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Abstract

This is a study of the relations between Spain and the United States from the end
of the Second World War to the conclusion of the Madrid Agreements which were
signed in September 1953. Through these agreements Spain obtained military and eco-
nomic aid from the US. At the same time she was integrated into the western defence
structure. In return Franco authorized the US to construct and use military bases, some
of which were situated near Spanish cities. Furthermore the agreements limited Spain's
foreign, economic and monet;;ry policies.

The structure of the thesis is determined by the chro_nolc;gical events of the late
1940s and early 1950s. The international background is analysed in the first part of the
thesis, running up to July 1951. The second part covers the negotiations between the
‘two countries. By following the chronological events of the negotiations, the thesis tries
to assess which of the two parties was willing to compromise in key aspects.

Most of the thesis is based on American primary sburces throughout the period.
Many of the arguments developed contrast directly with those already put forward,
notably by Spanish historians. The picture which emerges indicates that Washington, as
well as Spajn, had great militla:y and strategic interests in signing the Madrid
Agreements. This is surprising given the findings by other investigators that Spain was
forced almost by circumstances into these agreements. The thesis tries to develop a
counter-argument which, hopefully, lays the foundation for a constructive discussion on

the issue.
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Introduction

This is a study of the relations between Spain and the United States from the
end of the Second World War to the conclusion of the Madrid Agreements which
were signed in September 1953. The structure of the thesis is determined by the
chronological events of the late 1940s and early 1950s.

In the 1940s, almost as soon as the western democracies had solved the
fascist challenge to their social and economic structure, an old enemy,
Communism, renewed its claim as a plausible alternative to the capitalist economy.
The struggle between the two systems, which engulfed almost the entire world,
was unique in that the decisive battles rarely involved soldiers. More often they
were fought out by diplomats, economists and industrialists all over the globe. The
two superpowers continuously tried to extend their respective influence to as many
countries as possible. In this context Spain, guarding the entrance to the
Mediterranean was of particular strategic importance.

The first part of the thesis, covering chapters one to seven, sets the
international context for the attempt by the US to bring Spain into the western
defence structure. Chapter one analyses the coming about of the tripartite
statement: a weak condemnation of Spain as a fascist regime. For both historic and
economic reasons, France felt more antipathy towards the Franco regime than
either Britain or the US. The Quai d 'Orsay resolved to force the two other western
allies into a condemnation of the Spanish government. However, Britain and the
US were unwilling to jeopardise their cordial diplomatic relations with Spain. They
succeeded in watering down French demands to such an extent that the ensuing
statement had little real impact upon Spain herself.

One of the developments that emerged following the statement was the
discussion of the Spanish problem at the UN. The way in which Communist

countries tried to exploit the situation at the UN forms the topic of the second.
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chapter. After long talks throughout 1946, the UN passed a resolution which
condemned Franco and, amongst other things, recommended the withdrawal of
ambassadors from Madrid.

The new found willingness on the part of the western democracies to speak
out against Franco did not last. In the third and fourth chapter we see how
economic, commercial and strategic interests in the US and in Britain encouraged a
rapprochement to Spain between 1947 and 1948. Over these two years the US
State Department, fearing possibly adverse diplomatic effects of close ties with
Spain, was slowly pressurised by the Department of Defense and several influential
Congressmen into accepting their point of view. The international developments
during 1949 and early 1950 led to a new official US policy towards Spain, based
on National Security Council decision NSC72. The fifth chapter looks at the
influence which the growing conflict between East and West had on US policy
towards Spain.

Soon after the National Security Council issued NSC72, the Korean war
broke out, adding to the fears of policy makers in Washington. In the sixth chapter
the importance of this uncertainty is emphasised. Spain was quickly reintegrated
into the international community and the UN revoked its own earlier
recommendation to withdraw ambassadors from Madrid. Furthermore, the
National Security Council initiated a revision of its policy, stressing the importance
of promptly making use of Spain's geographic, military and strategic position. As
becomes clear in chapter seven, the emerging US policy called for immediate talks
with Spain, ignoring the diplomatic, military and moral concerns of its European
allies. In June 1951 this policy was issued and authorised by the President. The
background was then set for the two countries to come to a mutually beneficial
agreement.

The second part of the thesis concentrates more on the diplomatic relations -
and negotiations between the two countries than on the global context. Chapter

eight analyses the first Spanish - American talks between General Franco in
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person and Admiral Sherman of the US Navy. The friendly atmosphere of these
initial meetings gave the misleading impression that the two countries were about
to come to an arrangement.

Following these talks, two US study groups went to Spain: one covering
economic, the other military aspects. Chapter nine looks at these two groups and
the time they spent in Spain, while the following chapter analyses their reports as
well as the resulting considerations. By this time it had become clear to both sides
that the negotiations were not going to be as straight forward as it had initially
seemed.

In early 1952, the US sent two negotiating teams to Spain which were to
hold conferences with their Spanish counter-parts for almost a year and a half.
Chapter eleven looks at the progress made in these talks throughout 1952. By the
end of the year it looked almost as if the agreements could be signed but Franco's
decision to withdraw concessions made by his negotiators forced the US into
reconsidering her approach.

In chapter twelve this new approach is outlined. Washington initially decided
to wait and see if Madrid would return to the negotiating table. Once it became
clear that the Spaniards were unwilling to do so, the Americans tried to pressurise
them by threatening to withhold funds already appropriated for Spain by Congress.
The talks were on the verge of collapse. A compromise, however, was found and
the talks resumed. How this affected the final agreements and some of the military
and legal implications is summarised in chapter thirteen. The final chapter of the
thesis takes a closer look at the agreements themselves and concludes with some
developments which emerged shortly afterwards. Most of the thesis is based on
American primary sources throughout the period. Many of the arguments
developed contrast directly with those already put forward, notably by Spanish

historians.
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While the negotiations were going on and shortly after the agreements had
been signed, a series of PhD theses were written in the US on Spain's diplomatic
relations with the West. These studies, while having had the benefit of the
contemporary developments, nevertheless lacked the benefit of historic hindsight
and the volume of material declassified since.

The American Arthur P. Whitaker published one of the first comprehensive
studies of Spain's position in the western defence structure. His analysis, published
in the early 1960's, gives a good reflection of the negotiations from the public point
of view and based on the material available at the time.

Richard Rubottom and Carter J. Murphy wrote an analysis over 20 years
later. While they had access to a wider range of primary material, they decided to
follow the relations between Spain and the US right up to the 1980's. What is
clearly pointed out in their publication is the geographic importance Spain had for
the defence of western Europe. The Pyrenees provided NATO forces with a
natural defence line against a conventional attack by the Soviet Union. Even if
West Germany, the Benelux éountries and France had been lost in a sneak attack
on Europe, NATO would still have been able to retain a strong foothold in Europe.
Necessarily the depth of their analysis somehow underestimates the importance of
the negotiation process itself. At the time of writing, the available public material
on the negotiations themselves were mainly speculative press reports, a series of
public statements by the negotiators and politicians, as well as a certain amount of
leaked documents giving an exaggerated view of harmony throughout the
negotiations process. As far as their conclusion of the agreements is concerned,
they correctly assessed them as the beginning of Spain's integration into the
western defence structure. However, they did not nor did they attempt to assess
the position of Spain and the US throughout the negotiations and the impact this
had on the final outcome of the agreements. Spanish historians have been much

more willing to comment on this.
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The most thorough research conducted on the negotiations must be the one
by Antonio Marquina Barrio, covering Spain in the Western Defence structure up
to 1986. However, his excellent investigation and broad topic leaves him little
room for a final assessment of the negotiations or of the agreements. One is left
guessing whether Washington's strong position forced the Spanish negotiators to
compromise in several important points. Even though this is never spelled out
clearly, the impression one derives from his study is that this was the case.

Eduardo Chamorro, a Spanish journalist, was in his publication on the
military bases in Spain much more willing to comment on the position of the two
countries throughout the negotiations and following the agreements. While this
study gives a very readable account of the period, it nevertheless lacks the research
and investigation of primary sources. Spain is portrayed as the weaker of the two
negotiators while Franco seems to sell out Spain's sovereignty for little in exchange
apart from some obsolete war material. Incidents such as the near nuclear disaster
in Spain in the 1960's, when by accident two life nuclear bombs fell off a plane but
failed to explode, are discussed in detail. This gives a picture of Spain's inability to
influence events.

Manuel Vazquez Montalban's study on the American penetration in Spain
gives a more rounded picture though he does focus mainly on the cultural impact
on Spain rather than on the political and diplomatic developments. The cultural
impact of the association between the two countries only really filtered through on
a national scale in the 1960's when economic prosperity allowed Spaniards to
indulge in foreign mass products. Immediately following the signing of the
agreements little changed for the average Spaniard. Even the construction of the
bases in the second half of the 1950's had only a limited regional influence on the
Spanish culture. While Vazquez Montalban's study gives a comprehensive picture
of the cultural implications he does not set out to analyse the negotiations
themselves.

Florentino Portero gives a good summary of Spain's foreign policy

throughout the period of isolation. Unfortunately, though, he stops in 1950 with

()



the UN revoking her earlier recommendation of withdrawal of ambassadors from
Spain.

By far the most comprehensive study of the negotiations themselves and the
implications for Spain was written by Angel Viiias. He comes to the conclusion
that Franco had sold out Spain's sovereignty over foreign and defence policy.
Following the signing of the agreements and specifically the secret annex to the
official agreements, the US could make use of the bases in case of Soviet attack
without even consulting with Spain. This meant that Spain had lost her ability to
remain neutral in case of conflict and thus could have been forced into a nuclear
confrontation in Europe. According to this, Franco had given up a vital
cornerstone of the nationalist regime and one whose importance he himself had
stressed throughout the creation of the Franco myth that is to say his great ability
to avoid Spain being dragged into a world conflict. Given this development, one
clearly has to question the validity of the Franco myth and of Franco's real interest
in Spain as opposed to his personal position as Spain's caudillo. In return for giving
up control over foreign and defence policy, as well, though to a lesser extend,
monetary and fiscal policy, Spain obtained military and economic aid. Vifias clearly
feels that neither of the two made up sufficiently for the downside of the
agreements. He sees that military aid came to Spain as obsolete US war material
left over from the Korean war and in some cases dating back to the Second World
War. He concludes that for the US it was a cheap way of getting rid of unwanted
war material. On the economic side, Viiias sees that aid granted to Spain was on a
much smaller scale than aid received by other European nations through the
Marshall plan. Furthermore most of this economic aid was in fact sent for the
construction of the military bases which themselves were useless to Spain as her
airforce lacked heavy bombers which would have required these large military
installations. Vifias therefore concludes that the agreements were one-sided and
Spain's position throughout the negotiations had been weak. This was because

Franco not only required economic aid but also needed these agreements for
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internal propaganda reasons to consolidate his position and to prove that Spain
under his regime had become an acceptable nation to trade with. Hence Franco's
statement shortly before the conclusion of the agreements: "sign anything that they
put in front of you." Throughout his research Vifias concentrated heavily on
Spanish archives.

Since his research, though, a series of new documents relating to the US
negotiations have become available. By concentrating on these a picture emerges
indicating that Washington, as well as Spain, had great military and strategic
interests in signing the Madrid Agreements; hence, US willingness to compromise
several times during the negotiations. This is surprising given the findings by other
investigators that Spain was forced almost by circumstances into these agreements.
The thesis tries to develop a counter-argument which, seeks to lay the foundation

for a new discussion on the issue.
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Chapter 1: 1945/46 Tripartite Statement

During the spring months of 1945, the war machinery of the Allied powers
slowly ground to a halt in Western Europe. The victorious armies of the Americans
and the British Commonwealth, with some help from French contingents, had
liberated most of Western Europe. The nightmare of Western European fascism
belonged to the past. Nevertheless, the Iberian peninsula was still dominated by a
totalitarian regime. Only months before the outbreak of the Second World War,
General Francisco Franco had established his rule over Spain. Her economy was left
in ruins, and Franco was unable to contribute to the Axis war effort. Thus Franco
seemingly steered his country through the Second World War along a path of
neutrality or non-belligerency, not because he had chosen to do so, but because
Spain's economy dictated it. The Allies had known this during the world conflict and
remembered it after Germany collapsed. They knew that Spain had supplied Germany
with wolfram and mercury during the war and that Spanish soldiers had fought
under German command in Russia. However, they also knew that Spain had remained
neutral during the vital period of the Allied landings in Northern Africa: Operation
Torch. Spain's pdst was controversial, to say the least, because it provided
diplomats and politicians with enough material to justify either isolation from the
Western defence structure, or alternatively integration into it. The Western powers
could choose between these two policies towards Madrid.

Two contradictory versions of her history were formulated. Those favoring
isolation of the Franco regime saw it as another fascist natidn, created through the
Axis and totalitarian in its structure. On the other hand, those favouring integration
of Spain into the Western structure tried to prove that Franco's association with
Hitler was not what it seemed and really had been a diplomatic coup for the Spanish
dictator. Francoist myth-makers claimed that the Spanish Caudillo had never been
willing to help Hitler in his struggle against the Allies, alleging that the military and
economic support which Hitler received from Franco had been wrung out of him. In
exchange the Spanish dictator was able to guarantee Spain's survival. The meeting at
Hendaye held in October 1940 had been disappointing for both Hitler and Franco,

was projected as a clever success for the Spanish dictator. Needless to say, Franco

promoted this argument



Chapter 1: 1945/46 Tripartite Statement

wholeheartedly; after all he desperately needed Spain's integration with the Western
Allies after the war.

Already in the spring of 1945 the US, not Britain, was the driving force in allied
policy towards Spain. As the world war dragged on, London was losing economic and
political influence all over the world, becoming more and more dependent on the US.
Britain's relations with Spain were no exception. At the time Spain still traded more in
pounds than in dollars. In 1945 almost a third of all exports from Spain went to the
UK, compared to only a fifth which went to the US. However, these numbers do not
reflect the real trading relationship between the two Allied powers and Spain. Britain's
influence over Spain as the major purchaser of Spanish products was diminished due to
the fact that there existed a large market for products all over hungry Europe during the
postwar period. Britain could easily have been replaced by another purchasing nation in
Europe. On the other har}d, the US provided 18% of the total of Spain's imports,
making it the most important trading partner for Spain. Britain ranked only fifth with a
mere 4.1% of import share.’

Undoubtedly both nations had a wide range of interests in Spain. The
- Conservatives and the Foreign Office were inclined towards international stability
wherever Britain had substantial investments. British foreign investments in Spain were
secure only if law, order and a sound economic environment yuaranteed prosperity.
Social justice, freedom of speech and political rights in Spain mattered to cbnservatives
in Britain only if they did not endanger stability. Britain also favoured the status quo in
Spain to protect her sea lanes and trade through the Straits of Gibraltar. This remained
so despite the election of Clement Attlee, leader of the Labour Party, and Ernest
Bevin's appointment as foreign minister.

The change of government in Britain occurred during the Potsdam conference

when, on 26 July 1945, stunning news from London proclaimed a Labour victory over

1. National Archives/Washington D.C. (NA), Civil Branch, OIR Report 4105, 19 May 1947, Present
Economic situation in Spain. '



Chapter 1: 1945/46 Tripartite Statement

the Conservatives. Winston Churchill was replaced by Clement Attlee. The new Prime
Minister was a Labour leader with distinctive conservative characteristics. He was an
Oxford graduate and seerqed very fond of his three-piece suits which he wore
throughout the Potsdam conference despite the summer heat.

