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Francisco Franco’s political peers often called him “the sentry of the Western World” (as designated by American politicians) and “leader of the War of Liberation against Communism and its Accomplices” (el Caudillo de la Guerra de Liberacion contra el Comunismo y sus Complices, as per his Spanish compliances).
 The United States masked many of Franco’s corrupt political practices with these titles during the Cold War.
 Previously, however, Franco was deemed an enemy due to his association with Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy during the Second World War and his general dismissal of democratic ideals.  In 1946 the United Nations General Assembly decreed that, as long as Franco was in power in Spain, the UN would shun Spain and no ambassadors were to be sent there. On November 2, 1950 President Harry S. Truman affirmed that it would be a long time before he appointed a U.S. ambassador to Spain.
 Less than two months later, however, on December 27, 1950, the State Department appointed Stanton Griffis as the new United States ambassador to Spain. 

What caused this shift in policy? In the mid-twentieth century, the United States chose to support Franco as a result of the rise in Communism in nations around the world and Franco’s strict anti-communist policy. U.S. foreign policy during the Cold War was strictly anti-communist. In sustaining this policy the United States supported leaders like Franco, despite his corrupt regime, in order to fight the feared ideology, communism. According to Richard Nixon, Franco was a “loyal friend and ally” to the United States and a vital addition to the western bloc during the Cold War.
 

Spain is virtually absent from Cold War historical records and sources. Only recently has examination of Spanish-U.S. relations during the mid-twentieth century been recognized by scholars such as Mark Byrnes. While Byrnes’s articles offer information about the evolving relationship between the two nations in the 1940s and 1950s, they focus largely on the political presidential limitations of U.S. presidents and demonstrate the influence lobbyist groups have on the development of U.S. policy. Other than Byrnes, few scholars have examined the evolution of  U.S. foreign policy in regard to Franco’s Spain.  This article seeks to illuminate the evolution of U.S. foreign policy toward Franco’s Spain by including religion as a category of analysis. Historians of American foreign relations have only recently shown the significance of religion in U.S. foreign policy during the twentieth century.
 As Andrew Preston maintains, religion has historically played a significant role in the “formation, execution, and justification of American foreign policy”.
 While these scholars have offered insight to a previously unexamined area of study, only minimal reference has been made to Franco’s Spain and the significance his fervent Catholicism had on the overturn of U.S. As this study reveals, religion played a significant role in U.S. relations with Franco Spain as the U.S. government pursued containment during the Cold War. 
The Early Franco Years: Pro-Axis Loyalty 

Francisco Franco came to power in Spain at the conclusion of the Spanish Civil War on April 1, 1939. As the 1938 Gallup poll demonstrates, during the Spanish Civil War the American public expressed strong disapproval of Franco, with 75% of those surveyed in support of the Loyalists.
 During the Second World War, Spain allied itself with Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany against the United States and its allies. Franco is recorded as saying “What joy to see the German bombers one day punishing the insolence of the skyscrapers of New York.”
 Due to his decidedly pro-Axis policy, people in the United States deemed Franco a dishonest leader and a threat to world peace.
   

As the Friends of the Spanish Republic, a group of historians, politicians, lawyers, and supporters of democracy led by William L. Shirer, asserted, Franco offered assistance and collaborated with the Axis forces as early as 1940. Franco maintained that, “in all the moments of its history, Spain has felt the warmth of German friendship.”
 Spain, therefore, was undoubtedly in support of the Axis forces and collaborated with them to fight for the same social revolution that Spain was fighting for. At a meeting of the National Council of the Falange, the political party he represented, Franco asserted that one of the chief purposes of the Falange was to “further Hitler’s aims.”
 He further took action against the Allies pronouncing that Spanish “volunteers” were to be sent to join the Germans fight against the Soviet Union. The Blue Division, as the “volunteers” were called, was, in fact, a regular military unit.  Military aid was also offered in the form of ports and bases. Spanish ports were made available to Germany as bases for refueling and repairing in numerous port cities. Air bases were also provided as well as observation posts for spying on the Allied forces.  

By 1944, three years after Spain suspiciously ceased publication of their import and export figures, the London Financial Times claimed that Germany had infiltrated the Spanish industrial sphere and gained control of some of the most important iron and steel companies which, in turn, had supplied Germany with continuous resources for fighting against Allied forces.
 In February 1944, Die Deutsche Volkswirtschaft, a German publication, affirmed that 39.2% of Spanish exports went to Germany while an additional 30% went to those countries occupied by German forces.
 Germany was, evidently, at the top of Spain’s export list receiving guns, rifle cartridges, motors for airplanes and submarines, ammonia, nitrogen glycerin, iron, lead, zinc, and nickel. Aside from material exports, the Franco regime also sent 100,000 Spanish workers to Germany in 1941.
 

Claims made by Gil Robles, Walter Winchell, and Pedro Theotonio Pereia reaffirmed the allegations that Franco and his government supported the Axis. Gil Robles was a Spanish politician and ex-head of Confederación Española de Derechas Autónomas (CEDA), the right-wing Catholic alliance, who was exiled by Franco due to Franco’s fear of political competition by another right-wing party. He circulated a letter in late 1943 that claimed that the Spanish government under Franco had permitted bombs to be placed in British ships and German radio stations to be installed for intelligence purposes.
 Walter Winchell, an American newspaper man and radio commentator who was particularly well informed about Spanish policy, made similar accusations a year later. Winchell asserted that German submarines were permitted access to Spanish ports in order to refuel, rearm, refill their food supplies and, in some cases, be repaired. Further, Winchell claimed that the Germans maintained numerous bases in Galicia and the Basque country, which they had utilized to launch attacks against British and American fleets.
 Further, accusations were made by the Portuguese ambassador Pedro Theotonio Pereia, who claimed that Franco was “besotted with state power and with personal power.”
 According to Pereia, of everyone in the Spanish government, Franco spoke “in language closest to the Axis.”
 The accusations made by these influential individuals further solidified among the American public the Pro-Axis claims made against Franco and his government. 

