.

Carefully, a policy was hammered out., .aited States delegate BEd-
ward Stettinlus received inatructions from Bvrnes that while it was
the United States' uyltimate goal to eliminate Franco, it was not in
American interests to bring the mrtter before the Becurity Council,
The Soviets would benefit most from a discussion of the Spanish ques-
tion, Byrnes intimated, which would "meet their keen desire to press
for i{nternational interference in the Spanish situation in the hope
that during the resulting confusion a new regime will emerge which will
be more satisfactory to Soviet ambitions.”

Thus as early as April 1946, Spanish policy had bcen touched by
a Cold War rationale; the S.ate Department had examined Franco Spain
not only on its own merit but as a part of the wider East-West rivalty.“7
Only a month earlier Churchill had declared that "from Stettin in the
Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic, an iron curtain has descended acrosa
the Continent," and Stalin’'s angrily defensive response seemed to further
widen the gap between Eastern and Western Eutope.“6 Although Franco's
government waz still undesirable to most American diplomats, it ap-
peared that the best U.,S. pnlic' would be one that kept Stalin on the

Anglo-American side of the Iron Curtain. Byrnes counseled Stettiniua
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to ask the Security Council to form a subcommittee to monitor the
spanish question, and he advised the delegation to vote against any
resotution vegul -ing Jiplomatic or cconomic sanctions against Spain.

On April 29, 1946, the Security Council did create a subcommittee
to tnvestipate tne Spanish question, and on June 1 of that same year
it presented its ambiguous conclusions. Agreeing that the Franco re-
gime's activities were a potential wenace to the peace, it empowered
the Security Council to "recommend appropriate procedures or methods of
adjustment In order to improve the situation.,” The committee advised
that unleds Franco stepped down and political liberties were assured,
the member nations should withdraw their ambassadors from Spain., If
democratic institut ons werr restored, the UN, could conaider favor-
ably any Spanish petition for memberahip."?

Essentially the report solved nothing, it was frr too mild to be
acceptec by Lange's supporters and far too vague to have any practical
impact. It did, however, set the scene for the final showdown of De-
cember 1946, which would result in the withdrawal of ambassadors. Be-
fore that confrontation is described, it would be useful to discuss
the basls for Lange's accusations, Was the Franco regime "fascist?"

Hud Spain really been an Axis accomplice in World War 1I7
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The immediacy of the Axis defeat made the debate of such questions
an emotional one. In retrospect, however, it can be seen that the at-
tack on Franco was based not so much upon fact as upon feeling, and a
pervasive beljef that his government was an anomaly in the postwar world.

Contemporary historians basically agree that the term "fascist,"
though popularly used to describe Franco's regime, is a misnomer. "In
spite of the Fascist trimmings of the early ycars-—the goose-step and
the Fascist salute~~Francoism was not a totalitarian regime," writes
Raymond Carr. "It was a conservative, Catholic, authoritarian system,
its original corporatist features modified over time." According to
Carr, the regime lacked most of the characteriatics of a totalitarian
state, for it made few attempts at mass mobilization and supported no
aingle party. Franco's government "rested on the apathy of the public,
the partial satisfaction of the pressure groups within the regime, and
the systematic exciusion from power of those who did not accept the
Principles of the Movement," adds Carr.>®

The real pillars of Francoism were the army, the Church, and the
conservative monarchists of the administration. In addition, the cold
hard tact that Franco's side had won the Spanish Civil War gave the
dictator what he considered the moral justification for and legal basis
of his power. Furthermore the Falange Party, most closely assoctated
with fascist ideology, was being phased out of power by 1938. 'What
Hitler called 'the clerical monarchical scum' was already floating to
the top," claims Carr., 1In 1942, only 40U of the 106 members of Franco's
National Council were members of the Falangist l’at‘t)lr.“JI

Max Gallo has suggested that Franco was regarded as a fascist

essentially because his rule coincided chronologically with the rise
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of Hitler and Mussolini. But Callo calls Francoism a "reactionary move-

ment of the classic type, expressing the interests of all the traditionally

dominant strata."”’ Similarly, the Franco regime‘s activity during
World War 1l can be explained as an attempt by the dominant strata-—
Franco and his ministers—to rreserve Spain's political independence of
action as well as serve the national interest,

Undeniably, the Franco government made overtures between 1940 and
1942 that revealed its ideological sympathy with the Axis powers, Fran-
co and Hitler met at Hendaye in 1940 to discuss the feasibility of
"Operation Felix," a plan that would have allowed the German army to
pass through Spain in order to seize control of Gibraltar. Four months
later at Bordighera, Franco and Mu..solini exchanged pleasantries. Yet
scholars have agreed that Franco's eantry into the war would have come
only at a high price to the Axis, The Generaliseimo demanded food,
grain, and war materiel as compensation for Spain's entry, as well as
a promise that Spain would receive Morocco as one of the spoils at the
war's end. '"Spain is to promise to Germany, in return, her friendship,"
pledged the Caudillo,”?

As long as it was not in Spain's interests to enter the war,
Franco avolded commitments. While it is true that Spain supplied the
Third Reich with valuable wolfram and a "Blue Diviston"” of fighting men,
Franco's cooperation with the Axis was essentially only verbal., Franco
assured Hitler of his "unchangeable and sincere adherence to you per-
sonally, to the GCerman people and to the cause for which you {ight,”
but he never gave Hitler an explicit promise of collaboration.”" What
many Americans failed to realize at the time was that the Spain of the

early 19408 had been utterly devastated by ite own civil war, and

;
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doubtlessly would have found survival difflcult if it had participated

in a secund conflict., While natfons like Argentina, Sweden, and Switzer-

land had also contributed conslderable moral and material support to

the German war effort, only Spaln was continuously harangued for her

violation of wartime neutralitv. The Alltes accused Fraiico of being

pro=Geyman, when in fact he was pro~Spanish, courting both Axis and

Alltoed diplomats in an effort to protect his country's best interests,””
Tndeed, by the time the Allies invaded North Africa Franco had be-

gun to hedge on his commitment to the Axis, "

His energles, wrote

Arthur Whitaker, "were to be devoted :ilmost impartially to working both
sides ot the street while keeping Spain untouched by the war."®’  An
important signal of Franco's desire for rapprochement with the Allies

was the appointment of the pro-British Francisco Gomez Jordana as foreign
minister. The Blue Division was recalled in November 1943, and by the
summer of 1944 Franco's attitude toward the Allies had "evolved rapidly

and favorably,”’®

By 1944 Franco had also replaced the pictures of Hit-
ler and Mussolini that hung on his office wall with a simple rendering
of the Pope, The next year, Spain severed {ts relations with Japan.
Franco's success in keeping Spain out of the war has been both
lauded as a "difficult exercise in brinkmanship" and disdained as an
embar issingly obvious attempt to "vestirse de la moda"—to dress in
the fashion—of whichever side appeared to be winning the war.”? 1f the
Generalissimo's goal was to protect Spain from further bloodshed, he
succeeded--but he failed to convince the victorious Alli{es that he had
acted in self-dcvfense. .Juan Cardenas, the Spanish ambassador to the

United States, wrote Byrnes in 1946 that "any action favorable to the

Axis powers by Spain was taken in self-defense in order to prevent an
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Ax{s Invasion ., , . on the other hand action taken favorable to the
United Nations was prompted by a friendly feeling towards them." ¥
Carlton Hayes, the wartime American ambassador to Spain, agreed in hig
memoirs that the Spanish had contributed consideribly to the Alllied
victory in the final vears of the war. 1

Their cries for moderation in dealing with Spain were generally
ignored. When Franco tricd in 1945 to glve his regime a more liberal
appearance {bhe tilled the Cabinet with monarchists and promulgated a
Spanish "bill of rights"), his ettorts were scorned as desperate, elev-
enth-hour attempts to appease the Weat, When the Spanish issue came

to 4 head in late 1946, the United Nations revealed that they were nei-

ther willing to torgive or forget,

If the 1946 Spanish resolution was Indicative of the goals of the
new internationalism, it was fitting that two of the Senate's most fa-
mous internationalists—~~Texas Democrat Tom Connally and Michigan Repub~
lican Arthur Vandenberg-—should present U.S. policy on Spain, Vanden-
berg especially wias a ubiquitous American voice in foreign policy mat-
tera, and if his opinion was not always respected, it was invariably
heard. As the United States' delegatea to the General Assembly, he and

Connally were catapulted into the thick of the Spanish debate. They
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were not unprepared, for the State Department had armed them with a policy.
The way they articulated (t, however, was uniquely their own.

vandenberg himsclf had drafted the official U.S, policy statement
on Spain in November 1946, Essentially the statement reaffirmed old
ideas-—the condemnation of Franco, the hope for the democratization of
Spain, the opposition to Spanish membership in the United Nations—and
pledged to support the Security Council "in any action {t takes against
the Franco regime . . . 1t and when the Security Councll finds that the
regime is a threat to international peace and security,” Pending such
a finding, however, Vandenberg warned that the United States would op-
pose Intervention, believing that it would unite the Spanish people
against outside interference and "precipitate the Spanish people them-
selves into the disaster of civil war with unknown but inevitably costly
consequences, 't

Connally a month earlier had used almost exactly the same words
in a speech to the UN, Political and Security Committee; like Vanden~
herg he infitially used scripts provided by the State Department when {t

' By December, however, Connally's rhetoric

came tu Spanish policy.”
began to take on a Wilsonfan toic and emphasis; he did not abandon his
Washington guidelines but he amplified them considerably. The "Connally
resolution” for Spain, submitted to the U.N. on December 2, was an ex-
pression both of American policy and American prejudices., It gaid that
as long as Franco remained in power, Spain would not be admitted to the
United Nations. But what merits examination here is Connally's elab-

oration on this point, his choice of language and his perception of the

situation in Spain.
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The Connally resolution began with the United Nations' assurance
of their "enduring sympathv' for the people of Spain and "the cordial
welcome awalting them when clrcumstances coable them to be admitted
to the United Nations.” Until this happy day, however, the Spanish
people would bhave thelr work cut out for them, Because their govern=
ment was "Fasclist," because it had been Imposed upon them by force and
thus did not represent them, the Spanish people could not enjoy member-
ship In the United Nations and its agencles, The General Assembly
recognized that it was "for the Spanish peaple to scettle the torm of

thelir government. Thus, went the Connally resolution,

in the interest of Spaln and of world cooperation
the people of Spain should give proof to the world
that they have a government which derives its au-
thority from the consent of the governed; and that
to achieve that end Ceneral Franco should surrender
the powers of Covernment to a provisional government
broadly representative of the Spanish people, com=-
mitted to respect freedom of speech, religlon, and
assembly and to the prompt holding of an electton

in which the Spanish people, free from force and in-
timidation and regardless of partv, may express
their will.""

This was Connally's answer to the Lange proposal. The Polisgh
and the Soviets might clamor for a diplomatic break with Spain, but
the United States would show magnanimity and give the Spanish people
a chance to prove that they really deserved to join the United Nationms.
Connally followed the presentation of his resolution the next day,
with a widely publicized speech that rejected the call for collective
action against Spain. According to Connai.y, ‘'the restoration of the

Government of Spain to the Spanish people cannot be achieved through

action . . . involving pressure." Diplomatic and economic sanctions

AT P
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would "almosat certainly produce economic and political chaos in that
country . . . [and] would undoubtedly lead to widespread civil strite.”
The solution, said Connally, was to "ban{ah" the Franco regime !rom

the U.N, "until an a ceptable government 18 formed by the people of
Spain."""

In both resolution and speech, Connally had stated whii was to be
accomplished i{n Spain; how the conversicr was tu take place was still
not clear. The Senator simply said that he was "confident' that “the
democratic ideals of the Spanish peosle w{ll reassert themselves to
create the foundation of a stable government.' He constantly asasured
all concerned that the United States was still "fully committed to the
fundamental principle of non-intervention,"®®

Thus by December 5 the Political and Security Committee found it~
self with two drastically different resolutions. The American resolu-
tion asked the Spanish people to make themselves eligible for U.N. mem-
bership; the Polish proposal demanded that all U.N. members withdraw
ambasssdors from Spain. In addition th: Committee had to consider
eight different amendments to the Polish and American resnlutions,

There seemed no alternative but to hand the matter over to a sub-
committee; this was done and within three days the subcommittee had
produced a draft which was an amilgam of all the proposals, amendments,
and resolutions submitted in the past. 1In spite of Connally's heated
protestations, tha draft recommended severing diplomatic ties with
Spain. “7wenty-three nations voted to adopt the subcommittee's draft,
four voted against it, and twenty, including the United States, abstained.

The draft thus became a resolution, and in its final form greatly

resembled the Connally proposal. However, the last two paragraphs,

e ey
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borrowed from a Belgian amendment, were different in a major respect.

The recommendation was that
if within a rcasonable time there is not estab-
lished a government which derives its authorfty
from the consent of the governed . . . the Se-
curity Council consider the adequate mecasures to
be taken in order to remedy the situation and;

Recommend that all members of the Unjted Na-

tions immediately recall from Madrid their Ambas-
sadors and Ministers Plenipotentiary accredited
there,®’

On becember 13 and after twelve hours of debate, the General
Assembly voted on the compromisc resolution. The final tally was thirty-
four natlions in favor, six opposed, and thirteen abstaining. The diplo-
matic isolation of Spain was a fait accompli. By the end of th: year
only Portugal and the Vatican would have ambassadors in Madrid, and the
American presence in Spain was limited to a staff of embassy “charges,”
who kept in touch with Washington but shunned the advances of Spanish
officials.

The United States, surprisingly, was among the nations voting in
favor of this final resolution. Dean Acheson's telegram toc the American
charge d'affaires in Spain, Philip Bonsal, givev the most lucid explana~
tion of the American delegation's apparent reversal. Although Acheson
would have preferred the Connally resolution by {tself and believed "it
would have been more effective in accomplishing peaceful removal of
Franco [sic},"” he felt that

in interest harmony and closest possible unanimity
in GA on Spanish problem US will vote for resolution

as whole with earnest hope peaceful change contem-
plated will soon bring freedom to Spanish people.be

& o L. e id s w8 S
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The State Department had counseled a "yes" vote in the interest of unity,
but another motive was their beliel that an American veto would be per-
ceived as pro-Franco and would thus fuel the fires of hungry Soviet

3

propagandists.” In the nascent U.N, organization, the appearance of

unanimity was imperative, and {t scemed wiser to acquiesce on the Span-
ish question and save American energies for the battles ahead. The
Franco lssue had become confused, overinflated, and extremely emotional,

and after all, therc were bigger fish to fry in the Europe of 1947,

The resolution of 1946 was an attempt to close the door on the
Spanish problem, yet it seemed Lo suggest more questions that it an-
swered. What, for example, was the resolution meant to accomplish?
Was it seen as a mesns to {orce Franco out or as an end in itselfea
way to punish an unrepentant regime for the rimes of {ts past? Would
the diplomatic sanctions Jead to further U.N. actlon? And if the U.N,
were truly bound to a policy of non-interference, did it actually ex-
pect the Spanish people to oust Franco without outside help?