His foreign minister, Ernest Bevin had risen from the bottom of the social
ladder and had a much more labour orientated background. Wearing thick glasses and
weighing almost 250 pounds, he spoke with a thick \-avorking class accent which gave
proof of his trade union background. Britain's precarious economic position after the
war left Bevin and Attlee little room to manoeuvre. Despite pressure from Ian Mikardo
and Francis Noel-Baker in the Commons and Attlee's proposal in the War Cabinet, 4
November 1945, to condemn Spain, British foreign policy continued to be short term,
economic orientated and, above all, strongly anti-communist. |

On the other side of the Atlantic, the administration in the US, less concerned
with trade relations, expressed concern about Spain. In a letter, drafted by the State
Department, dated 10 March 1945, President Franklin D. Roosevelt outlined to
Norman Armour, US Ambassador in Madrid, America's policy towards Spain. The
- aging President summarized the domestic disapproval in America of the totalitarian
- regime in Spain. He wrote: "Having been helped to power by the Fascist Italy and Nazi
Germany, and having patterned itself along totalitarian lines the present regime in Spain
is naturally the subject of distrust."”

The US government's opposition towards Spain did not change after Franklin D.
Roosevelt died and was replaced by Harry S. Truman.2 As it would happen in Britain
only months later, the war time leader of the nation who had fired on the population to
increasing sacrifice during the military struggle in numerous and long remembered .
speeches, was replaced by a quieter character. Franklin Roosevelt was part of the

wealthy and influential northeastern establishment, nephew to another President and

2. Truman, Harry S., The Memoirs of Harry S. Truman, Volume 1, Year of Decision 1945, Hodder
and Stoughton, London, 1955, p.273.




Chapter 1; 1945/46 Tripartite Statement

favoured by birth and education.

Harry S. Truman was none of this. He was born in a tiny house, measuring 20
by 28 feet in a small dusty, wind-blown market town of Lamar, Missouri. Truman had
little time for studies and always had to work hard to eam a living, as a farmer, a
soldier and finally as a politician. Helped by the Pendergast machine in Kansas City, he
obtained a seat in the Senate and, fortuitously, saw the Vice Presidency fall into his lap
during the 1944 Democratic convention. Roosevelt's death catapulted him into the
White House on 12 April 1945. Unlike his predecessor, Truman lacked eloquence and
his speeches were frequently interrupted by a brief silence, a mispronunciation or
sometimes even a stammer or stutter. This quiet man from Missouri had taken his place
in the White House and initially continued FDR's policy.

Truman, just like FDR, condemned the Franco regime in a news conference:
"None of us [US Government] like Franco or his Government. *3 This reaction was
only too natural. During the war the ostensibly cordial relations with Spain had been
implemented to prevent Franco from being forced into an alliance \;vith Germany.
However as the war came to an end, the President came under pressure from liberal

'Congressmen like Joseph Guffey, John Coffee and Hugh de Lancey to take steps
against Franco. It was recognized that an association with Franco was bad publicity for
the US. Ideally, the Americans hoped, Franco would be replaced with an acceptable
regime which would support America's policy in Europe. Unlike Britain, the US had
fewer economic interests in Spain and thus had less concern about stability on the
Iberian peninsula. Thus it seemed likely that the US would put more pressure on
Franco than Britain.

However, the US military was considering Spain's strategic potential and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff had made a study of US defence boﬁcy towards Spain as early as
19 April 1945. It argued that "should our most probable enemy attempt to draw the

nations of Europe together into a single power structure in war, Spain would be

3. Public Papers of the Presidents of the USA: Truman, Year 1945, Washington, 1961, Doc.107.



Chapter 1: 1945/46 Tripartite Statement

potentially next in importance to the British Isles in thwarting any major continental
power from creating an almost impregnable fortress of Europe.” The study continued to
argue that "in terms of land warfare in Western Europe, Spain is at least as important
as Italy, if not more important, because Spain provides a [cushion] of defense space.”
And in terms of "naval and air warfare, Spain's strategic location gives a higher poten-
tial value as a base" for naval operations. The Pyrenees provided ideal defence and the
Peninsula dominates southwestern Europe. The study claimed that "Spanish - United
States military cooperation is of significant importance to the implementation of our
immediate, middle-range, and long-range war plans ... from the strictly military point
of view, ... arrangements are urgently needed in spite of pressure from other nations to
delay our acceptance of Spanish cooperation."* The importance of this report cannot be
overemphasized. It summarized the military point of view for years to come. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff expressed their desire for a different base system as early as November
1946. In a memorandum the Canary Islands were recommended as a joint long term
base for the Navy and the Air Force.’ The Joiﬂt Chiefs of Staff were interested above
all in the military advantages of Spain and had little concern for the political implica-

.. tions. If the military had any opportunity to influence relations with Spain, they would
surely favour her integration rather than her isolation.

There were also other considerations for the US whici favoured a gentle
approach towards Spain. Due to Spain's neutrality during the war, she was able to
supply the fighting nations with raw materials which in turn led some sections of the
mining industry to expand. Bitumen coal, anthracite, lignite, potassium and mercury

production had increased considerably.® The US had to import several of these strategic

4. NA, Civil Branch, NSC 72 Background Information, 19 April 1945, JCS "Study on United States
Security and Strategic Interests in Spain”.

5. Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS) 1946, Washington, 1972-1988, Vol.I, 7 November
1946, Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of State, p.1112; 5 June 1946,

Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee, p.1174.

6. NA, Civil Branch, OIR Report 4105, 19 May 1947, Present Economic situation in Spain.
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raw materials. Economic developments in Europe favoured Spain in the medium and
long term. The western European markets were slowly saturated by American products
and the dollar gap slowly expanded. Spain offered new markets for American products
and had a more balanced current account compared to the rest of Western Europe. As
American economic interests expanded worldwide, stability in Spain became more
important to American foreign policy makers. Political unrest, civil war or a
communist takeover would jeopardize the stability of the attractive Spanish market.

However, the US administration had to face a political complication concerning
Spain. The Joint Intelligence Committee wrote that
"there is no prospect of any form of popular rising taking place in Spain... a rising,
caused by foreign intervention, if strong enough to avoid immediate suppression by the
police with army backing, would almost inevitably result in the outbreak of another
civil war... a civil war in Spain with French and Russian intervention would also be
likely to precipitate a crisis in France."’

This assessment limited America's policy considerably, since Spain was perceived as
vital to future attempts to hold on to the European continent against the rising

- communist threat. The US not only would not intervene against Franco but would
eventually press France to avoid clashes with Spain lest this lead to an unstable situation
in France itself. Washington was forced into accepting the Spamsh regime and was
determined to avoid causing general European instability.

Concerning relations with Spain, the French Government was initially willing to
represent the feeling of its people and come down against Franco. The hatred in France
towards the Spanish Government was dramatically demonstrated during June 1945
when a French mob attacked a train traveling from Switzerland to Spain passing
through Chambery. Allegedly the train carried troops of the Blue Division, in reality

Spanish diplomatic personnel and workers were on board. In the ensuing conflict more

7. NA, Military Branch, U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, CCS 092, Spain (4-19-46), Sec.1-8, 15 Mar 194¢
Possible Developments, JIC Memo 242.
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than 150 people were injured.

Unlike in the US, the French armed forces had little military interest in Spain.
On the contrary, they feared that improved US - Spanish relations might lead to the
withdrawal of US troops from Central Europe in case of Soviet attack. Furthermore,
the Soviet military mission in Paris, under Colonel Lapkin, organized pressure through
Spanish exiles and the French communist party on the French government. According
to these exiles, under no circumstances should Britain and the US improve relations
with Spain. Lieutenant Xilitzin and Captain Nobikov, both at the USSR mission in
Paris, were permanently in contact with Spanish exiles in the hope of preventing this
alignment.®

Spain's problem in secking international acceptance was highlighted during the
San Francisco United Nations conference, 25 April to 26 June 1945. On 19 June the
Mexican delegate to the qonference, a Spanish exiled anti-fascist named Luis
Quintanilla, appealed for the exclusion of Spain from the UN on the grounds that the
Unitéd Charter excluded all those countries ruled by regimes established with the help
of Germany or Italy. One of the reasons for this appeal was the influence of Spanish

“immigrants in Mexico. The US delegation agreed with the Mexican proposal. James C.

Dunn, who was to be ambassador to Spain during the early 1950's, said that the US
was in full agreement with Quintanilla's statement. Neverthelcss john Foster Dulles,
future Secretary of State, tried to exclude Quintanilla's proposal on the grounds that the
Spanish question was not part of the order of the day at the conference. Dulles' attempt
came to nothing.

During the Potsdam Conference, the Soviets wanted to go one step further and
proposed on 19 July 1945 that all relations with Franco including diplomatic and
economic links be severed. In a joint statement, issued during the Potsdam Conference,

the three great powers, US, Britain and the USSR, expressed their wish that Spain

8. Washington National Records Centre (WNRC), Records of the Army Staff, G-2 Intelligence, 1946,
Spain, 12 Mar 1946, Madrid to Secretary of State. _



~Chapterl: 1945/46 Tripartite Statement

should not apply for membership to the United Nations given the fact that her current
regime was founded with the help of theAxis powers, was closely associated with the
Axis and did not posses the necessary qualifications to justify membership.>

For the Spanish government, the delicacy of its position concerning foreign
relations was obvious. In order to avoid similar occurrence, and knowing that there_
was little point in trying to improve relations with Russia, Franco embarked on a
policy of stressing the Neutrality myth. According to this, Spain stood for the defence
of Christianity against Communism. He tried to distance himself from his former™
German links, claiming that his pro-German attitude throughout the early phase of the
war had been forced upon him by Hitler. At the same time he wanted to assure the
West that he had the capability of making democratic changes within his cbunt}y. In
the attempt to gain acceptance by foreign nations Franco decided to take seven
measures, though most of them remained unconvincing for the West. The first was
withdrawal from occupied Tangier. Franco mendaciously argued thatby seizing the
city, he had prevented it from falling into German hands during the war. Secondly,
the Fuero de los Espaiioles(Charter of civil rights) was issued on 18 Jﬁly 1945. In
itself the Fuero failed to be accepted by the West as a genuine bill of rights. - Salvador
.Madariaga, a former Spanish diplomat to the League of Natioﬁs and influential cﬁtic,
described them: "The Charter of Rights is the most mendacious document ever
penned. It guarantees every right which the government tramples upon daily... There
is not a single article of this Charter that is not in itself an insult to the nation whose
daily experience gives it the lie."’

Thirdly, two days after the 18 July Franco reshuffled his government in favour of
the Monarchists and Catholics and against the Falange. It was a step in the right
direction. An influential Spanish General had claimed that "as long as the Falange

continues, it

9._Public Papers of the Presidents of the USA: Truman, Doc.221; Truman, Year of Decision, p.284.
10. Quoted from Whitaker, Spain and the Defense of the West, New York, 1961, p.122.
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will be impossible to have cordial relations with France and Britain."!! Yet the British
Government realized that the shuffle was a simple attempt by Franco to improve his
image.?

The Caudillo's fourth measure was the appointment of Alberto Martin Artajo as
Foreign Minister. The Catholic Martin Artajo was acceptable to the West primarily
because he was not a Falangist. The fifth initiative taken by the Spanish administration
was the creation of the Franco myth which was assiduously spread through the media
and the diplomatic channels. Under this policy the Spanish Ambassador in Washington
claimed to the American Secretary of State that Spain's policy during the war had been
a result of constant pressure by the Axis on Madrid.!® A sixth action whereby Franco
hoped to create a democratic air in Spain was the holding of m unicipal elections in
Spain. These were greeted with more enthusiasm in Britain. They were initially
described as possibly free and secret but early enthusiasm soon faded away.!* Finally,
Franco diminished the powers of the Spanish Falange, withdrawing many of their
privileges. The Falange, the political party of Francoism, was structured on similar
lines as Germany's NSDAP and Italy's Fascist Party. Most of these policies were
_ perceived in the West as propaganda moves by Franco. !’

Despite these changes, politicians in France continued strongly to oppose
Franco's dictatorship. Three French political parties, the Corimunists, Socialists and
the Popular Republican Movement together with the French Foreign Minister, Georges

Bidault, appealed during December 1945 to London and Washington to end all political

11. Ferndndez, Tensiones Militares durante el Franquismo, Barcelona, 1985, p.69.

12. Weekly Political Intelligence Summary (WPIS), New York, 1983, 25 July 1945, N.303.
13. _FRUS 1946, Vo.V, 5 January 1946, The Spanish Ambassador to the Secretary of State, p.1027.

14. Sheppard, "Inside Franco's Domain", in'Natioh, 9 October 1948, Vol. 167

15. WPIS gives the most comprehensive documents of the British analyses. See the British position to
the Fueros, 4 July 1945, N.300; British position to the government shuffle, 25 July 1945, N.303;
British position to the Municipal elections, 19 September 1945, N.311; British position to the Falange
new position, 10 April 1946, N.339.
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and economic relations with Spain. As it turned out this appeal was a disaster.

Britain rejected this call on the grounds that to do so might provoke a civil war.
London argued that under the current circumstances the opposition to Franco was so
disorganized that even foreign intervention made the outcome of a struggle in Spain
uncertain. Thus a civil war would probably have led to another fascist victory and
disaster for the Republican and Monarchist forces. In the eyes of the British, sanctions
or political isolation would end all possibilities to pressure Franco into further evolution
of his regime and would adversely effect the British economy which needed Spanish
foodstuff. ' ‘

However the USSR seized upon the French proposal to express her opposition
to Franco. From 9 January 1946 onwards, the USSR officially supported the French
appeal to London. Washington was unwilling to go this far. The US might have
favoured more freedom of the press and liberation of political prisoners as well as the
return of exiled politicians to Spain but this was a long way off the French proposal to
end all relations with Spain.

Cordial relations with Spain were also increasingly seen in the US as necessary
due to growing perceptions of the military threat of the Soviet Union. A report by the
Joint Committee of War Planning in the US estimated on 8 January 1946 that "the
Soviet economic war potential is not now adequately developed and at least for the next
ten to fifteen years, the gains to be derived internally during peace outweigh the
advantage of any external objective that might be attained at the risk of war."
Eventually however this period of peace was to come to an end. The US knew that "at
the present time the USSR possesses the military means to overrun Europe". As for
Europe's defence against a possible attack, the report read:-— |
"the chaotic conditions in the western European countries, the low combat efficiency of
Allied occupation troops, _t_hé proxi;i;jty of Russian forces, and the communications

available to the USSR make it possible for the Russians to overrun western Europe at

16. WPIS, 2 January 1946, N.325.
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any time. The Russian advance might be slowed down at the Pyrenees, but only
temporarily. "'’

Despite this the Joint Chiefs of Staff concluded that "the Soviets will endeavor
to avoid a major conflict for the next ten or fifteen years."!® In the same study Spain
and Tangier were listed under "areas subject to Soviet political and/or military
aggression in pursuance of their immediate objectives". It was suspected by US policy
makers that the USSR had an interest in establishing herself as a Great Power in the
Mediterranean. '’ |

A plan, which later became known as the Pincher Plan, estimated that after 70
days of struggle in Spain, Soviet troops would reach Gibraltar and close the Straits. The
plan reflects the grave concern of the American armed forces over Spain and the Straits
of Gibraltar. .