Spain’s pro-Axis alliance was a consequence of the support the Axis forces offered Franco and the Nationalists during the Spanish Civil War. As Hitler affirmed in an interview with Count Ciano, the Reich Foreign Minister, and the State Secretary Meissner in September 1940,  

When Spain was engaged in the Civil War, Germany supported Franco in a very extensive measure considering her (Germany’s) condition at the time. This support…was not limited only to delivery of material but volunteers were also made available and many Germans and Italians had fallen in Spain…Economically, Germany had given out many hundreds of millions for Spain.

Hitler offered Franco airplanes, warships, arms, and able bodies to ensure that the Fascists would win the Civil War. Hitler believed that Franco’s alliance would aid him in his goals of European domination. Franco’s personal admiration for Hitler gratified and solidified the alliance. On July 17, 1941 Franco affirmed: “The Axis is now a triangle compromising Germany, Italy, and Spain.”
  While Spain did not declare war on the Allied forces but rather maintained a policy of neutrality for the economic benefit of trading with both sides, Spain’s loyalty evidently lay with the Axis. This loyalty sealed Franco’s fate in the eyes of the Allied forces. It was unimaginable for the Allies to support a leader who maintained such fervent relations with Hitler and Mussolini. 

Franco’s Totalitarian Regime
Franco’s dismissal of democratic ideals hindered any remaining desire by the United States and the Allies to sustain relations with him. As the post-war U.S. State Department diplomatic documents recognized, in Franco’s Spain “practically everything was a crime against the state [and this was] incomprehensible to the American public.”
 Franco repressed all non-governmental trade unions and political opponents, banned some political parties, repressed cultural diversity, censored all cultural activities, repressed any language other than Spanish, outlawed the legal usage of other languages, made Catholicism in its most conservative variant the official religion of Spain, made homosexuality a criminal offense, and forbad abortion, contraceptives, and divorce.
 Franco deprived the Spanish of virtually every basic right the Bill of Rights endorses, freedom of speech, freedom of religion, and freedom of assembly among other things. He practiced unreasonable search and seizure, cruel and unusual punishment, and discrimination while denying many citizens of life, liberty, property, and the pursuit of happiness.  

Franco denied individual rights in the name of Spain’s greatness. He believed that in order to achieve “the supreme reality of Spain…the interests of individuals, groups, and classes will have to be remorselessly waived…”
 He affirmed that in order to ensure that Spain attain a “pre-eminent place in Europe” the Spanish state must be a totalitarian one which serviced the nation’s national integrity and utilized the family, rather than political parties, to organize and pursue political goals. Political parties were abolished as they served, according to Franco, only to offer conflict. The Falange Party, Franco’s political party, became Spain’s sole political party. Spain, Franco asserted, would be structured in the image of totalitarian Italy and Germany and “inspired by the principles applied in Italy and Germany.”
 Like Mussolini and Hitler, Franco also organized members of the Falange in a militaristic manner, establishing a decree which mandated a salute similar to that of the Fascist and Nazi salutes and adopting a title, “Caudillo”, similar to Hitler’s “Fuehrer” and Mussolini’s “Duce”
 

Franco’s totalitarianism was further exhibited by the decree established in March 1941 which stated that 

Anyone who communicates or circulates false rumors or distorted or seditious news or commits acts directed to hurt the credit and authority of the Spanish nation shall be punished with a prison sentence of from 3 to 10 years.

Franco’s retraction of freedom of speech ensured his ability to maintain authority and support for his regime. Franco further prohibited the printing of all books, pamphlets, posters, newspapers, and other publications that could potentially provoke anti-Franco sentiments. As a result of the March 1941 decree and other similar laws that punished anti-Franco sentiments with imprisonment, more than 10, 000 people were awaiting trial in Spanish prisons and 30,000 were given 30 year sentences by 1946.
 The political prisoners often faced inhumane conditions. As the supplementary report of the Spanish Government asserted, “many of the prisoners who are not shot outright, undergo prolonged agony in the Falangist prisons.”
 In Spain prisoners experienced atrocious conditions, packed in like beasts often without the provision of beds. Aware of the consequences of opposition to the Spanish regime, the Spanish people fell silent and were coerced to support the totalitarian regime instead of fighting for the reestablishment of their civil liberties. 

