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INTRODUCTION

1936 to 1939 were explosive years in Spanish history. For 

some time, social and economic forces complicated by clericalism, 

regionalism, isolationism, and idealism had been building up to a 

forceful climax. For two centuries the Spanish state had been 

corrupt and weak. When the State collapsed in 1808, an unreliable 
Army seized control. Thus began a struggle between the Army and 

an implacably conservative Church. After the latter lost its land 

in 1837, the Church's hold on the working classes diminished. As 

a result, the only stable and powerful political force was the 

common people.

How symptomatic of the State's decay were these masses who 

had been able to provoke as well as dominate the many crises, espe

cially those in the two or three generations prior to the Civil War. 

The only sound reservoir of patriotism and Spanish tradition, the 

masses evinced amazing vitality despite repeated defeats. And when 

the Republican Government failed to resolve its major weakness, the 

failure to maintain law and order, trouble erupted. Consequently, 

the spontaneous rise of the Spanish masses in 1936, despite a 

revolutionary air, was actually a national rising. Considered in 

terms of the modern world, the conspicuous lack of political
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creativeness in this so-called revolution resulted in a failure to 

produce great men or a notable policy.

On July 18, 1936, the Spanish Civil War broke out when 

General Mola, the actual chief of the movement for liberation, 

issued a proclamation from Navarra. This Army coup proved success

ful " . . .  because Spain was unfortunately lacking in the requisites 

which keep a democratic government alive in the face of threat of 

dictatorship or factional strife which often dissolves into anarchy. 

Spain had never learned how to secure the liberty of the country 

from attacks of the army and the church; how to overcome separation

and dictatorship. ”1 2 Or, as Jacques Maritain, the renowned French
\

philosopher succinctly said, "’The Spaniard always has in mind what 

he does not want, and only the vaguest idea of what he is seeking.’" 

From the beginning of the conflict, foreign intervention 

served as a decisive factor, supported by the equally important 

negative aspects of non-intervention. Rumors that Germany and Italy 

were aiding the Rebels gave way to substantial evidence. Confirmed

1Hugh Thomas, The Spanish Civil War (New York: Harper & 
Brothers, Publishers, 19 6 1), p. 12. For a complete picture of 
the background of the Civil War, see also Herbert L. Matthews,
The Yoke and the Arrows - A Report on Spain (New York: George 
Braziller, 1961), Chapters 1 and 2.

2John Charles Jacques, "British Policy and Public Opinion 
Toward the Spanish Civil War 1936-1939" (unpublished Ph.D. disser
tation, Dept, of History, University of Wisconsin, 1950), p. 6 9.

■^Alfred Mendizabel, The Martyrdom of Spain - Origins of a 
Civil War (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1938), p. ^9»
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data that Italy was supplying Franco with men and munitions cast 

the Spanish crisis in an entirely new light. A struggle in the realm 

of European power politics for continued hegemony loomed large, and 

Leon Blum, newly-elected French Premier, feared for the security of 

France.

"Emotional and military considerations both indicated to 

the Blum government the desirability of supporting Madrid."^ Under 

international law the Madrid Government could receive foreign aid. 

Furthermore, a 1935 commercial treaty gave France the sole right to 

supply arms to the Spanish armed forces. On the other hand, the

Anglo-French alliance had to be preserved at all costs. Therefore,
\

Blum was unwilling to initiate any policy which might ignite inter

national repercussions without a previous agreement with London.

Too, Yvon Delbos, the French foreign minister, and Alexis Saint-Le*ger, 

Secretary General of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, convinced Blum 

that the risk of a continental conflagration arising out of multi

lateral intervention in Spain was too extreme to be taken. Léger, 

the strong hand behind Blum's action, avowed that non-intervention 

in Spain was positively distasteful to him politically, yet he upheld 

it, certain that Britain would separate herself from France if the 

latter reversed her position. However, Salvador de Madariaga, the 

great humanist author and Republican diplomat, opined that Léger

^George C. Windell, "Leon Blum and the Crisis Over Spain,"
The Historian, Vol. 2b (1961-62), p. U25.
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was the true originator of the policy of N.I., while President 

Lebrun urged his war secretary, M. Edouard Daladier, to pronounce 

the last word. Throughout the whole Cabinet meeting held to discuss 

N.I., Daladier had remained silent. Lebrun posed the question,

"’Will the war secretary take responsibility for sending war mate

rials out of France at this moment?"'^ The secretary answered,

"No." That settled the problem.

While the Cabinet continued to meet and discuss the situation, 

the Front Populaire Government, although composed of an ill-matched 

assortment of radical, moderate, and revolutionary parties, repre

sented to Blum possibly the last chance to save parliamentary 

democracy in France. During those precarious weeks, the Rightist 

press plied propaganda, picturing Franco as the commander of the 

forces of law and order fighting against a Communist-dominated gov

ernment. In the crisis-filled days of late July, 1936, security 

leaks in Paris empowered the Rightist paper, L'Action Française, to 

disclose government policy decisions before they had crystallized. *

^Hereafter, N.I. will stand for Non-Intervention, N.I.A., 
for the Non-Intervention Agreement, and N.I.C., for the Non- 
Intervention Committee in London.

^Salvador de Madariaga, Spain a Modern History (New York: 
Frederick A. Praeger, Publishers, 1956)? P* 505. A very good 
resume of the French Cabinet discussions is given in Gordon A.
Craig and Felix Gilbert, The Diplomats 1919-1939 (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1953)> P* 391* See also Harold L . 
Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold L. Ickes, Vol. II The Inside 
Struggle"1936-1939 (New York: Simon & Schuster, 195^), PP- 1+2U-25, 
for a picture of Daladier refusing to allow the exportation of 
munitions across the French front into Loyalist Spain.
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The Loyalists pleaded for aid, but Blum knew that if the 

French provided arms to the Republic, and Germany and Italy did the 

same for the Insurgents, it would be almost impossible to confine 

the war to the Iberian Peninsula. Blum could not afford to become 

involved in a contest with the Axis Powers without the backing of 

Great Britain. Peace was necessary if France was to survive, and a 

close alliance with Britain was the key to French security. Conse

quently, on July 23 and 2U, the Premier was in London for conversa

tions with the British Cabinet. The latter declined to aid Spain, 

so Blum returned home, still determined to supply the desired

assistance to the legitimate Spanish Government.
\

On July 25, the French Cabinet convened. This event and 

the subsequent foreign policy debate in the Chamber of Deputies on 

July 31 proved decisive in the evolution of the N.I.A. President 

Lebrun and Edouard Herriot, President of the Chamber, met with Blum 

and begged him not to ship munitions for fear intervention would 

touch off an international war. Blum finally capitulated, noting 

that if France sent supplies to the Republic, those nations assist

ing the Burgos junta would grant the Insurgents full recognition 

and claim the right to forward war material. The repercussions to 

this in France could precipitate a right-wing uprising. So, the 

domestic situation, augmented by British attitudes, paralyzed Blum’s 

government. "The key factor is that throughout the crisis Blum 

could find no solid basis of support for any other policy than that
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of passive acquiescence, i.e., nonintervention." On August 2,

Blum's Cabinet announced that France had decided to appeal to the 

principal Powers to adopt common rules for N.I. and to set up a 

committee to enforce such a policy. In an address in early September, 

the Premier accepted full responsibility for N.I., asserting that it
O

had averted a general war. This common concern for the safety of 

nationals and the conservation of property rights and interests 

united Europe in one accord.

The study of Britain's role as the principal Power advocating 

N.I. and supporting the London Committee revealed interesting infor

mation. Britain was far from strong, far from militant, and really
\

quite confused in the latter half of the 1930 s. Ihe issue of 

pacifism was overwhelmingly potent in both the Liberal and Labour 

parties. And " . . .  there were those who thought it better to con

centrate on balancing the British budget and on increasing the 

quality of the British breakfast than to spend national wealth on

rearmament. Out of these opinions the policy later known as appease- 
Q

ment was born."

^Windell, The Historian, Vol. 2k, p. •

8Ibid., p. U37. This is quoted from an address reported in 
L'Exercice du Pouvoir, 3*”d edition (Paris, 1937)5 PP- 175-188. The 
New York Times also carries Blum's address in its issue of Septem-
ber 7,1936.

^Jacques, "British Policy . . .," p. 8 3.

7
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Just the conflicting opinions as to who instigated the 

N.I.A. and set up the Committee was a revelation. The day to day 

account of the N.I.C.'s activities in The Times (London) disclosed 

behavior similar to that in the United Nations sessions at the 

present time. And the role played by active intervention pointed 

out the fact that there was more at stake in Spain than most observ

ers realized. Of special significance was the data of the League 

of Nations, indicating that at least on two occasions that body, by 

unanimous resolution, supported the work of the N.I.C.

One of the greatest obstacles encountered in this study of

the London Committee was the fact that the majority of publications
\

proved so partisan that an evaluation required the most cautious 

treatment possible. Definitely there was no paucity of material on 

the topic studied, thus presenting another problem: that of choosing 

the best sources.

It is hoped that this study will show the sincerity of 

Sir Anthony Eden, the Foreign Secretary, in his work on behalf of 

the London Committee and at the same time point out the real farce 

the N.I.C. was, due to prolonged, wearisome, and confusing negoti

ations, especially concerning charges based principally on newspaper 

evidence.

This paper would be incomplete without an expression of 

gratitude to Dr. Arthur G. Umscheid for his constant encouragement, 

interest, and patience.