The Joint Staff Planners issued another report during April 1946 which was
concerned with "military problems deriving from concept of operations for Pincher”.
France feared that military agreements between the US and Spain would give the US
the chance to withdraw its troops to Britain and Spain in case of Soviet attack. It was
-very likely that under the circumstances France would have fallen to the USSR with
ease. Section 37 of the report by the Joint Staff Planners made French fears of an
American withdrawal more than simple paranoia. It read: "it appears that should the
USSR initiate an offensive in Western Europe, our occupation forces there must be

immediately withdrawn from the continent of Europe or withdrawn to a defensive

position in Italy or possibly Spain."?® Earlier on the report read:

17. American Plans for a War against the Soviet Union (APWSU), New York, 1990, Vbl.l "Mﬂltary

Position of the United States in the Light of Russian Policy”, p.26.

18. APWSU, Vol.1, "Military Position of the United States in the Light of Russian Policy”, Report by
the Joint War Plans Committee, 8 January 1946, Appendix A: Memorandum for the Secretary of War
and Secretary of the Navy, p.2/5. -

19. APWSU, Ibid., p.11/41.

20. APWSU, Vol.2, 13 April 1946, Joint Staff Planners, "Staff Studies of Certain Military Problems
Deriving from "Concept of Operations for Pincher", p.17.
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"The withdrawal of US forces across France into Spain also may prove feasible. This,
too, will be largely dependent upon political considerations. It is probable that an anti-
Communistic government will remain in power for at least the next year or two, and if
Spain is willing to desert her position as a neutral, then the withdrawal of US forces
into Spain would make a material contribution to any required defense of the Pyrenees.
On the other hand, the Allies would probably be committed to the defense of Spain,
which might well entail a substantial diversion of resources. Retention of an anti-

Communist government in Spain would materially assist in maintaining the security of

the western Mediterranean. "2!

Appendix B of the report argued that Spain "is suitable and desirable as a base for
fighter and short-range aircraft in defense of friendly or interdiction of enemy lines of
communication. It is not suitably located as a base for long-range bombardment aircraft
in prosecution of the strategic mission."* Appendix C stressed the importance of the
Straits of Gibraltar. and thus Spain. It analyzed the Soviet pros and cons for an attack
on Spain.? During an invasion of the Iberian peninsula the US had two choices.
Either support Spain with troops or let Spain fall to the Russian troops. The first option
" was carefully studied in the report. A defence of Spain would have enabled the west to
retain control over the western Mediterranean, and it would have made preparation of a
counterattack against occupied Europe easier. Furthermore it would not have tied down
too many troops due to the natural defence line of the Pyrenees.?* The report ended
with a priority list in case of a Soviet sneak attack on Europe. The US would hold the
Cairo - Suez area first and above all. Next it would have supported Spain's resistance

against an invasion and ultimately it would neutralize 5_1351;' s fall -through bas'eghi-x-l-" ,

21. APWSU, Ibid., p.15.
22. M, Ibid., Appendix B, p.28.
23. APWSU, Ibid., Appendix C, p.47.
24. APWSU, Ibid., p.49.
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Morocco.?

The French delicate military position and the fear of being left alone by the
Americans was further increased by improving relations between the US and Spain.
French authorities wanted to have a guarantee that the US army would not evacuate the

front line and withdraw to Spain.

At the same time relations with Spain worsened when Cristino Garcia and nine
other guerrillas and former members of the French Resistance were arrested in the
Sierra Guadarrama and were sentenced to capital punishment in late January 1946.
Cristino Garcia had fought on the Republican side in Asturias and Catalonia during the
Spanish Civil War and subsequently had fled Spain after the Civil War. He then
became a prominent member of the French Resistance during the German occupation.
After France's liberation from the Nazis he returned illegally to Spain in April 1945, to
fight against fascism. Accused of murder and armed robbery, he was soon condemned
to death. On 17 February 1946, France, under pressure from the Communist labour
unions and the communists and soﬁiaﬁsts in the National Assembly, asked Spain for
clemency for Garcia. The Spanish authorities argued that Garcia was accused of

terrorist acts against Spain and illegal entry into the country, his prominent past during
the war mattered little to the them. Disregarding the French plea, the condemned were
- executed shortly afterwards. In return, the French National Assembly responded: "The
National Constituent Assembly has learned with shocked sorrow of the execution of
I, Cristino Garcia... The Assembly ... calls upon the French government to prepare to
break relations with the government of general Franco."? France and the Communist
propaganda machinery wanted to make an issue out of the execution of these French
Resistance fighters in February 1946 and demanded dramatic international action.
However these were weak grounds. Spain was certainly not the only country which

imposed capital punishment on terrorists and murderers. Garcia's intentions were

25. APWSU, Ibid., p.51.
26. Siegfried, ed., L'Année politique 1946, (Paris, 1947), p.346.
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noble, yet they were also illegal and ruthless. Under pressure, the French government
failed to wait for a more appropriate incident of violation of human rights in Spain and
despite being warned by the Spanish Chargé in Paris that a break of foreign relations
would result in the impounding of French assets,?’ the Quai d'Orsay gave in to
pressure.

On 27 February, Bidault proposed to the governments of the US, Britain and the
USSR #o0 end  all diplomatic relations between Spain and United Nations member
states. The reason to include Moscow in these talks was simple. After the first proposal
it became obvious that Britain and the US did not welcome the isolation of Spain while
Moscow clearly favoured the French policy. With the appeal to Moscow, the Quai
d'Orsay hoped to force the hand of the State Department and the Foreign Office.
Bidault, a member of the MRP, the right center party, argued that Franco had made no
changes towards democracy. The French foreign minister therefore concluded that
Franco's regime in Spain threatened international peace and security. As a solution he
proposed a declaration by the four nations and a submission of the problem to the
Security Council.?® France stood to gain from this policy. The Security Council Could

verbally condemn Spain and thus make a rapprochement between the US and

Spain more difficult. This in turn would guarantee an American defence of France,
rather than a retreat behind the Pyrenees. Alternatively, the Security Council would
force economic sanctions against Spain. This would increase the share France received
from American aid and international trade. The French government decided to close its
borders and seriously reduce trade relations with Spain. Embargoes were enforced.

Support for this idea could be expected from the Division for European Affairs
of the State Department. The US had already shown some restrictions of her trade

policy towards Spain. The Policy Committee on Arms and Armaments refused to sell

27. Public Record Office (PRO), FO371.60375, 13 February 1946, Paris to FO.

28. FRUS 1946, Vol.V, 27 February 1946, The Ambassador in France to the Secretary of State,
p.1043.
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military equipment of any kind to Spain.?” However, US economic interests in Spain
made sure that the State Department would not completely abandon Spain to French and
Soviet policy makers.

Washington was not enthusiastic about Bidault's proposal. However, the US had
expressed the desire to follow a common policy towards Spain together with Britain and
France. Either  Britain or France would have to compromise. In a memorandum,
Harry N. Howard of the Division of International Organization Affairs expressed that
the US should not discourage discussions at the UN if they arose. He did not exclude
the possibility of ending diplomatic relations with Spain.?® Thus it seemed at first that
the US might follow the French proposal in order to secure a common western foreign
policy. Yet Washington was first going to try finding a compromise which would allow
for a continuation of trade and diplomatic relations while also meeting French concerns.
It was hoped that such a compromise could be found in a public condemnation of the
Spanish regime.

In fact the idea of a statement by the three nations seems to have had some

_support in the State Department during January 1946, after the first French appeal to

- London and Washington. Then Dean Acheson, as acting Secretary of State, had
suggested a statement by France, Britain and the US expressing their dislike of
Franco's fascist regime. It would have pointed towards a solution of this "internal”
problem by a withdrawal of Franco and by establishing a caretaker government.
Acheson knew, through the British ambassador in Washington, that Britain wanted to
avoid conversations on the Spanish problem in public altogether. Whitehall was happy

in solving the complications through the diplomatic channel.?!

29. FRUS 1946, Vol 1, 7 June 1946, Memorandum Prepared in the Central Secretariat of the Policy
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The US chargé to Spain argued against the State Department. He believed that,
in the long run, it was best not to make a public statement as this would limit future
flexibility of future policy. He favoured a slow evolution of Francoism bringing about
eventual international acceptance.’? Now, after the French proposal, the US could not
publicly oppose the general idea of a common .statement but what France was
demanding, ending all diplomatic relations, was more than the State Department was
willing to do. Fortunately for Washington the American policy makers could play
mediator between France and Britain.

Naturally, Britain tried to prevent the-French initiative. Sir Victor Mallet,
British Ambassador to Spain, wrote to Bevin that: "A weak Government in Spain,
whether of the Right or the Left, would pave the way for increased Soviet influence and
pressure throuéh the Spanish Communists. The one real merit of the present
Government is that it does at least maintain order."** The British Ambassador Cooper
Duff argued in a telegram, on 2 March 1946, that the ending of diplomatic relations
with Madrid would worsen the economic situation in Europe as a whole and in Spain in
particular. At the time, some American policy reports like one produced by the Air
" Intelligence, feared the beginning of a military conflict between France and Spain.3*

The French proposal played into Soviet hands. While Britain and the US were
trying to get rid of Franco without too much social instability and political
complications in Spain, the USSR was trying exactly the opposite. Another civil war in
Spain was in Moscow's interest, alternatively, the Kremlin wanted to discourage lasting
bonds between the West and Spain. George Kennan, then chargé in the USSR, analyzed
the Soviet position. He claimed that the past had created a deep hatred between Russia

and Spain. He feared that Spain offered Russia a strategic base and the possibility to

32. FRUS 1946, Vol.V, 15 February 1946, The Chargé in Spain to the Secretary of State, p.1038.
33. PRO, FO371.60375, 15 February 1946, Sir V. Mallet to Mr Bevin.

34. NA, Military Branch, ABC-Air Intelligence (12-Jun-46), 29 May 1946, Air Intelligence Report,
Study 55.
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expand communism into France, Italy Morocco and Latin America. Ambassador Mallet
confirmed this argument in a note to the Foreign Office.** More realistically, Sir Frank
Roberts, British chargé in Moscow, believed that Russia was not well informed on
Spanish affairs and was only using France as a "spearhead” to split the western allies.
After the French proposal, it became even more obvious that Moscow was using France
for its own mischief.*® From all this, he deduced that the USSR was hoping for
instability, an overthrow of Franco and possibly a communist takeover.?’ Once Bidault
had made his proposal to London, Washington and Moscow, the USSR was waiting
impatiently for the British and American reply. The Kremlin was more than delighted
knowing that, whichever way the situation turned out, it would further Soviet plans.®
If a strong action were to be taken, Spain would have been isolated and might have
fallen more easily to a communist coup. If no such statement was issued, the USSR
would have had a good chance to split the Western powers and increase its influence in
France.

Franco and Martin Artajo, willing to isolate Spain, were dismayed with these
developments. The Ambassador in Washington, Juan Francisco C4rdenas, claimed that
_even a public statement by the four nations could not move Franco a single inch.*
Franco was willing to risk another civil war, even one inspired by foreign powers, but
he would not peacefully relinquish his stranglehold on Spain. Expecting that the US
feared a renewed struggle in Spain almost as much as Franco did, Cdrdenas painted the

spectre of civil war and communism looming over Spain in a conversation with Paul
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Culbertson, then Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs.*

As a result of the French proposal, the three Western powers faced a dilemma.
Above all they had to prove that they still stood united in their policies. Yet the French
proposal had pressured them into taking some sort of stance against Spain or else admit
that a rift had developed between their policies. Britain was unwilling to go along with
the French proposal. According to London, the French Government's unilateral actions
of closing the border and demanding a public statement condemning Franco had caused
a crisis in foreign relations with Spain.*! The US was less outspoken in this respect but
tacitly agreed with the British policy. France, however, was unwilling to retreat com-
pletely as this would have led to accusations by the communists that French foreign
policy was dictated by London and Washington. Undoubtedly this would have
strengthened the Communist Party in France. Thus the three Western powers had to
find a compromise which would lessen the French embarrassment without jeopardizing
Anglo - American interests.

As a result, on 4 March 1946, following the French communique, the threc
Western Powers issued a joint statement condemning the Franco regime. The uncordial
relations with Spain were designed 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 pcople may have an oppor-
tunity freely to determine the type of government they wish to have and to choose their

leaders"#? |

The caretaker government would guarantee political amnesty, freedom of assembly and

of expression. Once these changes had taken place, the caretaker government would be

40. FRUS 1946, Vol.V, 4 March 1946, Memorandum of Conversation by the Chief of the Western
European Affaxrs p.1046.
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diplomatically recognized and would receive economic assistance.* Nevertheless there
were no plans for direct action interfering in the internal affairs of Spain. The statement
offered no solution to Spain's problems. Franco, gaining nothing from stepping down,
would have alienated the political right and the army, if he had allowed exiles to return.
The undoing of the Falange would have infuriated its members, making Franco's
personal position untenable. Even the carrot offered was too insignificant to make a
difference. The inducement of assistance in the tripartite statement mentioned no
particulars and thus remained empty promises. The statement was as important for what
it said as for what it omitted. There was no threat to end diplomatic relations, nor a
proposal to put the problem before the Security Council. It was an empty compromise,
pleasing Britain and saving France from embarrassment. Almost immediately after the
statement Russia tried to split the western powers. The Soviet Chargé in Washington,
Novikov, wrote to the Secretary of State that he was in full support of the French
proposal to put the Spanish problem before the Security Council.* If the US agreed,
the problem might still come before the Security Council. On‘the other hand if the US
‘disagreed a wedge would have been driven between France and the US concerning
~ foreign relations with Spain.

In Spain the result was counterproductive. The tripartite statement was one of
the reasons why large enthusiastic crowds turned to the Plaza de Oriente during the
annual victory parade on 1 April 1946 demanding a speech by General Franco.*S The
public support was the first sign of the success of the regime's effort to orchestrate faith
in the Caudillo's role as sentinel of the West. The nationalist feeling in Spain was
skillfully manipulated.

For the time being, Madrid was almost unaffected by ostracism. It is true that
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she was not a member of the UN nor of any of its numerous agencies and committees
but the economic costs of this ostracism were minor. Furthermore Franco enjoyed
wholehearted support by Salazar's dictatorship in Portugal, which argued that no civil
unrest should be risked in Spain by overthrowing Franco, as Spain's resources were
urgently needed in the struggle against the East.

On 8 March 1946, Truman's Secretary of State, James Byres, wrote two notes
to the US Ambassador in France, Jefferson Caffery. The Secretary of State could not
see why Franco's failure to give an impression of evolution abroad should bring the
Spanish problem before the UN, nor could he see how Spain endangered international
peace and security.*’ Byrenes wanted to avoid bringing the Spanish problem to the
UN. He realized the game Russia was playing and tried to give the French a possible
escape route through which to avoid further alignment with the USSR. The statement
from 4 March 1946 meant that the western powers continued their coordinated policy
towards Spain without harming Anglo - American interests in Spain. France had backed
down and saved her diplomatic reputatioﬁ but was still exposed to Soviet pressure. Four
days after the two notes to Caffrey, Byrnes sent him another note. In it he suggested
~ that Paris, having acted under Communist pressure, could escape further public outcry
by stressing the value of the tripartite statement.*®

Across the Atlantic in Europe, the statement of 4 Maich seemed to the public to
be in line with US policies. The US refrained from naming a new ambassador, granted
no assistance and discouraged the private sector to invest in Spain. Furthermore a
report by the Subcommittee on Rearmament asserted that US military supplies for

foreign nations were not being sent to Spain.*® However, on deeper analysis the
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statement was not in line with US policies. Washington favoured a stable government in
Spain. The US Secretary of State, James Byrnes, generally opposed embargoes on oil
and petrol as this would create political and economic chaos. Nor did the US accept
Bidault's attack on Spain.