Such questions, though justified, were not to be answered in the

General Assembly. Both the Spaniards and the New York Times agreed

that the U.N, subcommittee had "made a policy where they should have

w70

made an investigation. The final resolution was not a clearcut
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statement of unanimous purpose, but a hvbrid of a half-dozen conflicting
and incompatible proposals, combined not to insure continufty but to
allow compromise. Nearly everyone involved in the proceedings admiited
that the resolution was ultimately voted on because the debate was
leading nowhere. The Spanish {ssue was being argued with a fervency
that was disproportionate to it intrinsic importance, and the whole
subject had become "confused and unrealistic."’!

Such questions also suggest that the United Nations resolution on
Spain constituted a serious discrcpancy between words and actions, be-
tween {dealistic hopes for the Spanish people and reasonable expectations
for Spain., The United States' role in the condemnation of Spain must
also be examined. Were Americans realistic in demanding that Spain "de-
mocratize" and "liberalize'? What made them believe that Franco would
atep down? Finally, what political biases and ideological traditions did
the Connially resolution reflect?

On its own, the Connally resolution seems utopian to an extreme,
It stated, for example, that the Franco government had been imposed upon
the Spanish people by force—and simultaneously insisted that tnese
same people "s.ttle the form of their government"” and "give proot to
the world that they have a government which derives its authority from
the consent of the governed." Its suggestion that General Franco '"sur-
render the powers of Government to a provisional government broadly
representative of the Spanish people" must have seemed ludicrous to
people living i{n Spain at the time. Nonetheless, the Connally reso-
lution followed a long line of similar pronouncements——trom Wilson's
Fourteen Points to FDR's Atlantic Charter and the Yalta Declaration on

Liberated Burope. The Atlantic Charter retflected an idea that was
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paramcunt to American war aims—'"the right of all peoples to choose the
form of government under which they will live,” 1t spoke of a desire

to "see sovereign rights and self government restored to those who have
been forcibly deprived of them,"’’ The Yalta Declaration called for

the extermination of fascist ideologies and the creation of democratic
institutions in all ot Europe. It promised to assist all liberated
peoples in forming "interim governmental authorities broadly representa-
tive of all democracic elements in the population and pledged to the
earliest possible establishment of governments responsive to the will of

the pc:o;:ole."—ri

Although Byrnes would contend tha*t the Yalta Declaration
was intended not for Spain but for Eastern Europe, its language and ob-
jectives mirrored those of the Connally resolution.’

Self-determination was an American goal both in war and in peace.

In his Navy Day speech of October 1945, Truman reiterated that it was a

"fundamental" of American foreign policy to want sovereign rights and self-

government to be returned to any nations that had been deprived of them.
He spoke of his hope tc attain "a world in which Nazism, Fascism, and
military aggresaion cannot cxist."”> His words were seized upon by
phrase-makers like Connally and Vandenberg who saw the Atlantic Charter
as the heart and soul of American postwar policy.?°

The Connally resolution had a number of precedents in its emphasis
on Spanish sclf-government, A more atriking phenvienon, however, was
the widespread conviction that self-government would “evolve" In Spain,
that {f her citizens wanted a change then an authoritarian government
should be no obstacle. This concept, tco, had a history. Throughout
the Second World War, for example, Americans expressed a peculiar hope

that an evolution and improvement of internal conditions might lead

e . .
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the Soviet Union towards liberalization.’’ Another prevalent idea was
that the spirit of international cooperation might infect domestic
affairs as well.

The Spanish Kepublicans in exile were among those responsible for
feeding the Allies' hopes that democracy could be restored to Spain
relatively easily. Former Republican ministers toured the United States
and Britain throughout the 1940s lecturing and lobbying to rally the
opposition against Franco, 1In 1945, Pablo Azcarate, the former ambassa-
dor to London, told an Oxford University audience that Franco's "personal
regime” shoula be immediately abolished. He expressed his confidence that

anybody, a man, a group of men, a political party,

a coalition, ready to get thisn thing done with

speed and determination, would receive such an
overwhelming support from the whole nation that

any opposition coming from no matter what minority
groups would be hopeless, and would fail 1t at-
tempted.73

During February ct 1946, Jose Giral met witl Acheson to discuss the

possibility of setting up a new Republican governmen. in Spain.

Giral, the president of the Republic-in-exile, was long a proponent

of breaking diplomatic relations with Franco. He often insinuated that
if the United States refused to support his opposition government,

“the Giral ministry would find itself forced to enter into negotiations
with the Commerists in order that it might receive the support of So-

viet Ruseia for its activities."”?

Threats like theme generally hurt the Republicans more than any-
thing, for they seemed to give erwdence to Franco's claim that the

Republican exiles were metely Soviet dupes, snemics of the "true" Spain

of urder and decency. Francu tended tn view the international outcry
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against his regime as a temporary phenomenon, and predicted in his reply
to the Potsdam Declaration that "“once the passions tnflamed by war and
propaganda have dled down, the injustices of the moment will be redres:«d."”
He considered Oscar Lange to be the "Warsaw mouthpiece of the Folitburo,”
and dismissed Lange's allegations against Spain as "a brazen attempt to
intervene in the domestic affatrs of a sovereign nation."™”

It would be fatuous to believe that Franco's ostracism was the re-
sult of an i{nternational communist conspiracy as the dictator himuclf
all d. 1In 1945 the Western democracies were both anti-fascist and
anti-communist, and the desire to "do something" about Framco grew out
of public sentiment as much as private plotting. Equally i{naccurate
were claims that the Soviet vilification of Franco was part of a larger
plan to establish a communist government in Spain. George F. Kennan
wired Byrnes in 1946 that "there is still a vast psychological abyss
between fierce personal pride of lberfan character and total personal
sublimination ot modern eastern Slav. Until something is done to bridge
this void, I doubt the Russians can ever seize and hold the leadership
they covet in Iberian affairs."”8! The Soviets reviled Franco not just
out of sympathy for the Republican Left, but also because he had ordered
the Blue Division to Russia where it had inflicted considerable damage."’

It must be noted, however, that much of Franco's criticism of
the United Nations' condemnation was justified. There was a great deal
of truth to his charge that the U,N. violated its own charter by barring
Spain from participation in the proceedings which affected her.®? The
regime considered it "absurd that the accused be judged by any inter-
national organization of which it is not a part, before which it does

niL

not appear and by which {t {s not summned. Franco further observed

Py I
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that the powers had almost unanimously recognized the legitimacy of
his govermment in 1939, with nc acntion of its "Fascist origins™ or
"unrepresentative’ nature. His most compe._ ling arzument against the
condemnat ion { Spain and the withdrawal of ambassadors was that the
U.N.'s artions were capricious. [t seemed farcical to Franco that the
Sovier Unfon, far from being a democracy itself, could bar Spain from
the U.N, because of Franco's "totalitarian" regim. Artajo, the Span-
ish foreign minister, would remark that "there was considerably more
personal liberty in Spain” than in the Soviet Union and its matellites,
it seemed to Artajo that the U.N., was no more than a victor's club,
conducting its business by and for the benefit of the nations who had
won the war 5°

The moat serious deficiency of both the Connally resolution and
the U.N, resolution of 1946 is quite simply this~that they ware not
realistic. The Connallyv resolution, to say the least, was a tall order.
It made difficult demands upon the Spanish people and gave them no idea
as to how they should carry them out; it lent the opposition no practi-
cal, material assi.tince againat Franco. Above all, both resolutions
illustrated an amszing ignorance of the conditions in Spain which pre-
cluded the establishment of democracy. The obstacles to a popular
rising against Franco were not only political, but economic, social, and
historical,

To many outsiders it seemed that the Franco regime was a simple
and monolithic structure imposed forcibly and tenuously upon the people
of Spain by means cf police and government repression. Actually, the
system was highly complex, composed of several political and inatitu-

tional "families" that supported it at many levels,®® The army, the
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Church, the ultra-conservative monarchigts and the upper classes were
the main pillars of Francoism; the Falange party .nd later the techno-
crats were also government mainstavs, [t was a structure fully Inte-
grated into Spanish society; the {dea that the opposition could fell it
with a single blow was far from true. Max Gallo has noted that It was
not onlv the phveical strength of the army and the police 1orces but
their real Toyalty to Franco which revealed that Francoism wa  gome-
‘hing ¢!'her than the ephemeral dictatorship of a group or man . . . {It)
was In fact the political expression of the ¢conomic and social situa-
tion In Spain.”"’ The little opposition that existed wituin Spain had
been elilminated or worn down by repression. The anti-Franco {orces
outside of Spain were divided, quarrelsom:, and without material support.
"Therv was literally no social stratum capable of envisaging the replace-
ment of Francoism by a democracy of the Western type, uniting political
and public liberiles, parliamentary government and capitalism,” Callo
writes. "

Franco's most effective weapon against rebellion was censorship.
Spanish writer Fernando Vi:caino Casas noted that the problem with the
U.N. resclution was not th.t Spaniards would be unable to tmplement it,
but that the vast majority of them ncever read it in full., Only a hand-
ful knew that 1 government-in-exile even existed; fewer still knew
that there was anv organized oppositlon outside Spain. The Spanish
pretender Don Juan issuced a manifesto in 1947 protesting Franco's Law
vf Succession (a proclamation in which the Caudillo afpointed himself
dictator for !i{fe), but it was never published by th: Spanish press.s9

Franco used vensorship selectively, 80 that any outsidc news that was

printed could be presented to his advantage,
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Another obstacle to Spain's liberalization was her economic de-
vastation. Following the deatruction of her c1ivil war and the {solation
of the World War, Spain's main concern was sheer physical survival.

The natienal income in 1940 was equal to what it had been in 1914; the
population had increased but per capita Income remained at nineteenth
century levels, ™  Spain was plagued by chronic shortages of electri-
citv, heat, and coal, and the strict system of food rationing gave birth
to the "ecstraperlo” or black market. Productivity remained low while
inflation ¢limbed ever higher. A desporate lack of gold, raw materials,
manpower amd consumer goods charactertzed the economy. Reconstruction
had never reallv taken place after 193Y—~two-thirds of the national
transport facilities and one-third of the merchant marine had been de-
stroved in the civil war.' In addition the policy of autarky, a
Frangqulst goal in the thirties and forties, had lailed to spawn the
expected industrial take-off,

The Spanish economy was starved, literally and figuratively, and
it seemed as if the masses needed bread more than Jemocracy. While
Franco's yltimate ailm was to win ecunomic aid from the United States,
it was Argentina who provided his sole support in the immediate pcstwar
years. A 1946 commercial agreement between Franco and Juan Puron fur-
nished much-needed wheat and ftoodstuffs. A vear later, the Franco-
Peron protocol extended Spanish credit, fac.litating Spain’s purchase
of Argentine consumer goods, Argentina seemed to be the only nation
that had not deserted Spain, and Spain showed her gratitude by according
an ecstatic welcome to Peron's wife, Evita, when she vigited in 1947.

Eva Peron's tour of Spain was in many ways the climax of the Franco

regime's campaign against the condemnat{on of the United Nations.
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Franoo's response to the 1946 resolution wis not meek but defiant; his
reply to the Potsdam Declaration had been that Spain "nedther begy for
a place at international conterences nor would she accept one which was
not in relation to her history, her population, and her scervices to
peace and culture,” ™ Franco waraned the UN, several months later

that the withdrawal of ambassadors would be perceived as a violallon

of Spanish (ndependence and an interference {n her domedstic affairy,

He admonished that it would only serve to rally the Spanish people to
his cause,  Spain "would preter to tive in a diff{cult {solation rather

than in a state of incomplete sovereignty,” snified the regime's offi=-

cfal reply to the UN, 7

A massive protest demonstration in Madrid's Plaza de Orfente
followed the issuance of the 1946 resolution., Whether {t was reallvy
"the most spontancous and clamorous nopular mantfestation in the his-
torv of the repgime’” is not certain; skeptics have maintained that
Madrilenos were piver the dav off work and only attended the rally be-
causc they wanted to keep their jobs, ° In any event Franco's speech
to the giant crowd contained the standard reply to outside criticism,
"What happens in the United Nations cannot surprise us,” the Cavdillo
proclaimed,  "With the great force of our righteousness we join the
tortress of oar unitv, With them and with the protection of God,
nothing and no o can deny our victory," "

Ceontemporary observers have agreed that Francoe's mobilization
of Spanish pride and nationalism helped him not to win power but con-
suvlidate it. The U.N, resolutfon had a disspiriting effect on the

opposition, who had huped for an ultimatum but got a moral and symbollc

gesture in its place.j‘ The members of the Franco government who had
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hoped for “evolution" and the eventual replacement of the dictator per-
ceived the revolution as a defeat for their cause. They belicvud that
'ecpnn.ic assistance, not diplomatic ostracism, would have encouraged:
Franco to open the rvegime. Vigcaino Casas has remarked that "It vas '_
.thé United ﬂationl-paradoxicﬁl1y—uwho assented to and established the
réglne of Franco. This had been anticipated by Churchill, who proved
to know us a great deal better than the gentlemen of the General
Assembly,'?’

In fact, Franco's most important power base was not the national-
ism and pride of the Spanish people but their apathy. The idea that
the Spanish masses were polsed and ready to throw off the yoke of op-
pression 1s almost absurd, yet the language of the U,N. resolutions
seemed to assume that this indeed was the case, The exhaustion and
resignation to defeat of the average Spaulard was a constant theme of
postwar literature;”® he found no hope in the political process because
he had never seen it function effectively. Spaniards "were vict.ms
of hunger and want, of harsh exploftation by employers and landlords,
and they found no echo of their day-to-day preoccupations . . . in pro-
grammes and aims rhat were toc exclusively political."” The Spenish
people did not dream of liberation so much as thev

waited resignedly. Whole generations o' active men
had experienced defeat in 1939 and ther repression,
which had left on them an indelible imprint; the
cadres of the working class had been systematically
hunted down. The new generations had not yet reached
manhood: they were not yet old enough in 1945 to
fignt.gg

Historically there were few precedents to a successful Spanish

revolt. In fact, history seemed only to legitimize Franco's victory in

.
-
- o
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the eyes of the Generalissimo himself. Franco divided Spain into a

society of victors and vanquished, and the memory of the victory and

blood sscrifice of the Civil War vas the constant theme of h16 ap§ach0§ 2

‘#ad privete reflections. The uprising of 1936 was to Pranco not merely

a'fabellioh but an act of national salvation, and the aubtaqqgﬁt tri-
umph over the “anti-Spain" gave him his principal claim to power. His
hold was not tenuous in 1945, fuor Francoism was “something more than
the personal rule of a dlctator. Franco gave his : e to a political
and social system that was much movre complex and adaptable than his ad-
versaries were willing to concede,"!00

The resclution of 1946 was not motivated by bad intentions, but
its dire-t result was to magnify the poverty, isolation, and defiance
of Franco Spain. It was meant to be a manifestation of the U.N,'s
strength and unanimity, a decisive decree of displeasure and a moral-
istic mandate for change. In reality, the resolution was the lowest
common denominator of a divided internationel opinion——and the show of
unanimity was temporary. In the first half of the 1940s, the pendulum
of world opinion had swung away from Fraucisco Franco. Ae¢ the decade

wore on, it wculd slowly but surely swing back.