CHAPTER I

ORIGINS OF THE NON-INTERVENTION AGREEMENT

To the present day, conflicting assertions concerning the 

inception of the London Committee vie for credence. One fact that 

has continually hampered the ultimate findings in this case is 

that the Quai d'Orsay has not yet released its memoranda of this 

period, nor has the Foreign Secretary's Office in London made avail

able its records. True, the French have issued a few yellow books,
\

which reveal nothing. The British Government has only partially 

published its documents for the years 1936 to 1939-
Perhaps one of the most fascinating versions was that pro

pounded by the noted political scientist, Frederick Schuman.

There is no conclusive evidence that Downing Street 
’compelled' Blum to sponsor 'non-intervention' - i.e. interven
tion against Madrid. Such compulsion could have been effective 
only in case of an actual danger of a Fascist attack on France 
accompanied by a threat of British desertion if Paris failed 
to heed London's command. There was no such danger. Did Blum 
assume such danger or desertion? Perhaps. But he was not a 
fool. He did not need to be compelled. . . .  If friends and 
comrades and all vital interests and ideals were thereby sacri
ficed, he could ^hed a sincere tear. But he could not deviate 
from his course.

^Frederick L. Schuman, Europe on the Eve - The Crisis of 
Diplomacy 1933-1939 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 19^2), p. 277-
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Likewise, the eminent war-time Prime Minister, Winston 

Churchill, contended that at the beginning of the Civil War it was 

the French who proposed and the British who accepted the policy of 

N.I. In fact, the noted Britisher recalled that . .we were 

suddenly surprised to find the French Government of M. Blum propos

ing Non-Intervention in a form which prevented the constituted

Government of Spain from buying abroad even the weapons which they
„2

had ordered . . . previous to the outbreak of the war.

True to form, The Times (London) declared that it was the 

French Government who initiated the policy of N.I. According to

this source, France pressed the principal powers for an immediate
\

adoption and strict observance of an arrangement for non-interference 

in Spain. Purportedly it was the aim of France to secure a rapid 

response from Britain and Italy and only later from Germany and the 

U.S.S.R. 2 3
Katherine, Duchess of Atholl, a known Leftist supporter, 

wrote that by August 1, 1936, "M. Blum's Government, afraid of 

creating further division of opinion, had decided on a policy of 

Non-Intervention, a course which the British Government, behind-man 

in armament, were equally anxious to pursue."

2Winston Churchill, Step by Step 1936-1939 (New York:
G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1939)> pp. 163, 29a .

3Eric Estorick, Stafford Cripps: Master Statesman (New York: 
The John Day Company, 19^9)> P* 132.

^Katherine, Duchess of Atholl, Searchlight on Spain 
(Harmondeworth Middlesex: Penguin Books Ltd., no date), p . 117.
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The British historian of international politics, George P. 

Gooch, presented a completely diplomatic view. He maintained that 

the British accepted the French proposal with the dual object of 

permitting the Spaniards to settle their own problems, thus avert

ing an extension of the war. Even though the former plan collapsed, 

the latter aim achieved success. Later Gooch insisted that "British 

policy was neutral in intention but not in effect, for other Powers 

failed to play the game."

On the other hand, F. Jay Taylor, an American historian, 

opined that it was Stanley Baldwin, the British Prime Minister, who

sold Leon Blum, the French Premier, on the idea that the threat to
\

peace in Europe could be averted " . . .  only if the major powers

would agree to a policy of strict neutrality and nonintervention.

. . . These nonintervention efforts undoubtedly had a strong influ-
,,6ence on the formulation of American policy.

Another critical observer who claimed that Britain insti

gated the whole affair was the Socialist, J. Alvarez Del Vayo, the 

Republic's Foreign Minister and adviser to Largo Caballero in the 

first cabinet. He poured out his ideas on the subject thus:

The single truth is that Non-Intervention was fathered in 
London. The legal experts of the British Foreign Office must 
not have been very proud of their brain child; for they made 
such efforts to attribute its paternity to a person less suspect 
than they of hostility to democratic principles. In M. Blum * 6

5q . P. Gooch, Studies in Statecraft and Diplomacy (New York: 
Longmans, Green & Co., 19^2), p. 205.

6F. Jay Taylor, The United States and the Spanish Civil War 
(New York: Bookman Association, 1956), p. 56.



and the French Government they found the ideal sponsors for their 
creation. . . . The fact remains that while in July 1936 France 
ostensibly took the initiative in proposing Non-Intervention, 
for the next three years she was to he denied any initiative 
whatsoever J

Agreeing with other commentators was Helen Kirkpatrick, an 

American foreign correspondent, who accused Blum of being a mere 

puppet in the hands of the British Government. Miss Kirkpatrick 

alleged that Downing Street instructed Blum " . . .  that he must pro

pose non-intervention, and in those days French foreign policy was 

dictated from London. One of Blum's close friends told me that the

French Premier wept over his decision. But he repeated, parrot-
,,8fashion, the London formula.

\

Charles Foltz, the Associated Press Correspondent in Paris 

during 1936 and thereafter, opined that heavy British pressure 

forced Blum’s Socialist Government reluctantly to propose the N.I.A. 

According to Foltz, the British wholeheartedly accepted the French 

initiative. Many British Conservatives sympathized with Franco and 

privately backed him. They desired an end of French aid to the 

Loyalists. Such an agreement promised what the Conservatives de

sired. Finally, the Axis Powers signed the pact to refrain from 7

7j. Alvarez Del Vayo, Freedom's Battle (New York: Alfred A. 
Knopf, 19b0), pp. 67, 6 9.

^Helen Kirkpatrick, Under the British Umbrella (New York: 
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1939)> P* 227.
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all interference in Spain. Apparently all concerned knew the said
9

agreement had been violated and would continue to be violated.

Supporting this thesis was Frank Jellinek, a decidedly pro-

Republican reporter, who observed that British diplomatic circles

immediately sounded out French opinion as to a N.I.A. Jellinek

alleged that Delbos really had no choice. "Lacking the support of

the British Government Delbos was forced to take the lesser evil of

Non-Intervention and trust in the ability of the Spanish Government
-10to solve its own problems.

Harry Gannes and Theodore Repard, competent propagandists

for the Communist Third International, stated that Blum, prompted
\

by the Baldwin Cabinet, introduced the plan. These proselytizers 

protested that the agreement " . . .  was to accelerate the develop

ment of the world war the French Socialist leader claimed he set out 

to prevent."^

As a result of so many varying opinions among commentators, 

there arose considerable questioning as to the real role played by 

the French in this whole affair. Perhaps the clearest insight into * 10

^Charles Foltz, Jr., The Masquerade in Spain (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 19^8), p. is8 .

10Frank Jellinek, The Civil War in Spain (London: Victor 
Gollancz Ltd., 1938), pp. 35^-55-

i:LHarry Gannes and Theodore Repard, Spain in Revolt (2nd 
Edition Revised, 1937; New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1937)> P* 1^3*



6

this problem was that of Arnold Wolfers, the noted Swiss political 

scientist and professor of International Relations at Yale University. 

He believed that French Leftist sympathizers were completely dedi

cated to the cause of the Spanish Government. Consequently, it was 

extremely important that Blum keep the country in a position of 

"neutrality" and "non-intervention." Naturally the French justified 

this policy as a desire neither to antagonize the British nor to 

sever friendship with Italy. Not convinced that the main factor was 

necessarily sympathy for Franco and the Insurgents, Wolfers claimed 

it could have been the need for preserving freedom of French commu

nications with Africa by sustaining friendly relations with those \
whom the French expected to be the future rulers in Spain. A fur

ther consideration could have been the hope of drawing Italy away
„  _  12 from Germany.

A more recent author and pro-Republican, Professor Dante 

Puzzo formed some excellent conclusions on the question of the ini

tiative. Dating the first step taken toward N.I. as August 1, 1936, 

he emphasized the fact that a number of circumstances outside the 

localization of the war in Spain influenced the policy makers at the 

Quai d'Orsay. Some of his findings follow:

1. The French Government was well aware of Italian intervention 
in Spain from the beginning of the conflict if not before.
In fact, the Quai d'Orsay knew that Italian support of Franco 
was continuously being expanded.

Arnold Wolfers, Britain and France Between Two Wars 
(New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1940), p. 151.

12
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2. From current international affairs, the French perceived 
that such interference was not ". . .an act of Mussolinian 
whimsy but a logical development in the permanent crisis of 
diplomacy that extended back to the Japanese conquest of 
Manchuria, saw the re-emergence of an armed and aggressive 
Germany as well as the expansion of Italian power in Africa 
and the Mediterranean, and threatened, ultimately, to encom
pass the destruction of French military hegemony in Europe.”

3. It did not take long until the French realized how large 
scale was intervention in Spain. However, France took no 
real steps to regain a certain amount of freedom of action. 
The Q,uai d'Orsay, insisting that France would tolerate no 
violation of the Non-Intervention Agreement, " . . .  remained 
committed to what, in effect, amounted to a self-denial of 
its prerogatives under international law and, more important, 
of its vital interests in the Iberian Peninsula.”

Without doubt, the Quai d’Orsay showed a deference toward 
the opinions and suggestions of Downing Street. This re
vealed the fact that French foreign policy was not entirely 
a response to internal factors. It was, in part, a reflec
tion of the military and diplomatic dependency of the Third 
Republic on the British Government. ^

No account of the origins of the N.I.A. would be complete 

without the first-hand information provided by Sir Anthony Eden, 

the British Foreign Secretary. In the Commons on October 29, 1936, 

Eden had this to say:

It is suggested that the French Government took this ini
tiative under strong British pressure. Some even go so far as 
to say that we threatened the French Government with all sorts 
of pains and penalties if they did not do this thing. Of course 
there is not a word of truth in that story - it is pure fabrica
tion. The French Government took this initiative on their own 
account.