Franco’s abolition of freedom of religion further exemplifies the totalitarian state he maintained. Catholicism was made the official religion of Spain and public ceremonies of non-Catholic religions were not permitted. As President Truman affirmed, “Protestants and Jews…are not even allowed to hold public funeral services for their dead and are forced to bury their dead in what are virtually potter’s fields.”
 Truman recognized that while Spanish citizens were not legally forced to adopt Catholicism, the government’s decrees made the life of a non-Catholic quite difficult in an attempt to perhaps encourage conversion. The Elementary Education Act of July 17, 1945, for example, insisted on the teaching of Catholicism in public schools in an attempt to instill Catholic beliefs upon Spanish youth in hopes of crafting a future nation of all Catholic citizens.
 The outlawing of public non-Catholic ceremonies and the teaching of Catholicism in schools seemed to some Americans a violation of one the United States’ founding ideals, religious liberty. The Franco regime, however, justified its religious platform arguing that the legal discrimination against non-Catholics did not exist but only “the legitimate and firm resolution on the part of almost the totality of the country not to weaken the unity of Faith…where it exist.”
 Nevertheless, Franco’s religious platform further exemplified the extent of the totalitarian state and thus augmented the distaste of Truman and his administration as well as many American people for the regime in Spain. 

 The post-war publication of German documents that revealed the extent of Franco’s collaboration with the Axis forces, and a UN investigation that exposed Franco’s continuing policy of protecting German and Italian war criminals by offering them Spanish nationality solidified Spain’s fate. As a result of Spain’s wartime policy and a symbol of disapproval for Franco and his regime, the United Nations General Assembly voted to recall all ambassadors to Spain in 1946. 
 Franco was accused of being a “conspirator” and was shunned by the United Nations.  As the sub-committee on the Spanish question asserted on April 29, 1946, 

There can be no question that the situation in Spain is of international concern…what is imputed to the Franco regime is that it is threatening the maintenance of international peace and security and that it is causing international friction. The allegations against the Franco regime involve matters which travel far beyond the domestic jurisdiction and which concern the maintenance of international peace and security and the smooth and efficient working of the United Nations as the instrument mainly responsible for performing this duty.
 

Franco responded by preaching his defense of Spain against Washington and London who sought to destroy Spain, according to Franco, because Spain “carried the gospel to the world, and her men were the soldiers of God.”
  Franco, evidently, viewed ‘the Masonic super-state’, which he asserted commanded both Washington and London, as an enemy of God and thus, a foe of Spain. He, therefore, stood firmly with his policies despite the economic and political isolation in which the UN placed  Spain in 1946. 

“Kick-Franco-Out-Now” Policy

From 1939 to 1948 the United States sustained a policy known as “kick-Franco-out-now” which sought to remove Franco permanently and immediately from power. The United States recognized that Franco maintained total power within the Spanish government. As Juan Fernandez Figueroa, a Spanish reporter for Indice, argued, “All the cards are in his hands, he does not make politics, he is politics.”
 As the January 5, 1948 documentation from the U.S. Department of State illustrates, the United States sustained the “kick-Franco-out-now” campaign because of Franco’s inability to maintain democracy from the time he gained power in Spain until 1950.
 Harry S. Truman, who grouped Franco with enemies of the United States such as Mussolini and Hitler and opposed the lack of religious freedom in Spain, was undoubtedly one of the most outspoken critics of the Spanish regime and thus fervently supported and pursued this policy.
  

The policy placed economic sanctions upon Spain. Together with Franco’s harsh policies and his complete control of Spain’s economic and social spheres, the sanctions maintained by the United States and other Allied forces pushed Spain into economic hard times. By May 1947, workers’ wages had fallen to half their pre-Civil War levels. As one American living in Spain noted “They have neither bread or oil.”
 Many Spaniards were pushed to the outskirts of cities where they were forced to live in destitution while the rich, one Spanish couple claimed, did “nothing but eat and drink, [and] drive around in cars.”
 An evident divide began to form between Spain’s rich and poor. The American went on to assert that, as a result, Spain’s working class was “naturally” destined for communism. U.S. policy, therefore, had yielded results undesirable to U.S. objectives: they had produced a rise in communist sentiments.
 

Despite American fears of rising communist sentiments in Spain as a result of a floundering economy, the U.S. did not offer Spain financial aid under the Marshal Plan. U.S. Secretary of State, George Marshall, crafted the plan, also known as the European Recovery Plan, in 1947 in an effort to rebuild the countries of Western Europe and create a strong foundation in the region against communism.
 Spain was the only Western European nation that was neither invited to participate in the reconstruction plan nor offered monetary aid from the United States.
 The Marshal Plan was intended to quell  rising communist sentiments by establishing economic stability, a goal that directly corresponded to U.S. political pursuits in Spain. The United States did not offer Spain an invitation to participate, however because it was it was committed to the “kick-Franco-out-now” policy. Nevertheless, the United States recognized the need to respond to the faltering Spanish economy. Policy makers therefore decided to shift policy in regard to Spain in 1948. 

As a U.S. State Department official noted on January 5, 1948, U.S. policy regarding Franco previous to 1948 –“kick-Franco-out-now” –was deemed “over” from this date forward. Theodore Achilles, Chief Director of Western European Affairs, asserted that the policy, which he claimed was maintained as a result of international pressure, was an apparent failure and thus, had to be modified. While it is unlikely that the policy was maintained solely as a result of “international pressure”, the failure of the previous policy was obvious. The United States, like many nations –specifically those of Europe– associated Spain with its’ Second World War allies and corrupt government practices. The United States, therefore, joined those nations, which it claimed pressured support of the policy, in maintaining the “kick-Franco-out-now” strategy. Upon acceptance of the policy’s failure, Achilles was able to say, in hindsight, that the policy was maintained as a result of “international pressure”. Nevertheless, the policy has failed and served only to strengthen Franco’s resistance to liberalization, increase support for him in Spain by those who objected to foreign pressure, and “give the communists everywhere one more chance to cause trouble and embarrassment.”
 As each of these consequences was undesirable to the U.S., the United States had to modify its policy.