Part Two: Rapprochement and Embrace

~ “There 1s s desire among Americans, vhen it comes to foreign policy,
to find a single comcept, a Commanding Ides, that explains how America

elates to the world, that integrates contradictory information, that

Suggaats and rationalizes courses of action, and that, as & court of
the last resort for both policy-sakers and public, almost uagically
Puts an end to disputes and debates."! :

—Daniel Yergin

"Every minute and every day that we hesitate to recognize Spain we
are merely playing into the hands of the Communists over the world."?

—Rupresentative Alvin O'Konski

{(R-Wisconsin)
January 1950
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No sooner had the resolution of 1946 been passed than American
_-diploliti at iuny lévill sougbt to chiujn it, The aintiCaﬁ chnrié'ih-

_ Spainm, Phil.ip sonul. mn had bigh ho:au that antt-l'rmo fomn
'.':wnld cmim f.o fm a noderate gmrmnr. m Spaia. one aua to -
.'ﬁnteer a coursc betveen the teactionary aud'falcint cloncntc on tho |
~ one hand and on the other ;he social revolution.advocatcd from Moscow,"’
Nonetheless the feeling grew during 1947 that the resolution vas
doomed to fail. Franco seemed as intransigent as ever, and the "demo-
cratic” changes made in his government were cosmetic at best.

Careful study of the Spanish problem reveals that 1946 was the
year of another conflict--that between the anti-Franco, Wilsonian
posture of Dean Acheson and President Truman, and the increasingly
pragmatic but still minority view of men like George Kennan and James
Forreatal, This latter contingent advocated not the ostracism of
Franco Spain but a graduval rapprochement, and hoped that through eco-
nomic, diplomatic, and military channels Spain could be integrated
into the American sphere of infiuence.

The story of this conflict unfolded between 1947 and 1950—the
years in which Cold War tensions first began to be felt. During this
three-year period American policy for Spain altered considerably, but
historians have pinpointed the exact moment of the change at different
times. In 1963 and without the benefit of access to ralevant State
.' D!paitnent documents, Thobdore Lowi adduced that the official U.S.
embrace of Franco came in January 1950.% More receatly, James Cortada
set the date at April 7, 1947, wvhen a top-sacret telegram from Dean

Acheson arrived at the British embasay.
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According to Cortada, Acheson's telegram contained the "germ"
of a new Aunrican'policy which was to-liad to more iutinnte relations
~ vith Madrid. d The document expressed the standard objcctious to

Prauco but also, for the first time, the muua msuw that r.!»

:U $. and Brita!n agree upon a poaitive 8panioh pol(cy-ono which
_"wuuld act as inducement to Spain [sic) elements to bring about another
form of change themselves and thereby render posaible oztenliqn of bnr

assistance in creating healthy economic and political conditions in

the country.® 1In other words, the United States was rejecting nega-
tive pressure in favor of positive encouragement. Acheson spoke not
of condemnation hut of closer relations, and looked upon economic and
diplomatic cooperation as a way to implement change and pave the way
for Spain's membership in the United Narions.

Also emerging in 1947 was the admission that it would take more
than an international outcry to force Franco out of power., An increasing
acceptance of Franco as the "man in charge" was reflected by charge
Paul Culbertson, who in the autumn of the Year remarked that "this is
not the opportune moment to develop antagonisms between [the] United
States and Spain.” Echoing a growing sentiment among American and
British diplomats, Culbertson advised against a State Department attempt
to "in any way upset applecart here regardless of number of rotten
apples in cart."’ The implication was that if Franco was rotten, he ]
was also the only thing the U.S, had to deal vitﬁ.

This was a pragmatic and realistic attitude—and one wvhich Ache~

son did not yet share. The Undersecretary of State still held fast

i g e Skt o el e S

to the belief that Pranco's presence precluded a change in U.S. policy,

and thus Cortada is not completely correct in asserting that Acheson's
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April telagréa was a turning point in policy fornulation. Acheson
still push.d for thn ‘establishment of an 1nt¢rih rtginn 1n Spcia. one
that uuuld hold elcctiona. rainstate civil 11b¢rt1¢a. and sr:nt qmncaty

to political priaonmrs cnd sxiles. As lon; an Praneu ranaineo ln povnr.

~ declared the Achesou talegrnn,

there can be no real improvement of sconomic
gtagnation in Spain. We will continue to te
blocked from providing the effective asaistance
which would make possible the economic recon-
struction of that country and thereby build an
effective barrier to civil strife and commmnist
domination,®

Acheson suggested that the Americans and British encourage dissidents
to overthrow the "fascist" Franco regime, and held that the U,N, reso-
lution of 1946 was still the basis of American policy.

Cortada has stressed that the Acheson telegram is important be-
cause 1t gives proof that the U.S, policy change came in 1946 rather
than 1948, as historians had previously believed.? It can be argued,
however, that Acheson's statement constituted no change at all. Be-
cause it repeated the obsolete Wilsonian principles of 1943 and 1946,
because it showed an unwillingness to accept Franco's government as a
viable bargaining partner, and because it promisad American aid only
under the condition of Franco's removal, the Acheson telegram was not
revolutionary. Proof of an authentic change in policy came only in

Octobar of 1947. The instigator was not Dean Acheson but the Policy

Planning Staff (PPS) of the State Department, headed by George F. Kennan.

Kennan himself had long been a proponent of friendly relations
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with Spain, and had told Yorrestal that U.S. hegemony in the Mediter-

ranean hinged greatly upon American access to the straits of Gibraltar.!?




. as ”tho cartyihg ovcr into the affairs of atutoa of tha coannpts nf
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He considcred himself a realist, and had often qucttioncd tha efficucy

of !uuing quaation: of lorality with deciniona of foruign pulicy -a unil” .

rizht ¢ad wrong. tha aanunptiau that ttate bchnvior in a tit lnbjoc:

for loral judgnnnt.“" It s no wonder, then, that tht !canan ltatf'

policy paper on Spainw—a top secret document—was villin;_to ackuov-

ledge what Acheson would not.

Essentially the staff paper contained five new elements. First,
it conceded that Franco remained firmly in power, that hin regine had
actually been fortified by the demonstration of international hostility,
and that there was "no evidence of effective opposition to Franc:
either within or without Spain, which could bring about an orderly
change in government." Second, the study declared, United States poli-
cy of withholding loans and restricting exports to Spain had contributed
to that country's economic stagnation. Though the Truman Administra-
tion's official atanc: had been to discourage private American credits
to and trade with Spain, the PPS advised that steps be taken “whereby
the various controls we have imposed are quietly dropped, so that nor-
mal trade may be resumed betweer the two countries.” The staff recom-
mended as a third precept that the U.S, "minimize discussions of the
Spanish question” in the United Nations and even "refrain from any men-
tion of our previous support of the , , . United Nations in condemning
the Franco rcgiaé.“ Where Acheson had previocusly supported reaifirma~
tion of the resolution of 1946, the PPS prescribed that it be rescinded.
George Marshall, the Secretary of State, repsatedly jotted the words

"1 agree” in the margin of the study.!?




Pburth, the PPS study spoke of Spain s valuu as a po:cutial COld
_Hbr ally. 1t clai-pd that prior v.S. ppltcy »as aot 1n thc altional
.1ut¢rnat. and had lcrvld only to alieuatc !Tlnco lﬁ& "oportto aslialt

Lthn -aintenauce of a trienﬂly atl0lﬁhetc in 3paiu in thc evtnt at cn -5“3**34

intetnational conflict." The fifth and most iaportant statennnt of

the papar apelled out the direction that future U.S. policy should take.
| "Instead of openly opposing the Franco fegiie. ve-nhoﬁld ubtk froﬁ uﬁv_

on toward a normalization of U.S.-Spanish relations, both politicglnand"

econoaic,” the PPS proposed., "While no public announcement should be

made of our views, we should have in mind the objective of restoring ‘>»g
our relations to a normal basis, irrespective of wartime ideological
considerations or the character of the regime in power."

This final statement is the key, for it contains an open admisaion

that ideology should be secondary to national interest. The PPS paper

was a policy milestone, and although 1t did not reflect a unanimous

S K| T . R, S

view within the State Department, it {llustrated that an increasing

L)

number of diplomats were beginning to examine the Spanish question in

a Cold War context. Marshall, for one, gave it his hearty approval,

U ALY el L

although three years would pass before the paper finally became policy.
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1947 was a year of nnny nilcltonnt. It uml the year of cellnnist._ tﬁ: N
insurgency 1u Greccu. of Harnhall Picn aid, and of ”The Boarcct nf -
Soviet Conduct“ by an eni;natic ”Mw. x."13 1967 ill lile :ha rClr of
jthn Trulan Dnctttnn tpqcch-tha Prccidaat . uununtout dleiatntian thlt-_ffluﬂ

"it -ust be the policy of the Uhited Statca to support trec ﬁeoplal :

vho are resisting attempted subjugation by armed ninotitias_or by out=

L

side pressures,
With this statement, Truman had unwittingly implied that it would

not be the United States' policy to aid peoplea who ﬂori suffering

fran.tubjuaation by inside pressure. It appeared that America would
snly aid "freedom fighters" who were in combat with the Laft, not
citizens already conquered by the Right, as waa the case in Spain.
Truman also quite ironically foreshadowed the eventual rapprochement
with Franco when he stated that "We shall remain ready and willing to
join with all nations—I1 repeat with all nations—in every possible
effort to reach international agreement."!>

Signs that the Weat was beginning to grudgingly accept Franco
Spain appeared in November, 1947, after s U,N, resolution to reaffirm
the condemnation of 1946 failed to win the required two-thivds majority

in the General Asaembly. The New York Times reported that in contrast

to the heated arguments on the subject the previous year, the 1947
Spanish dedbate was "short and surprisingly lacking in fire."!® Al-
though the American delegation had kept silent during the proceedings,
the United States joined a group composed largely of Latin American
nations (Argentina, Brazil, El Salvador, Costa Rica, Honduras, Nicara-
gua, the Dominfcan Republic, and Peru) in opposing the reaffirmation.

Thr negative American vote was based on the claim that the resolution
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ot 1966 had failcd in Ltl intended purpose. and had provad 1anff¢ct£vt

:'1a brtngin; a changp in govetnanut to Spain. Officially tho St;to

_DtP&rtlnnt's stancc wan still luknuara. in cvlta of tho r.connnndattout ;f?

of uu Folicy Planning Staff. The ncpartunt vas willing to rola:
. trade restrictions, but would continue to encourage an "orderly and

peaceful evolution" in the Spanish government vith the ulviwate goal

of a "free and democratic regime."'’ There were hopes that the Vatican

would put pressure on Franco to step down, and the State Department
promised "scrupulous compliance' with the U.N, ban on diplomnzic re1a4
tions until he did.

Hints of rapprochement were coming from other quarters. The
British were inclined to believe that Franco's continuance in power
was a lesser evil than the chaos and communist influence that would
follow his forcible removal. Foreign Minister Errest Bevin even sug-
gested that the United States and Britain “"commence quietly" to enlist
General Assembly support against further negative action regarding
Spain. In April 1947, the British recommended that the United States
formulate its Spanish policy without consulting France, as French
“prestige" in Europe had declined and the British were suspicious of
its comunist elements. Acheson agreed, and policy became—on an offi-
cial level—cooperative.!® By May of the next year both Britain and
Feance had signed commercial treaties with Spain.

The crisis atmosphere of 1948 forced many diplomats to reasssss
Spain’a value to tha.Hoct. The Berlin Blockade and the Communist take-~
over in Czechoslovakia were two events that accelerated the process
of treating Spain as a potential ally rather than a pariah. A worried

Paul Culbertson cablsd Marshall from Madrid that while politi-~al
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objections to Franco had always concerned the American diplonﬁtic cofpsﬁ

ipra.than the milicary,

military considerations in time of crisis may
well override ideological objections and change
purely political policy, It certainly looks to

me as though we are in or very near a time of
crisis, and 1 am wondering whether circumstances
may not soon cause diplomatic thinking to be less
concerned with ideclogies of the Franco brand . . .
to a point where our present pojicy may be sort of
obsolete.!®

e gyt . ke Joor gt st

The question was no longer whether Franco would remain in power,

said Culbertson, but whether liberalirarion would be a condition pre-

cedent to any further moves. Inderd, remarked the charge, "with the
iron cuyrtain daily moving further upstage, the Regime becomes increa-
singly convinced of the correctness of its policies,"??

For one sector of the American public, the question of Spanish
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liberalization was no longer a question at all. By 1948 a group had
emerged which advocated not only a change but a complete rehabilitation
of America's Spanish policy. This "Spanish lobby" sought the reinte-
gration of 3Spain with the West via military, political, and economic
agreements. It considered Franco not an obstacle tu these goals but

a prerequisite., According to Theodore Lowi, the Lobby was composed of
five principal sectors: Catholics (represented by legislators like

Pat McCarran and Alvin O'Konski), extreme anti-Coamunists (who "viewed

Spain as the mosat zealous anti{-Communist nation in Europe and probably
the only 'reliable' ally in the cause"), a "pro-Spanish bases group"
led by Admiral Richard L. Conolly (Most of these men were also Catho-
lics, says Lowi, but "would no doubt have sought Iberian bases re-

gardless of religion")}, anti-Trumanistes (led by legislators Robert A,




Taft and Owen Brewatut), and finslly &n economic inter
sought the Spanish market for American products (naunly.[

cotton) S

The Spanish Lobby was bipartisan and represented no;iféiiQQ _§6 ~i::~~~
tional, religious or economic Interest—what {ts members did havn iu |
common was a desire to incorporate Spain into the American a#hatn o!
influence, regardleas of the ideological character of the Pranco regime.
The Spanish Lobby made its {nternational debut Iin March 1948, when thp
House of Representatives voted its overwhelming approval of the lo;
called O'Kongki amendment. Calling for Spain's incluaion in the Mar-
shall Plan, the amendment drew shocked protest from all over the world.  €
And although a joint committee cf the House and Senate rejected it a o ‘;;
month later, the 0'Konski{ amendment indicated that the Spanish Lobby |
was a force to be reckoned with, |
The group’s activities were of a highly visible nature in 1948, ==;: fff?
when a atring of ite members made unofficial viaits te Praueo'lipti. “
By November six different U,S, delegations had paid calls on Spanish
of ficfals. O'Konski and Republican Senator Chan Gurney of South Dakots
arrived in September, as part of a mission to examine the needs of
United States military forces overseas. Gurney, the chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee, spent an hour chatting vi;h Franco
behind closed doors while diplomat Culbertson sat patiently in the
waiting room. When the Senator emerged, he imsued a statement favoring
economic aid to and diplomatic reconciliation with Spain. "Spain is
the mother country of almost all the Western world," glowed Gurney,
"and it 1s only natural that the West looks with interest in the re~

vival of Spain that we knew in history,"??