Bidault had argued that Spain's threat to international security was made clear in
the Yalta and Potsdam declarations, both banning Spain from the United Nations. He
claimed that Article 2 Paragraph 7 of the UN Charter applied to Spain and thus made it
of UN concern. Furthermore, he maintained that a prolonged totalitarian regime in
Spain could threaten the maintenance of peace and international security in the future
by its colonial ambitions.*® Seemingly, France was trying to strengthen its opposition
to Spain but, by signing the tripartite statement, the Quai d'Orsay had proven that for
the time being, France was willing to follow an Anglo - American policy in order to
avoid confrontation with the two allies. Despite making waves France did not want to
rock a boat out of which it feared to fall.

The US Adrﬁinistration in general and the Secretary of State in particular were
~unmoved by this new French argument. The threat of more serious border conflicts was
~ dismissed by the American Joint Intelligence Committee which argued that in the
Spanish army "as a whole, small arms and light artillery pieces are of good quality,
well maintained and in sufficient numbers... The Army wouid... give a good account of
itself in a defensive role." The Committee claimed that there had been no aggression by
the Spanish side in these border conflicts. The Spanish army was acting purely
defensively.’! Byrnes warned that the US would not support France in the Security
Council. Washington was willing to follow a mutual policy towards Spain with France

and Britain even if this required a public condemnation of the Franco regime, however
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it was unwilling to go any further.’? Thus Western foreign policy would publicly
condemn the Spanish dictatorship but without damaging the totalitarian government.

The British realized soon after the Joint Statement that their fears before the 4
March were justified. The ground on which the three western nations had made their
stand was weak. There seemed to have been no border conflicts caused by the Spanish
side. However, after the declaration exiled Communists in France increased their
attacks across the Spanish border.*? Britain argued that "The French could scarcely
have chosen a worse wicket on which to bat", but then cricket is not one of France's -
national pastimes.>* : ]

Additionally Westminster argued that sanctions against Spain could not be
enforced without Portuguese and Argentinean cooperation.> Britain would only
withdraw its Ambassador if this brought about a solution. Clearly London would not
follow the French proposal as pressure on Spain would strengthen Franco or result in
chaos.¢
| In response to a note by the British Ambassador in Washington expressing this
point of view, the American State Department expressed its agreement and claimed that
~ a solution in Spain had to be found in talks between the three western nations.*’ Given
the weakness of the tripartite statement, this meant a continuation of Anglo - American
policy with France following unconvinced.

The British and American policy had been aided by Winston Churchill. On 5
March 1946, Churchill spoke in Fulton, a little town twenty miles north of Jefferson
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City in the rolling farm land of Missouri. Churchill claimed that:

"From Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic, an iron curtain had descended
across the Continent. Behind that line lie all capitals of the ancient states of Central and
Eastern Europe... All these famous cities and the populations around them lie in what I
must call the Soviet sphere, and all are subject in one form or another, not only to
Soviet influence but to a very high and, in many cases, increasing measure of control

from Moscow. "8

Churchill believed that what was needed was a "cordon sanitaire”, a union of
the Western Democracies, against the USSR. He upheld that the US and Britain should
give less importance to their own international ambitions and make a united stance
against the USSR. For Spain this meant that Britain and the US should enforce a joint
policy. By implication, if France wanted to join this policy and stay within the Western
alliance, she had to abandon her present policies.

Public opinion and most of the American press, however, were strongly in
opposition and portrayed Churchill as a warmonger, poisoning the difficult relations
between the West and Russia. Walter Lippmann portrayed the speech as an "almost

‘ catastrophic blunder.”

Despite attempts by Truman to limit the diplomatic blunder, the emerging East -
West conflict, as manifested by Churchill, already could be seen in Turkey. In order to
support the Turkish government against Soviet pressure, the US Navy moved the battle-
ship Missouri to Istanbul. Britain and the US, worried about the Mediterranean, held
military conversations about the vulnerability of allied shipping through the
Mediterranean once Gibraltar had fallen to the USSR.* If France wanted to join, she
had to do so on their terms and adapt their policy towards Spain.

In fact, the Quai d'Orsay gave in and changed its policy during late March
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1946. 1t is unclear whether this was the result of America's unmovable position towards
Spain or simply a realization by the Quai d'Orsay that the international climate fa-
voured the Anglo - American position. It was becoming obvious that the international
climate had made a bipolar world a reality and France had to choose between a closer
alliance with the Anglo - American block or a precarious international independence.
The former would limit French foreign policy and result in clashes between public
opinion and governmental policies. Alternatively France could have moved away from
a common western policy..In doing so, the French government would face more threats
from communists. France chose to compromise. Bidault now wanted to avoid the
Spanish problem coming before the Security Council. The Soviet Ambassador to
France, Alexander Efremovich Bogomolov, however, continued to pressure French
foreign policy makers. Bidault turned to the US asking for suggestions on how to avoid
this embarrassing situatiqn.‘0 To achieve a cohesion of policies towards Spain of the

three powers, France suggesting a closer ‘coordination of diplomatic representations. 5!

60. FRUS 1946, Vol.V, 20 March 1946, The Ambassador in France to the Secretary of State, p.1058
61. FRUS 1946, Vol.V, 25 March 1946, The Ambassador in France to the Secretary of State, p.1061
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Despite the outcry of the press, Churchill's speech reflected the point of view of
many policy makers in Washington, including Averell Harriman, former ambassador in
Moscow, Dean Acheson and Secretary of Navy James Forrestal. Two weeks earlier, in
the "long telegram”, a 8,000 word message from the US Embassy in Moscow, George
Kennan, the Chargé d'Affaires, outlined Russia's neurotic Weltanschauung. According
to the international doctrine of Communism, a permanent peaceful coexistence between
communist and capitalist states was impossible. Kennan claimed that the current Soviet
regime was "only the last of a long session of cruel and wasteful Russian rulers who
had relentlessly forced their country on to ever new heights of military power in order
to guarantee external security for their internally weak regimes." However,the chargé
also claimed that Moscow was sensitive to logic and could be expected to back off if
faced with strength.! The implication was clear. If the US wanted to avoid a military
conflict in the near future with the Soviet block then she had to portray enough strength
to discourage Moscow from exploiting her weaknesses.

— However the press kept hammering away at the White House and the State
Department for their position towards the Soviet Union. The public was not yet ready
to see Russia, the ally against Nazi Germany, as an enemy in a new struggle. It was a
worrying time for Truman.

While Washington was deciding on its future global foreign policy, interest
groups such as the military were able to exploit the situation. In particular for Spain
this meant that help was given as long as publicity was avoided. For example, all avail-
able military information concerning types, production, and the current development
stages of radars including exact technical characteristics were secretly released to
Spain via the US Embassy in Madrid.2 In return the Defense and State Department

hoped for better military and trade relations. :

1. McCullough, Truman, New York, 1992, p.490.

2. WNRC, Army Intelligence, Project Decimal File, 1946, Spain, 7 June 1946, Radar Equipment Spain
to MA, Spain.
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Worldwide public opinion was moving against Franco. Canada publicly rebuffed
Spain's attempt to establish diplomatic relations.? During spring 1946, six Communist,
four Latin American, three Commonwealth and four other states severed diplomatic
relations with Spain. There was also speculation that Italy might do the same.*

The foreign opposition, the international atmosphere and the resulting economic
isolation of Spain had their effect and revolts against Franco reemerged. Workers went
on strikes in several cities. The strongest opposition was in Asturias and Republican
flags appeared on buildings in Gijén and Oviedo.

Even some senior officers in the army, which originally supported Franco's
rule, drifted away. General Aranda visited foreign representatives and sought political
asylum in the US embassy. He planned to set up a new provisional government, but
lacked support from either Don Juan or the government in exile. His ill prepared
attempt resulted in his arresg.’ Franco remained stubborn. His ruthless victory in the
Civil War guaranteed his control over the country. Internal opposition to Franco was
not enough to oust him from power. If foreign governments wanted to get rid of him,
they had to apply stronger measures.

_ The first move came from the communist states. After some encouragement
from the USSR, in April 1946, Poland pleaded to the UN Security Council to include
the Spanish problem in the UN agenda. One week later Poland called for an end to
diplomatic relations. The Secretary-General of the United Nations, Trygve Lie,
expressed his support for the exclusion of Spain from the United Nations and hoped that

a change of government in Spain would bring about liberty and democracy.® After the

3. PRO, FO371.60433, 3 me'l"g“%;, e s
4. PRO, FO371.60457, 25 October 1946.

5. Fernandez, Tensiones Militares, p.125.

6. _Public Papers Secretaries General of the United Nations, Trygve Lie, New York, 1969,
Universality of Membership, Statement in the Security Council, Lake Success/New York, 28 August

1946, and Supplementary Oral Report before the General Assembly, Flushing/New York, 24 October
1946.
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Polish request, the Spanish problem came before the Security Council.

Working for the US delegation to the UN, Alger Hiss, who became famous
during the McCarthy years when convicted for perjury, drafted a paper on US policy
for the UN. This was channeled through the Secretary of State to Edward Stettinius,
former Secretary of State now representing the US in the UN. In this paper, Alger Hiss
claimed that it would not damage the US if the problem came before the Security
Council. However, the US delegation believed a vote concerning Spain's threat to
peace and security before the Security Council had to be avoided. Hiss suggested that if
the problem came to the Security Council, a subcommittee should be formed. He
suggested that the US should support any recommendation by the Council but strongly
opposed sanctions, changes to diplomatic practices and any other threats against
friendly relations.”

Britain's view on this were similar to the one expressed by the US, maybe even
more supportive of Spain. Sir Alexander Cadogan, the British representative, argued
that governmental structures were internal affairs and of no concern to the UN. Britain
hoped that the Polish proposal would not come before the Security Council because
Article 2 Paragraph 7 of the UN Charter specified internal affairs as being outside the
UN influence and Article 34/35, allowing UN action to secure peace and security, did
not apply to Spain because she lacked global importance.®

In return Oscar Lange, the Polish delegate, claimed that Spain posed a threat to
world peace because she had an army of 600,000 soldiers, an independent nuclear
project, a large war material industry and was harbouring 2,200 German scientists and
Gestapo employees. These accusations would have led , under article 34, to
condemnation and punishment, and under article 35 and 41 to the termination of

diplomatic relations.

7. FRUS 1946, Vol.V, 12 April 1946, Background Information and Guidance for the US Delegate, The
Secretary of State to the US Representative at the UN, p.1065.

8. WPIS, 17 April 1946, N.340.
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Unconvinced, Sir Alexander argued that all these accusations were based on
unfounded claims.’ It was true that Spain was uncooperative in the repatriation of
Nazis. Madrid also had tried to delay the confiscation of German state property in
Spain.'® However, these were minor complications and were a far way off the Polish
accusations.

On two occasions in April Edward R. Stettinius called for the formation of a
subcommittee to deal with the problem. Soon thereafter, a UN resolution set up this
subcommittee. Despite having suggested the idea, the US excluded herself on the
grounds that other nations had closer links with Spain. By doing so Washington avoided
embarrassing France and/or General Franco.

The Subcommittee concerned with the Spanish Problem was formed by 18
delegates, representing Communist as well as Democratic states and had an Anglo -
American proposal as starting point.!! It was to investigate whether the Spanish
problem was a domestic one, and thus outside the interest of the UN, or if the regime
threatened to cause an international conflict.

- The discussion in the Subcommittee largely turned around two problems.
Firstly, Oscar Lange had condemned Spain under article 34 of chapter VI. However
chapter VI of the UN Charter merely allowed recommendations. The Polish delegation
tried however to enforce measures allowed under chapter VII. Sir Alexander Cadogan
took pains in pointing out that in order to enforce diplomatic measures against Spain,
she had to violate chapter VII and not simply chapter VI.

The second problem concerned Spain's position vis-3-vis international peace.
The Communist states claimed that the UN had an obligation to intervene. Western
nations strongly opposed this. Colonel Hudgson, representing Australia, summarized

the difficulties of the discussions: "The line between what is of international concern

9. WPIS, 1 May 1946, N.341.
10. WPIS, 3 July, 14 August, 4 September, 25 September 1946, N.349, N. 355, N.358, N.361.
11. WPIS, 11 December 1946, N.372.
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and what is of domestic concern is not fixed, it is mutable."

The Subcommittee findings resulted in the Spanish problem being covered under
chapter VI, thus any diplomatic measures, apart from recommendation, were out of
question. It was also decided that Franco's Government was not at the moment posing a
threat to peace, yet it was a situation "likely to endanger the maintenance of
international peace and security” in the future. Thus the Security Council was advised
to recommend procedures or methods to improve the situation as under Article 36. The
Subcommittee also suggested that the UN should condemn Spain and recommend
ending diplomatic relations.!? The report was put on the Security Council agenda for 6
June 1946.

In the meantime and in order to prevent further international pressure, Franco
moved further ayvéy from the fascist state. The press, radio, and theater were placed
under the education minister and no longer under the Falange. The Fascist greeting,
together with the party uniforms and decorations, were abolished. The Director of
Foreign Policy was replaced by a less fascist character. Franco also becafne more
cooperative concerning the expatriation of Germans and German property in Spain. '

Strange rumours were started by Spanish diplomats about a possible Spanish -
Soviet cooperation. Artajo informed Bonsal, the US Chargé, that the USSR was trying
to improve relations with Spain.'* US Air Force Intelligence repoiied that "Franco
could be flirting with Russians" and the Secret Service reported that a Persian official
had visited Barcelona to arrange a Soviet - Spanish friendship and non-aggression
treaty. Allegedly, Peron was approaching the Russian Embassy in Buenos Aires to
resume cordial relations with the USSR and to act as a mediator between Madrid and

Moscow. Others also claimed that Admiral Moreno had left Spain for ‘Argentina t6-

12. FRUS 1946, Vol.V, 1 June 1946, The Acting US Representative at the UN to the Secretary of
State, p.1072. -

13. WPIS, 28 August, 6 November 1946, N.357, N.367.

14. WNRC, Records of the Army Staff, G-2 Intelligence, 1946, Spain, 12 August 1946, Madrid to
Secretary of State.
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investigate Spanish - Soviet relations. All these rumours remain unsupported by

facts.!® In Britain, the Foreign Office, fearing that Moscow might recognize Franco to
strengthen commercial links with Spain, wrote that "we might in fact suddenly be faced
vi}iih a hostile Spanish Government in close contact with Moscow" and "many of
Franco's supporters in the Falangist party would at a pinch be ready to accept such a
-volte-face. "16 The British Chargé in Moscow, Sir Frank Roberts, rejected such an
absurd possibility out of hand and a lecture by O.A. Arturov entitled "The Campaign to
Liquidate the Fascist Regime in Spain” ended speculations about a coming together of
the two countries.!” Yet they had created uncertainty in the West and had been cause
for alarm. In order not to be sidelined in the unlikely event of this rapprochement, the
West had to show more support for Franco.