Policy Shift, 1948-49

As the United States began to shift policy in 1948, U.S. diplomats urged Franco to establish gradual and orderly liberalization and embrace democratic ideals. Despite this shift, the United States had little intention, at first, of establishing relations with Franco unless he adopted American ideals such as democracy and basic human liberties. As the 1948 diplomatic papers illustrate, U.S. policy toward Spain moved to one of “encouraging the Spanish regime to liberalize its structure and practices” in order to “bring about gradual normalization of relations between Spain and the United States.”
 The United States’ State Department viewed the normalization of relations between itself and Spain to be of importance against the backdrop of rising communism. The United States considered Spain’s economic stability important as is evidenced by the countless documents dedicated to discussion of private and governmental loans. It was believed that any weak economy was vulnerable to communism. For this reason, the State Department felt it was vital to ensure the stability of Spain’s economy. Further, many U.S. officials feared that social and political tensions could encourage communist beliefs and rebellion. R reduction of such tensions was of crucial concern.

While Franco’s regime undoubtedly maintained practices contrary to U.S. diplomatic pursuits, U.S. diplomats believed that the totalitarian leader could be reformed through the encouragement of liberalization. They held to the view that a totalitarian, unlike a communist, could be reformed. The policy shift exemplifies the belief that Franco could be and should be urged to reform in order to normalize relations with Spain and ensure the avoidance of rising communist sentiments. 

Dean Acheson, who became Secretary of State in 1949, echoed the stance of the State Department to normalize relations by urging democracy and the adoption of civil liberties. Acheson argued that while the 1946 UN resolution was an important symbol of global disapproval for Franco’s regime, the resolution had failed to attain its goal of inducing reform in Spain and a more conducive policy should be pursued. While Acheson maintained that the United States goal was to “bring Spain back into the family of nations” it was unable to do so until the human rights that Franco denied his citizens, namely habeas corpus, trial by jury, religious liberty, and freedom of association, were restored.
 Acheson pursued the policy shift, but he recognized that a “move to liberalize” was not likely to be well received by either the opposition or the supporters of Franco globally and nationally.
 

Acheson was right in predicting protest to the policy shift. Senator Cain of Washington argued that the United States was “concerned with civil liberties only when that concern coincides with the current Communist Party line, but not when it concerns the security and defense of the United States.”
 Cain was evidently suggesting that the Truman administration’s concern was merely a means of justifying their policy and Truman’s personal opposition to Franco. If not, why would the United States maintain relations with countries such as Hungary and Czechoslovakia, which also denied their citizens fundamental civil liberties?
 The United States should not, argued Paul Culberston, the American charge d’affaires in Madrid, maintain a policy that sought to mold the world into its  democratic image but rather sustain a universal international policy which had the best interests of the United States at heart no matter what nation was at hand.
 

The change in policy also found opposition internationally. The disapproval of numerous world nations in regard to Franco’s governmental practices was illustrated by the General Assembly of the United Nations Resolution of 1946 which isolated Spain economically and politically by limiting its trade partners and withdrawing Ambassadors and Ministers from Madrid. When the U.S. made evident strides to modify its policy in regard to Spain those countries that signed the Resolution argued that “the 1946 Resolution [was] still in effect.”
 The frustration and disappointment of the other nations illustrated in the diplomatic papers foils U.S. interest in modifying their policy. While the other nations of the General Assembly believed Franco’s corruption to be inexcusable and were unwilling to suspend their policy toward him despite current world tensions, the United States met Spain halfway in order to pursue its political agenda of anti-communism. The United States lessened its demands on Spain and modified its policy because it believed, unlike other nations, that Spain would become an important ally to the United States in the fight against communism. The United States was willing to forfeit true democracy for Franco’s version of democracy in order to pursue its fight against Soviet communism.
  

The policy shift also incited a stronger pursuit of relations with Spain by those opposed to the current policy. In September 1949, the U.S. navy called upon Spanish ports for the first time since Franco came to power. Further, senators and representatives began traveling to Spain in order to demonstrate their support for restored relations with Franco. While Truman denied the political significance of the contact made with Franco by U.S. politicians and the military, the Spanish were likely to view the visits as maintaining real political implication. Consequently, Franco felt less obligated to modify his regime and adopt democratic ideals. Thus the pursuit to democratize Franco’s Spain was abandoned and U.S. policy again shifted. According to the U.S. government, Spain was a weakening state maintaining conditions of oppression and corruption. The United States evidently viewed Spain as a volatile society in need of stability and democracy. The United States feared that if stability and democracy was not attained numerous negative consequences could transpire, including the rise of rebellious, communist sentiments that, at the time, were a large concern of the United States. 
  For this reason, U.S. officials felt it necessary to modify U.S. policy and adopt a policy more conducive to their global strategy. In November 1949 the State Department proposed that U.S. policy abandoned the tactic of pushing for Spanish reform. The need and desire to modify U.S. policy in regard to Franco Spain for this reason continued during the remainder of Franco’s regime. 