Upon his return to the United States, Gurney'subnttuﬁf
for Spain's inclusion in a global alliance againat coununiiﬁ
to discuss his proposal with Forrestal and the secretaries Qnd ehi
cf _ff of the three divisions of the armed forces, Meanuhila;itﬁirf'"
Congressional advocates of an alliance with Spain tadoubled thﬂit llp' L
forts in 1949, Acheson, now Secretary of State, was grillad hy & !‘iltt;;? "
subcommittee demanding the end to the U.N, ban on anbascadotq.- In
July, McCarran urged the Senate to set aside $50 million in loan fﬁidl'_.
for Spain, to be made available through the Export-Import Bank, Ach‘-
son and Truman voiced their unequivocal disapproval of the McClrrah'
amendment, but by August of the following year it would become law.
September saw the first official American naval visit to Franco Spain,
when four U,S. warsh'ps called upon the Caudillo at El Ferrvol.

Admiral Richard Conolly had been requesting potuin:ion for &b!
naval vigit for two years, but the State Department had not . ;lvtn hﬁi—'Tb
the go-ahead until 1949, Though Conolly claimed to have diuc&a.‘ﬂt{l,;law.
specifics with Franco, he returned to the United States .dvocattn;3£§¢
establishment of American naval bases in Spain.”??® Conolly's call on
the Spanish leader was followed by yet another wave of visiting legis- 3
lators, including McCarran and Representative James Murphy. Murphy, ] |
a Staten Island Democrat, recommended an American loan of $400 to 500
million to Spain. After meeting with the Caudillo, he told the press
that Franco was a "mild-mannered man with an interest in and a grasp of
world affatrs." Murphy found the Generalissimo to be "a very, very
lovely and lovable character,"?"“

The objectives of the Spanish Lobby were threefold; to establish
an American military presence in the peninsula, to arrangs for U.S,

loans to bolster an unstable Spanish economy, and to pronp:ly tuacafgL97' g



diplomatic ties in order to facilitate the attainment of these
two goals. The Spanish Lobby's efforts were lauded by Coﬁnall}sfh
Vandenberg, who in 1949 urged a "nonpartisan” foreign policy on ;ii_
issacs. "Disunity or serious division on a political basia in th¢{ ;T_:h
United States greatly weakens our hand abroad," Comnally urged 1ﬂ'ﬁifi;?fi
cember.’> Vandenberg articulated the growing sentiment that the dip&j’.L;f
lomatic isolation of Spain was an inconsistency of American foreign
policy=~recognition of other nations did not hinge upon American lpﬁtovgl”. _-”
of their regimes. Yet the initiative to change Spanish policy must
come from Achesn and Truman, said Connally, and until it did the Lob-
by's cause would be stymied,

Or would 1t? The President and the Secretary of State might
withhold support, but the Ameri.un military was a powerful behindfth!*
scenes patron of the pro-Spanish cause. It was true that the kit:!ﬁ?ﬁ!fﬁ
and the Army saw Spain as a low priority in 1948, but.uﬁnn the Bﬁﬁfiﬁl
detonated an atomic bomb in 1949, bases in Spain were deemsd ilplr;§§!iq;
The Navy, for its part, had long been awvare of American weaknesses in
the Mediteeranean and Atlantic~—and believed that British dases in Gi—.;'
braltar, Malta, and Egypt should be matched with neighboring Auot!cnau':; 
establishments, According to Lowi, American naval strategists fcnrtd?  é
"being bottled-up in or sealed-out of the Mediterranesan,” and needed f;
bases in Spain ae a bargaining chip in the fight for control of the o
Mediterranean Sea. Indeed, Spain seemed ideal for naval bases—its lp?k:f
cation provided access to two oceans, its large army would provide
a surrogate for American troops, and no new conatruction would be necw

essary, 26



Secretary of Defense Forrestal, a former thy man hinlaif;.ii
also a proponent of American bases in Spain. Forrestal was ohpaci&{iﬁ
concerned that the United States have access to Middle East ofl re!btéqf
and conaldered Spain a vital link to the Mediterranean,?’ In 1948 hn"a
sent two officers to diascuss the posaibility of a loan to Spain with :'L
W. W. Aldrich, head uf the Chase National Bank. The loan was intended
to finance Spain's purchase and installation of wodern air equipment
for its three largest airfields—but if questioned the Office of Euro~
pean Affairs would state that {t favored the loan "in the interest of

promoting safety in international aviation."?%
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Thus, the fear of a negative public opinion forced even tha mili-
tary to proceed with caution. The European members of NATO were averse
to Spain'se inclusion in that alliance; this too prevented an ovort'ﬁtés._

tempt to draw Franco into the Western orbit, Military higher-ups fousd .

themselves caught batween loyalty to the President——who ltiuﬁéhly 6if
posed any agreement with Franco=-and a conviction that sﬁatn'i nfflfé‘#ﬁ
potential should not be wasted, As a result, says lovi, & lyubtdtié
relationship developed between Congress and military underlings. Thl:-'=?.
latter provided Congress with 'data and cogent arguments, and can;rqgigﬁf
in turn, provided them with protection and ¢ncoura;ennnt.“29 Conat§§i;:
men met with Pentagon offic.als to plot strategy, and the frnlltntdd' ;i
Spanish Lobby gradually coalesced into a group that was capable of |
“embarrassing” the State Department into action.30 The final allaultf_?ff

came in 1930,
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Many barriars prevented an easy embrace of Franco Spaln; one was
opposition within the State Department. By 1948 the Department was |
willing to concede that "a broadly free and democratic regime is both
almost unknown in Spanish history and impossible of attainment at any
time in the near future,”’! and that the normalization of relations
vas among American deaiderata., Yet a hesitancy to approve economic or
military aid to Franco remained. Public opinion, both in the U.S. and
Western Europe, constrained State Dapaftuont policy; the military could
go whole hog on bases, but diplomats knew no such luxury. When the
questfon of ambassadors resurfaced in the United Nations in April 1949,
the State Department advised that the American delegation abstain from
any vote, Although the 1946 resolution had been "a departure from
established American practlce that the accrediting of an Ambasssdor
does not signify approval of a government and is of course inconliltyéff
with our maintenance of Ambassadors . . . beyond the lron duttiiﬁ;“liii
U.8., delegation was again counseled against evan bringing up the spl#fih k
question in the General Assembly.’? Acheson felt that the most accept~ - 5
able tactic was to build up the popularity of the United States withf1
the Spanish people in order to secure "full cooperation in th._ovahtré!&
a possible war." Spain's membership in NATO, the Marshall Plan, oriﬁQ!f
was still out of the question. Economic assistance might cvuntuully;
be possible, suggested the Secretary of State, as a maans of “popullf‘*f
1zing" the United States in Spain. But such aid would be approved o@l&i
if it gave Franco no cause for "antagonism or undus complacency,"'3 -

A second barrier to rapprochement was the very existence of the
1946 resolution. Marashall had publicly voiced U.S. willingness to §§§4;;}f?i'

port its repeal in 1948, but British and French foreign ministers §
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Ernest Bevin and Robert Schuman persuaded hiam to drop the idea ﬁhﬁn |

the three met in Paris. Though he preferred the repeal of the ban to
its repeated violation, Marshall was forced to advise againat American
inftiation of a change. In May 1949, a group of Latin American nations

introduced a vesolution which stated that the ban of 1946 had Heen a

failure, and that members of the U,N, should be free to conduct relstions
individually with Spain, Neither the Latin American resolution nor a
Polish proposal to reaffirm the guidelines of 1946 was able to win the
two~thirds majority neceasary for adoption.

Quite simply, Franco was still a "politically undesirable associ~
ate."3* Though the Western military favored an alliance with Franco,
Western governments considered these designe as a political imposei-

bility., 1In 1949 the New York Times expresaed the widespread opinion

tha: "Franco is not only a bad credit rtak. He is a bad moral ria&

.+ + However much we might sympathize uith the Spaniash pooplu e lf!
not called upon to aid the mean and vindictive 1ittle man who now |
rules them."3° In a press conference held during the General Assembly
debate over the Latin American resolution, Acheson rsaffirmed his con?:
viction that Franco's was a fascist and dictatorial regime. He pro-
tested the lack of civil liberties in Spain and repeated that it vas ; “
Spain's responsibility alone to get "back into the family of Hbltnt§: '_
Europe." Acheson reminded his audience that his views represented ot!t-:
cial American policy~-a policy which was "calculated to please noithor
group of extremistes in the United States—either those who say that we T
sust immediately embrace Franco, or those who say that we must cnl;_pi!.}f;
into the outermost darkness."’® His statement surprised and ditplééééé“ ;

Franco, and the issue of Spain stayed on the back burnsr in the U;!;s'
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until the following year.

The Acheson-Truman obstacle waa perhaps the most formidable barrier
to a change in relationa with Spain. The President's opposition to a
policy change was colored by his belief that Protestant minorities uer§
mistreated in Spain, as well as a personal dislike for the dictator
himself., Truman made no secret of his distaste for the regime, remarking

in 1947 that "There isn't any difference in totalitarian states. I

don't care what you call them—Nazi, Communist, or Patciati, or Franco,
or anything else—they are all alike . . . The police state is a police
state," repeated the President, "1 don't care what you call it."37 fTru-

man consistently refused to give his approval for Congressional junkets

to Spain, and frostily told the press in 1949 that Senator McCarran had
visited Franco "on his own. He represents nobody in the Government of
the United States except himself,"38 | N
Throughout 1949 and 1930, however, pro-Spanish pressure uounicd
from every quarter, making it increasingly difficult for Truman and Abhi¥”i :;
son to hold thelr ground. "Our official encouragement to liberalize -
and change is completely neutralized by the attitude and statements of
such people as Senator Taft and Senator McCarran," conpiaincd Culbert~ |
son from Madrid. ™Are we, in the face of the views of Senators CGnnqllyt5
Vandenberg, and others . . . going to maintain our position of sbstention
on the question of the return of anbassadbrl to Madrid?" Culbertson
had written to Acheson in June 1949 with the advice that the United
States abandon ite attempt to "base policy on the concept of molding the
rest of the world in our own democratic image." Arguing that “pecples _ “
the world over are not the same and won't mold the same," the charge

contended that the Spanish needed economic, and not political, reforms. -



"The refusal of material aid to Spain punishes the Spanish people,
not Franco and his cohorts or the rich,” Culbertson maintained. "There
are lots of very hungry people in Spain today, and there are going to
be more before the end of the year."3?

When NATO was formed in 1949, Spain had been excluded by general
consensus. The political character of the Franco regime prev§ntad its
membership in an organization which was pledged to the defense of the
"freedom, common heritage, and civilization” of its peoples as well
as "the principles of democracy, individual liberty, and the rule of

law,""0

The Office of Western European Affairs issued a statement in
April 1950 which declared that as long as NATO's policy was based on
the concept  of "strengthening and safeguarding democracy, and not
merely on a negative reaction to Communism,” it would be ditficult to i
envisage Spain as a partner in the organization's "collective oftqrt."“‘~ r.
Nonetheless the American Joint Chiefs of Staff sdvocated Spanish par-
ticipation in NATO, by means of the application of U.S, pressure upon
the NATO countries who objected to Spain. In the absence of NATO ap-
proval the Joint Chiefs supported a bilateral military agreement with
Spain."? By May 1950 they had collaborated on N§C-72, a very crucial
policy paper which recommended that the United States immediately bring
Spain into its orbit. “In the light of the worse.ing uorld-titﬁation,"
the document began,

and the likelihood that the North Atlantic Treaty
countries could not, now or during the naxt ssv-
eral years, defend France and the Low Countries
successfully in event of Soviet attack, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff consider it of paramount impor-
tance that the United States and its allies take

proper ateps to assurs that Spain be an ally inm
event of war,“
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Spain's neutrality, warnéd NSC-72, would not be enough to protect the
Allies in the air age. 1If the Soviets tranplad'ovar France and ﬁha
Low Countries as the Germans had in previous wars, Spain would serve as
"the last foothold in Continental Europe for the United States and its
allies." Military arrangements with Spain were to be made without de-
lay, for any hesitation would "cause a decrease in Spanish ability to
resist ar enemy attack."*"

Truman's reactfon to NSC-72 was that it was “"decidedly militar~
istic and in my opinion not realistic."® The State Department ob-
fected that "A purely negative anti-Communist policy could not possibly
command the popular support, or stimulate morale to the same extent,
as a positive program of mutual cooperation to asupport and strengthen
the western democracies.' NSC-72 undercut the concept that NATO sembers
wvers to consult and agree upon all relevant courses of action, ilid'.

the Statea Department, and an asraeunﬁt with Spain would cast doubt on

the American commitment to strengthening the democratic~-and not just
the anti-Soviet-~nations of the world.“®

Despite these protestations, the Congress and pro~rapprochement
press continued to clamor for action. Representative John Kee cham-
pioned the cause of Spanish recognition in a speech to the House on
January 9, 1950, "If a regime has the power to govern, it is a govern-
went," argued Kee. '"Recognition is a neutral thing. It should imply
neither approval nor disapproval of tha regime receiving it."7 The

Washington Post agreed that the question of diplomatic recognition

should not be "weighed according to the theoratic merits or defects of
the form of government . . . but solely according to its advantages or

disadvantages in the present state of world affairs.”® por the




Washington Evening Star the issue of recognition vas not a nﬁttc: of

practical concerns so much as duty: "In one breath we proclaim our
greatneas and our moral principles. And then we stultify ourselves by
refusing to setand up and be counted on a clear-cut issue which bears
not only on our own integriry but on the integrity of the U.N. as wull.”“9
Acheson acquiesced on the queation of recognition in January 1950.
In a letter to Senator Connally the Secretary confessed that the United
States had long questioned the "wisdom and efficacy”" of the recommenda-
tions of the 1946 resolution. Admitting that the resolution had failed
in its intended purpose, Acheson called the withdrawal of ambassadors
a "mistaken departure from established principle,” but although the U.S,
was prepared to vote for a rescinding of the 1946 resolution, such a
vote would not signify American approval of the ¥ranco regime. ?153317;
Acheson stated an American desire for economic relations with Spniu.'
for increased trade, U.S, investment and the extension of croditi for
specific projects. The Secretary closed his correspondence with a
Wilsonian flourish, encouraging the Spanish regime to take "steps toward
democratic government which offers the best hope for the growth of
banic human rights and fundamental freedoms in Spain."3°
For many, diplomatic recognition was not enough, The Spanish
lobby's raison d'etre was not the symbolic but the material assistance
of Spain; its members wanted to send U.S. dollars, exports, and mili~
tary aid to Franco in addition to an American ambassador. Their goal
was not Spain's mere acceptance in the U,N,—they fought to support
and ally her with the West., '"While we are fighting communism on all
fronts,” wondered one Congressman, “why do we neglect thias oppor:un;;y-

to give recognition to a nation which is so uniformly against coqnnﬁinﬁ?”?? f;?
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1f war broke out against the communist nations, continued a Senator,

no nation could remain neutral. "We would be foolhardy indeed and

plain foolish {f we did nor seek now and in the near future tc coordi-
nate and Integrate the capacity of Spain with that of other nations

in the North Atiantic community. To all intents and purposes,™ he con-
tinued, “"Spain 1s a huge airfield surrounded by water."®? No location

would be more valuahle than Spain in bringing about the ultimate defeat

of an aggressor, predicted another Senator, for she was "put there as

If by the Almighty.""?