1^Dante A. Puzzo, Spain and the Great Powers 1936-I9U1 
(New York: Columbia UniversitFTre7s7~T952T7^P^-̂ 9-90^

Great Britain, 5 Parliamentary Debates (Commons), 316
(1936), 39-51.
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Later, in a speech at Bradford, December lU, 1936, Eden 

reiterated the source of the agreement. Insisting that the British 

warmly seconded the French approach to the problem, the Poreign 

Secretary commented that the British had done their utmost to sus

tain such a policy.1^

Randolph Churchill, the son of the Prime Minister, threw a 

different interpretation on the decision of Eden and the British 

Cabinet to accept the French proposal, claiming it was just to spare 

the embarrassment of M. Blum. Supposedly, his left-wing coalition 

government " . . .  was based on the Popular Front and was, to some

extent, dependent on Communist support for its survival. . . . Non-
\

intervention, though unheroic, was probably the best method of pre

venting a civil war in France and the likely possibility that all 

Europe might become involved."

But supporting the Foreign Secretary's statement were two 

important French diplomats, Blum and Delbos. The Premier, in a 

speech on August 1, 1938, freely admitted the following:

In the Spanish affair for more than a year it has been 
London which has assumed the initiative; it is the position 
of London which has in the final analysis, determined and car
ried along the position of Paris. '

^Anthony Eden, Foreign Affairs (London: Faber & Faber,
1939), P- 179-

■‘"^Randolph Churchill, The Rise and Fall of Sir Anthony Eden 
(New York: C. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1959), P- H7.

17David T. Cattell, Soviet Diplomacy and the Spanish Civil  ̂
War (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1957), p. 163- This 
Ts~"taken from L ' histoire .jugera (Paris: Edition Diderat, 195*0, 
pp. 175ff.
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Earlier, in an address in the Chamber of Deputies on 

November 19, 1937, Delbos disclosed that the French took the ini

tiative for the N.I.A. The French Foreign Minister further acclaimed 

the great importance of the Anglo-French collaboration, proving what 

could be accomplished through close and firm association.

And so, by August k, 1936, the British had accepted the 

French offer and recommended the inclusion of Germany and Portugal 

in an exchange of views. Eden had immediately offered his vigorous 

support to the proposal. Formed outside the framework oi the League 

of Nations, this Non-Intervention policy represented a unique de

parture in international practices, which in turn raised a series 

of legal questions. Liberal and Labour oppositions attacked it on 

the grounds that such action deprived the recognized Spanish Govern

ment of its legal right to buy munitions abroad in order to quell 

the rebellion. Furthermore, the Republic had legal rights against 

aggression under the Covenant, and the policy of Downing Street

ignored the fact that interference by Germany and Italy on the side
19of the Rebels continued without check. And yet, at a time when 

several nations were considering the idea of N.I., it was no less 

an agency than the League of Nations which called for a similar 

policy in the Spanish strife. 8 *

l8James W. Gantenbein (compiler, ed.), Documentary Background 
of World War II 1931-19^1 (New York: Columbia University Press, 
1948), pp. 467ff•

•^The Royal Institute of International Affairs, Political 
and Strategic Interests of the United Kingdom (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1939)5 P* 61.
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While Italy was one of the first nations to approve the 

project, she was also the first to ask for adequate supervision of 

the agreement. The Italian Foreign Minister, Count Ciano, conferred 

with the French Ambassador in Rome, Count de Chambrun, on August 10, 

1936, as to the necessity of providing a committee.
Eden asserted that on August 12, 1936, M. Roger Cambon, the 

French Charge d'Affaires at the London Embassy, advanced a note sug

gesting that once an arrangement for N.I. was a reality, both Britain

and France should see to it that a control committee should super-
20vise the agreement and consider further action. This was the

origin of the London Committee. However, there was some delay in
\

forming this agency.

Berlin, for one, proved reluctant, " . . .  fearing that 'the 

committee suggested by the French government might gradually develop
u21into an agency of extended competence with control functions 

And on August 28, 1936, Corbin notified Eden that several foreign 

powers were slow in responding to the note of the French Government, 

inviting them to meet in London. That same day The Times (London) 

editorialized thus:

There is also hope of general acceptance for the useful 
suggestion, which has now been made by the French Government, 20 21

20Anthony Eden, Facing the Dictators (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin Company, 1962), p. 452.

21U. S. Dept, of State. Germany, Documents on German 
Foreign Policy 1918-1945 Series D (1937-1945) Vol. Ill Germany and 
the Spanish Civil War 1936-1939- No. 6 5, pp. 65-6 6.
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that an international committee should be set up to keep the 
Governments concerned informed among themselves of the measures 
taken to insure non-intervention and to consider any fresh prob
lems arising out of the conflict.22

Thus, to all appearances, it would be some time before a committee

could begin its deliberations. Yet, on September 9, 1936, all was

prepared for the initial meeting of this London Committee.

22The Times (London), August 28, 1936, p. ikb.



CHAPTER II

NATIONS SUPPORTING THE NON-INTERVENTION AGREEMENT

"It is a well-established rule of general international law 

that civil wars are domestic questions outside the control of inter

national law." 1 However, in 1936, there was practically no country 

in Europe, and not even the United States, that entertained a de

tached view nor the feeling that the affairs of Spain should be

purely the domestic concern of that country. Consequently, twenty-
\

seven foreign nations openly advocated the Non-Intervention Agreement 

by joining the London Committee. There were those Powers, such as 

Switzerland and the United States, which, though not represented in 

the Committee, nevertheless assured the British of their support.

One such assurance of moral backing came from Washington:

This was clearly of great importance. The United States 
Government had not been approached directly on the subject of 
non-intervention (if only for the sake of speed, it had been 
judged advisable to confine the negotiations to the European 
Powers), but the attitude of the Administration towards the 
Spanish conflict had been defined on the 11th of August 1936 in

XAnn Van Wynen Thomas and A. J. Thomas, Jr., Non-Intervention 
- The Law and Its Import in the Americas (Dallas: Southern Methodist 
University Press, 1956), p. 221.
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terms which left no doubt that the principle of non-intervention 
had their approval. 2

Such support encouraged the European Powers to persevere.

Already as early as August 5, 1936, Secretary of State, 

Cordell Hull, held a conference of the leading officials in the 

State Department to prepare a public pronouncement of American pol

icy. On August 7, 1936, the Acting Secretary of State, William 

Phillips, notified all American consular representatives in Spain 

that their Government would refrain from any interference in the
O

unfortunate Spanish conflict. This assertion paralleled those of 

the European Powers which led to the Non-Intervention Agreement. 

Consequently, the State Department communique permitted an inter

pretation of the United States supporting the policies of Britain 

and France.

This declaration by the American Government as to its con

tinued policy of non-interference in the internal affairs of foreign 

countries antedated the joint statement of the French and British. 

Such close timing appeared to many as mere coincidence I Norman J . 

Padelford, an expert on international law, pointed out the following:

2Arnold J. Toynbee assisted by V. M. Boulter, Survey of 
International Affairs, 1937, Vol. II The International Repercussions 
of the War in Spain (1936-1937) (London: Humphrey Milford, 1936), 
pp. 236-39.

U. S. State Dept. The Foreign Relations of the United 
States. Diplomatic Papers 1936, Vol. II, Europe (Washington:
United States Government Publishing Office, 195*0, PP* ^69-71*



Combined with the fact that measures similar to those 
adopted first by Britain and France, and then by all of the non
intervention parties, to stop passage of volunteers to Spain, 
were taken at the time these two Powers were negotiating with 
the other states in Europe, substance would seem to be lent to 
the argument that the policy of the U . S. was one of support of 
Britain and France and of their policies toward Spain, albeit 
of separate and parallel rather than by collective action.

As the war progressed, there were those who felt that 

Washington's approval of N.I. was not sufficient. Whitney H. 

Shepardson, known for his expertise on foreign affairs, observed 

that the Government's moves left much to be desired. Despite 

copious evidence of official Washington's disapproval of dictators, 

its dislike took the appearance of an attitude rather than of a 

program of positive action. No official attempted any step toward 

collective action which might have tempted the Government toward 

closer political collaboration with Europe. This lack of associ

ation left the American nation as a mere observer of the futility
5of the Non-Intervention Agreement.

Charles A. Beard, the noted historian, exposed to the popu

lace the notion that in some aspects the Roosevelt Administration

^Norman J. Padelford, International Law and Diplomacy in 
the Spanish Civil Strife (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1939)> 
p. 175.

^Whitney H. Shepardson in Collaboration with William 0. 
Scroggs, The United States in World Affairs, An Account of American 
Foreign Relations, 1939 (New York: Harper & Brothers, 19^0), p. 6b. 
This source goes on at great detail concerning the Embargo, the role 
of Congress in withholding discretion from the President, and the 
position of the State Department in relation to demands to ship 
munitions to Spain.
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cooperated with the London Committee. Indeed, on August 7, 1936, 

Phillips told the French Charge d'Affaires, Jules Henry, that the 

United States was in sympathy with French efforts to keep the Spanish 

strife from spreading. However, Phillips emphasized that American 

policy was such that it preferred to abide by its own system of non

interference rather than to collaborate with the European Powers. 

Furthermore, on August 20, 1936, Phillips reiterated the Government s 

stand on the internal problems facing foreign powers.

Then, on December 10, 1936, Washington advanced further 

moral support to the suggestions for mediation. The Acting Secre

tary of State again expressed the Government's concern and earnest 
\

hope that the Anglo-French demarche would lead to the termination of

hostilities in Spain. Eden, in a speech at Bradford on December 1^,

1936, stated the following: "You will perhaps have seen that the

United States Government has issued a message of sympathetic support

for our endeavors. In doing so they have set an admirable example

to the nations more directly concerned, whose responsibilities in
7

this matter are definitely heavier."