Concerning the UN, Spanish authorities argued that Spain was of no concern to
the United Nations as the UN had no right to judge over a non-member state. Spanish
papers claimed that the Subcommittee had been stack_ed heavily against Spain, Brazil
being the only nation on it with diplomatic relations at the ambassadorial level.'® The
Spanish Foreign Minister claimed that international pressure made evolution in Spain
impossible because it caused bombings and shootings in Madrid and French guerrilla
struggle on the Spanish border. !

In the meantime some Labour MPs in Britain came down heavily against Spain.
Ian Noel-Baker, McNeil, and Mrs Leah Manning argued that ending diplomatic

relations and economic sanctions would remove Spain's government and thus prevent a

15. WNRC, Records of the Army Staff, G-2 Intelligence, 1946, Spain, 11 June 1946, USMA Spain to
War Department, also 25 July 1946, USMA Spain to War Department.

16. PRO, FO371.60441A, 4 July 1946, Hoyer Miller to various.

17. PRO, FO371.60441A, 12 August 1946, Moscow to FO; also FO371.60441A, 22 August 1946,
Lecture.

18. FRUS 1946, Vol.V, 6 June 1946, The Chargé in Spain to the Secretary of State, p.1075.
19. FRUS 1946, Vol.V, 19 November 1946, The Chargé in Spain to the Secretary of State, p.1079.

30



Chapter 2: The UN Resolution

further rift between the two countries.?

The proposed radical break of all relations would inevitably hurt the economy
and would force unpredictable changes in Spain. The West was unwilling to take this
risk. The Government in London believed that rupture of diplomatic relations would do
more harm than good.?! Churchill remarked from the floor of the House that: "It will
affront Spanish national pride to such an extent that there will be a general rallying of
Spaniards to the government of their country and to its sovereign independence."” He
was absolutely right.

Another Tory, Sir Hartley Shawcross, argued that ending commercial and
diplomatic relations would lead to starvation and possible civil war in Spain as well as
economic loss for Britain. He claimed that "nothing has done more to maintain Franco
in power than the fear of foreign intervention in one way or another, the threat of
starvation and the danger of civil strife, "*

Washington too was unhappy about the way discussions had developed in the
UN. Under point 31b the Subcoﬁlmittee recommended to the General Assembly ending
diplomatic relations with Spain. The US Representative at the UN proposed an
amendment modifying this recommendation. However, on 18 June, the USSR vetoed
the US modification and thus eliminated it. The report went unmodified to the First
Committee.

The Soviet Union itself felt uneasy about the Spanish problem going into the
General Assembly. As long as it was discussed in the Security Council, the USSR
could use its veto at will. Once in the General Assembly this was no longer possible.
Andrei Gromyko, the USSR delegate, had used his veto three times alone on 24 June
1946 merely to keep the Spanish issue in the Security Council.

Poland still asked each member of the United Nations to terminate diplomatic

20. WPIS, 23 October 1946, N.365.
21. WPIS, 30 October 1946, N.366.
22. WPIS, 11 December 1946, N.372.
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relations with Spain and wanted to bar her from membership in any organ or agency -
related to the UN. Belorussia wanted to go even further and suggested a suspension of
communication by rail, sea, air, post and telegraph.

Britain called the Belorussian position unrealistic and argued that economic
sanctions would kindle the flames of a new civil war.” London would welcome
democratic elections in Spain, however, the British ambassador to Spain said that
international pressure had actually decreased the possible success of a government
composed by the democratic_parties in exile, the Catholics or the Monarchists.

It was clear that the UN was split over the Spanish question and Madrid tried to
use this for its own advantage. Artajo told the British Ambassador to Spain, Sir Victor
Mallet, that if the Belorussian proposal passed, Spain would resist to the end "and if
there was no petrol Spaniards would ride on mules. "4

An Anglo - American counterproposal to the Polish proposal only asked for
Spain's exclusion from the UN. The two nations hoped that "Franco [would] surrender
the powers" of government to a provisional government."

Others such as Canada, India, the Netherlands, Sweden and Denmark favoured
tlﬁs proposal. Iceland claimed that economic sanctions could not to be enforced as those
countries, mainly Argentina and Portugal, having to enforce them were unwilling to do
so. India argued against ending diplomatic relations as this wouid not help to remove
Franco.

El Salvador and Costa Rica argued that Spain's problem was an internal affair.
Other Latin American nations, Guatemala, Uruguay and Venezuela, opposed this and
pointed out that foreign intervention into Spain's internal affairs during the Civil War
had set a precedent which had allowed Franco to establish his power. Therefore a
renewed involvement in Spain's internal affairs to remove Franco was allowed.

France went even further. Together with Belgium and Norway, Paris argued

23. WPIS, 13 November 1946, N.368.

24. WPIS, 20 November 1946, N.369.
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that the Spanish problem was no longer an internal affair because Franco had moved
colonial troops from Morocco towards the French border. France asked for a resolution
disallowing the purchase of Spanish food exports as long as Spaniards were going
hungry. Spain had to sell more food than was advisable in order to pay for vital
imports. Britain alone bought 257 million gold pesetas worth of foodstuff. France
buying only 12 million gold pesetas was naturally more inclined towards economic
sanctions.

As the State Department was getting ready for the Spanish problem in the
General Assembly, the Joint Chiefs of Staff issued a report on 10 July 1946 which
expressed a desire to obtain base rights for the Navy and the Air Force, the use of
ground facilities on the Canary islands and landing rights throughout Spain.? At first
glance this was a strange desire as it ran counter to overall US defence policy. After the
Second World War, the armed services were dismantling tactical bases worldwide to
reduce costs. Consequently, the State Department contested "that this Government [US]
is not now in a position to institute negotiations for military rights with the Spanish
Government nor does it appear likely that such negotiations can be undertaken within
the predictable future."?® The Department was fully aware of the diplomatic
complications and negative impressions such negotiations would cause, specially while
the UN was still discussing the Spanish question.

Commercial interests in the US also favoured a lenient approach towards Spain.
Washington had to make up its mind between relaxing restrictions on trade or getting
rid of Franco once and for all. The longer Washington waited the less interested the
public became, yet the less cooperative the Spanish authorities would be.

On 30 October, Senator Tom Connally outlined his position towards Spain,
before the Political and Security Committee. Washington while favouring a public

condemnation and exclusion from the UN, opposed severance of diplomatic relations

25. NA, Military Branch, ABC (6-Nov-43), 10 July 1946, Report by JCS, JCS 570/72.

26. NA, Military Branch, ABC (6-Nov-43), 5 August 1946, State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee.
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and economic sanctions as this might have caused a civil war. A renewed civil struggle
without international intervention, resulting in a renewed fascist victory would have
added to Franco's power. Nevertheless the US would follow any UN
recommendations.?’

For three days, the First Committee of the UN discussed the Polish and
American proposals extensively as well as eight possible amendments. Finally it passed
a new proposal to the Subcommittee. This proposal condemned Spain and excluded her
from the UN and its agencies, It claimed that Franco was in power due to the help of
the Axis and had supported them during the war. It recommended an immediate recall
of all ambassadors and Ministers and, in the near future, the Security Council was to
take such measures as deemed necessary to improve the situation.?®

On 8 December, the Subcommittee agreed to this resolution with a vote of 11-5-
2.% A small change in Part 2 of the Anglo - American proposal was made, and it was
recommended to "take individually the same attitude they have taken collectively and
refuse to maintain diplomatic relations with the present Spanish regime. "

The next day, 9 December, the Subcommittee's proposal returned to the First
Cofnmittee which agreed upon a condemnation of the regime (no dissension) and
decided to bar Spain from UN agencies (vote 32-5-8). The proposed diplomatic breach
with Spain was defeated (22-22-6) and so was the French foodsiufis proposal (10-32-
6). Instead a Belgian compromise, which included barring Spain and condemning the
Franco regime, was struck (27-7-16) and was, according to UN regulations, put on the

agenda of the General Assembly.*°

27. FRUS 1946, Vol.V, 3 December 1946, The US representative at the UN to the Secretary of State,
p.1080. - -

28. FRUS 1946, Vol.V, 10 December 1946 The US Representative at the UN to the Secretary of
State, p. 1083.
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Initially the US opposed the Belgian compromise and disagreed with the right of
the Security Council to take further action if no changes had occurred. Yet upon getting
the news of the vote in the First Committee on the Belgian compromise, Alger Hiss,
then Director of Special Political Affairs, phoned up two members of the US
delegation, John C. Ross and Durward V. Sandifer. He told them that he and Acheson
had agreed to vote in favour of the Belgian compromise. Hiss instructed the two
delegates not to push for an American amendment as this would have attracted
unwelcomed publicity. US disagreement with future actions by the Security Council
was not to be expressed unless the resolution was considered paragraph by paragraph.
He instructed them not to pressure for a vote by paragraphs, but to vote for the
proposal in its entirety.?!

The next day the US delegation was specifically instructed to vote in favour of
the paragraph giving the Se_curify Council the right to take further actions against Spain
even if a vote by paragraphs took place.>? Spain hoped in vain that the US would vote
against the recommendation. 3

Finally the Spanish problem was back on the order of the day of the General
Assembly. On 12 December 1946, the Belgian proposal, already passed in the Political
and Security Committee, was ratified by the United Nations (34-6-13). No member of
the Security Council voted against the recommendation and thus future action by the
Council members seemed likely. As the.vote was taken on the entire Belgian proposal
rather then by paragraphs, the Acting Secretary of State could inform the Chargé in
Spain that if a vote by paragraphs had taken place, the US would have voted against

possible measures in the future by the Security Council.* This was not true, the

31. FRUS 1946, Vol.V, 10 December 1946, Memorandum of Telephone Conversation by the Director
of the Office of Special Political Affairs, p.108S.

32. FRUS 1946, Vol.V, 11 December 1946, Memorandum of Conversation by the Director of the
Office of Special Political Affairs, p.1087.

33. FRUS 1946, Vol.V, 12 December 1946, The Chargé in Spain to the Secretary of State, p.1088.
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delegation had been instructed on 11 December not to vote against this paragraph in

order to achieve unanimity in the Assembly. However, claiming that the US would

have voted against it gave America more room for political manoeuvres. Should the

Security Council decide to take severe actions, America could veto them saying that

it had disagreed against this part of the reccommendation from the very beginning but
“had voted in favour for the sake of unanimity.

The text of the final resolution condemned the regime, excluded Spain from
the UN and its agencies, braﬁded her as _fascisi, and acknowledged her aid to the
Axis during the war. It threatened with further measures by the Security Council
and, most important of all, the resolution called for "immediate recall from Madrid
of Ambassadors and Ministers plenipotentiary accredited there."

A lot of propaganda surrounded this last point as large parts of the public
were under the false impression that recalling the ambassador was tantamount to
ending diplomatic relations. This was far from the truth. An ambassador,
representing his cbuntry's foreign pblicy, has the right to negotiate with the chief of
state. In Spain the ambassadors were to be replaced by the Chargé d'affairs as heads
of missions. These were only accredited to the foreign secretary. Any of his
messages to the chief of state had to go through the foreign secretary. Thus
withdrawal of ambassadors meant slower communication between the two countries.
Apart from this and the prestige value, relations continued unchanged. Diplomatic
relations as such were never ended. The US and Britain had recognized the Franco
regime since 1939 and continued to do so after 1946.

Clearly the December resolution had little effect. Britain, El Salvador, the
Netherlands, Italy and Liberia withdrew their ambassadors. Thirty other nations had
no diplomatic relations anyway and nineteen others, including the US, had no
ambassador in }Spain to begin with. Argentina, in defiance of the UN, even appointed
Sefior Radio. He claimed that "it is a glory to have relations with Spain.”* Barely

two years later

35. WPIS, 29 January 1947, N.378.
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the Dominican Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, Paraguay and Peru resumed normal
relations with Spain.*® Bolivian - Spanish renewal of relations was briefly complicated
by a pathetic attempt of the Spanish chargé in London to implicate the British
Government. Spain was able to sign a Treaty of Friendship with the Philippines on 27
September 1947.%7

In Spain itself, the anti-Franco international feeling was dismissed by the state
controlled propaganda as a "consequence of the false climate created through the
slanderous campaign of the expatriated reds and their alike abroad."

Concerning the UN argument that the current Spanish government was forced
upon Spain, the Spanish Minister for Foreign Affairs claimed that "the Spanish people
know that the regime implanted on 28 July 1936 [sic.] was not imposed through
violence." It is difficult to explain the three years after the 18 July 1936 if one believes
that the Franco regime was imposed without force. In a conversation between Artajo
and Bonsal, the Spaniard argued that the UN resolution was a setback for Spain's
evolution, including political concessions to the UK and the ﬁS. He claimed to favour
evolution in Spain but disagreed with the way in which Spain was used by the West to
get concessions out of the Communist states.>?

At the same time Artajo assured Sir Victor Mallet on his departure on 22
December 1946 that Spain would continue its liberal evolution.*

Franco himself explained Spain's unstable international position as a result of
international communism. On the day of the vote in the UN committee, Franco
proclaimed in a speech on Plaza de Oriente:

"What is happening in the UN should not baffle Spaniards. When a wave of

36. Calvocoressi, Peter, ed., _Survey of International Affairs 1947-1948, London, 1952-1956, Volume
1947, p.124.

37. WPIS, 21 May 1947, 22 October 1947, N.393, N.414.
38. FRUS 1947, Vol.III, 2 January 1947, Memorandum of Conversation by the Chargé in Spain.
39. WPIS, 1 January 1947, N.374.
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communist terror ravages through Europe, and the violence, crimes and
persecutions of the same order as many of you have experienced or suffered,
preside over the live of twelve nations, than it should not baffle us that the
children of Giral and la Pasionaria influenced in continuation the newspapers of
the time and, secured by the system of organized censorship, found tolerance in
the medium and support by the official representatives of those wretched
nations. Yet it is one thing with which authority some delegates express
themselves, yet quite another the sober aspiration of the nations. "*
Franco was, as it turned out, wrong. There was at the time no difference

between the opinions of some delegates from communist countries and the opinion of

other nations.*!

40. Quoted from, Chamorro, E., et.al.,Las Bases Norteamericanas en Espafia, Barcelona, p.35.
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The British economic position had continued to deteriorate after the Second
World War. Industrial production was roughly atthe same level as before the war,
but unlike before the war, Britain now had a large trade deficit, mainly created
through trade with the industrial world in dollars. A dollar gap developed and
naturally Britain was looking for trade outside the dollar area to avoid further
widening of this gap. |

Within the British trade system, Spain was no exception. In 1938 Britain
imported Spanish goods worth £5.1 million, by 1946 this had increased to almost £12
million. Over the same period exports to Spain only increased from £3.4 million to
£5.9 million. Britain's trade deficit with Spain had increased by £4.3 million. As
Spain was outside the dollar area trading in pesetas was an attractive way for _
London to avoid an increase in its dollar trade deficit. Under these conditions and
despite having withdrawn its ambassador from Spain, Britain, was interested in a
continuation of close commercial relations." Britain was willing to enforce its military
trade embargoes on §pain only loosely. Plane engines were being sold to Madrid for
civilian or possibly military use. There was a constant threat that America, Sweden,
or Italy rather than Britain gained these attractive contracts.®

Whitehall strongly opposed any enforcement of "economic sanctions for
fear of losing contracts to other nations.- While British fruit imports from Spain
could have been replaced by imports from other nations, the UK needed potash
fertilizers from Spain to cover 50% of the domestic needs and almost 100% of
pyrites fertilizers imports came from Spain. Sanctions on iron ore would have
severely hit Britain's building and metal industry. While Spain could have sold these

products to other European nations, Britain could not have bought them as easily

elsewhere. London reached the obvious conclusion that no sanctions could have

been implemented against

1. NA, Civil Branch, OIR Report 4405, 19 June 1947, Considerations relating to a US aid program for
Spain.

2. PRO, FO371.67878B, 31 July 1947, FO to Madrid Embassy; and FO371.67878B, 15 July 1947.
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Spain without a serious blow to Britain's economy.’