The Spanish lobby and Support of Franco

The failure of the “kick-Franco-out-now” policy, the successful explosion of an atomic bomb by the Soviet Union, the establishment of Mao Zedong’s Chinese People’s Republic, and the Red Scare coerced the state department to move from urging Franco towards democratic ideals to viewing an alliance with Spain as essential to safeguard the Iberian peninsula as the final leg in continental Europe against the communist bloc. Although Franco’s ideals and pursuits seldom changed between 1947 and 1952, U.S. policy regarding Spain did. The 1947 CIA report stated, “the Franco regime has a short –term prospect of stability” as a result of “international isolation” and  “numerous economic problems.”
 The report, however, asserted that Spain maintained importance in regard to US security as it was a “beachhead for the recovery of Western Europe, in case of a war in which Soviet forces expanded their control over the remainder of the Continent.”
 Spain could provide military bases for the United States and, further, could strengthen the western bloc against communist forces. 

The shift in policy was in part due to the Spanish lobby, a bipartisan group of Americans led by Jose Felix Lequerica who pursued the restoration of U.S.-Spanish relations. Jose Felix Lequerica had gained a reputation during the Second World War as being “more German than the Germans” due to his political viewss. He was rejected in 1945 by the U.S. as the new ambassador to Spain.
 Consequently, Lequerica turned to lobbying in 1948 and devoted himself to improving U.S.-Spanish relations. Lequerica sought the aid of Charles Patrick Clark, who had previously lobbied on Franco’s behalf, as his chief lobbyist and the law firm of Cummings, Stanley, Truitt and Cross to represent Spain. Lequerica strategically chose both Clark and the law firm because of their connections to the Truman administration, which fervently opposed Franco. Homer S. Cummings, one of the partners in the law firm, served as attorney general to Franklin Delano Roosevelt for six years; Truitt was Vice President Alben Barkley’s son-in-law; and Clark served on Truman’s investigating committee during the Second World War.
  The Spanish lobby was largely composed of American Catholics who believed that Franco’s establishment of Catholicism, in its most conservative variant, as the official religion of Spain, and maintenance of Catholic ideals in social law was respectable. Catholic leaders such as Cardinal Spellman of New York and politicians such as Alvin O’Konski, Eugine Keogh, Pat McCarran, and Joseph McCarthy were among those Catholics who worked to better the relationship between Spain and the United States.
 The lobby portrayed Truman’s view of Franco’s Spain as anti-Catholic because of his opposition to Franco’s religious policies. Senator Brewster, for example, argued that those against the recognition of Spain opposed that nation “because, forsooth, Spain is a Catholic country.”
  With Catholicism on the rise in the United States due to efforts to link Catholicism with anti-communism, accusations of anti-Catholicism aided the lobby in undermining the Truman administration and others opposed to Franco.  The endorsement of Spain by a growing population of American Catholics offered the group further reputability. 

Business leaders who wanted to do business with Spain and military leaders who wanted American bases in Spain also endorsed U.S. policy shift by enhancing Franco’s name and the importance of Spain as a political and economic ally in the media and within their business and military spheres. Eric Johnson, president of the Motion Picture Association, argued, “it is perfect nonsense not to have full diplomatic relations with Spain –perfect nonsense.”
 Companies such as Coca Cola and Chase National Bank strongly pushed for the reestablishment of relations to protect their investments there. Money was being lost by not trading with Spain. As Senator Kenneth Wherry of Nebraska pointed out, political and economic opposition to Franco induced a loss of sales, namely for U.S. cotton producers, who he claimed lost the sale of three hundred thousand bales of cotton.
  Newsweek echoed the argument to support Spain reporting in 1948 that “every top man in the U.S. defense establishment has joined a pressure campaign to persuade the White House to restore diplomatic relations with Spain.”
 The Department of the Army issued a statement arguing that Western European integration was incomplete without Spain and that the U.S. government must realize the “potential strategic importance of Spain.”
 The endorsement of Franco’s Spain within the media and by esteemed business and military leaders aided the lobby group to gain additional support. 

Anti-Communists made up a decent portion of the endorsers as well. Luis Galinsoga, editor of the Barcelona newspaper, La Vanguardia, deemed Franco the ‘sentry of the west’ and the ‘guardian of the European spiritual fortress’.
 As a nationalist who fought against the Soviet supported Loyalists in the Spanish Civil War, Franco was admired by many as a primary leader in the fight against communism. Galinsoga also  justified Franco’s policy during the Second World War, maintaining that Spain supported Germany because Germany was fighting to defend Europe “from the invasion of communism [and] the destruction of all that is dearest and most precious.”
 Further, as a Fascist, Franco was inherently anti-communist. As the Diplomatic Information Office in Madrid asserted in 1949, “all that is anti-communist is fascist.”
 Franco’s image thus evolved into one of a premature anticommunist. Anti-communists believed that Franco’s fervent opposition to communism made him an ideal pawn in the United States’ fight against communism and accused those members of the U.S. government who were against enhanced relations with Spain of being communist sympathizers. Senator Owen Brewster of Maine, for example, compared Spain to China in an attempt to forewarn of the effects of not supporting Spain. He argued, “Is it not a rather curious and deadly parallel that the very same influences which led us down the path of destruction in the Chinese affair…are the very same forces which say we must have nothing to do with Franco Spain?”
 Accusations such as these gained the group more support and further aided them in their goal of restoring relations between the U.S. and Spain. 