The February 1949 loan of $25 million to Spain by the Chase Bank,
the Acheson letter favoring recognition, the passage of the McCarran
amendment in August 1950-—these were all victories for the Spanish Lobby.
Although Truman would later attempt to block the $62.5 million loan to
Spain which the McCarran amendment had provided, the battle was essen~
tially won. The only remaining hurdle was the U,N, resolution, an ob-
stacle fairly easily overcome. "The resolution will be repealed if we
want it repealed, maintained 1f we want it maintained," remarked a cyni-

cal New York Times.°" The Times saw in Acheson's struggle with the

Spanish question the image of a man "resolutely carrying a load of hot
coals as long as he could and then dropping them in a mixture of dis~
gust and relief." By 1950 it no longer seemed worthwhile to the Adaini-
stration to face controversy over a stale and relatively unimportant
issue, the newspaper claimed,’’ and Acheson dropped the coals in March
when he disclaimed the desirabllity of going "from one country to another
with a piece of litmus paper . . . trying to see whether everything is
true blue, whether the political, economic, snd social climate il |

exactly, in all its detail, the kind that we would like to have either
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for them or for us,"°®

On November 4, 1950, the General Assembly voted to revoke the
resolution of 1946, and gave its blessing for the return of ambassadors
to Spain to any member nation which desired it. Much of the text of
the original resolution remained (including the statement linking Fran-
co with the Axis and the recommendation that the regime be replaced
with a democracy), hut thirty-eight nations including the United States
had voted to allow Spain's {nclusion in U.N, agencies. The power to
name an ambassador remained with Truman, who claimed to have "nc thoughts
on that ldea at all. Tt Is going to be a long, long time before there
is an Ambassador to Spain,” the President told the press, "and you will
have plenty of time to think it over.">’

Truman's "long, long time" turned vut to be about six weeks. On
December 27 it was announced that Stanton Criffis——formerly the Ameri-
can ambassador to Egypt, Poland, and Argentina—would represent the
United States in Franco Spain, The President's explanation for the
appointment was that there had been "no change in policy with regard
to Spain, except that we need an exchange of ambassadors which makes {t
a little more orderly way to do business with the two governments."

And though Truman's attitude toward Franco "hadn't changed a bit,” he
confeased to Griffis that he had been "a little overruled and worn
down Ly the Department."”® By February of the following year, the
United States as well as Britain and France had exchanged ambassadors
with Spain. Franco had been In power for a dozen years, and within

that time American policy had come full circle.
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"l was asked by every Congressman and visiting newspaperman if
American aid to Spain was not in reality direct aid to Franco and the
support of Franco," recalled Griffis in his 1952 memoirs. '"There can
only be one answer to this question, and that was unequivocally yes.
Franco was Spain."”? 1t seemed to make little difference in the 1950s
whetiier American allies were true democracies or not; irdeed, as Sena-
tor McCarran would remark, Amevicane could no longer be independent of
those of whom 1t disapproved. 'We announce we won't deal with the un-
couth, and discover, with a two a.m. toothache, that the only available
dentist beats his wife," was McCarran's analogy.'’

The 1950 revocation of the ban on ambassadors was, for Franco,

a moral victory. It seemed to vindicate the dictator's ateadfast anti-
Communiasm as well as his long-held conviction that the West "noad&d"
Spain. Franco's courtship by the United States cevtainly came as no
aurprise to the Spanish leader; he had predicted ae carly as 1938 that
Lthe West would eventually orient fts policy towards Spain due to a
"geographical imperative.""! Above all, the Uni.ed States' embrace
bore out the popular legend that Franco's chief occupation was trans-
ferring papers from one box to another on his desk. The first box was
labeled "Problems Time Will Solve," and the second—'"Problems Time Has
Solved,"6?

Franco had not altered the character of his regime except super-
ficially; the Law of Succession declared that Spain was a monarchy
but also that Franco was to rule Spain until his death. The referendum
to confirm the Law of Succession was & national loke, an event one
critic-in-exile callad a "heads 1 win, tatle you lose" situstion.®?

Franco was confident of his own survival, and knaw it would be only &
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matter of time before the United States accepted hie regime. '"We see
that the greater part of world opinion has come, even if it will not
sdmit it explicitly, to adopt an ideological line which Spain has been
maintaining for thirteen yeara," said Spanish foreign minister Artajo
in 1948.%" oOnce the ideological “adoption" took place, there was no
need for the Spanish to court the West,

When examined within the context of early Cold War events, the
seemingly sudden American embrace of Franco hardly needs an explanation,
Arthur Whitaker has observed that the United States approached Pranco
when Cold War tensions superseded that ideclogical concerns of World
War II., A more exact assessment is that one ideology——that of the na-
tional security state—replaced another—that of self-determination—
in the late 19408 and 1950s. And while Theodore Lowi has written that
the policy change towards Spain resulted from the efforts of the Span-
tsh Lobby, it {s important to note that it was the prevailing anti-
Communist mindset which moved the 3panish Lobby to action, Some his-
torians have hailed the embrace of Franco as a triumph of the new Ameri-

can rvealpolitik. But while the Spanish policy of 1950 was more prag-

watic than ite forerunner, {t would be wrong to say that its anci-
Communiac origins were synonymous with political "realism."

The repeal of the 1946 resolution had at least one crucial,
long~term consequence~~it paved the way for the 1953 Pact of Madrid,
in which Franco granted the United States basee in Spain in exchange
for economic and military aid., The Pact's significance lies in the
fact that it was a strictly bilateral agreement; in making it the
United States both bolstered and defied the NATO nations who wanted

no part of a military alliance with Spain. The United States courted
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Franco without the consultation or approval of Great Britain} the
two nations' previous cooperation on Spanish affairs was another casu-
alty of the postwar rift between them,

The decision to form a working alliance with Spain did not, by

any means, meet with unanimous American approval. The New York Times,

snti-Franco to the fini{sh, belleved that even diplomatic recognition
would strengthen the Caudillo's hold "at a time when slight cracks were
beginning to appear.'t® Salvador de Madariaga spoke for thousands of
Spaniards when he complained that the Western powers had presented
Franco "with a moral victory on a silver platter." He warned the Cold
War "realists" that Franco had not fought for Hitler and would not
fight for them.”®

Hadariégn's admonitions were disregarded. Americsns in 1950 per-
ceived Communint expansion as a greater threat to democracy than to-
talitarianism in general; indeed, the concern for the preservation of
a "free" world had given way to an emphasis upon the security of the
"non-Communist” world, The utopian and illusory goals of the Connally
resolution fell victim to the practical considerations of containment,
yet both approaches to foreign policy have survived. The implications

of thelir survival deserve discussion,



Part Three: Relations with Franco

and the American Foreign Policy Character

"Consistently, throughout our history, we have assumed that we have
a message for the world, s democratic message, and, some would say,
- a message of redemption, Consistently we have scanned the horison,
. looking for signa that the message vas being received. Hopefully
‘'we have attempted to convince ourselves that other wovements were
-intrinsically at one with our own, despite local differences or "’

complexion . . "

--David Potter
People of Plenty

"A politically mature people should be able to understand and evalu~
ate accurately, in a foreign statesman, a kind of intelligence that
is crafty, a sincerity that is fanatic, a tenacity that is ruthless,
an integrity that is cruel. A politically mature people ., . . should
rebel against the cheap argument that any foreign political leader
challenging or denying their way of life must, simply by view of his
intransigence, be a pervert or a freak,"

~Emmet Hughes
Report from Spain
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The United States' policy for Franco Spain provides an excellent

-_ example of how two seemingly conflicting philosophies--idealintic
Wilsonianism and "realistic" and pragmatic anti~Communism--werc applied
to a single situation during a relatively short perfod of time. When
. diswecting the period as a whole, it tecomes apparent that Spanish

- policy was a microcosm of a generally dua.istic U.S. approach to for-
' -§ign relations, American policy-makers mixed idealism with realism in
Spain and in many nations during the transition from World War to Cold
War, Inspecting the "two stranda" of American foreign policy in the
context of Franco Spain is = valuable exercise principally because it
reveals a great deal about the postwar American diplomatic "character”
. ==that set of traditions, ideals, assumptions, and perceptions which

~ have shaped the American view of the contemporary world,

Dubious indeed is the assumption that one of these influences
upon policy-makers was more deairable than the other; both can be
criticized for a variety of reasons. The Connally resolution, which
was the embodineht of the Wilsonian approach, has hypocrisy as a pri-
mary flaw. The entire discussion of Spain in the U.N. violated that
organization's own charter; Spain was not invited to the debate which

concerned her and ncre of her repiies to the accusations made against

her were taken seriously., Franco's must vocal detractore in 1946

were the Soviet Union and the Eastern-bloc countries-—and their exclu-
sion of Spain because of {ts repressive and unrepresentative regime

was & case of the proverbial pot calling the kettle black. The Connally
resolution demanded a string of prerequisites for Spain's memberahip

in the U.N, which a good number of the membar nations were themselves

unable to satisfy,

- 3
4
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Anerican policy wae based on the illusory hope that democracy
would “evolve" in Spain, but if the State Department had heeded the
warnings of its own men on the scene, perhaps its goals would have been
a bit more realistic. Carlton Hayes, the American ambassador to Madrid
during the Second World War, had long criticized official U.8. policy
toward Spain. "Obviously, in the opinion of our government, the choice
for Spaniards was to starve to death or revolt against their govern-

ment, recalled Hayea, His objection to the 1946 condemnation of Franco
was that it reversed the traditional American stance of non-interference
and indicated policy-makers' "colossal ignorance" of Spanish affairs
and history.’ Hayes had always recommended that the United States

. accept Franco as the head of the Spanish government and give up hopins.
that the regime.uuuld collapse spontaneously at the war's end. ''The
memory of the horrors of the late Spanish Civil War is much too vivid,
and the fear of doing anything to precipitate ita recurrence, ia with

the exception of the Communist minority, almost a national obsession,"

wrote Hayes in 1946,%

Similar caveats were expressed by William W, Butterworth, the

American charge in Spain during 1946, 'There is no more likelihood of

obtlining in Spain by sudden means a representative and democratic

govt (sic]," Butterworth cabled Byrnes, "then thers is of wiping out

by fiat the bitterness engendered by 3 years of civil war." Butter-
worth also warned the administration against joining the U.N. condemna-
tion of Spain, because by indulging in a public denunciacion in one

o year the U,S, would tie its hands for the next several,®

am ot b LA s

Impervious to the warnings of diplomats, the administration con-

tinued itu attempt to whake Franco out of power by using "nothing more
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lethal than adjectives."® The moralistic, self-righteous, and often
arrogant language of resolutions on Spain was a sign of the times in
the immediate postwar years; President Truman's 1945 Navy Day Speech
bore a typically Wilsonian stamp, "“The foreign policy of the United
States is based firmly on fundamental principles of rightsousness and
justice," he avowed. "In carrying out these principles we shall not
give our approval to any compromise with evil.”" Truman solemnly
pledged "to bring the Golden Rule into the 1nternati§na1 affairs of
the world . . . te pucsue [our] course with all the wisdom, patience,
and determination that the God of Peace can bestow upon a people who
are trying to follow in His path."’ Apparently the American president
had chosen to ignore the God of Peace's recommendation that Christians
judge not so as not to be judgid.

Connally himeelf had somewhat pompously explained that although
the Spanish people were barred from U.N. membership, he would be happy
to provide tinem with an inventory of "the conditions which they them~
selves must create In order to remove these obstacles" to their entry. B
But it was Dean Acheson who best articulated the moral exigencies of
American postwar policy with the remark that "We are willing to help
people who belieVa the way we do, to continue to live the way they
want to live."? When the Spaniards were ready to prove their worthi-
nees of American ald, they would receive {it--but ironically, most
Spaniards never knew about the demands being made on them. Even when
the resolution of 1946 was rescinded, the average Spaniard was not
aware that Spain was still barred from U.N. nonbatuhip aﬁd that the
censorious preamble to the resoclution of 1946 stiil remained.:® The

l1ifting of the ban on ambassadors was met neither with popular Jubilation
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nor euphoria in the Spanish press—indeed, Spaniards took the news

serenely and as {f they had quite confidently awaited it.}!

So much for moralistic expressions of international disapproba-
tion, But can the American policy which replaced the moralistic con-
demnation of Spain be accepted without criticism? Certuinly the United
States approached Franco more amiably because it perceived a Soviet
threat, but was this Russophobia realistic? Some historians have
viewed America's attempt to shape an alliance with Franco as part of
a calculating and confident new realpolitik, but the fact remains
that disagreement and confusion charac. “rized even Cold War policy
changes.}? Accepting Franco as an ally presented many with a serious
moral dilemma, and some Amaricans asked themsslvas whether the end—
lécurity-justified the means in the embrace of Franco, Darlan, Chiang
Kai-gshek and Tito., "Should we accept military aid from any :-urce
on the ground that the defeat of communism must be the primary concern

of our national policy?” wondered the Saturday Evening Post in 1951,}3

Apparently, the answer was yes, Senator McCarran interpreted

Spanish history in a whole new way when he wrote that that nation's

civil war was simply "Stalin's first European inning in a game whose

g s e el

subsequent innings were played and won in Poland, Yugoslavia, Czecho-

slovakia, Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary, and China, and whose latest
inning is Korea." According to McCarran, the lnited States was destined  @
to go from the Grand Alliance to a "strange alliance," made up of ﬁ
"Socialist British, ex-enemy Italians, Monarchical Norwegiane, Falan-
gist Spanish, nupuﬁlican French, possibly ex-snemy GCerman." The
alliance would be redeamed, however, by the nobility of its common

purpose: ‘“the contaimment of Russla, the spawning bed of the most
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vicious political form in the history of man's search for the good
sociaety,"!"