In order to facilitate the trade between the two countries, a trade agreement was
signed, 28 March 1947. This gave a mutual trade credit to both countries over the next
two years with a ceiling of £2 million or the equivalent in pesetas. The exchange rate,
£1 to 44 pesetas, greatly favoured Spain. Thus despite the condemnation of Spain by
the UN resolution, Spain continued to have a close trading relation with the UK.

While Britain was hoping to reestablish a monarchy in Spain, some policy
makers in the US briefly showed interest in a possible coup by the army against
Franco. The State Department was in contact with General Juan Beigbeder Attienza -
about the possible success of such a plan. It is likely that Beigbeder's hopes were
supported by the realization within the Spanish Army that Spain was unable to produce
heavy war material without external help and would therefore only be able to defend
herself for two to three wefzks after the commencement of a full out invasion on Spain
by the USSR.* It was necessary to come to some arrangement with the West over the
defence of Spain's térritory.

General Beigbeder and Tomds Peyre, a moderate Republican, went to see
Bonsal, US Chargé in Spain, on 1 February 1947. The two Spaniards hoped to receive
aid from the US during an uprising against Franco. The General claimed that during the
following days a coup had a chance to succeed, but he estimated ti:at about half of the
conspirators would be arrested in the period of preparation and underground work.
Thus the conspirators would be weak and needed immediate support by London and
Washington. From the very beginning the success of such an endeavour was highly
unlikely and the US would have been foolish to support this plan on such treacherous

grounds. The unwillingness to risk cordial relations with Franco demonstrate that the

3. PRO, FO371.67897, 3 January 1947, Memorandum by Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs.

4. WNRC, Records of the Army Staff, G-2 Intelligence, 1947, Spain, 18 January 1947, USMA Spain
to War Department.
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US was willing eventually compromise with his regime.’ Bonsal dispatched his opinion
to the Secretary of State concerning the proposed coup. He made it clear that he did not
favour a recognition of the new government before a successful removal of Franco.
Only after a successful coup, should the US recognize the new regime, resume full
diplomatic relations, appoint an ambassador, grant economic aid and advocate her
admission to the UN.®

The reluctance to support a coup by the Embassy had military as well as
economic reasons. The Emb.ixssy was informed, through several unofficial contacts with
Spanish officers in the Army, that the Spanish Armed Forces were already committed
to the West in case of war with the USSR. Hence, there was little incentive for the US
to change its current policy.’ Furthermore, an unstable situation in Spain would have
endangered commercial interests and might even result in an increase of communist
influence. This was stressed by the Joint Intelligence Committee on 21 January 1947.%
The Committee and the opi;ﬁon expressed in another memorandum (Memo 242) a year
-earlier, implied that the US would send aid if Spain's economic situation deteriorated to
such an extent as to cause another civil war. It was feared that such a civil conflict in
Spain might also destabilize Italy and France. This was unacceptable to the US.
Paradoxically, the worse Spain's economy performed, the more support Spaniards
could expect from Washington. Just as in 1946, US interest in stability overruled any
attempts to remove Franco.

Apart from the threat of civil war in Spain, other reasons suggested a more
generous policy by Washington. In February due to a lack of air traffic control, a DC-4

crashed near Avila, killing all eleven passengers and crew on board. A permanent radio

5. FRUS 1947, Vol.1III, 1 February 1947, Memorandum of Conversation, Bonsal, p.1056.
6. FRUS 1947, Vol.Ill, 7 February 1947, The Chargé in Spain to the Secretary of State, p.1058.

7. WNRC, Army Intelligence, Project Decimal File, 1947, Spain, 20 January 1947, Assistant MAA to
Director of Intelligence.

8. NA, Military Branch, U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, CCS 092, Spain (4-19-46), Sec.1-8, 21 January
1947, JIC InfoMemo 242/Sec.1.
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station at Barajas could have prevented the disaster.® As Spain lacked financial means
to provide this, somebody else would have to pay for the necessary installations.

However, the US also had to take public opinion into consideration. In
Washington, Salvador de Madariaga, an exiled Spanish diplomat, argued during a
conversation with State Department officials that Franco was a PR disaster for Spain as
well as for the West. He claimed that Franco's image prohibited economic and military
aid from being sent to Spain and made her integration into the western defence system
impossible. Thus, Madariaga continued, embargoes on oil and cotton were in the
interest of the West, because this would eventually force Franco to step down. '

Madariaga's argument, that Franco's regime prevented America from fully
supporting Spain's economy and taking full advantage of her strategic position, was
accepted by the State Department. However, overall Washington preferred the known
evil of Franco to the unknown surprises a coup might bring.

Dean Acheson, then“ Acting Secretary of State, claimed that the Communists
were actually gaining from Franco's survival in two respects. Firstly, Franco's survival
could cause such a strong opposition as to lead to a new civil war. Secondly, Western
relations with Franco provided the USSR with propaganda material against the US.!
This was true but there is no doubt that Russia would have preferred a coup, economic
unrest or a new prolonged civil war which would prepare Spair for a communist
regime.

The result of these considerations by Dean Acheson, in April 1947, once more
raised the question in Washington about how to react to a new conspiracy against

Franco. Unwilling to put all eggs in the same basket, the US urged London to develop -

9. WNRC, Army Intelligence, Project Decimal File, 1947, Spain, 18 June 1947, MA Spain to Director
of Intelligence.

10. FRUS 1947, Vol.III, 10 March 1947, Memorandum of Conversation by the Acting Directm: of the
Office of European Affairs in the Department of State, p.1062.

11. FRUS 1947, Vol.III, 7 April 1947, The Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in London,
p.1066.
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a joint policy towards a possible new Spanish govemmént emerging from a coup. The
State Department proposed that after a coup, the West should establish friendly political
and economic relations during the interim period and later grant political and economic
aid.'? Washington was not willing to support a new government on their own, they
wanted to have at least British support. In such a case, they might have even considered
supporting a coup from the very beginning. Undoubtedly, France would have
welcomed such an idea. The unstable transition period would not have risked de-
veloping into a civil conflict. If Britain agreed, a chance to remove Franco might have
become reality. -

In the meantime, Franco countered the British attempts to restore a monarchy
through Don Juan by granting himself the right to appoint a monarch for Spain through
the Law of Succession.

Article 1 of this law declared that "Spain as a political unit is a Catholic and
social State which in accordance with its traditions becomes a kingdom." Article 3
dashed the hopes of many Monarchists: the king must be "a person of royal blood,
having been proposed by the Regency Council and the Government together and
accepted by two thirds of the Cortes."

The Regency Council was composed of Cardinal Primate, the Chief of the
General Staff, the President of the Council, the President of the Institute of Spain and
one counselor from each of the chief vocational groups in the Cortes. Overall, it was
clear that the power to appoint the king lay in Franco's hands.

Almost immediately, Don Juan declared the Bill void because there had been no
consultation with him, the legitimate heir to the throne, nor had their been
conversations with the legislature, the Cortes. Others like the Duke of Alba, Count
Rodezno and Don Salvador de Madariaga also argued against the Bill.

Franco explained, in the newspaper Arriba on 29 April 1947, that the "Bill of

Succession is not concerned with a restoration but with a new installation.” Put bluntly,

12. FRUS 1947, Vol.IIl, 7 April 1947, the Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in UK, p.1066.
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Don Juan had lost his legitimate right to inherit the Spanish crown from his father. The
Regency Council and the government would appoint the monarch and the Cortes would
approve their choice. Franco made it clear that if Don Juan ever received the crown, he
would get it through the grace of Franco and not through his father Alfonso XIII.

The Law of Succession had obvious advantages for Franco. In Spain it split the
Monarchists between those accepting and those rejecting the law. Franco gained
valuable time. In foreign affairs, the Americans realized that Franco's law of
succession had changed little,!*> Nevertheless, the law dashed British hopes of a
restoration of the Monarchy.'* On the other hand, the Foreign Office could from now
on hope that eventually a new monarchy would be established in Spain. Supporting a
coup could have led to a Republican or something even worse. Britain became even
more reluctant to support a military coup in Spain.

Under these circumstances it was not surprising that Britain informed the US
that she was unwilling to follow a joint policy or to support a coup. While the UK was
unwilling to risk its cordial relations with Spain, she nevertheless advised the US to go
ahead without their support on the proposed policy towards a provisional
government.' Britain, unwilling to be dragged into an internal conflict, hoped for the
establishment of a monarchy through Franco.

Economic and commercial relations with Spain help to cxplain Britain's
reluctance to support the American proposal. London argued that ending trade relations
was disadvantageous for all. Pyrite imports are just one example. If pyrites could no
longer be imported from Spain, steel production in Britain would decrease and more
Swedish ore of lower grade had to be bought. This meant more consumption of coal to

melt the lower grade ore. Westminster also feared that economic sanctions would not

13. FRUS 1947, Vol.III, 1 April 1947, The Chargé Bonsal to Secretary of State, p.1065.
14. WPIS, 11 June 1947, N.395.
15. FRUS 1947, Vol.Ill, 19 April 1947, The Ambassador in the UK to the Secretary of State, p.1069.
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work as some nations were not expected to cooperate. '¢

The Foreign Minister, Emnest Bevin, considered the American proposal to be
too dangerous as leaks by the conspirators would seriously embarrass London and
worsen strained relations with Franco. It seemed to him that the economy in Spain was
improving and people started to accept the regime. Furthermore, the Foreign Minister
claimed that the proposed policy would mean internal intervention in Spain's affairs and
would give the USSR the opportunity to intervene in other parts of the world. Bevin
wanted to avoid complications concerning Spain and join others in a common policy to
prevent further action by the Security Council against Spain.!” He wanted to continue
talks between Washington and London.

Britain's refusal to join the US in a common policy against Franco ended
Washington's interest in a provisional government replacing Franco.

However, both natioﬁns agreed that Franco was a long term threat causing
economic hardship which might eventually lead to civil unrest. After their discussion
both Britain and America agreed that no internal action against Francb should be taken
for the time being. At the same time, a public statement against international action was
ruled out, because Franco could have used such a statement for propaganda reasons
claiming that Spain had finally become acceptable.'® Washington and London were to
continue their old policies towards Spain and encourage Franco to inake further liberal
changes without putting him under too much pressure. "

The United Kingdom had been unwilling to force out Franco due to economic
reasons. ’I;he US on the other hand had less to lose and still hoped for Franco's

removal. If this happened, Washington would appointed an ambassador, encouraged

16. FRUS 1947, Vol.IIl, 10 May 1947, The Ambassador in the UK to the Secretary of State, p.1077.
17. ERUS 1947, Vol.IlI, 1 May 1947, The Ambassador in the UK to the Secretary of State, p.1074.
18. FRUS 1947, Vol.IllI, 20 May 1947, The Ambassador to the UK to the Secretary of State, p.1080.

19. FRUS 1947, Vol.III, 7 April 1947, The Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in the UK,
p.1066.
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others to do likewise and lobbied against the UN resolution.?

In the meantime in Spain, the Law of Succession had passed, 31 March 1947,
and was strengthened by a referendum on 6 July. The question posed to the Spanish
people was "Do you ratify the law which makes Generalissimo Francisco Franco Chief
of State of the Spanish Kingdom and establishes the machinery by which his successor
will be chosen ?" It gave the appearance that Spain had become a monarchy without a
king and that Franco would soon choose a successor. Yet it obligated Franco in no way
whatsoever. Again, Britain claimed illegitimacy of the Bill and the referendum. Only
Spaniards over 21 years of age, non-convicts and those not held by the tribunals were
allowed to vote. Thus, London estimated, two million Spaniards lost their political
rights.2! The US too realized that the referendum had changed nothing.?

The official results of the referendum claimed that 92.9% of the votes cast were
affirmative. No physical threat was needed at the referendum, because identification
had to be produced in ordex: to vote; this being enough to deter most opposition. It is
very likely that the real turnout, claimed to be dver 90%, was far less. Above all in the
cities, people did refrain from voting. An estimate of only 40% voted in Bilbao, 26% in
San Sebastian, 40% in Navarra and 27% in Coruifia. Strong evidence also points
towards the possibility that Burgos had returned the voting forms, signed and in blank
two days before the actual referendum.?

However, the referendum had further weakened the position of Don Juan and
his supporters. Franco was confident enough to ask the US for cooperation. Spain
wanted military ties with the West under an "anti-communist" headline. In an

interview, Franco told C.L. Salzberger from the New York Times that he wanted to be

20. NA, Civil Branch, OIR Report 4405, 19 June 1947, Considerations relating to a US aid program
for Spain.

21. WPIS, 25 June 1947, N.397.
22. FRUS 1947, Vol.III, 9 July 1947, The Secretary of State to Embassy in Spain, p.1083.
23. WPIS, 6 August 1947, N.403.
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part of an anti-communist alliance and enter direct and bilateral agreements with
Western Nations.

So far Washington had done little to discourage closer relations between the two
countries. After the 1946 UN resolution, the US could not appoint an ambassador to
Spain, yet good relations were still desired. Early in 1947, Paul T. Culbertson was
appointed Chargé d'affairs, replacing Bonsal. Culbertson was a lawyer from
Pennsylvania and an official in the State Department since 1924. He had served as
Chief of Western Europe Division of the State Department from 1944-1947. This post
was only one step below the Assistant Secretary of State and he had good reasons to
expect a post as ambassador somewhere. However at the time the Chargé d'affairs in
Spain was also the head of mission to Spain. The post required some diplomatic talents
which could be t:ound in Culbertson. Over the coming years he had to combine the
different American interests in Spain into a coherent policy towards Franco's
government.?* |

While the State Depénment was forming its policy towards Franco, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff became more interested in the country. The Joint Strategic Survey
Cémmittce informed the Chiefs that Spain was the twelfth most important nation to
receive aid because of her significance to US national security. The report read "Italy
and Spain are of primary importance in connection with control of the Mediterranean
sea lanes, shortest route to the oil and processing facilities of the Middle East" and "as-
sistance should be given if possible." This reflected a crucial economic reality. The
report also stressed military importance of Spain's geographical position thus "the
United States desires base rights, considered essential to her security from Portugal,
Ecuador, France and Spain. Of these base rights from Portugal and Spain are the most
essential. "%

At the same time, it was obvious to the Joint Strategic Survey Committee that

24. NA, Civil Branch, Lot File 59D108, 19 June 1951, William Dunham to Paul Culbertson.

25. FRUS 1947, Vol.I, 29 April 1947, Report by the Joint Strategic Survey Committee, p.736.
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military assistance to the present Spanish government opposed current US policy.
Despite this the report deemed it desirable to initiate or prepare programs for US mili-
tary assistance to Mediterranean countries, including Spain. These programs were to
cover military supplies, equipment and technical advice, above all tactical air force and
limited naval equipment in particular.?® Naturally, Air Force and Navy interests were
going to be the driving force behind a}rapprochement with Spain.