Portraying Franco as a vital anti-communist pawn allowed the Spanish lobby to justify the inclusion of Spain in the Marshall Plan. Representative Alvin O’Konski of Wisconsin endorsed a resolution in the House of Representatives in March 1948 that sought to offer Spain Marshall Plan funding.
 While O’Konski was successful in getting the resolution passed, the Truman administration successfully fought to get the resolution dropped in the final House-Senate conference. Nevertheless, Franco commended the representatives on their decision “in spite of the attitude of its president and secretary of state” and called the House vote a true representation of the beliefs of the American people towards Spain.
 He asserted that the Truman administration’s justification for U.S. isolation from Spain as pursuing the desires of the American people was, evidently, a myth and the administration could no longer hide behind it.
 Instead, Franco predicted, the administration would be forced to adopt a policy in favor of Spain. While the Spanish lobby was unsuccessful in passing the resolution to incorporate Spain into the Marshall Plan, the success of the resolution in the House exhibited the power of the lobby to undermine U.S. diplomacy and inflict embarrassment upon the administration until it was  “overruled and worn down,” as they were by 1950.
 

Despite President Harry S. Truman’s outspoken opposition to Franco, U.S. officials worked to integrate Spain into the western bloc by the early 1950s. Nevertheless, Truman’s convictions illustrate the sentiments maintained by many Americans in regard to Franco’s Spain. The Anti-Fascist Refugee Committee, for example, protested the reestablishment of U.S.-Spanish relations in front of the Spanish consulate in New York saying, “No Alliance with Fascist Spain.”
 Senator Taylor of Idaho echoed the protests arguing that Franco was “a menace to the world” and was only gaining support in the United States due to “big business interests, the cold war State Department officials, and the ranking military men in our armed forces.”
 Of all those opposed to Franco, however, Truman was one of the most outspoken. He argued that Franco was “as bad a dictator as Hitler and Mussolini.”
 Truman publicly berated Franco and continuously worked to maintain the 1946 UN General Assembly resolution, which withdrew ambassadors from Franco’s nation, symbolizing global disapproval of the totalitarian regime. 

“Overruled and Warned Down”: Truman adopts new policy
Despite opposition by the Truman administration, however, the lobby launched a strong campaign in 1948 for the overturn of the 1946 UN resolution and a complete reestablishment of political and economic relations with Spain. Senator Pat McCarran of Nevada attacked the Truman administration for its continuing support of the 1946 resolution, asking, “why should we give the cold shoulder to a great people and a great nation and a great government.”
 He even suggested that he would retract his personal support for NATO if relations were not reestablished. In November 1950, Truman maintained that it would be “a long, long time before there is an ambassador in Spain.”
 Less than two months later, however, Stanton Griffis, former ambassador to Argentina, was appointed ambassador to Spain. Truman was, in his own words, “overruled and worn down” by the early 1950s as a result of lobbying efforts and the evolving international situation.
 Lequerica’s ability to have an ambassador appointed in Spain further exemplifies the power and success of the Spanish lobby in undermining U.S. diplomacy. The Spanish lobby was able to quickly overturn the diplomatic precedent established in 1946 and, with the restoration of the Spanish ambassador, took the first step toward the complete restoration of economic and political relations with Spain. 

While Secretary of State Dean Acheson maintained that the decision to abandon the 1946 resolution and send an ambassador to Spain illustrated a step toward increasing cordial economic relations with Spain, the U.S. would not endorse Spain’s inclusion in either the Marshall Plan or NATO as the Spanish lobby desired. The next step, Acheson affirmed in his letter to Senator Connally that announced the decision to send an ambassador to Spain “was up to the Spanish Government.”
 The decision to repeal the 1946 resolution was not an implication of U.S. approval of the Spanish regime, Acheson argued, but an attempt to strengthen democratic freedoms in Spain by offering the nation a foundation to do so. Inspired by their success to have an ambassador once again sent to Spain, however, the lobby and its participants continued to pursue the inclusion of Spain into the Marshall Plan and NATO. In 1951, Senator McCarran attempted to amend the bill regarding Marshall Plan funding by including a provision that stated the United States would set aside $100 million for Spain.
 The amendment did not pass. Instead Truman and Acheson suggested that Spain apply for an export-import loan that mandated the provision of 62.5 million dollars.
 The Export-Import loan marked the first monetary aid offered to the Franco regime and inspired continuous pursuit of a more conducive policy. 

The Defense Department also continued to pursue its goal of obtaining air and naval bases in Spain. On April 21, 1951, two weeks after the proposal of National Security Council paper 68 which sought militarization of the United States’ containment policy, a State Department official warned Acheson that “the United States should be prepared to go further in proposing steps for insuring Spanish military cooperation.”
 The Secretary of Defense Louis Johnson continuously berated the Truman administration for not selling military products to Spain as NSC 68 evidently called for. The Joint Chiefs of Staff supported the Defense Department’s assertion advocating for immediate action to be taken to “assure the United States and its allies military accessibility to and military cooperation with Spain either bilaterally or through the acceptance of that nation as a signatory to the North Atlantic Treaty.”
 The pursuit of relations beyond the repeal of the 1946 resolution by military leaders and the Spanish lobby was evident. The restoration of the Spanish ambassador was not enough:  inclusion of Spain into NATO was seemingly necessary. 


Truman was not willing to pursue the political actions desired by military leaders and the Spanish lobby. He believed the report was “decidedly militaristic” and “as wrong as can be.”
 Truman would not undermine U.S. international policy of protecting and fortifying democracy and  he was unwilling to pursue the policy desired by the Spanish lobby unless threatened by a pending security threat, namely a war. The invasion of South Korea by Northern Korean forces provided the threat. The invasion enhanced Red Scare fears and a majority of the American people began to turn their support to Franco’s Spain as is indicated by the 1950 Gallop poll. International support began to turn toward the inclusion of Spain into the western bloc as well. Both Great Britain and France were also under pressure to restore relations with Spain. As a result of the evolving global situation, the State Department also came to endorse the establishment of naval bases in Spain and eventual inclusion of Spain into NATO. 