1f it seems hypocritical of the U.S, to have supported a dic-
tator only four years after calling for his forcible removal, it must
also be remembered that Americans, Lf forced to choose between right-
wing totalitarianism and left-wing revolution, have on the average
spoken {n favor of the former.!> Allowing the continuance of Franco's
reactionary rule seemed a lesser evil to permitting Stalin's revolu-
tionary expansion, and if the battle agalnat communism was to be waped
on every front, then the Iberian peninsula seemed strategically and
economically auitable. The Spanish Lobby never asked itself whether
bases in Spain would stop the Soviets; it aimply assumed that their
virtue as a dete?rent was obvious and that aid to Franco was money
well-spent.

Whether the "Spantsh people" welcomed the Amarican wilitary
and economic presence in Spain was immateriali their actions had
bosnt of critical importance in 1946 dut yheir opinion in 1950 was
wot solicited or co. ldered wmecessary. Spanil!; Atherty, which hae
scemed laperative four veavs earlier, vas Wy 1930 & dated issue,
Weor American poliuv-iakers found a Commanding tdws, they stuck to it

stendfast Ivemey 0 least until & WAivr one came slong,




"Attitudes and opiniona toward foreign policy questioms avre not
only to be understnod as responses to objective problems and aftuationa,”
wrote Cabriel Almond, “but aa conditioned by culturally imposed quali-
ties of character.”!” Not only has the American national experience
of World War and Cold Wnr given s4s a unique and lesting world view,
but both the American rejection and embrace of Franco reveal many traitas
of our foreign policy "personality.”

The first set of traits falls under the "Wilsonian" heading, al-
though Woodrow Wilson is most closely associated with American idealism
becuuse he articulated it rather than invented it. As the Second World
War drew to a close, Wilsonian idealiam permeated every expreassion of
Americs's postwar aima. Many believed, like Harry Hopkina, that the
peace meant "the dawn of the uew day we had all been praying for and
talking about for so many years."'’ This {dealism was not the artifi-
cial creation of politicians but part of the outlook of an entire
populace. 1In 1946 about 93 percent of Americans approved of the idea
of settling disputes in an international organization, and 69 percent
renocunced the isolationist notion that the U.S. should "keep to itself
and not have anything to do with the rest of the world."!® A sense of
mission and a sense of guilt drove Americans to the conclusion that
they must take the lead in the formation of an international organiza-
wdan, ‘or their failure to do so after the First World War seemed to
have led to the disasters of the Second,!® Such an organisation
would not only stop sggression, but would encourage the spread of eco-~
nomic pro#perity and democratic ideals. Senator Connally believed that
the Usfted Nations Organization was "[bjolder than the ideas of Kant,

Roussesu, and other philosophers who devised utopias . . . it is even
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more substantial than the hopes of its modern father, Woodrow thaon;-
and his follower, Franklin D, Roosevelt,"’0

Henry Wallace shared Connally's enthusiasm for the United Na-
tions, and saw the organization as a form in which the United States

could exercise both {ts moral and military leadership to presas for

peace, prosperity, and democracy.”! Though he did not always mentfon

Spain specifically as part of the world's "slave" half, Wallace in-
cluded Franco in his condemnation of the "Quislings, Lavals, and Musso-
lintis" who believed in "one Satan-inspired Fuehrer'" and thus had to

be eliminated.”” Not only anti-Francoists but a large sector of the
American public believed that it was the United States' duty to wipe
Franco like a blot from the political landscape, but once the war had
ended they stipulated that it must be done without endangering the
peace,-

The crusade against Franco had a huge appeal in 1944 and 1945,
but as the Cold War progressed the more militant of anti~Franco Ameri-
cans were not praised for their idealism but were often accused of
being Communists. "As far as the FBI and the right wing were con-
cerned, it was all right to be anti~Fascist once it became acceptable,”
wrote one historian, "but to have been anti-Fascist too soon, say, to
have supported the Loyalists against Franco was tantamount to being
a Communist and, thus, disloyal."?" S{milarly, libsrals 1like Wallace
seemed to have held on to militant anti~-Fascism for just a little too
long in the late 19408 and early 1950a, and for their refusal to foist
the Hitler analogy upon Stalin and to support a foreign policy chiefly
motivated by anti-Communism made them the object of almost conatant

suspicion.?>
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That Americans in 1945 helieved democracy must be regencrated in -
Franco Spain reveals the misnslionary nuality of their character., But
Ancricans greatly underestimated the ditficulty of the task, and this
{1lustrates yet another tragic tlaw of the American forelgn policy com~
plexion. Almond has written that the American is |

an optimist as to ends and an {mproviser as to
means, The riches of his heritage and the mo~
bility of his social order have produced a gene
erally cuphoric tendency, that im, the expecta-
tlon that one can by effort and good will achieve
or approximate one’s goals. '

Americans have never believed In the long-term planning of foreign

pelicy objectiven, Almoud continues, and the idea of

taking the "long view,” acquiring sufficient

reliable information on which sound policy can

be bamed, weighing and balancing the potentisl

value of ailitary, political, diplomatic, and

psychological means in relation to proposed

courses of action . ., . has herdly taken root

in the American policy-making proc.ss.’’
In shorc, the United States pursued a policy of "democracy on demand"
in Spain, believing that the virtue of the ideal was enough to spur
the Spanish people to implement a change.

Countless historians have written of the missionary character

of the American approach to foreign relations; David Potter in his

classic People of Plenty deacribed the phenomenon with particular under-

standing. 'We continued to hope that American liberty could go abroad
end atill remain liberty as we knew her," wrote Potter. Americans
have often seemed so convinced of the moral authority of their ideals

of equality, freedom, and opportunity that they have believed that
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“for every aristocrat who disparaged us or condescended to us there
were scores of plain men and women who shared in and were heartened by
our aspirations for human welfare . , , [and] that the heart of hu-an;_'
ity reaponded to the creed of our democracy.'® |

Acvording to another historian, the tendency to belleve that
people across the globe wanted democracy emerged from the “common-man
myths" of the American depression years. "The image of virtuous and
decent little people fighting for their lives and integrity against
predatory forces'" was one of the most appealing ideas of the depression,
and it continued to be popular not only in the war years but in peace-
time, too.”? Americans wanted to think that even "Chinese Communists
wete, at bottom, Jeffersonian democrats who mouthed the thoughts of the
independent agrarian man," Potter observed.3® 1t is no wonder then,
that the {deal of a liberal and democratic Spain died hard among the
American people.

Why have Americans—as in the exparience with Franco Spain-—so
often been disappointed in their mission to spread dewocracy? Potter
theorized that Americans think they have democracy because they ohoae
ft—but In reality it exists because favorable economic conditions
permitted fts growth, The fallacy that a nation can "choose” democracy
“has consistently impelled us to proselyte for converts to the demo-
cratic faith in places where the economic prerequisites for democracy
have not been established." Potter's theory applies accurately to
Spain in the 1940s, which had neither the political, historical, or
economic foundation for democracy, American style. Nonetheless the
United States deepened its alienation of Pranco Spain by blaming the

Spanish for "failing to embrace the political ideals which our standard
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of living supports.”’!

William Appleman Williams has attributed the failure of the
American mission to the choice of tactics employed by the missionaries
Even if the American way were the only effective approach to govern~
ment, Williams argued, "the act of forcing it upon the other society~
and economic and political pressure are forms of force-—violates the
idea of self-determination.” Our humanitarian urge to assist other
peoples is undercut, and even subverted, by the way we have gone about
helping them, Williams claims,'’

Robert Osgood has written that American idealists have been dis-
appointed over the ycars because they have made tha mistake of "coa-
fusing what was ideally desirable with what was practically attainable."33
According to Osgood, Americans often have had good intentions in foreign
policy but

have never been consistently true in their ideals
if the translation of those ideals into reality
has required an important sacrifice of the national
self~interest, as they have conceived it., Americas,
like all cther nations, has acted with positive and
responsible i{dealism only when the great mass of
the citizenry has been convinced that ideals and
self-interest coincided,?®
Perhaps the key to Osgood's assertion is that America is like any
other natlon In its hesitancy to pursue idealistic goals, unless it
is clear that this pursuit coincides with the national intarest.
But particularly American is the tendency to leaven all self-interested
policies with moral sentiment; indeed, writes Osgood, the ideals ex-

pressed in the traditional American mission have been as important

to our stability in foreign relations as strategic intereasts,>®
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A final reason for the failure of the American mission, and
especially for its miucarriage in Spain, is the fact that Americans
have a atrong tendency to identify every country's revolution with it

own, Because the American is a self-made man, he expects others to

be so, too.’" If the thirteen colonies could shake off the yoke of
oppresaion in 1776, armed with encouragement and moral rectitude ochnf.ii
nations could do so as well., 1Issues in 1945 particularly seemed to be
simple matters of black and white, good and evil, aslave and free,
According to the Atlantic Charter, freedom and self-determination
"were synonymouas and , . ., no people, therefore, should be denied the

“37  Pranco may have been "one of the wmost vi-

right to independence.
cious enemies of the American way of life and American interests,"
but his eradication would convert Spain into a land "as secure and
friendly, as hard-working, and hard-fighting as America itself,."39

Self~determination—~this was the ideal. Yet self-determination
was a tricky matter after the Second World War, for it appeared that
the American definition of freedom to choose a government was ffccdaa
to choose Weatern-style democracy. State Department officials had
long frowned upon the idea of even allowing a reatored monarchy in
Spain—and if Spaniards had overthrown Franco to create a Communist
government, the United States would not likely have called it “self-
determination.,"

Yet victory would have meant licttle if the political conditions
which had spawned the totalitarian regimes of the 1930a had remained
in existence, observed John Gaddis, and Americans were "conditioned
by wartime rhetoric” to expect a peace settlement that would restore

democracy cverywhere.'? They felt that it was their responsibility
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to create a peace which would embrace the entire world—for Wallace

the price of a "free world victory" was that the citizen had “the su-
preme duty of sacrificing the lcsser intereat for the greater intergdf
of the general welfare."“? 1In his now-famous Farewell Address, Geofgﬁ
Washington had wa;ned that only American isolation from foreign con-
flicts would enable her to pursue a "different course.”" But the policf; |
makers of the postwar world found America's salvation in international-
ism, and the spreading of American political ideals, economic institu-
tions, and military protection across the world, While Washington had

opposed permanent alliances and the entanglement of American peace

anc prosparity with a corvupt and self-interested lurope, the inter-
nationalists believed in a global American mission which would embrace
Europe at a common and permanent partner.“!

American idealism adout Spain indeed revealed a great deal about
the United States' foreign policy personality. But if idealism is a
trait which can be traced to cur earliest origins, then the pta;natitﬁ _- f
which replaced {t is a more recently acquired characteristic. This ii
not to say that American policy became self-interested for the firast
time in 1945, Yet it is true that the perception of the Soviet Union
a: a permanent threat to American interests became part of our set of
foreign policy assumptions in the immediate postwar years. The other
side of the coin of Spanish policy was the diplomancy of anti-communism,
as we have seen Iin the examination of official statements, policy pa-
pers, and public speaches,

Historians have given many names to the emergence of anti-communism
as a sine que non of American foreign policy., Arthur Schlesinger saw

the phenomanon as a victory of 'spheres-of-influence" thinking over
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"universalism." Kenneth W. Thompson analyzed the question as one Of
Churchillian realism versus utopianism. Daniel Yergin has pinpointed{
the change as the vesult of the triumph of the "Riga axioms" among |
policy-makers over the "Yalta axioms." Nearly all agree, however,
“that the "shaky peace" experienced since the late 1940s has been balad:;
upon an often clumsy combination of the two."?
it would seem that Wilsonian universalism and Kennanesque anti~
communism make for somewhat strange political bedfellows. Yet both
traits are quintessentially Amer{can, and were embodied unniatakably.
in Senator Connally, for example. Connally was an ardent supporter |
of the U,N, and believed it would greatly promote international ltability,; E¢
but an equally important component of his philosophy was that the So-
viet Union had a "dream of world conquast" and was "the biggest problem

"43  pean Acheson's ideslism was undeninbic.

facing the free world todavy.
but the same man who swore loyalty to the 1@0&1 of "striect compliance® _f_i*f
with U,N, guidelines also remarked that "we cannot avoid the fact :a.:f~f;;
force will play a great part in the grand etrategy of creating a ﬁotk-:
able non-communist world system."“ Arthur Vandenberg and Harry Tru=-
man also displayed this idealist-realist dualism,

To say that anti-communism "replaced” idealism in the foruuia:ton
of policy towards Spain is perhaps not a completealy accurate assessment.
No American politician could have totally abandoned universalism, for
to concede that the world was divided into spheres of influence would

have meant the betrayal of the principle of self-determination—a prin-

ciple for which many Americans believed World War Il had been fough:;?s :

The solution was to synthesize universalist principles with spheres-

of~influence strategy and state that American intereste would be served
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best by supporting Franco. A policy motivated solely by anti-eoununii
was unpalatable to most Americans, but if it could be demonstrated that
American ideals were protected by supporting Francu, then the embrace
of the dictator could be rationalized. '"Europe without American atring
and leadership can neither preserve its own independence nor {oater &n-;'%_
international system in which anyone's independence will survive,"
Acheson argued."® The security of the United States was made to seem
dependent upon the security of Furope, and to exclude Pranco Spafn from
the Western alliance was tantamount to leaving "a Wrokew link in tiw
chain of defense around Rusoia to the West."“’

Winston Churchill had for many vears supported an Allfed emhyace
of Franco. As early as 1944 he expressed his hape that Spain would be
a "strong influence for the peace of the Mediterransan after the way."
Churchill saw Spain's political problems as & matter for the ﬂp&&lltdb
themselves to work out, and in 1948 e told the Cowmmons that tism had
passed since the condemnations of Potsdam and the West should revoghiss
that it now had a "different relationship" with Wescow. He publicly |
urged Spain's inclusfon in the United Nations, and privately hoped for
a military agreement as well.“®

As Kenneth Thompeon has noted, Churchill's outlook often ran

against the prevailing political tides of the day."? 1If the British

leader had no moral qualms about an alliance with Franco, it was be-
cause for him, moral questions were not simply "a choice between right
and wrong but a choice between lesser evils."?( Americans at first

may have had some trouble adapting their own world view to thia Machi{a-
vellian philosophy, but the Pact of Madrid signalled the ultimate ac~

ceptance of Churchill's "lesser evils" ideology. A decade before the

A%
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Fact of Madrid, Roosevelt had jumstified the United States' wartime
alliance with Stalin as a case of crossing a bridge with the devil
until safety was reached at the other side, Whes the Soviet Union
became the enemy, Americans crossed the bridge with Franco, who was
just one of a large aseortment of seemingly satanic companions,

America's relationship with Prasco was redefined when, as Yergin

has written, national security against the Soviet threat became the
Commaniding Idea of U.S, foreign policy. Whea security is the primary

objective of a nation's diplomacy, Yergin has theorized,

deajrable forcing policy geals are transisted in-
to issues of national survival, and the range of
threats becomes limitless. The doctrine fof na-~
tional security] is characterized by enpansiveness,
a tondency to push the subjective boundarfies of
security outward to were and more arass, to afi-
compass more and more geogrsphy and more and more
problema. It demands that the country assume a
posture of military ’rcfarednccs; the nation must
be en permanent alert.®

Xeeping Yergin'a definition in mind, it becemes apparent that it mattsrs
1ittle whether Spain was actually the strategic “gea" and "last foot-

hold" of Western Europe. The point is that Americen officiale per-

celved her to be so. Shoring up Spain economically and militarily '??;
meant securing the Iberian peninsula ae part of the American sphere .

of influence.