Editorializing the effects of American support of the 

British and French Governments in their pursuit of the N.I.A.,

The Times (London) opined: "In strict line again with the devasta

tion of blocs are the determined efforts which the French and British

^Charles A. Beard, American Foreign Policy in the Making 
1932-19^0 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 19^6), p. l80.

^The Times (London), December 15, 1936, p. lib.
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Governments have been making, with the now expressed sympathy of

the United States, to limit and terminate the ghastly and perilous
„8conflict in Spain.

Because private parties demanded legal rights to ship mate

rials to Spanish ports, Roosevelt requested Congress to declare a 

civil war embargo when it reconvened on January 5, 1937- Mixed 

feelings arose as to the wisdom of such a decision. Effective since 

December 28, 1936, this "moral embargo" encountered opposition in 

the Senate. In accord with Representative Maverick, Senators Nye, 

Vandenburg, and Clark indicated that their idea was to enact sweep

ing legislation on an arms embargo that could be applied to any 
\

future civil wars. These men thought that Spain was singled out 

for discriminatory treatment. Too, Nye and Maverick maintained 

that such a severe step was far from being neutral in its effects 

as it would thus hamper the Loyalist cause far more than that of
9

the Rebels. However, the rest of the Senators viewed the situation 

differently. So, responding to Roosevelt's request, the Congress, 

on January 8 , 1937, applied the law of 1936 regarding wars among 
nations to the Spanish Civil War. Consequently, the United States 

refused aid to a recognized government, thereby contributing to its

O
Ibid., p. 17c.

^Wayne S. Cole, Senator Gerald P. Nye and American Foreign 
Relations (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1962), 
pp. Ill-1 1 8.



17

downfall! Of course, a much debated question was whether this course 

of action was proper and wise. On the other hand, had American 

policy favored the Russian-supported Loyalists so that they would 

have been victorious, would this have been fortunate for the free 

world?

Liberals besieged the President to apply this law to Germany 

and Italy also, but belief that such a declaration would precipitate 

a general war prompted Roosevelt to refrain from this measure. In 

May, 1937, Proclamation No. 2236, The Export of Arms and Munitions 

to the Civil War in Spain is Forbidden, appeared, and the President

appended the following note to his copy of this:
\

The leading European powers had adopted a pact of non
intervention; . . . Some of these democracies and the League 
of Nations itself urged very strongly upon us the importance 
of our arms embargo in the interests of world peace, pointing 
out the likelihood of a general conflict in Europe unless the 
Spanish Civil War were kept strictly within the boundaries of 
Spain. 10

Naturally Eden favored this move, commenting that it was a well- 

known fact to all concerned that the United States could never be 

induced to swerve from its determined course.1^ However, John H. 

Latan/, an authority on international law, felt strongly that the 

Roosevelt Administration in its attempts to agree with Britain and 

France in the matter of N.I., used "moral suasion" in an effort

Samuel I. Roseman (compiler and collator), The Public 
Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt 1937 - The Constitution 
Prevails (New York: The Macmillan Company, 19^1)? P* 192.

^Shepardson, p. l6l.
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to discourage American exporters from sending arms of any type to
12either belligerent.

One castigator of American policy on this same point was 

Emmet John Hughes, a one-time staff member of the American Embassy 

in Madrid, who was in charge of the information service there. He 

proclaimed that United States policy was ". . . so short-sighted 

and irresolute that it may be marked, as Sumner Welles has said,

the cardinal blunder of the Roosevelt Administration's international
13relations."

How ironic it was that Senator Nye, the symbol of Congres

sional isolationism, later led the move to lift the embargo while
\

Roosevelt, originally opposed to such legislation, then upheld it! 

This helped sustain Chamberlain's disastrous policy of appeasement.

Finally on June 2, 1937, Roosevelt stated that American 

foreign policy toward Spain remained unchanged. Hull was positive 

that the lifting of the embargo would destroy the work of the London 

Committee, and he for one was satisfied when the Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee tabled the Nye Resolution of March, 1937, which 

suggested that the Senate Arms Embargo be extended to include all 

nations participating in the Civil War. This decision was the

12John H. Latang and David W. Wainhouse, A History of 
American Foreign Policy (2nd Revision; New York: The Odyssey Press, 
1940), p. 9i+J+ -

13Emmet John Hughes, Report from Spain (New York: Henry 
Holt and Company, 19^7), P- 27^
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direct result of German and Italian shipments of guns, planes, and 
_ Ikeven troops to Franco.

Roosevelt must have drastically revamped his own personal 

estimate of neutrality legislation, for in his quarantine speech in 

Chicago on October 5, 1937, the President indicated he was watching 

the world move relentlessly toward general war. Roosevelt realized 

the impossibility of further American isolationism. If the Presi

dent had invoked the embargo against Italy and Germany, this would 

have been equivalent to pronouncing a moral judgment on their activi

ties. Not only would the President's action have placed the United

States in an exposed position, but it would have embarrassed the
\

London Committee. This Roosevelt refused to do, as he felt he would 

incur grave international dangers by delving any deeper into the 

foray than had the Committee itself.

A real crusade for the repeal of the Spanish Arms Embargo 

was underway during the early months of 1938* Hull requested a 

statement from Eden concerning the war status of Spain versus 

Germany and Italy. The Foreign Secretary declared that war could 

not be considered to exist between these two groups as long as the
15Axis continued to participate in the N.I.C.

^Robert A. Divine, The Illusion of Neutrality (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1962), pp. 169-172. See also Allen 
Guttmann, The Wound in the Heart - America a,nd the Spanish Civil War 
(New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1962), pp. Il6ff., for more 
on the embargo and Anglo-American relations in this regard.

15Cordell Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 19^8) I, p. 37*
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On May 2, 1938, Senator Nye presented his resolution request

ing the Government to lift its embargo on the Loyalists as the es

tablished Government, but to continue to deny any export of arms to 

the Rebels. In order to prevent any provocative incidents, Nye 

insisted on including a cash-and-carry stipulation for all exports 

of arms to Spain.

Unquestionably, Nye was the most outspoken champion of 

neutrality legislation then spearheading the demand for repeal of 

the embargo. A change in Congressional opinion made itself felt. 

Suddenly, the prospects for a change in general Government policy

appeared favorable, thus placing the Roosevelt Administration in a
\

serious dilemma. Even while the President pondered an about-face, 

Hull refused to support him."^ Meanwhile, the publication of polls 

indicated many Americans were indifferent to the outcome of the 

Spanish war. Nevertheless, the conflict fashioned intense partisan

ship among some small but vocal sections of the population.

Among these minority groups were the Catholic hierarchy and 

many laymen, particularly those of Irish and Italian descent, who 

favored Franco's Rebels. Horrifying atrocities on priests and nuns 

together with vast devastation of churches and monasteries aroused 

American sympathies. Open support of the Soviet Government to this 

predicament created suspicion and hostility, as it appeared one fac

tion was deliberately destroying the position of the Church in Spain.

^Ibid., pp. 516-17. See also William E. Leuchtenburg, 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt and the New Deal 1932-19^0 (New York:
Harper and Row, Publishers, 1963)» PP- 222-2^ and 28h.
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Harold L. Ickes, Secretary of the Interior under Roosevelt,

related a conversation between the President and himself, alleging

that Roosevelt frankly wished to raise the embargo, but such a move

would have meant the loss of votes. "This proves up to the hilt

what so many people have been saying, namely, that the Catholic

minorities in Great Britain and America have been dictating inter-
17national policy with regard to Spain."

Liberal journals charged Hull and Roosevelt with submitting 

to pressure not only from the Catholic hierarchy but from appeasers 

in the British Foreign Office. Even though both charges contained

some substance, other considerations influenced Roosevelt’s decision.
\

Hull, too, hoped to establish closer relations with Britain and 

France by upholding their N.I. policy. Despite the fact that dis

cussions inside the State Department have remained shrouded in 

mystery, substantial evidence indicated that Hull and his advisers 

arrived at a tentative decision to support the repeal of the embargo 

for both belligerents.

When, on January 11, 1939? the Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee attempted neutrality revision, hearings lasted for eight 

days. Then the Committee postponed sessions indefinitely, giving 

as reason the recurring issue of the politically explosive Spanish 

arms embargo. Franco was nearing a victory, and Loyalist lobbyists

17Harold I. Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold L. Ickes,
Vol. II The Inside Struggle 1936-1939 (New York: Simon & Schuster, 
195*0, P- 390.
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pressured Congress to lift the embargo. Meanwhile, the Rebel backers 

proclaimed a "Keep the Embargo Week." Thus intense political pres

sure built up in the Committee.

During the third week of January alone, 30,000 letters on

the Spanish embargo arrived, and on one morning 3,000 telegrams

flooded the Senate Foreign Relations Office. As the Senators found

themselves in a hot spot, they avoided the issue. But the State

Department still threw around the idea of lifting the embargo.

However, the Administration ruled out the possibility of a repeal

of the embargo and agreed to wait with a neutrality revision until
18the Spanish issue resolved itself by Franco's victory.

\

Numerous nations in the British Commonwealth aired their 

views and opinions of the N.I.C. and the United Kingdom's policy of 

N.I. in Spain. Australia pledged consistent support. In 1937, New 

Zealand requested consideration of the whole problem by the League 

of Nations. This Government argued that the civil war was well 

within the jurisdiction of the League, and that the adoption of a 

policy of non-interference was merely an evasion of responsibilities. 

The following year, New Zealand supplemented the contention of the 

Spanish Government that the League should intervene against any 

actual aggression by Germany and Italy. This British dominion

*, O
x For an interesting summary of the two American policies, 

one of Congress and one of the Administration, see Julia E. Johnsen 
(compiler), U. S. Foreign Policy Isolation or Alliance (New York:
The H. Vi. Winston Company, 1938), p. 52.