According to the Sufrin report on Spain a $130 million program was necessary in order to “put the Spanish economy on a firm enough basis so that it will be able to support a growing US and Spanish military machine with all the incidental positive adjustments to the civilian economy.”
 The report maintained that economic aid was necessary and desirable to ensure economic stability and deter communist sentiments. Further, the report exemplifies the failure of Truman’s personal convictions and the success of the Spanish lobby, the Department of Defense, and other Franco supporters in undermining Truman’s diplomatic policy to pursue a more conducive Spanish strategy. 

Franco, “A loyal friend and ally”

 Although Truman continued to berate Franco long after his presidency ended, by the early 1950s Franco was viewed not as an enemy, but rather as a vital strategic pawn in the fight against communism. Franco’s evolution from foe to ally is exemplified by the Pact of Madrid signed on September 26, 1953, just months after Truman left office. The Pact made Spain and the United States trade military allies. Further, the Pact illustrated U.S. policy shift in regard to Spain as well as the evident reason for the policy shift –“the danger that threatens the western world.”
 Endorsers argued that the Pact was necessary to continue to pursue their foreign anti-communist policy. The agreement gave Spain $226 million in military and technological assistance. Economic aid was limited to building projects with military significance. In exchange, Franco gave up neutrality and permitted the construction of numerous bases as a result of his conviction that “the communists were poised, ready to attack at any moment’s notice.”
 The Governments of the United States and Spain believed that the global situation advised the need for developing their relations. A continued friendship supported their desire of pursuing the policy of strengthening the defense of the West.

The Pact of Madrid and U.S. policy shift was received with mixed feelings and concerns about its future success. Dean Acheson, who became Secretary of State in 1949, illustrated embrace of the policy change while maintaining caution and realistic expectations,

If anyone believes that Franco will be a loyal and true ally, all he has to do is study the situation in the last war…By making love to this fellow you are not going to get bases from this fellow any more than Hitler did.
 

As Acheson argued, U.S. policy change was “not merely a negative reaction to Communism… rather, a positive program to support and strengthen democratic freedoms.”
 Nevertheless the United States., Acheson warned, could not and should not expect Franco to be a “great and valuable ally” but rather pursue relations merely for the purpose of protecting and strengthening the western bloc.
 


In continual pursuit of strengthening the western bloc, the United States endorsed the admission of Spain into the United Nations in 1955, marking solidification of the altered Spanish policy. Despite recognition of Spain’s totalitarian regime, his denial of civil liberties to the Spanish people, and his support for Hitler and Mussolini during the Second World War, Spain was to be admitted into the United Nations to ensure the strength of the western bloc against the Communist world. Franco’s fervent anti-communist policies paired with support of both the United States and the Holy See justified Franco’s regime in the eyes of the western world. The western bloc, as a whole, came to endorse Franco and thus, the United Nations admitted the nation into its collaborative union. 

Aligning with the Holy See
The post-war concordat, which Spain signed with the Vatican and Pope Pius XII, demonstrates the association of Spain with the Holy See. The concordat solidified the abolition of religious liberty and exemplified the Vatican’s support for the totalitarian regime. It a “served to legitimize the regime in the eyes of many Spaniards and was instrumental in strengthening Franco’s hold over the country.”
 The Concordat illustrated the Vatican’s support of Franco’s religious stance including that of the establishment of Catholicism as the official religion in Spain, a seemingly controversial issue at the time due to the claim of repudiation of religious liberty. The concordat gave the Holy See political esteem, recognizing it as an international legal entity within Spain and offering it enhanced legal rights such as the ability to hold and administer assets, a privilege unprecedented in the Spanish regime.
 

While the concordat recognized Franco’s controversial stance on religion, namely the prohibition of the public practice of non-Catholic religions, it aided Spain in gaining global support. Franco’s supporters in the United States and abroad utilized this to portray the Spanish government as loosening its grip on its society and taking a step towards the distribution of power, as desired by the United States and the nations of the western bloc. Further, at the time of the Cold War, the Catholic Church was particularly esteemed due to rising Catholic sentiments around the world.  The Catholic Church was a leader of internationalism, standing for many as a revered model of who and what should or should not be tolerated. The Church’s public support for the Franco regime legitimized the regime, not only in the eyes of the Spanish people, but also in the eyes of the Western world. If the Church was able to overlook the totalitarian practices of the Franco regime and his support of Hitler and Mussolini, should the western world not be able to do the same? Further, if the United States and the western world aligned themselves with the Catholic Church and associated Catholicism with anti-communism how could the United States continue to disprove of a regime endorsed by the Holy See?