More important than the military perception of Spain were policy changes by the
US administration. Clearly the relations between East and West deteriorated. In 1946
the Greek civil war was resumed and the Soviet Union caused problems in Persia and
Turkey. Furthermore political opposition was removed, sometimes ruthlessly, by the
communists in Eastern Europe. Meetings by the foreign ministers of the war allies
during 1946-47 ended without an improvement of relations. In 1947 the situation
deteriorated further and conflicts between East and West became more and more
frequent and Europe's econemic stability was called into question.

As we have seen Britain's economic position was deteriorating. In 1946/47
Europe experienced one of the worst winters on record. Winter wheat was destroyed by
the cold in France. Prague's electricity was disconnected for three hours every day. Ice
caused the closure of the Kiel Canal in Germany. Britain though suffered more than any
other country in Europe by the weather. Snowdrifts blocked highways and railroads.
Schools and factories had to close down. The Times warned that the cold threatened the
coal supply and in London offices were being lit by candles to save electricity.

The inevitable cutting back on Britain's armed forces and overseas commitment
due to the extremely serious economic position of the British economy, expressed by
the British government in a white paper in January, was brought forward. On 21
February 1947 the British Ambassador Lord Inverchapel delivered a so-called "blue

paper” to the State Department. This paper made it clear that Britain was no longer in a

26. FRUS 1947, Vol.1, 21 April 1947, Report by the Special Ad Hoc Committee to the State-War-
Navy Coordinating Committee, p.725.
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position to provide military and economic support to Greece and Turkey. It was
estimated that forty thousand troops would be pulled out of Greece and economic aid

would cease on 31 March.

Lincoln MacVeagh, the American ambassador in Athens and later in Madrid,
had for some time warned the State Department that Britain was pulling out troops from
Greece. Fearing that the communists would take advantage of this situation, he again
dispatched another note on 12 February urging for consideration of American aid to
Greece. In the autumn of 1946, Truman had expressed his commitment to Greece
through his Ambassador and had promised economic aid to maintain democracy and the
independence of the Greek government. The situation in Turkey was almost as
desperate.

Three days after the "blue paper" had been received, Truman, meeting Marshall
and Acheson, decided to come to Greece's rescue as early as possible. However the
global situation called for more than a simple aid bill. The US had to go into European
politics if she did not want to see herself sidelined by Russia, it was time for a new
American doctrine concerning foreign policy. On 7 March during a cabinet meeting it
was discussed how far this involvement was going to go.

The Truman Doctrine, proclaimed on 12 March 1947 in a special message on
Greece and Turkey in the House Chamber before a joint session of Congress, called for
containment of the socialist and communist advance and guaranteed American financial
and economic aid to all countries which were threatened by communist external powers
or internal minorities. Truman, dressed in a dark suit and reading from an open
notebook, asked Congress for $250 million for Greece (59% military aid) and $150
million for Turkey (100% military aid). Congress was initially to approve a total of
$500 million in aid for Truman's containment policy. Then the President concluded: "If
we falter in our leadership, we may endanger the peace of the world, and we shall

surely endanger the welfare of this nation."27

27. McCullough, Truman, p.548.
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On 22 April 1947 the Senate approved the aid to Turkey and Greece and on 9
May the House followed. The Truman Doctrine was to guide American foreign policy
for over twenty years andis of paramount importance when looking at US foreign
policy in the twentieth century.

On 5 June 1947, the brainchild of George F. Kennan. Senator Hoyt S.
Vandenberg, John F. Dulles and George C. Marshall was born. The Marshall Plan was
the practical result of the Truman Doctrine.

This overall change of “foreign policy and the American failure to agree with
London on a common policy towards a-possible coup in Spain meant that Washington
now sought to live with Franco. The Truman doctrine provided enough support for this
new policy. Again the State Department tried to move Britain towards a common policy
on Spain. Although the Stafé Department could argue that the Truman doctrine "would
indicate that we are prepared to shift our policy in regard to Franco and support any
non-communist regime in Spain, including his own",2® for the time being problems
remained at all levels. The State Department advised the service attachés in Spain not to
request audiences, nor to receive decorations from Spain, as this might have been
exploited in Spain for propaganda reasons.?

For the House of Representatives the problem of living with a dictator in Spaih
seemed more difficult to swallow than for the State Departmént. Some congressmen
acknowledged that Spain needed money, but unlike all other western countries then
under consideration for aid,*® it was under a totalitarian regime.

The Truman doctrine was welcomed above all by the military planners. After its

proclamation, the military was confident énough to push for a new policy toward Spain.

28. FRUS 1947, Vol.III, 25 April 1947, The Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in UK, p.1073.
29. WNRC, Army Intelligence, Project Decimal File, 1947, Spain, 10 June 1947, MA Spain request
for Policy; also WNRC, Army Intelligence, Project Decimal File, 1947, Spain, 25 April 1947, MA
Spain to Director of Intelligence.

30. LOC, H1967, 1947, National and international movements, by Maloney.
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The Joint War Plans Committee (JWPC) issued a study titled "The Soviet Threat
against the Iberian Peninsula and the Means required to meet it" or simply "Drumbeat”,
on 4 August 1947.

The study reported that Spain had four natural invasion routes: two in the East
and two in the West of the Pyrenees . The invasion routes along the west ran along the
Atlantic coast through Lisbon, to Seville and finally Cadiz. The routes along the East
ran along the Mediterranean coast through Barcelona, right south to Malaga.?!

The report claimed that the Red Army was ready to attack Spain with 50
Divisions within 90 days of an all-out invasion of Europe. It was expected that 19
Infantry Divisions and 2 Armored Divisions would be stationed on the west side of the
Pyrenees, 21 Infantry and 3 armored Divisions would de deployed along the East coast,
Another 5 Infantry divisions would be stationed along the rest of the mountains.
Furthermore, a total of 1,000 planes would take part in the attack.

The Soviet Union, the report asserted, would then initiate the invasion with 20
Divisions in the West and 15 in the East. These would penetrate the Pyrenees within 20
days and 40 days later reach Gibraltar. It was not expected that the USSR would use
airborne forces though amphibious hooks might try to bypass the Pyrenees. .3

The weak spots of the invasion through the Pyrenees, the report argued, were
the supply lines. During the built-up period before the invasion, the army required a
total of 51,250 short tons (1 short ton = 907kg) per day (s/t) of military supply which
could be delivered through France.*® The problem for the Soviets would start once
they had crossed the Pyrenees. Spain was expected to destroy its own trains and tunnels
to slow down the Soviet advance. This together with the fact that the Pyrenees

obstructed the USSR from bringing their own rolling stock would force the supply lines

31. APWSU, 4 August 1947, "The Soviet Threat against the Iberian Peninsula and the Means required
to meet it: Short Title: Drumbeat”, p.7.

32. APWSU, Ibid., p.31.
33. APWSU, Ibid., p.24.
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to rely mainly on roads. This meant that initially the Soviets would be limited to 35
Divisions south of the Pyrenees and only later could all 50 Divisions be maintained in
Spain.

In order to supply troops attacking Barcelona for example, two roads alone
would have to provide access for the supplies. One from Figueras and the other along
the Tosas Pass. The former had a capacity of 3,000 s/t and the latter of 2,500 s/t. An
average Division was expected to use 450 s/t. Thus a total of 12 Divisions could
advance on Barcelona. The rest of the divisions stationed along the East coast would
have to attack Lerida. There a maximum of 8 Divisions could have been supplied. The
supply problem was not less severe along the West coast as a single road through San
Sebastian provided 5,000 s/t and other smaller roads a further 2,750 s/t thus supplying
a maximum of 17 Divisions.

The study claimed that within 20 days the Soviet troops would break free of the
Pyrenees and secure a line from Santander to Tortosa. Along this line about 57
Divisions could be maintained during the winter if rails and roads were used.. Without
the use of railroads merely 17 Divisions could be maintained.

The report continued, saying that ten days later the invaders would reach a line
from Avila to Valencia. It was expected that heavy fighting would be going on around
Madrid. However, after the fall of the Spanish capital the supply problem would be
reduced and a Division would only require 270 s/t. It was presumed that within 45 days
the Soviets would have conquered all of Spain apart from the area south of Lisbon and
Cartagena. Finally two weeks later, Gibraltar was expected to fall,

By then, the study concluded, the USSR would have closed the Allied lines of
communication along the Mediterranean and denied an Allied foothold in Europe.

In order to defend Spain, Franco controlled over 400,000 soldiers and sééﬁﬁty

guards. The army was organized into 22 divisions, of which only one was an Armored

34. APWSU, Ibid., p.29.
35. APWSU, Ibid., p.24, p.29.
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Division with 100 tanks, including 20 German Mark IV. Over 100,000 soldiers were
stationed abroad, mainly in Morocco. This left some 300,000 soldiers for the defence
of Spain.

Spain lacked heavy guns and the Air Force,consisting of 350 operating planes,
was obsolete against Soviet planes. The Spanish Navy was too small to defend itself.>®
In order to defend Spain the study recommended four possible options.

1) Granting economic aid to Spain would improve her infrastructure and
military strength. This might have deterred an attack by the Soviet Army. In case of
war less money would have to flow to Spain. It was recommended that from a military
point of view this policy should have been initiated as soon as possible.?’

2) The study advised that the enemy lines of communication should be
targeted.3® ‘

3) The report proposed that the Pyrenees should be defended by 10 Divisions in
the West and 7 in the East t;)gether with 8 Divisions along the rest of the mountains. A
further 9 Division should be stationed in reserve and in ihe rest of Spain. A total of 34
Divisions (including 22 Spanish) and 900 planes were needed to secure Spain.>*

| 4) Finally the report foresaw that if option three failed, the Allied powers should
try to defend the Southern tip of the Peninsula. The swamp area around the
Guadalquivir and North of Cadiz would form the last defence in Europe. For this a
total of 16 Divisions and 750 planes were required.*

Politically, it was not expected that Spain would join the USSR but in case of
Spain's neutrality, the study proposed to assemble forces in Spanish Morocco, French

Morocco, the Azores, the UK and if deemed necessary in Spain itself. Obviously this

36. APWSU, Ibid., p.14-16; PRO,ADM223.237, March 1946, Monthly Intelligence Report.
37. APWSU, Ibid., p.33.

38. APWSU, ibid., p.34.

39. APWSU, Ibid., p.3/35/36.

40. APWSU, Ibid., p.3/37/38.
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might have lead to conflict with the Spanish authorities.

Thus the report concluded "from the military point of view, the United States
should furnish economic aid to Spain as soon as feasible in order to strengthen her
capacity for military resistance” and presumably to secure her cooperation in case of
war.*!

In ameeting by the State Department, on 7 August 1947, it was argued that
~*_ﬁ_c;ztrly economic and military aid to Spain would hold the USSR for an extra 3 to 4

days at the Pyrenees and give enough time to rush help to Spain. It was becoming
clear that political problems linked with this; aid no longer outweighed the military
advantages. Surprisingly, in the State Department meeting it was asserted that the
UN resolution which was barely a year old, was no obstacle to this new policy.*?

Two Weeks later the Joint War Plans Committee issued "Guidance for
Mobilization Planning as Affected by Loss of the Mediterranean Line of
Communications”. In this study Spain was considered valuable for several reasons: she
supplied the base areas for strategic air operations; holding Spain would deny the
Soviet Union North Africa; the US would retain the flanks and increaseher strategic
flexibility; and finally one could aid guerrillas in Europe through Spain.

The Joint War Plans Committee asserted that if Spain fell and troops had -
already been committed to the Middle East, a disastrous situation would arise as
contact with these troops would be lost. To prevent this, forces were to be deployed

in Spain during the conflict. The repott recommended that after three months of

hostilities seven Infantry Divisions should be stationed in Spain.*

Another governmental study on the Mediterranean and the Near East claimed

41. APWSU, Ibid., p.3.

42. NA, Civil Branch, State Department Decimal File 1945-1949, 852.20/8-847, 8 August 1947,
Office Memorandum, William Koren (DRE) to Mr Horsey (WE).

43. APWSU, Vol.5, 18 August 1947, "Guidance for Mobilization Plannmg as Affected by Loss of the
Mediterranean Line Of Commumcanons p.27.

44, APWSU, Ibid., p.39.
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that "the Mediterranean Sea including the Straits of Gibraltar and Sicily must be
considered as the main thoroughfare to the Middle East.” Access to Southern Europe
and North Africa "is vital to the conduct of military operations in the Mediterranean
and Near East."4’ Later the report stressed that
"The long-term U.S. objectives in the Mediterranean and Near East area is to
promote the national integrity and the survival as free nations of each country in
this area, and to aid or win the respect and friendship of these countries... The
role of the Mediterranean and Near East countries is of utmost importance in

world affairs. Events in these countries may vitally affect the national security -

of the United States.".

The US policy was to "encourage Spain's anti-communist attitude by all
practicable means including her induction to the family of Western bowérs. ndé

In Spain, the Franco Goveﬁment did not yet realize the full extené of this new
attitude by the US military planners. However the change of policy by the US towards
Greece and Turkey, meant that the Mediterranean was gaining in importance. ¥’

José Erice, Director of the Foreign Policy of the Spanish Foreign Office, told
Culbertson that in case of conflict Spain would join the West against the USSR. The
Spaniard estimated that without American intervention, the Soviet Union could overrun
Western Europe including Spain within three months. He contir;ﬁe;d. saying that his
country could help little as it lacked a modern army or air force. This meant that the
West could not use Spain as a base.*® The implications are obvious; if the West wanted
to use Spain as a base, Spain would have to receive aid to improve its military

facilities.

45. NA, Military Branch, P-2 The Mediterranean and the Near East, 23 October 1947.
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48. FRUS 1947, Vol.IlI, 23 October 1947, The Chargé in Spain to the Secretary of State, p.1088.

55



Chapter 3: 1947 Returning to Spain

The result of the new military outlook by the Americans was a reversal of
policy towards Spain. This shift was expressed in PPS/12 by the Policy Planning Staff
on 24 October 1947. PPS/12 was lying the foundation for the very similar NSC 3
decision taken in December.

The Policy Planning Staff assessed that American policy so far had been a
political and military failure. In the economic sphere Washington had withheld
assistance, governmental credits and had held purchase of Spanish goods to a minimum.
This had worsened Spanish - American trade and Spain's economic situation. The
Policy Planning Staff now believed that Franco would not depart peacefully and the
army had shown no signs of wanting to topple Franco. The political opposition to the
Caudillo was split between Republicans, Socialists and Monarchists. Concerning the
United Nations, the US delegates were instructed to minimize the discussions on Spain.
The delegates were to vote against economic sanctions, diplomatic rupture or other
proposals against Spain.*® The study concluded that the net result of the American
policy so far had been to strengthen Franco, to impede Spanish economic recovery and
to be forced to operate in an unfriendly atmosphere in Spain in case of international
conflict.