23

further recommended that positive political action on an inter

national scale force the resolving of the Spanish strife. On the 

other hand, the South Pacific Islands in the Commonwealth suggested 

the holding of a plebiscite, if necessary, under international 

auspices.

While South Africa regularly backed British policy, it 

nonetheless resolved to keep out of trouble in Europe. General 

James Hertzog, the Prime Minister, addressed the House in April, 

1937. Although he confessed the Spanish question fascinated him, 

Hertzog stressed the fact that this very interest in the problem

cautioned him to have nothing to do with the situation. When the
\

Loyalists appealed to the League for aid against Fascist aggression

in September, 1937, South Africa strongly opposed any help on the
19basis that such assistance would violate the principle of H.I.

Although Ireland and Spain enjoyed ties of friendship dat

ing back to the l6th century, the Irish Government " . . .  responded
to the crisis of the Spanish civil war by a correct and resolute

20adherence to a policy of non-intervention." As expected, though, 

Irish Catholic opposition supported General Franco.

In India, the situation was different. Pandit Nehru,

India's foremost spokesman on foreign affairs, claimed that in

^Nicholas Mansergh, Survey of British Commonwealth Affairs: 
Problems of External Policy 1931-1939 (London: Oxford University
P r e s s T l ^ ^ I T T ^ l ^

2°Ibid., p. 358.
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Spain, British imperialism by aiding non-interference, had " . . .  

hindered and obstructed the Spanish in their fight for freedom. . . . 

We . . . cannot be tied down by any foreign policy of the British

Government. We are so strongly opposed to that policy that we can-
„21not tolerate being associated with it."

21Ibid., p. 359-



CHAPTER III

ACTIVE INTERVENTION

Unquestionably foreign intervention was the decisive 

factor in the Spanish Civil War. The outcome of years of struggle 

depended principally upon the aid given or denied by foreign pow

ers. E. Allison Peers, an outstanding scholar on Spain, argued 

that if all the nations had actively interfered, the results would

have been the same but with decidedly higher casualties and a
\

greater problem for Spain of reconstruction. And so, while some 

nations, like Janus, looked both ways at once, others took sides.

Dealing directly with the Fascist dictators, Franco rel

ished the support of his rebel guns. On the other hand, Stalin 

made certain that the war materials he supplied and the Interna

tional Brigades which he set in motion secured privileged status 

in the Communist Party. Undoubtedly Stalin saw in the Spanish 

situation a unique opportunity to advance his international pres

tige. Thus Russia backed the Republicans, primarily through the 

fear that if the Soviet Union refused to lead in supporting the 

legitimate Government which had aroused extraordinary enthusiasm 

throughout the non-Fascist world, Russian prestige would be 1

1E. Allison Peers, Spain in Eclipse 1937-19^3 (London: 
Methuen & Co., Ltd., 19̂ -3)> PP- 2b-29•
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perased. Thus it was necessary to send war materials and men as 

these alone could be dependable enough to uphold Soviet interests. 

And without Soviet interference, the Communists never could have 

held the position they did in Spain.

From the earliest days of the war and at all stages during 

the conflict, it was obvious that both belligerents were receiving 

reinforcements from outside sources. The British representative 

at the Committee sessions steadfastly strove to limit the flow of 

supplies and men into Spain. Churchill unmasked such shameful 

intrusions of both men and munitions as a deceitful masquerade of

N.I. Insisting that this action added bitterness to the Spanish
\

struggle, the Prime Minister contended it caused the purely Spanish
3

quarrel to be carried into the region of a world effort.

Undoubtedly it was this realization that Spain was fast 

falling victim to a foreign invasion that prompted Britain and 

France to propose the policy of N.I. Both nations sensed their own 

unpreparedness for a conflagration which already seemed to be build

ing up to disastrous proportions. The attitude of staving off a 

catastrophe was theirs; thus, their determination to prevent 2 3

2U. S. Dept, of State. Documents on German Foreign Policy 
1918-19^5 Series D, Vol. Ill, Germany and the Spanish Civil War 
1936-1939 (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1950), 
pp. 713-15. See the memo by Schulenburg, Moscow, July 5, 1938.

3Winston S. Churchill, Blood, Sweat, and Tears (New York:
G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 19^1), PP* 22, 72.
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hostilities rising from intervention hacked their fierce resolution 

to prevent any actions from maturing into a European war

As E. H. Carr, the first Secretary of the Foreign Office 

after World War I, viewed the developments, Britain had a choice of 

two courses. First, Downing Street could stake everything, includ

ing direct military intervention, to secure a victory for the Re

publican Government in Spain. The alternative was to remain neutral. 

Supported by the French, the British chose the latter, agreeing 

with the words of Eden quoted from the Duke of Wellington: "'There 

is no country in Europe in the affairs of which foreigners can in-

terfere with so little advantage as Spain.’"
\

Very few of the major Powers remained committed to neu

trality. Some of the twenty-seven nations represented on the 

London Committee had been actively interfering in the civil con

flict since its beginning, and these continued to do so until the 

end of the war. As a result, the N.I.C. for three years was the 

center of a continuing diplomatic struggle. Even though it was 

several months before any serious effect on the fighting by in

tervention was noticeable, the results would undoubtedly have 

been the same without an official N.I.A. Of course, the number

1+ .Lillian T. Mowrer, Rip Tide of Aggression (New York:
William Morrow & Company, 19^2), p. 122.

^E. H. Carr, Britain - A Study of Foreign Policy from the 
Versailles Treaty to the Outbreak of War (London: Longmans,
Green and Co., 1939)? PP* 13^-35•
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of casualties would have been decidedly higher, thus posing the 

greater problem of a vast reconstruction period.

Various were the accusations and allegations from both 

sides as to the role played by "intervention." Probably Franco 

owed his successful revolt against the legitimate Government to 

the efforts of Germany and Italy, unsuccessfully opposed by a like 

interference on the part of Russia. Definitely, intervention by 

the Axis proved the decisive thrust that turned the army revolt 

into a civil battle. Without the Axis backing the opposition, the 

Republican forces possibly could have controlled the situation

within a few weeks.
\

The flow of Italian and German aid was in no way hampered 
by the actual operation of the Non-Intervention scheme, and if, 
in the fall of 1936, Russia hastened to give the Republic 
roughly equivalent aid, Russia was geographically much further 
from Spain than were the fascist powers and was not willing to 
incur the open displeasure of the Western powers. After Novem
ber 1936, there was a steadily increasing gap between the extent 
of Russian aid and that which reached the nationalists.

German-Italian perfidy and arrogance and Soviet machinations 

strove for dominance. True, Germany rarely disregarded the N.I.A. 

as flagrantly as did Mussolini, yet the Wilhelmstrasse used " . . .  

high-handed methods of dealing with any incident which directly

^Anthony Eden, The Memoirs of Anthony Eden - Full Circle 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1962), p. 448.

^Gabriel Jackson, The Spanish Republic and the Civil War 
1931-1939 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1965), 
Hp7™S23-24.
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affected German interests." An example of this would be the action 

taken by Germany in repraisal at Almeria for the Deutschland epi

sode. After a blitzkrieg during which the harbour works had been 

wiped out and the hostile shore batteries silenced, the German act 

of retaliation was terminated. So read the German note to the 

N.I.C. on May 31, 1937.^

Actually, the German General Staff opposed additional in

volvement in the Spanish struggle. Baron von Neurath, Dr. Hjalmar 

Schacht, and others at the Foreign Office supported the Staff, 

obviously because they believed the N.I.A. would be effective to

a great extent.* 10 11 On August 2k, 1936, von Neurath urged Hitler to
\

stop delaying in regard to the Anglo-French note. Neurath cautioned 

that some pretense at cooperation with France and Great Britain had 

to be made, no matter what Germany's intentions were regarding N.I.

So, the Germans expressed pleasure at being able to «join 

the N.I.A., once they had the assurance it had been rendered vir

tually impotent!11 However, when considering the proposal for a

^John R. Hubbard, "British Public Opinion and the Spanish 
Civil War 1936-1939" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Dept, of 
History, University of Texas, 1950), p. 77- Pages 77-119 present 
an informative view of intervention by the major Powers.

^Ibid., p. 78.

10German Documents (3) HI, PP- 50-52. See the memos by 
Dieckhoff, Berlin, August 23, 1936, as here cited and that of 
August 2k, 1936, pp. 56-57.

11John Bowyer Bell, "The Non-Intervention Committee and 
the Spanish Civil War 1936-1939" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,

8
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really active N.I.C., Berlin proved the only exception. This 

Committee found favor in the press and in the foreign ministries 

of Europe, yet the Germans were uninterested in any such group 

which would attempt to control intervention. Thus Germany pro

crastinated until September k, 1936, when the British Government

guaranteed to the Wilhelmstrasse that the " . . .  work of the com-
„12mittee would not expand in an undesirable manner."

Toynbee depicted in an extensive summary the German motives 

for interference in Spain.

1. Hitler would have a friend in Franco. As a result, it 
would be possible to extend German economic and political in
terests into the Mediterranean. This would be the first break
through in this area since 191 -̂

2. There was also the possibility of improving Germany's 
military image. If so, then Germany could gain control of 
bases in the Canary Islands and in Morocco.

3. All this would lead to a two-front war against France, 
a real delight for the Germans I

Dept, of History, Duke University, 1958). In footnote no. Ik, this 
author says of his interview with Morrison, the Committee's first 
Chairman, that the Britisher could not recall Britain promising 
anything. More likely, Britain believed Germany would hold to its 
commitments and the Germans chose to interpret the British comment 
in such a way that the Committee would not expand under any con
ditions.