Christianity and Catholicism, the anti-communism tools


While the support of the United States was undeniably necessary in order for the Spanish regime to attain acceptance into the United Nations, the support of the Holy See and Franco’s Catholic beliefs were also essential for the change in global policy. Catholicism came to symbolize anti-communism by the mid-1950s and was utilized as a tool to fight communism in the western world. U.S. officials worked to link Catholicism with democracy and thus, anti-communism. “Democracy is first and foremost a spiritual force,” claimed President Truman in 1949.
 Truman continued by arguing “democracy is nothing in the world but a spiritual conviction, a conviction that each of us is enormously valuable because of a certain standing before our God.”
 The United States defense of democracy was, during the time of the Cold War, also a defense of religion, namely Christianity and Catholicism, the largest single Christian denomination at the time.
 The Truman administration as well as preceding Cold War administrations worked to present communism as an evil force and the Soviet Union as an atheistic nation. The containment policy, therefore, was presented as a “crusade to save western civilization and Christianity” from the feared, atheistic enemy, the Soviet Union.
 Christianity thus became a tool for righting communism. The Church’s public disapproval of communism and the Soviet Union aligned the Church with the western world. 

Christianity is deeply rooted in the foundation of the United States. As Walter A. McDougall, a professor of history and international relations at the University of Pennsylvania, argues, religion has framed the United States from its start. U.S. leaders such as George Washington and John Winthrop viewed their global role as leading by example.
 Just as God expects his chosen people to spread the message of faith to the world beyond Jerusalem, the United States, as the world’s chosen people, were expected to spread democracy, anti-communism, and Christianity to the world outside its national borders, namely to the communist world.
  The United States had a “manifest destiny to lead the world to Christian salvation.”
 Similarly, Spain too sought to spread Christian ideals beyond its national borders both historically, to its Latin American colonies, and during the Cold War, to the communist world. The parallel goals of Spain and the United States exemplified their political and religious resemblance and supported the argument for the inclusion of Spain into the Western bloc. 

Cold War presidents and political leaders recognized the historical foundation of Christianity in the United States to execute and justify foreign policy in countries such as Spain. The American Cold War religious platform argued,  “the same revolutionary beliefs for which our forebears fought are still at issue around the globe—the belief that the rights of man come not from the generosity of the state but from the hand of God.”
 Thus, the liberty and rights which Franco deprived his people of came not from the state but from the hand of God. These rights, therefore, were unalienable and, as a religious man, Franco would not go against the hand of God, depriving his people of their rights or atleast that was the evident suggestion by those political persons who supported the Franco regime and by those such as President Truman who was compelled to surrender his beliefs and abet the Spanish dictator. 

If there was ever any question of U.S. support for Franco the very definition of religion was called upon. As Andrew Preston suggests, religion is the belief in a higher being or a supreme authority to whom ultimate allegiance, the unquestionable obedience and loyalty to a state, nation, or sovereignty, is owed. Allegiance was owed to the United States and “the faith we profess”.
 The United States and its people were to trust in God and their faith. This trust and unquestionable allegiance to God endorsed by the United States was exemplified during the 84th Congress on July 30, 1956 when the U.S. National Motto was established as “In God We Trust.”
  As Charles Edward Bennett, a House representative that sponsored the bill that established the national motto, stated, "In these days when imperialistic and materialistic Communism seeks to attack and destroy freedom, it is proper" to "remind all of us of this self-evident truth" that "as long as this country trusts in God, it will prevail."
 Thus, belief and trust in God meant that the United States, Spain, and the western bloc would prevail over the Communist world. Although many argued that federal endorsement of a deity or religion violated the first amendment of the Constitution, the resurgence of Christianity and the rise of Conservative morality overshadowed such thoughts. 

The ability of the U.S. government to shift the policy and opinion of the U.S., the American people, and the western bloc from one of hostility towards Franco to one of support of the Catholic dictator, initiated the tide of U.S. foreign policy for the remainder of the Cold War. The United States went on to support and endorse leaders like the Catholic Ngo Dinh Diem as leader of South Vietnam while dismissing what was best for the largely Buddhist country. As in Spain, the U.S. overlooked the rights, liberty, and democracy of the South Vietnamese people to endorse a Catholic, anti-communist leader that best suited its anti-communist, religious foreign policy. 
Conclusion
The United States solidified its shift in policy towards Franco’s Spain in 1955 when it willingly endorsed Spain’s entrance into the U.N. Spain was not a democracy. The country warranted a U.N. condemnation in 1946 due to its Pro-Axis alliance during the Second World War and its confiscation of civil liberties. Less than ten years later, however, a blind eye was turned to this as it was offset by U.S. foreign policy to fight communism. The United States chose to overlook Franco’s corrupt dictatorship and his elimination of basic rights in pursuit of its foreign policy against the backdrop of the Cold War –to fight communism at all costs. As a Catholic anti-communist, Franco was a vital pawn for fighting the Communist world and completing the union of Western Europe against the Soviet Union. U.S. support of Franco exemplifies this foreign policy and the extent to which the Red Scare and the Cold War shaped U.S. international diplomacy in the mid-twentieth century. The United States willingly abandoned its diplomatic foundation of pursuing western democracy and protecting democratic liberties in order to win a war against an ideology and a regime more feared than that of Franco’s totalitarian regime. 
The support of both the United States and the Holy See, and rising Christian sentiments around the world, pushed Spain over the fine line it was dancing on, giving Spain global recognition as a nation that deserved accreditation in the United Nations. The combination of the evolving global situation, the support of the Holy See, the efforts of the Spanish lobby, the rise of Catholic sentiments, and a fear of communism all contributed to the policy shift in the United States and within the western bloc. Each of these factors was necessary to shift U.S. policy from one of fervent opposition to Franco to one that recognized Franco not only as a vital addition to the western bloc but also as a “loyal friend and ally” to the United States.
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