The word "security" had crept stealthily into the American for-

eign policy vocabulary. Carlton Hayes was an easy coanvert to the
creed of national security, and the ex-ambassador confessed in the
19508 that "sorry experience since 1945 has taught us that Communist

Russia is bent on world domination and that {8 a far more dangerous
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threat to our security than Germany ever was.”"’  Even Culbertson
agreed by 1950 that "world security" was not improving. "If Spain
has any value in that security," the charge remarked, "we and the
other powers of the West should get away from emotionalism and study
the Spanish problem from a practical, even selfish, point of view,">3
Yet the components of the national security doctrine were not

merely ideological and atrategic. Economic considerations played an
important role in the rapprochement with Franco, as revisionist his-
torians have so ardently argued. The State Department saw economic
stabli{ty i{n Spain as & prerequisite for her political and military ad-
vancament, and feaved the chaos which would result from depression more
than any Boviet invasion of the peninsula, 8pain also repressnted
a new market for U,S5, exports and investments, and accumpanying every
lodit to Franco Spain was a demand that she open up to foreign capital,
Indeed, the revisionists would have had a field day with Stantom Criffis’
speech to the American Chamber of Commerce in Spain:

The guvernment of the United Statem has atood,

since its inception almoat two hundred ysars

480, as the champion of privat: enterprise . . .

we are hopeful that many of the vestrictions

now applied to American busiwess operations

can be ameliorated or removed. We hope that

American corporations may be encouraged to make

investments in Spatn through permission to ob~

tain larger interests in Spanish companies than

is now allowed, "

There is some validity to the revisionist argument that the

United States embraced Franco as part of a desire to plant the seeds

of free enterprise in vet another ready and fertile field. Joyce

and Gabriel Kolko have expressed justifiable distaste for the alliance
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of American democracy with Iberian authoritarianism. Yet the Kolkos'
contention that it was the United States' aim to "restructure the
world so that American business could trade, operate, and profit with-
out restrictions everywhere" {3 somevhat extreme. Completely falae
fa their claim that “om this there was sbsolute unanimity among the
Amerfican ieaders, and it was around this core that they elaborated
their policies and programs.""" The Rolkus have alsc written that the
United States essent{ally traded its own recogfiftion and aid for Span-
ish raw materials, disguising economic motives behind an anti-Communist
facade.”® But we have already seen that America's Spaniarh policy grew
from a very real—albeit confused-—political {dealism, as well as
the perception of Spanish bases a1 a strategic necessity, The Ameri-
can desire to enact a global New Deal existed to an extent, but the
Congressmen who wanted an alliance with Franco pointed to a map of
Europe and not a balunce :heet.

In any event, studying the change in American relations with
Spain reveals the newer attributes of our foreign policy personality.
A pervasive belief in a Soviet threair, coupled with the conviction
that national security must be the principal objective of American
diplomacy, are an integral part of our policy character today. Whether
they will remain so is yet to be seen, bit at the time of this writing,
anti~Communiem—as much as Wilsonian idealism--is alive and well and
living in Washington. A discussion of the legacy of America's poli-

cies toward Franco Spain is reserved for the concluding pages.




Conclusion

"Good intentions have rarely sufficed either to constitute a sound
foreign policy or to justify its indictment."!

~—Emmet Hughes
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To study Spanish-American relations during the early Cold War
is in many 1 'spects, as we have said, to study the United Scates’
approach to diplomacy in many parts of the world, The moral dilemma
posed by the alliance with Francisco Franco was not a new one; Ameri-
cans had befriended dictators before and after their embrace of the
Spanish leader, That Spain was suddenly perceived as a strategic
bulwark against communism should also come as no surprise; since the
19408 the United States has defended tiny nations from Southeast Asia
to Central America as "final footholds" of American security. What
then iz the unique legacy of the United States' policy in Spain?

Can a special lesson be drawn from the American experience with Fran-
cisco Franco?

The answer, of course, is yes. Perhaps the greatest lesson of
the failure of America's 1946 condemnation of Franco comes from Ache-
son's statement that moral condemnations of a regime are not only
dangerous, but more often than not, futile, Thot'gh an attempt to dan-
ish Franco from power, the United States resolution served only to
increase his intransigence and consolidate his power. When the Ameri-
can policy about-face came a few vears later, Franco was not grateful
but complacent. He had waited for the world to change and come back
to hin, and by 1950 it appeared that much of the world had done wo.?

The question of Spain's real strategic value remsins today a
hypothetical one, and the American bases in Spain msay never be more
than a potential, and not a provable, asset. The issue that must be
addressed is not whether the Pact of Madrid was worth the monetary ex-
pense, but whether making this "pact with the devil” meant that Ameri~

ca's security was ultimately more important than political or moral

.
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considerations. Many Americans would like to believe that Franco's
death marked the end of an era in Spanish history which {s best for-
gotten. Yet Spaniarda cannot forget Franco's rule any more than they
can erase nearly forty years of their national history. The American
bases in Spain—as well as Spain's tenuous membership In NATO—are to
many Spaniards an unwanted legacy of the Franco years. To a growing
nunber of Spaniards the bases are not a source of security but one of
disquiet, and serve a# a constant reminder of the dictatorship which
made their political and strategic decisions for them for almost four
decades,

To some extent the United States' Spanish policy can be excused
because of the r:pid change and confumion which characterized the era
in which {t was made, Cold War historians have remarked that coherent
and consfstent policy-formulation could mot exist in the mid-1940a, for
the American political culture had become "too complex, the spectrum of
competing interest groups too wide, sand the number of novel issues
too great."’ The advent of the atomic bowb, the problem of Germany,
the formation of the United Bationa and the administration of the Mar-
shall Plan seemed to deserve more tmmediate attention. That Spanish
policy was lost in the shuffle is thus neither surprising nor unfor-
givable. And although some of the era's "beat and brightest" diplo-
mats helped to forge the policy touardi Franco, it nonetheless was
slmost destined to he a casualty of the more monusental coﬁcerul vhich
took precedence over it. Franco's designs for Spain indeed seemed
fnsignificant when compared with Ttalin's aims for Eastern Zuvope,
and even if diplomats aad given their full attention to Spain it is

doubtful that their thinking would have been completely clear. Kemnan




aptly summarized the essential problem of the time in a 1950 diary
entry:
wver before has there been such utter confusion ';
in the public mind with respect to U.S, foreign 3
policy . ., . They all wander around in a labyrinth
of {gnorance and error and conjecture in which
truth is intermingled with fiction at a hundred
points, in which unjustified assumptions ha gt~
tained the validity of premises, and in which there
is no recognized and authoritative theory to hold
on to."
The chaotic foreign policy climate of the late 19408 goes far to
explain the deficiencles of United States' policy for Spain., Yet in "E
spite of this confusion, the criticism that American policy was too ex-
treme muat still be made, Extremely i{dealistic were the United States’

continued proclamations that democracy must be restored in Spain. The

ant{~Communist policy which supplanted them was also undeairable, for it

RO ORI S

completely ignored fdealiam in the interest of American security-at-

A Gt

any-price. Spanish historians have observed these extremss bitterly, H

calling the 1946 resolution “"spectacular and ineffective" and attributing

2o b S

Franco's final consolidation of power to the policy spelled out in NSC- | “%

72.5 1n dividing the Spanish problem intc a question of good versus

evil, the United States only reinforced the societal cleavage between
victors and vanquished iiich had begun after the Spanish Civil War,

The tragedy of America's Spanish policy is not that Wilsonian

idealism and fervent anti-Communiem existed, but that the gtobth of
the latter led to the practical impossibility of carrying out the goals ‘ ?é

of the former, In embracing Franco to protect their own security,

Americans ironfically demonstrated that democratic principles had to be

denled in Spain in order that they could be pressrved in the United




States. Perhaps the greatest {rony is that democracy finally came to
Spain in spite of, and not because of, American efforts in 1ts behalf.
The death of one man—Franco-—and the political maturity of the Spanish
people ultimately succeeded in restoring democracy to Spai: where the
proclamations, condemnations, and i{solation of the rest of the world

had failed.




Notes

Abbreviations t'sed in the Notes

CR Congreasional Record

DOSB Department of State Bulletin

FRUS Poreign Relations of the United States
NYT New York Times

Introduction and Part One

'Dean Acheson, Power and Diplomacy {Cambridge, Mase., 1958), 80.

‘Quoted !n Theodore Lowi, "Bases in Spain," in American Civile
Military Decisions, edited by Harold Stein (Birmingham, Alabama, 1963),

679,

3Joyce and Gabricl Kolko, The Limits of Power (New York, 1972),

7.
“CR, 79th Cong., lst sess., Vol, 91, Pr. 10, A690.

‘Danicl Yergin, Shattered Peace (Boston, 1977), 84.

“CR, 79th Cong., lst sess., Vel. 91, Pt. 12, A3233,
’CR, 79th Cong., lst sess., Vol. 91, Pt. 10, 1030,
"NYT, December 20, 1945, 22,
3p08s (Vol. XIV, 1946), 415,

1%0gcar Lange, The Problem of Franco Spain (Washington, 1946), 6.

limax Gallo, Spain Under Franco: A History (New York, 1974), 107,

2cariton Hayes, Wartime Mission in Spain (New York, 1946), 91.

131bid., 91,

1YFRUS (Vol. v, 1945), 667,

15CR, 79th Cong., 18t seas., Vol. 91, Pt, 10, A0,
161b1d., A360,

P7American and Spanish liberals alike associated the monarchy with
corruption and reaction in Spain. Coffee's own version of the Spanish
Republicans' expulsion of King Alfonso XIII was particularly revealing.
In 1845 he told a Madison Square Carden sudience that in April of 1931,
"the good people of Spain went to the ballot boxes and thair collective
decision went something like this: ‘Alfonso, until today you've bueen

S e g S




87

both a bum and a king, but from today on you're just a bum.' If there : j;
are any historians here tonight I think they will back me up." See CR, S
79th Cong., lst sess,, Vol. 91, Pt, 10, A},

'81nid., A360.

191bid., A689-690.
20tbid., A690,
211bid., A359,
’21b1d,, A689,.

" 3Henry Wallace, "The Price of a Free World Victory," in The Century
of the Common Man (New York, 1943), 14,

?81b1d., 19,

?SQuoted in Walton, Richard J., Henry Wallace, Harry Truman, and
the Cold War (New York, 1976), 137.

261bid., 137.
27NYT, December S5, 1946, 23.
?Byallace, 22,

29Council on Foreign Relations, The United States in World Affairs
1945-1947 (New York, 1947), 207.

3%Quoted in Charles Mee, Meeting at Potsdam (New York, 1975), 143-
144,

3tbid., 143.

321bid., 144,

$31bid., 332,

34FRUS (Vol. V, 1945), 672.

351bid., 702.

3CpRUS (Vol. V, 1946), 1055,

37PRUS (Vol. V, 1945), 699.

381bid., 670.

391bid,, 695-696,

“OpRyS (Vol. V, 1946), 1030 and 1043,




“1posB (Vol. XIV, 1946), 412,
“Z1bid,, 412.

“IPmmet Hughes, Report from Spain (New York, 1947), 284,

“SposB (Vol, XIV, 1946), 412,
“SLange, 19-22.
“61btd., B-16.

“TPRUS (Vol. V, 1946), 1065-1066. George F. Kennan alsc warned,
in March 1946, that any capitulation to the Lange demands would be a
dangerous deviation from his conception of American interests as well
as a giant propaganda victory for Moscow. See FRUS (Vol. V, 1946),
1045,

“fguoted in Stephen Ambrose, Rise to Globalism (Menasha, Wisconsism,
1976), 131-132.

“I1bid., 1073-1074.

S0Raymond Carr, Modern Spain, 1875-1980 (Oxford, 1980), 165-166,

"lgee Carr, 166-167 and Gallo, 109,
>?Gallo, 163.

“3posB (Vol. X1V, 1946), 418,
S41bid., 417-418.

55James Cortada, Two Nations Over Time: Spain and the United
States (Westport, Connecticut, 1978), 206-207.

56Arthur Whitaker, Spain and Pefense of the West (New York, 1961),

11,

S71bid., 11,

S81hid., 16,

SRaymond Carr takes the former viev (see Modera Spain, 149);
Manuel Espadas, professor of history at the University of Madrid, has
claimed the latter view in his lectures during 1982.

6OFRUS (Vol. V, 1946), 1027,

€lyayes, Wartime Mission, 298-300.

S2FRUS (Vol. V, 1946), 1079,




89

““Connally's speech sirrored the Vandenberg statement; he opposed
coercive measures by the United Nations "because they would efther aid
Franco by uniting the Spanish people against outside interference or
would precipitate the Spanish people themselves into the disaster of
civil war.” (See lowl, 672.)

““FRUS (Vol. V, 194h), 1081,

‘"Reprinted in NYT, December 4, 1946, 22.

“iIbid., 22.

“/FRUS (Vol. V, 1946), 1084-1085,

“Y1bi1d., 1090.