^ German Documents (3) III, memo by Gaus, Berlin, Septem
ber U, 1936, pp. 72-7 3.

13Arnold J. Toynbee assisted by V. M. Boulter, Survey of 
International Affairs, 1937- Vol. II, The International Repercus
sions of the War in Spain "0-936-7)» (London: Humphrey Milford, 
1938), PP- 126-221.
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The other Axis Power, Italy, employed a technique of du

plicity and delay which showed through suave replies which attempted 

to serve as ". . . a  transparent cover for the diplomatic game which
,,lUItaly was still playing with unquestionable success.

One puzzling element in too many of the sources consulted 

was the lack of sufficient mention of Russian intervention. Stanley 

G. Payne, an assistant professor of history at the University of 

California at Los Angeles, while attacking Germany and Italy, failed 

to take notice of the open aid provided by the Soviets.* 1'’ And 

Lawrence Fernsworth, a journalist, opined that while Russia did send 

materials, the Soviets never permitted any troops to go to the aid 

of the Loyalists! Such a contention was unbelievable I Surely, 

the number of Russian volunteers was far less than that of the 

Italian and German forces, yet the Soviets were all experts. Mostly 

technicians, pilots, and tank-drivers, the Russians invaded the 

Peninsula during the fall of 1936. However, with the sinking of the 

Soviet ship, Komsomal, in December, 1936, Russian aid gradually 

dwindled. According to one author, of more importance than the

l l i Hubbard, p. 77-

1'^Stanley G. Payne, Falange - A History of Spanish Fascism 
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 196 1). This critic provides 
absolutely no information on Russian aid or intervention.

Lawrence Fernsworth, Spain's Struggle for Freedom (Boston: 
Beacon Press, 1957)» P- 90*
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Soviet troops " . . .  was the activity of internal Communism, spon-
17sored, of course, by Soviet Russia."

Perhaps the greatest boon contributed by Russia was the 

presence of the International Brigades, especially during the de

fense of Madrid. These always took part in the heaviest fighting. 

Nonetheless, these foreigners were poorly trained and equipped. 

Though politically militant, these men were not fit material for 

modern warfare. Thus they suffered great casualties. In reference 

to the notion that the Communists inspired the Brigades, one author 

expatiated thus :

The author of this study can attest by personal experience 
that mere anti-fascist volunteers in Spain were made welcome 
in the 15th International Brigade, of which he was a member. 
Without exception, all ranks above common soldier were con
trolled by Communists.1®

And so, well-trained specialists and Russian technical advisers 

enabled the Spanish Government to escape total destruction at the 

time.

Obviously, Comintern agents had been present in Spain for 

some years prior to the war. Because the more militant wing was 

in contact with Trotsky, the Kremlin frowned upon its activities. 

Advocating active revolt in Spain, the Trotskyites proved a source

17Bell, p. U6 .
l8John Charles Jacques, "British Policy and Public Opinion 

Toward the Spanish Civil War 1936-1939" (unpublished Ph.D. disser
tation, Dept, of History, University of Wisconsin, 1950), P* 158, 
footnote no. 16 5.
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of embarrassment to the Soviets. Only when Madrid was in danger of

falling and Russian prestige was at stake was there an increase in
19Soviet assistance for the Republic.

Thus Russian interference contributed toward conditioning 

the Spanish policies of Britain and France for two reasons. Bal

anced in principle if not in a corresponding degree were the viola

tions of the N.I.A. in favor of one or the other of the Spanish 

factions. Then, rivalry on the battlefield between opposing ideo

logical forces made it imperative on all diplomats that a bloody 

involvement be limited within the boundaries of Spain. Without

such a restriction, all of Europe would have become engulfed.
\

On record was the fact that from October, 1936, to the in

auguration of the N.I. Control Scheme, there left Russia for Spain 

between thirty and forty ships per month. Of varying tonnage, none 

carried war material exclusively, as legitimate cargo served to 

disguise arms and equipment. In fact, the Russian delegate on the

London Committee charged that during this time, eighty-four Russian
20ships had been interfered with on the high seas. Some observers

^R. W. Seton-Watson, Britain and the Dictators 1919-1938 
(Cambridge: at the University Press, 1936), p. 367. See also Franz 
Borkenau, The Spanish Cockpit (London: Faber & Faber Ltd., 1937), 
pp. 190ff. for an excellent insight into Communist infiltration. 
Gerald Brenan, The Spanish Labyrinth (2d ed., Cambridge: at the 
University Press, 1950), pp. 323ff.provides corroborating evidence.

OC\Ivan Maisky, Spanish Notebooks, trans. Ruth Kisch (London: 
Hutchinson & Co. (Publishers) Ltd., 1966), pp. 6 5, 119« David T. 
Cattell, Communism and the Spanish Civil War (Berkeley: University 
of California Press, 1955), PP- 76ff. contains a detailed descrip
tion of Russian shipping during this time.
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argued that, since Russia had repudiated the N.I.A. as early as 

October, 1936, the Soviets were not violating any treaty by sending 

aid. Also, Italy and Germany were engaged in much the same endeav

ors. However, what these critics overlooked was the vital fact 

that even after Russia denounced the Agreement as a fraud, the 

Soviets still officially recognized it by retaining a seat on the 

London Committee.

Early in December, 1936, when Ribbentrop made his first 

appearance in the Locarno Room, there was a dramatic break with 

Maisky. As soon as the Germans charged the Russians with having

35,000 men in the Republican Government forces, Maisky slyly re-
\

torted, "No one has, so far, been able to say who are these myste

rious Soviet Crusaders who, with the aid of some magic carpet, 

seem able, in a flash, to travel from one side of Europe to the 

other. . . .

By the time the Control Scheme went into effect, there was 

a considerable drop in shipments from Russia. Undoubtedly Russia 

did not care to participate in the Scheme in any way nor in the 

civil war itself, due to fear of involvement against Germany and 

Italy. Nevertheless, when a crisis approached in early November, 

1937, Russia helped save the situation. After the Insurgents

21George Bilainkin, Maisky - Ten Years Ambassador (London: 
George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1944), p. 167. Dr. Paul Schwarz in his 
book This Man Ribbentrop (New York: Julian Messner, Inc., 19^3), 
enlightens the reader as to Ribbentrop's harrassing of Maisky. It 
is entertaining to read both sides of this story and realize the 
propaganda produced in both books.
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stormed Madrid, and the Republican cause seemed doomed, Russian 

interference changed not only the military picture, but also decid

edly upset the political balance, thus favoring the Communists.

If, as was continually asserted throughout the war, large 

numbers of German and Italian volunteers flooded Spain, the total 

would have numbered millions instead of thousands. Even as most of 

the stories were fabrications, so, too, the number of foreigners 

present was a concoction of over-active propagandists.

It was a well-known fact that German spies and agents had 

been in Spain for two years prior to the outbreak of hostilities,

and the first German planes put in an appearance in Spanish Morocco
\

on July 21, 1936. On July 30, 1936, two Italian military planes 

carrying a consignment of machine guns for the Rebels effected a 

forced landing in French Morocco. Thereafter, it was perceived 

that a large scale endeavor was underway by Germany and Italy to 

provide war materials for the Rebels. The two nations supplemented 

these goods by carefully chosen technicians, especially airmen. 

Naturally the Soviet Union was aware of these proceedings, and on 

October 2k, 1936, the Soviet Ambassador announced a proposal to 

the N.I.C., cancelling the embargo on the supply of arms to the

Spanish Government in view of the fact that various nations were
22supporting the Insurgents with necessary war staples.

22Seton-Watson, p. 388.
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By December 8 , 1936, five thousand Germans had arrived in 
the Peninsula, and regular units from Italy poured into the country. 

As a result, the British Government petitioned the London Committee 

to consider the situation as soon as possible, and Eden called in 

Ribbentrop and Grandi. Little happened, and when, in the early 

summer of 1937, Hitler announced he was destroying the Spanish
23Republic to get iron ore, plain economic imperialism triumphed.

Always ambitious, Italy, by offering sizeable aid to 

Franco, intended to promote its best interests, even though Italy 

supposedly had no eyes for Spanish territory. Of course, one

Italian interest in Spain was the potential area of expansion as
\

well as the excellent opportunity to form with Germany a united 

front against France and Britain. Thus Mussolini could have kept a 

close watch on Nazi activities in the Iberian Peninsula. So, both 

Germany and Italy supplied the transport planes which carried Franco 

and his men across the straits when the Spanish navy refused to do 

so. Then began the march to Madrid.

Naturally motives of ideological sympathy were hardly upper

most in Mussolini's mind when he dispatched men and munitions to

Spain. The Italian dictator undoubtedly expected some return for
ohthe assistance rendered. Consequently, Italian aid far exceeded 

that of Germany.

2l+J. Alvarez Del Vayo, Freedom's Battle (New York: Alfred 
A. Knopf, 19^0)> P* ^5«

^Hubbard, p. 121.
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Even after the so-called "Gentlemen"s Agreement," January 2, 

1937, between Great Britain and Italy, the latter continued to sup

ply troops and war materials to the Rebels. Yet, Eden acclaimed 

the existence of the Angl-Italian Pact thus:

. . .its existence, in spite of being smirched, would 
strengthen the British position if we put forward a plan of 
our own for effective control of the Non-Intervention Agreement. 
All the interested governments had publicly committed them
selves, with varying degrees of sincerity, to this policy. I 
thought that a firm and definite proposal would have an as
tringent effect on their attitudes and would at least bring the 
issue to a fine point. ^

In February, 1937, Italy offered an additional 20,000 men.