Thus, the PPS wrote "the Staff believes that, in the National interest, the time
has come for a modification of our policy towards Spain." The rcpoit continued
asserting that "it is the recommendation of the Policy Planning Staff that instead of
openly opposing the Franco regime, we should work from now on toward a
normalization of U.S.-Spanish relations, both political and economic."

It was recommended to quietly end various commercial controls and drop

restrictions on private trade. Furthermore, it was recommended that Spain's resources

49. NA, Military Branch, U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, CCS 092, Spain (4-19-46), Sec.1-8, 24 October
1947, PPS/12, U.S. Policy toward Spain, also in PPS 1947-1953, PPS No 12, 24 October 1947, US
Policy toward Spain.

50. FRUS 1947, Vol.III, 24 October 1947, Mr George F. Kennan of the Policy Planning Staff to the
Secretary of State and Under-Secretary of State, p.1091.
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be developed in commerce and industry. Yet, the report pretended that this
normalization was not going to strengthen Franco's regime in Spain. Needless to say
that any normalization or improvement of relations between Spain and the US would
strengthen Franco's grip on power. The attempt to avoid strengthening Franco was an
afterthought of the Policy Planning Staff. Normalization was to go ahead, no matter
what the impact on Spain was.

Other parts of the State Department generally disagreed because of political
implications. Robert A. Lovett, then Acting Secretary of State, claimed that
normalization with Spain was still not fully possible due to Franco. He argued that the
State Department would still prefer an evolutionary change in Spain to either stagnation
or a threat of a ¢ivil war.5!

Lovett's iﬁstiﬁcation was strengthened by strategic information on Spain. It was
obvious that Spain's army was unable to defend herself against the USSR. A report
argued that a coalition war i)etween Spain and the US was very unlikely as certain
characteristics in Spain were missing and it was assumed that Franco would only fight
if his position was hopeless, otherwise he would try to remain neutral.

| It was revealéd that an organization in San Sebastian smuggled prominent Nazis,
including Martin Borman, from Germany to Spain. Such reports damaged Spain's
reputation further.

Political considerations and a new military study temporarily reversed a desire
for close military relations with Spain. On 8 November 1947, the Joint Strategic Plans
Group issued the report "Broiler" which looked at a possible conflict with the USSR in

the near future. It read:

51. FRUS 1947, Vol.III, 18 December 1947, The Acting Secretary of State to Embassy in Spain,
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"outweighing all other considerations would be the Soviet desire to concentrate on the
seizure and neutralization of the United Kingdom and the seizure or neutralization of
the Cairo - Suez area. Hence, at this time it seems improbable that the Soviets would

risk the expenditure of men and material against the Iberian Peninsula. "¢

In this new report, it was estimated that an attack on Spain would start 30 days
later than expected before. This would decrease the necessity to grant economic aid to
Spain. The report also said that "should the Soviets elect to seize Spain, the magnitude
of the U.S. forces requirexi to hold Spain... is far beyond U.S. capabilities to supply.
Hence, the possible loss of Spain must be accepted as a calculated risk.">® American
resources could not afford to aid Spain once an armed conflict had broken out in
Europe. Thus economic aid given to Spain before a war was all Spain could expect to
get and so became all the more urgent. Similar to the study "Drumbeat”, "Broiler”
argued that in order to deter a Soviet invasion of Spain, the US would have to give
Spain as much economic aid as early as possible. This was in fact a confirmation of
option one outlined in "Drumbeat”. In "Broiler" options three and four, ie. military aid
to Spain, were excluded.

There were several ways in which to get aid to Spain. Given Spain's position,
one was for Franco to apply under the Marshall plan for aid on the grounds that
communist guerrilla fighters and a possible Soviet invasion threatened his government.
Nevertheless political reasons made this impossible as the Marshall plan for Europe was
to be administered by the European nations themselves and some of them, France above
all did not welcome Spain.

Britain, considering her own commercial benefit from American aid for Spain,

argued exactly the opposite. The British Foreign Minister, Bevin strongly disagreed

54. APWSU, Vol.5, 8 November 1947, "Broiler", JSPG "War with USSR in 1948", p.26/27.
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with American hesitation to extend economic aid to Spain and through the US
Ambassador, Douglass, in London, he informed Washington about his skepticism. He
argued that a voluntary resignation by Franco was impossible and given his refusal to
resign, any exclusion of Spain from a recovery programme would lead to economic
disaster in Spain and thus threaten British and other European trade with Spain and
therefore their recovery.

Unsurprisingly, the Spanish Foreign Office stressed the same point, on 15
November 1947. Spain's exclusion:

- "subtracts from the American [Marshall] plan a vital piece which would make a
conclusion of the pursued objectives difficult. It does not seem logical that the
mentioned plan could have made omission of the surplus of exports of Spanish
products and Industry which traditionally filled the necessities of the European
continent... For a task of urgent reconstruction of the devastated territories,
such as the one to be realized within the next five years 1947-1951 in Europe,
the general economic establishment of Spain with a production capacity which
now only reaches reduced effective production, is an already prepared element

which results absolutely essential. "5

Madrid's hope to receive $50 million for agriculture, $190 million to maintain
basic industry, $211 million for transport and $600 Million for imports was mere
wishful thinking.

As late as 4 January 1948, Artajo expressed his high hopes:

"if the Great powers, as is expected, conserve the good political sense and

effectively want to put into play all possible methods for the reconstruction of

Europe, being benefited at the same time of an important market, they will soon

give Spain facilities for its purchase of primary material and machinery, which

will allow them to increase their production and contribute with their surplus to

56. Viiias,Angel, "El Plan Marshall y Franco", in Vifias, Angel, ed., Guerra, Dinero, Dictadura,
Barcelona, 1984, p.266. :
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a reestablishment of equilibrium in Europe. "%’

It was true that Spain could aid other European economies in their recovery
once she had received substantial aid but so could most other European countries and
none of them carried the political baggage Spain carried.

While the US was discussing new policies towards Spain, Britain contacted the
exiled Spanish politicians. A meeting between Bevin and Prieto took place in London,
23 September 1947. Prieto, a right wing socialist, aimed at a centre-right government
in cooperation with monarchists. However, very little of practical value emerged from
this meeting and any hopes of removing Franco were abandoned by Whitehall. Forcing
Franco to liberalize his regime had to be done through the UN.

Five Latin American countries reminded the General Secretary that more than
five months had passed since the December resolution and the Security Council sﬁll had
not appointed an alternative regime or suggested any other way to deal with Franco.

Poland went even further and wanted the General Assembly to recommend to
the Security Council possible ways to remove Franco, all of which were just short of
direct intervention. Unsurprisingly, the Communist countries supported the Polish
proposal.

At the same time the USSR propaganda machine made Spain an issue claiming
that the US wanted bases on the Balearic and Canary Islands. The USSR asserted that
this showed US imperialistic ambitions as well as Anglo-American pressure on small
defenseless states. It was argued that the USSR was no longer seeking to overthrow the
Spanish regime but preferred its current existence for propaganda reasons.>® The
Eastern block could comfortably point towards the improverhent of relations between
the West and Spain and claim that it-gavé proof of wéstefn imperialism. The USSR had

ceded Spain to the Western sphere of influence in return for a gain of propaganda
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material. Discussions in the UN were well suited for these attacks on the West.

On 12 November 1947, the First Committee in the UN passed on a
recommendation to the General Assembly. In this recommendation seven Latin
American countries, the US and six others opposed a reaffirmation of the December
1946 resolution.

On 17 November 1947 a Compromise Application was accepted by 36:5 with 12
abstentions. It outlined the steps taken since 1946 and expressed confidence in the
Security Council to take actions towards Spain whenever appropriate.® Nevertheless,
it posed a legal dilemma, as it did not uphold the 1946 resolution in its entirety. This
gave more room for diplomatic maneuvering. Iceland took advantage of this and
resumed full diplomatic relations with Spain.

As the year came to an end the relations between the United States and Spain
visibly improved. Spain was visited by numerous Republican Representatives, including
Karl E. Mundt (South Dakota), Lawrance M. Smith (Wisconsin) and Walter H. Judd
(Minnesota).

In the US Administration, the Policy Planning Staff, headed by George F.
Kennan, influenced the National Security Council concerning Spain. Forrestal recalls a
conversation with Kennan over lunch. Kennan said that:

"our policy needed adjustment with respect to Spain and Japan. In the first
instance, he [Kennan] felt that we should direct our representatives at the United
Nations not to join in any further attempt to discredit the present government of Spain -
in other words, to reverse our policy. The Mediterranean cannot be considered without
considering Spain and the question of transit through the Straits of Gibraltar. "5

Kennan saw three geopolitical interests which the USSR might have had in
Spain. Firstly, Spain flanked France and Italy, two countries on the verge of

communism. He feared that if Spain fell to a Communist revolution, all of Europe was
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threatened. Secondly, Spain was the key to North Africa. A defeat by Spain might
precede closer arrangements with the Soviet block and hence threaten oil production in
the Mediterranean and the Persian Gulf. Thirdly, Kennan saw Spain as the springboard
to Latin America and into the American sphere of influence. Thus, for the American
diplomat, a loss of Spain posed a triple threat to the US, a loss of control in Europe, a
threat to vital raw materials and eventually a threat to America. He asserted that:
"Soviet policy has thus been a) to do all in its power to render impossible achievement
of any permanent modus vivendi between western powers and Franco ... b) to utilize
every possible channel for mobilizing western opinion against Franco in the hopes that
Western governments will have to yield to pressure and take strong action to bring

about the downfall of the Franco regime."®!

Kennan, arguing that the United Nations policy had actually strengthened
Franco, wanted to integrate Spain into the Western community.

There is little doubttthat by 1948 the Franco regime was fairly stable, the army
was supporting him aﬁd the police and security forces were satisfied. The internal
opposition against Franco was ineffective and the exiled government of the Republic
was disorganized. The ostracism, if it was aimed at the removal of Franco, had failed.
Nevertheless the policy had impeded Spain's economic recovery.

Now, the US made arrangements to start a new policy tewards Spain. On the 5
December 1947, "NSC-3 United States Policy Towards Spain”, based on PPS12, was
issued. It argued that the net result of the present policy, governed by the UN
resolution, had been to strengthen Franco, impede economic recovery and create an
unfriendly atmosphere with Spain. NSC3 confirmed that "it is the recommendation of
the Policy Planning Staff that instead of openly opposing the Franco regime, we should
work from now on toward a normalization of U.S.-Spanish relation, both political and

economic.” There was to be no public announcement of the new view, in order to avoid
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propaganda. However, the changes were real: a relaxation of the US restrictive
economic policy and an elimination of official restrictive measures. It was hoped that
this would create more private trade and financial assistance. From now on, Spain was
to develop her resources and play a normal part in world trade. The US decided to
oppose any UN resolutions against Spain and approve any resolutions favouring of
Spain.®? Unsurprisingly, the Joint Chiefs of Staff expressed their agreement with the
military side of NSC3.%® After all, they had provided the foundation of this policy in
their military studies conducted throughout 1947.

However, the American Chargé in Spain, Culbertson still believed that indirect
pressure by the US and Britain could slowly liberalize the Franco regime. The bad
economic situation, Culbertson advised, should be exploited through economic assist-
ance to obtain modification and liberalization. Abrupt changes on the other hand could

be counterproductive.5
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The political situation of 1947 meant that the US services became more
interested in Spain. The Navy in particular hoped for gains due to two reasons. Firstly,
with a permanent base in Spain costs could be cut due to cheaper repairs, refueling and
general maintenance near their theatre of operations. Secondly, the fact that the naval
forces in the Mediterranean were placed under an independent command, the Sixth
Fleet, favoured an independent headquarters nearby. In the future, the Navy was to
become the most ardent supporter of bases in Spain..

The Joint Strategic Plans Group modified its earlier studies on 11 February
1948. It was a combination of "Broiler" and "Drumbeat”. Two scenarios were
analysed. View A assumed that due to logistical problems, the Red Army would not
attack Spain. View B argued that Russia would invade the Iberian peninsular.'

The implication of the study was that a Soviet invasion into Spain had become
once more a real threat. This study, named "Bushwacker”, further argued that the US
would not be able to defendﬂ Europe before at least 1952 and thus had to withdraw its
troops to Britain.? Given America's inability to aid Spain, economic aid became ever
more important to prepare Spain and possibly deter a Soviet invasion.

. Kennan, co-creator of the Marshall plan, expressed in a memorandum that he
wanted Spain to be part of the Marshall plan and to receive economic aid.

The State Department expressed its partial agreement with Xennan's point of
view and called for a normalization of relations towards Spain. Spain was to be taken of
the "E List" by 1 June 1947, which meant that export controls on Spain were termi- |
nated and normal trade relations resumed. The Department also considered it possible
to include Spain in the European Recovery Program if the 16 other countries agreed.
Yet it was clear to the State Department that cordial relations had to wait for

democratization in Spain and cooling down of US and Western European opinion. Until
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. then governmental grants could not be considered.’

On 2 February 1948, Culbertson, Artajo and Erice had a conversation
concerning an article published in the newspaper Arriba claiming that the West had
finally seen their error on the vote in the UN. The Chargé maintained that such
propaganda did not help improve relations. Culbertson continued saying that
governmental credits would only follow an evolution by Franco's regime towards
democracy. Concerning the European Recovery Program, Spain's inclusion depended
entirely on the other 16 nations which administered the funds. Naturally their attitude
was based on Spain's democratization. Finally, Culbertson pointed out that future
relations between the two countries were still governed by the UN.

Artajo replied that the Arriba article was only meant to help Spain get into the
Marshall Plan. Yet as the conversation continued Culbertson noticed that Erice and
Artajo showed no sign of upderstanding Spain's international image, still seen as a
fascist police state where crimes against the state were handled by harsh military
tribunals. On the commercial side, private credits avoided Spain due to the interference
by the INT (Insituto Nacional de Industria) in private enterprise, creating an unwanted
air of insecurity. Artajo replied that if Spain evolved too soon and introduced
democracy too early, serious unrest. would break out.*

There was a clear evolution in American foreign policy. Insiead of trying to
remove Franco through punishment, governmental grants were promised for evolution.
However if Spain wanted to be included in the European Recovery Program, serious
changes had to take place. Instead of making these changes, Spain tried to get into the
European Recovery Program through the back door helped by America.

After the USIS, a cultural organization, had informed London that there were

no impediments to Spain being included into the European Recovery Program, Britain
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started fearing that Spain would achieve results with this policy and wanted reassurance
from the US that the administration of the Marshall Plan lay in European hands. The
British embassy in Washington got in contact with the Assistant Chief of the Division of
Western European Affairs, Outerbridge Horsey. Horséy confirmed that their were no
impediments on Spain's entry into the European Recovery Program from the American
side but also reassured the British that it all depended on approval of the 16 nations.’
Britain was satisfied.

Spain had to improve foreign relations with Europe to get into the European
Recovery Program. The Treaty of Friendship between Portugal and Spain was renewed
and Portugal promptly invited Spain to the Program. Yet Dr José Caeiro de Mata, the
Portuguese Foreign Minister, was opposed by the other 15 nations.  Not willing to
risk his own precarious situation he backed down.

Apart from Portugal, Spair gained support from Latin American countries.
During the Ninth Intematioﬁal Conference of American States in Bogota a Resolution
was passed which upheld that: "the establishment or ;naintenance of diplomatic
relations with a governm