‘”Algar Hiss prepared a statement which alluded to this danger,
and he submitted it to Acheson on December 9, 1946, See PRUS (Vol,
V, 1946), 1086,

"C0ff{ce of Information, Spanish Embassy, The Spanish Question

Before the United Nations: An Outrage of Internationz] Law {Washington,
1948), 17,

7IFRUS (Vol, V, 1946), 1086,

7?Quoted in Ruth Russell, A History of the United Nations Charter
(Washington. 1958), 975.

73U.S. Department of State, The Conferences at Malta and Yalta,
1945 (Washington, 1955), 936,

74PRUS (Vol. V, 1946), 1057,

75public Papers of the President: Harry S. Truman, 1945 (Wash-
ington, 1961), 433-434,

“tLisle Rose, After Yalta (New York, 1973), 19-20.

77piplomat Charles Bohlen predicted in 1946 that after a process
of internal evolution, "the Soviet attitude towards the outside world
in its policies and mothods in international affairs will undergo pro-
gressive modification.” According to Yergin, Bohlen also wanted to
"induce the Soviet Union in fts own interest and in the interest of the
world" to act in the spirit of the U.N, Charter. See Yergin, 165.

78pablo Ascarate, Spain, Past and Future (London, 1945), 13-14,

7YFRUS (Vol. V, 1945), 704,

80Manuel Jimenez Quelez, Wheels within Wheels: How Russia Uses
United Nations Againet Spain (Washington, 1947), 9-18 and Office of
Information, Spanish Embassy, The Spanish Question Before the United
Nations, 17,




BIFRUS (Vol. V, 1946), 1036,

% The Blue Division had participated in the destruction of several
Russian historical monuments, including the palace of Catherine the
Great at Tsarskoyc Selo, said Kennan., See FRUS (Vol. V, 1946), 1034.

33Article 32 of the U,N, Charter veads as follows: "Any state
which {s not a Member of the United Nations, if {t is a party to a dis-
pute under consideration by the Security Council, shall be invited to
participate, without vote, in the discussion relating to the dispute.
The Security Council shall lay down such conditions as it deems just
for the partlcipation of a state which 1s not a Member of the United
Nations.” According to Article 2, the U.N, had no right under the
Charter "to Intervene in matters which are essentially within the do-
mestic jurisdiction of anv state."” See Russell, 1036 and 1041,

WiSpanish Embassy, The Spanish (uestion Befure the United Nations,

20.
SYFRUS (Vol. IL1, 1947), 1054-1056,

8 Juan Pablo Fusi and Raymond Carr, Espana, de la dictadura a la
dumocracia (Barcelona, 1979), 33,

87Gallo, 161,

821p1d,, 164,

89Fernando Vizcalno Casas, La Espana de la Posguerra, 1939-1953
{Barcelona, 1975), 173 and 191,

30carr, 155-156.

whitaker, 33-34.

Y FRUS (Vol. Vv, 1945), 683,
93FRUS (Vol. V, 1946), 1077,
yizcaino Casas, 185,

¥Fernando Diaz-Plaja, La posguerrs espanola en sus documentos
(Barcelona, 1970), 212-213,

%Gallo, 173-174,
*’vizcaino Casas, 188,

*®The examples are too numerous to name, but among the most famous
of the postwar literature of "resignation" are Buero Vallejo's Historia
de una eacslera (1949), Martin-Santos' Tiempo de Silencio (1961), Cela's
La colmana (1951), and Sanchez Ferlosio's El Jarama (1956),




91

99Gallo, 150-151.

100py81 and Carr, 11-33.

Part Two
'Yergin, 196.
’CR, 81st Cong., 2nd sess., Vol. 96, Pt. 6, 8557,
3FRUS (Vol. III, 1947), 1060.
“See Theodore Lowi, "Bases in Spain."

SCortada, Two Natlons, 221.

SPRUS (Vol. ITI, 1947), 1067,
‘ibid,, 1091,
A1bid,, 10661067,

Cortada, Two Natfons, 221. _Q

!"Walter Millis, editor, The Forrestal Diasries (New York, 1951),
328.

‘1George Kennam, Americsm Diplomacy (Chicago, 1951), 87.

1:A11 quotes taken from FRUS (Voi. IIT, 1947), 1092-109%.

1’Mr, X, i.e. George Kennan. The article which sppeared in For-
eign Affairs called for the “containment” of Soviet Russia by means ns of
the "adroit and vigilant application of counter-force at a series of
constantly shifting gecgraphical and political points, corresponding
to the shifts and maneuvers of Soviet policy." See Xennan, 99.

l*Quoted in Ambrose, 150.

5public Papers, 1948, 186,

1éNYT, November 18, 1947, 25,
L7FRUS (Vol. TII, 1947), 1096-1097.
181bid,, 1074-107,.

L9FRUS (Vol. 111, 1948), 1031.

201bid., 1032-1034.




92

“lLowt, 676,
“2NYT, October I, 1948, 9, :

“3rowi, 678,

R R R N PP

24See NYT, October 27, 1949, 15 and Lowi, 679,

"UNYT, December 29, 1949, 1.

““Lowl, 674-678, ;
“lowt, 674; Millis, 357-358; FRU  (Vol. I1I, 1948), 1030. g
“IFRUS (Vol. 111, 1948), 1040, %
* Lowi, 670, %

‘“1bid., 686,

LFRUS (Vol. TI1, 1948), 1041.
“FRUS (Vol. IV, 1949), 757,
“1bid., 762,

S ibid., 749,

Y'NYT, July 16, 1949, 12,
SENYT, May 12, 1949, 10,
*31bid., 479.

SIFRUS (Vol, 1V, 1949), 746=761.
“OQuoted in Whitaker, 37.
“IFRUS (Vol. 111, 1950), 1559.
“-tbid., 1561,

“I1bid., 1560,

““1bid., 1561.

“S1bid., 1562,

“S1bid., 1571,

“7crR, 8lst Cong., Znd sess., Vol. 96, Pr, 1, 240,




93

“8guoted in CR, 81st Cong., 2nd mess., Vol. 96, Pt, 3, 3177,
“91pd., 3176, | |

SOPRUS (Vol. TTI, 1950), 15501535,

Bic°1i¢r to Héuae. CR, Blsi Cong., 2nd sems,, Vol. 96, Pt. 6, 8357,

““Cain to Senate, CR, 8ist Cong., 2nd sess., Vol, 96, Pt. 7, 9530-
89531.

>3rydings to Senate, CK, 8lst Cong., 2nd sess., Vol. 96, Pt. 9,
11, 454,

SYNYT, January 1, 1950, &,
SSNYT, January 2., 1950, 16,

56cR, 81st Cong., 2nd sess., Vol. 96, Pt., 3, 1176,

“7public Papers, 1950, 697.

581bid., 762 and Stanton Griffis, Lying in State (Garden City, New
York, 1952), quoted on 269,

S%eiffis, 296,

69pat McCarran, "why Shouldn't the Spanish Fight for Us?" Saturday
Evening Post, April 28, 1931, 138,

6lFrancisco Franco Bahamonde, Franco ha dicho (Madrid, 1948), 292,

b2whitaker, 1.

SINYT, July 8, 1947, 10, The voting in the referendum was not by
secret ballot, and svery voter recaived a certificate vhich was later
requested by employers at the workplace.

Squoted in Gall, 185. |

°5u?t Dacember 22, 1949, 22.

SR 5‘:;14.. !ty 3. 1949, zt.

!!"! !BSSQ
. ‘!hvu Pmtor, gg of ; y (Chicom. 1!3&). 132.
2M‘lﬂ. 90

- Jcariton Hayes, The United States and Spain (Hnltpart. Connecticut,
1951), 139-163. |




94

“Hayes, Vartime Mission, 303-304,

SPRUS (Vol. V, 1946), 1041~1042.
Spughes, 280.
‘Public Papers, 1945, 433-438,

81bid., December 4, 1946, 23,

9Quoted in Lloyd c. Gardner, Architects of Illusion (Chicago,
1970), 205.

*ONYT, November 12, 1950, IV, &,

Vivigeaino Casas, 233.

1“Joyce and Gabriel Kolko, in particular, have taen the view that
the embrace of Franco was part of a monolithic American program to

bring anti-Communist satates into the United States' political, economic
and military sphere. See The Limits of Power, 5 and 662.

1 3McCarran, 25.
141bed,, 137-138,

15Robert Divine, Second Chance: The Triumph of Internationalism
in America During World War I1 (New York, 1967), 32.

16Cabriel Almond, "American Character and Foreign Policy," in The
Character of Mricans, edited by Michae! McGiffert (Homewood, Illi-
nois, 1970}, 405,

! 7Quoted in Rose, 26,

18 .90nard 3. Cottrell and Sylvia Eberhart, American Opinion on
World Affairs in the Atomic Age (Princeton, 1948), 122-124.

1901?1&, 133. .
20]’“ Connally, with Allud Sutnhotg. ! 1. ‘l‘ﬁl m e

;(‘.U YQ!‘; 1’5‘). 3“‘_- o o
(215, Samuel Walket, Me ﬁlm 9.!!4. !E!‘;!& m

mupert. Omoettwt. 9
22thlaca- 17,

| 234y7, December 20, 1943, 22,
24yalton, 141,

251bid., 136.




95

26plmond, 407,
T1vid. , a1,
28potter, 131133,
2%0s6, 5.
I0pgeter, 132,
3irbid.. 137-139,

3%Wi111am Appleman Williams, The Tragedy of American Diplomacy (New
York, 1959), 14-15.

33pobert Osgood, 1ldeals and Self-Interest in America'’s Fbra_;g
Relations (Chicago, 13335. e

I41bid., 431,

351bid., 446.

36A1mond, 414,

37Quoted in Russell, 75,

38CR, 79th Cong., 1st sess., Vol. 91, Pt. 1, 775,

33John Lewis Gaddis, The United States and the Origins of the Cold
War (New York, 1972), 2 and 30.

“OWsliace, 20,

“l8¢e Horace Binney, An Inquiry into the Formation of Washington's .
Farevell Address (New York, 1969y, 229,

Attatrs (0etober 1967y, Hiosis Ketmath Thompaca's bines "‘m" ,ﬁ -
EEEEE‘?:.w (Baton Rouge, 1983), 26 and sz-ss; Ybr. n,
__ '_“3cnuna11y, 364-365. o
:"_'_'é%mmcu. 8 .

'Ji £“5seh10sin;ur, 3&.

o Meacheson, B,

“eeiftis, 302,
“88es Callo, 141 and NYT, December 10, 1946, 4.
“Sthompson, 5. |



01bid,, 45,
Slyergin, 196,

2jiayes, The United States and Spain, 177.

S3PRUS (Vol. I1I, 1950), 1566.
S“Griffis, 292-293,
55Joyce and Gabrinl Kolko, 2.

*6Ibid., 661~662.

Conclusion
'Hughes, 276,
‘Charles Halsted, "Spanish Foreign Policy, 1936-1978," in Spain in

the Twenti-th Century World, edited by James Cortada (Westport, Connecti-
cut, 1980), 79,

3Rose. 177.
“Juoted in Yergin, vii,

"Josc Antonio Blescas and Manuel Tunon de Lara, Espana bajo la
dictadura franquista (Barcelona, 1980), 228-253,

ol
%
1
1




97

About the Bibliography -

| nt :ho prinnry unntcas I!stcd btlov. tha aoat frequcntly non- ;3 :'
oultud was undoubtedly the State nepartnont's _gg!_gg Ralations of 5___

United States. As ny main concern was with the dntailn of policy for-

-ulation-eapécially who was rctpouaiblu for lu;splttn; changes and

vhen these changes came-1 found this series to be indispennible,

The New York Times provided a more multi-dimensional viaw and extensive
coverage of developments in Spanish-American relations in the late

19403, Truman's Public Papers were a helpful source of his public

statements on Spain (which, incidentally, mirrored his private opinions

as well) ind also of his wore famous speeches. The State Department

Bulletin filled in gaps when Foreign Relations va«s not complete, and

the Congressional Record was replete with spseches and editorials on
Spain and Franco, The speeches especislly enabled me to contrast the
views of the anti-Franco liberals with those of the Spanish Lobby,
Official Spanish records of the policyqnnﬁin; process were, not
surpriaingly, unavaiiable, The few documsnts to be found vtfi somevhat
hologanoous; that is, they all 3nv¢ rrnaco’a otficial statc-nut- to -  .
': pﬁooa nuﬂ pablie be: pxovidid 112:10 illi‘ht into thc prtvnto unrh!a.;

R  li. bnt'cna:tnpotary'hxa&ortcul vnrh.<ptovidad aeun raptia:n:of.w,,_”n :

articles. :
Perhaps the ft:st point which must be sade: about thb_soéondcry'
sources is that the time of the research pcitod.aad the tngqirgd length




of tha thnatt linited the bibllogruphy to those aourccs which aecued

'aost directly rolated to Spanish-ﬁl.ricnn relations dutiaa the late

1940n, or to Cold War hiltory. Thone can be aoparated 1nto three
groups: Books or neioira by people on the scene, monographs on éarious_
aapectd'qf American cbld War policy by conibiportry authors, and gen-
eral surveys of the period by Spanish and American historianas. A fourth
and saaller group of secondary sources included those which theorized
about the nature of the American foreign policy character.

Of the first group, Hayes’' memoirs were most valuable, for they
contained not only a summary of the history of American relations with
Spain but a valuable perspective as to why the American policy wvas des-
tined to fail. Acheson scarcely mentions Spain in his memoirs, but
hia theories on international relations and American intereats are sttil
pertinent today. Connally and Vandenberg have left volumes which are
excellent portraits of both themselves and the period in which they
livgd. |

The secondary sources on Cold War history include both those vuluin:

vhich reinforce the most widely sccoptcd views of coatnporaty hutarunc

- (Ytrg!.n's ttered ggco, cmm' m United sutn ggg thu 9.!.4.!..!!?._

. mauxg to givu cmmnttm w both sets of vmm.. a toth wm

u_ppucnbla to the situation with Spain, Of the ‘Spanteh and Amsrican
surveys of the period, I fouad COrtadn‘i works to bc-nx:tcnnly hnlﬂful

and concise. Any discussion of the condemnation of Spain uould hav.

__bun _m:mum wttmc the cmrumtim of M ond carr



ds la ﬁtctadura a la da-ocracta). aud the vrizinga of ﬂldlttaat aud

| Siescas and Tunon de Lata ruulndod an that the Aanriccu cibracc of

.Pranco was not univarnally approciatcd in Spaiu. Thc bookn and arti-
cles in the bibliogtaphy_vhtch I have not mentioned ocrvod.funczionp '
similar to.thc ones described above, slthough I must make special
acntion of Lowi's "Base? in Spain," which 3§ve a very couprehnn§iﬁa

account of the activities of the Spanish Lobby between 1948 nad'1953.
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