When questioned about this practice, the ready reply was that 

Italian troops were merely "medical units”I The London Committee 

disputed this unsatisfactory explanation, but to no avail. J. Alvarez 

Del Vayo, the Republican Minister, numbered Italians on Franco's side 

as between 50,000 and 60,000, with this figure acknowledged as con
siderably lower than the actual one. He noted that such a sizeable 

contingent ". . . ought to have been sufficiently high for the Non- 

Intervention Committee, . . .  to have reached the obvious conclusion 

that a veritable army of occupation had been sent to Spain and was 

maintained there by one of the powers which had subscribed to the 

agreement not to intervene, and which was taking its place at the 

committee table."* 2^ This Spaniard likewise observed that had the

^Anthony Eden, The Memoirs of Anthony Eden - Facing the 
Dictators (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1962), p. 4«7.

2^Del Vayo, p. b6.
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N.I.C. taken into account the list of Italian casualties, which was 

regularly published, it would have agreed that the publication 

itself was of equal effect as an official recognition of interfer

ence.

Of special interest was the insistence with which the Soviet 

Government pressed on the London group its argument that unless all 

Powers adhered to the Agreement of Non-Intervention, no one was 

obliged to abide by it. Apparently, there was much intrigue lying 

beneath the surface here, and Russia emerged worst in the battle of 

charges among the nations. As Soviet accusations fell flat, Russia

demonstrated its inability to defend its position against counter-
\

indictments. So, again and again, the U.S.S.R. insisted that all 

nations agree or no one would be responsible for the consequences.

Almost an open ally of France ”. . .  primarily because of

Salazar's dependence upon the same social and economic classes
27that supported the Spanish revolt," Portugal's assistance was of 

immense value.

1. To bypass Republican defenses, Rebel troops traveled 
through Portugal.

2. As the main Portugese ports were open to Germany and Italy, 
the Rebels smuggled in military supplies.

3. Rebel leaders meandered back and forth across the frontier 
in perfect freedom.

k. Lisbon banks floated easy loans for the Insurgents.
5. Portuguese troops furnished the third largest number of 

foreigners in Franco’s army. 2

27Bell, p. 35-
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Concerning the last point, Salazar was prepared to throw in 

the whole Portuguese army in case of a setback of the Rebels on the 

western front. One reason for such a move was Salazar's fear that

". . . the bolshevization of Spain would be a serious danger to
29Portugal."

This problem of intervention constantly plagued the sessions 

of the London Committee. Treaty violations were old hat with Germany 

and Italy, thus making the N.I.A. a mockery and a failure. Those 

who would blame Britain for a lack of enforcing the Agreement should 

consider that a get-tough policy was contrary to both British prac

tice and intention. And so the experiment of non-intervention,
\

based upon the promises of States, proved to be more wishful than 

sensible.

29Ibid.



CHAPTER IV

BRITAIN'S ROLE

To many observers and commentators, the British Government's 

plea that it ". . . was anxious to limit the war to Spain and fear

ful of doing anything that would precipitate a general conflict”1 
was sincere. Traditionally, British diplomacy toward Spain was 

designed to keep her as neutral and as friendly as possible. Due

to the realization of the danger of allowing other countries to
\

exploit Spain's weakness, a war involving all of Europe, between 

Powers admittedly under tension, stood out as the danger that most 

strongly impressed the British. Consequently, Downing Street en

deavored to induce Italy to withdraw from the Iberian Peninsula 

with the promise of concessions from Britain.

Strategic and economic factors were important to British 

interests, yet ideological issues obscured these in the minds of 

many. Imperative in the pre-World War II days was the need for 

national unity in Britain. Still haunting men was the holocaust 

of World War I. Thus the desire for peace at any price permeated 

most nations' policies. Therefore, the wish to seek a compromise

1H. B. Summers (compiler), Anglo-American Agreement,
Vol. 12, No. 1 (New York: The H. W. Wilson Company, 193&), 
pp. 53-5i+.
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with the Axis dictators resulted in appeasement, which became the 

first aim of foreign policy in mid-1937- Finally, to make its 

foreign policy effective, Britain had to be armed on at least the 

same level as the aggressor nations. The low level of military 

preparedness in Britain and France necessitated a policy of N.I., 

and the British Government became the most ardent protagonist of 

the N.I.A., constantly buying time. Convinced that the policy of 

N.I. was vitally necessary to the general peace of Europe, even 

though the agreement was a risk and soon to be shot full of holes, 

Britain took the lead in welding together the European community.

On August 10, 1936, Churchill, openly approving Britain's
\

policy, commented as follows:

It is the utmost consequence that Britain and France should 
act together in observing the strictest neutrality themselves 
and endeavoring to induce it in others. . . . The safety of 
France and England requires absolute neutrality and non
intervention by them.

Several months later, Churchill had more to say about Britain’s 

stand. His words on January 8 , 1937, proved provocative.
There may be the feeling, whoever wins in Spain, that 

Great Britain, which has intervened only upon errands of mercy, 
and which possesses at the time overwhelming seapower without 
coveting anything, is probably a country with which Spain 
would like to live on exceptionally friendly terms. This at 
any rate is a reasonable hope.

On all grounds, therefore, we should adhere obstinately 
to our neutrality and do our utmost to persuade M. Blum's 
government to conform to our attitude. Neutrality does not

2Winston S. Churchill, Step by Step 1936-1939 (New York: 
G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1939), P- 37*



only mean abstention from active aid for one side or the other. 
It means a cool detached habit of mind, an avoidance, however 
tempting, of partisanship.3

Agreeing with Churchill was Eden, whose personal conviction 

was that the best practical policy for the British Government was 

that of N.I. Eden elaborated effectively the forceful reasons why 

Great Britain favored non-interference. First of all, if the 

fighting became internationalized, uncontrollable consequences 

would result. British authority was the most powerful in Europe 

on the idea of localizing the conflict; therefore, her influence 

was needed to avert the immediate danger of an all-out war. Sec

ondly, Downing Street had no wish to become involved in the Spanish \
strife, and the British felt that the Spaniards would show little, 

if any, gratitude to those who had intervened, once the war was 

won. Consequently, the question was whether a N.I. policy would
bprove to be effective.

Stating that Great Britain would countenance no attack 

upon the territorial integrity of Spain, the Foreign Secretary

likewise implied that the British were prepared to go to war to
5impede Italy's gaining a foothold on Spanish soil. If for no

3Ibid., pp. 77-78.
^Anthony Eden, The Memoirs of Anthony Eden - Facing the 

Dictators (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1962), P* ^51*

5The Royal Institute of International Affairs, Political 
and Strategic Interests of the United Kingdom (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1939)» P* 59«



other reason than this, intervention thus became the weapon of the 

Great Powers in the conflict, a contest for the balance of power in 

Europe.

On many occasions in late 1936 and early 1937 Eden faced 

the Commons and answered for the Government, its policy of N.I., 

and British support of the N.I.C. The Foreign Secretary insisted 

that the Government backed the policy of N.I. because he and his 

confreres believed it was the best for Europe at that particular 

time. Indeed, to Eden there was no alternative policy than to 

permit the free export of arms to either side. Constant, also, 

was Eden's concern for the N.I.C. and its work, and he was all in 

favor of some effective method of control to improve the N.I.A.

Acutely apparent from the first days of the war was the

fact that someone had to deny the frequent rumors concerning the

price of assistance to the Insurgents. Territorial and strategic

concessions were the supposed reward for intervening powers. As a

result, the British Government repeatedly declared its interest in
7

the independence and integrity of all Spanish land. Parliament, 

as well as the Government, was aware of the raging controversy 

over N.I. Both acknowledged the fact that danger to Britain from

^Great Britain, 5 Parliamentary Debates (Commons), 316 
(1936), 50; 318 (1936), 1616-1619; 318 (1936), 28U7-2861.

7Arnold Lunn, Spanish Rehearsal (New York: Sheed & Ward, 
1937), P- ibQ.



foreign interference did exist. Eden exerted himself more every

day in the hope of making the committee a successful vehicle for a 

swift end to such intervention.

As the early days of the war lengthened into the fall of 

1936, Britain's role emerged as that of the executor of the N.I. 

policy. In fact, the Government in Barcelona approved of this 

arrangement, for it seemed that the most pressing danger - that of 

intervention - would be taken care of by the British. Indeed, the 

Foreign Office serviced the Committee throughout its existence, sup-
g

plying a British Secretariat who prepared all papers and documents.^ 

The task facing Downing Street involved the four following 

fields of action:

(1) executive and legislative action to prevent participation 
in the war by British nationals or the use of British 
munitions;

(2) the defense of British shipping in Spanish waters;
(3 ) the support and maintenance of the Non-Intervention Com

mittee ;
(U) the appointment of agents accredited to the insurgent

authorities.9

Concerning the first objective, Britain restricted the ship

ping of munitions to Spain. As early as August 15, 1936, the British 

prohibited exports of war material to the Iberian Peninsula. But 

Hugh Thomas, a noted authority on Spain, pointed out that " . . .

®Hugh Thomas, The Spanish Civil War (New York: Harper & 
Brothers, Publishers, 196I), p. 277. Thomas is the most generally 
reliable historian of the Spanish Civil War.

^Royal Institute, Political and Strategic Interests . . .,
p. 6l.
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from the start, . . . the British and French Governments were occu

pied less with the end of intervention on all sides than with the 

appearance of such an end. In this way the flow of war material to

the two sides in Spain might not be prevented, but the extension of
„10

the Spanish War might be.

As could be expected, Britain looked out for its own wel

fare. The Government forbade its citizens to export arms to either 

belligerent. On the other hand, if the scheme of N.I. would ever 

have to be abandoned, the facts indicated that Britain contemplated 

supporting the Rebels rather than the Loyalists. In that way the

British would permit General Franco to ignore any commitments to
\

Hitler and Mussolini, thus freeing him from all outside influence.
11This was exactly what British policy dictated.

The problem of the sale of munitions to either side caused 

considerable consternation in various quarters. What an anomaly 

that the British, while continuing to recognize the Republican 

Government until its ultimate surrender, forbade the sale of muni

tions to it I This was contrary to the accepted practice of per

mitting a recognized government to buy such materials wherever it 

could. Britain repeatedly stated that if support was given to the 

Loyalists, it would be eclipsed by increased aid to Franco, and

10Thomas, The Spanish Civil War, p. 279*

X1David T. Cattell, Soviet Diplomacy and the Spanish Civil 
War (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1957), p.



this would be incompatible with N.I. Immediately the opposition 

denounced this as an unneutral act. 12
On October 9, the British Labour Party Conference, startled 

by the revelations published by the unofficial Committee of 
Inquiry into the Alleged Breaches of International Law in re
spect of Intervention in Spain on the 3rd, reversed its previous 
decision of supporting non-intervention and passed a Resolution 
asking that the French and British Governments 'should take 
steps forthwith to restore to the Spanish Government their right 
to purchase the arms necessary to maintain the authority of the 
Constituted Government in Spain and to re-establish law and 
order in her territory

Parliament was helpless as the Ministry formulated the 

Government's attitude towards Spain. Surely the Prime Minister 

and his Cabinet must have been keenly aware of the complete dis

regard of the Agreement by Germany and Italy, and their unwilling

ness to allow the supply of munitions to the legitimate Government 

in Spain which furthered the goals of these two Powers. Obviously 

this undermined the British position in the Mediterranean yet the 

Ministry persisted in its policy.

Wo one doubted the harm perpetrated against the established 

and recognized government of Spain by the ban on arms. Clearly 

this favored the Rebels. Indeed, British policy, bolstered by the

12George P. Gooch, Studies in Statecraft and Diplomacy 
(New York: Longmans, Green and Co., 19^2), pp. 205-06. Consult 
Ann Van Wynen Thomas and A. J. Thomas, Jr., Non-Intervention - The 
Law and Its Import in the Americas (Dallas: Southern Methodist 
University Press, 1956), pp. 222-2k, for further information on 
this aspect of Non-Intervention.

^Herbert L. Matthews, The Yoke and the Arrows - A Report 
on Spain (New York: George Braziller, Inc., 1957), p. 371.



"moral embargo" of the United States, proved the impossibility of 

attaining an impartial neutrality policy. Many critics of American 

foreign policy at this time labeled the so-called non-discriminatory 

embargo as ". . . the most embarrassing single aspect of its foreign 

policy,"1^ specifically because the Neutrality Act of 1935 did not 

apply to civil wars. As Sumner Welles, the Under-Secretary of State 

from 1937-19^3, opined, United States traditional policy had been

to permit legitimate governments to buy munitions from the United
15States when faced with a revolt within their own borders.

^Donald F. Drummond, The Passing of American Neutrality 
1937_19i4.1 (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1955)> 
p. 91. This same idea is the object of discussion in many books, 
notably the following: Sumner Welles, The Time for Decision (New 
York: Harper & Brothers, Publishers, 19^*0, P- 59> Julius Pratt,
A History of United States Foreign Policy (New York: Prentice-Hall 
Inc.. 1955). P. 400; John Gunther, Roosevelt in Retrospect (New 
York: Harper & Brothers, Publishers, 1950), P- 300; and Cordell 
Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (New York: The Macmillan Company, 
19^8), I, pp. 478-514. This latter is most revealing, especially 
the cable sent by Hull to the American Embassy in Spain: "It is 
clear that our Neutrality Law with respect to embargo of arms, 
ammunition, and implements of war has no application in the present 
situation, since that applies only in the event of war between or 
among nations. On the other hand, in conformity with its well- 
established policy of noninterference in internal affairs in other 
countries, either in time of peace or in the event of civil strife, 
this Government will, of course, scrupulously refrain from any 
interference whatsoever in the unfortunate Spanish situation."
Hull expatiated further, declaring that once the policy was public, 
it could not be changed without serious political consequences and 
grave embarrassment to Britain and France. Perhaps of more signifi
cance was the conversation between U. S. Ambassador Bingham in 
London and Eden concerning a U. S. arms embargo against Germany 
and Italy. See Robert A. Divine, The Illusion of Neutrality 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962), p. 172.

1^Welles, p. 59. For Roosevelt's interpretation of the 
neutrality problem, consult the following: Divine, p. 172;
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Richard Hofstadter, professor of history at Columbia University, 

pointed out " . . .  that this move not only violated American diplo

matic precedent and what is known as international law, but also 

breached the 1901 Treaty of Madrid between the United States and 

S p a i n . A n d  Louis Hacker, a reliable American political scientist, 

definitely proved a point when he noted in connection with the arms 

embargo, that the United States did not apply it to Italy, in spite 

of the latter's admitted intervention with men and arms in the 

strife.1^

However, it was necessary to realize that whereas American 

policy, like that of Britain and France, played into the plans of *

Drummond, p. U5; Stuart G. Brown, (ed.), Great Issues: The Making 
of Current American Policy (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1951), PP- 
515-16; James MacGregor Burns, Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox 
(New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1956), pp. 2&1, 423; and 
Allen Nevins, The New Deal and World Affairs (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1950), pp. 97ff* This latter source plays up 
the desire of Roosevelt and Hull to cooperate with the London Com
mittee and thus keep American policy in line with that of Paris 
and London. Another excellent source is Harold L. Iekes, The Secret 
Diary of Harold L. Ickes, Vol. II The Inside Struggle 1936-1939 
(New York: Simon & Schuster, 195*+) > PP- 377-78-

^Richard Hofstadter, The American Political Tradition and 
the Men Who Made It (New York: Vintage Books, 1958), pp. 3*+3-[+5- 
Hofstadter treats at great length Roosevelt's arguments when edit
ing his public papers in 19*+1. Apparently the President could do 
nothing more than say the American people refused to risk the 
chance of war with Europe. Hofstadter disagrees.

17Louis M. Hacker, American Problems of Today (New York:
F. S. Crofts & Co., 1938), pp. 322-23. Henry L. Stimson and 
McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and War (New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1948), pp. 313-1*+, corroborates this position 
also.



Hitler and Mussolini, there was also the possibility that a Loyalist

victory would almost certainly have meant a Spain under Communist
, . . . 18 domination.

Toward the close of 1936, Eden, after much introspection, 

voiced a new idea. He thought that the six major Powers most 

closely connected with N.I. could proclaim an armistice and send a 

commission to Spain. After due investigation, they would encourage 

a plebiscite which would set up a government controlled by a group 

of men who had kept out of the war itself, such as Salvador de 

Madariaga. But British policy lacked vigor. "In Government circles

there was no predisposition for strong action; men of energy were
\

regarded suspiciously."1^ So, no one acted, and the number of vol

unteers leaving for Spain increased daily.

When it came to regulating the departure of volunteers for 

Spain, the Government publicly warned all British citizens that 

taking part in such service was unpatriotically inconsistent with 

the country's policy of non-intervention. Furthermore, such per

sons would be doing so without the normal diplomatic protection.

18Pratt, p. 602; Hull, Memoirs, II, Ch. 3^; Welles, 
pp. 60-6l; and Basil Rauch, Roosevelt from Munich to Pearl Harbor:
A Study in the Creation of a Foreign Policy (Hew York: Creative 
Age Press, 1950), pp. 3U-I+I, stress the same idea. Also see U. S., 
The Congressional Record, 75th Congress, 1st Session, 1937, Vol. 8l, 
Part 9, pp. 13-lh. This concerns an extension of remarks by the 
Hon. Usher L. Burdick of North Dakota in the House of Representatives 
on Wednesday, January 6, 1937-

^William L . Kleine-Ahlbrandt, The Policy of Simmering - 
A Study of British Policy During the Spanish Civil War 1936-1939 
(The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1962), p. 3-
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Finally, all British volunteers automatically received the death

penalty. However, in late 1936, when the Italian and German envoys

pressed that the prohibition on munitions should he extended also

to all volunteers, the British Government reacted in shocked manner,

replying that theirs was a democratic country; therefore, they could
20not restrain their citizens from doing what they pleased. One 

wondered about the weakness in policy as well as in principle when 

such statements resounded from Downing Street.

Yet Eden, perhaps more than anyone else, realized that with 

the entry of volunteers into the war, a new danger threatened Europe.

These foreigners showed signs of fighting Spain's battles, thereby
\

becoming an imminent danger to the security of the Continent. Any

one could cross a border, adopt a Spanish name, and turn into a 

menace. In the fall of 1937, when critics of the Government hurled 

indictments indicating how unfair non-intervention had been toward 

the Spanish Loyalists in the matter of volunteers, Eden retorted 

that ". . .it was easy to exaggerate the importance of the foreign 

nationals in Spain. It is, but it is not easy to exaggerate their 

political importance— not at all, because until each one is with

drawn, there will not be a return of confidence to the Mediterra-

^°Arthur B. Keith, The British Cabinet System, 1830-1938 
(London: Stevens and Sons, Limited, 1939)> P* 283.

O"! Stephen Heald (ed.), Documents on International Affairs 
1937 (London: Humphrey Milford, 1939)) Extract, Nov. 1, 1937,
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Lengthy discussions in the London Committee culminated in an 

announcement by Eden on February 2b, 1937? that the delegates had 

decided to extend the Non-Intervention Agreement to prohibit the 

entry into Spain of foreign nationals determined to fight in the 

conflict. Part of the Committee's plan included a patrol scheme on 

land and sea. Neither belligerent wanted control, so neither Burgos 

nor Valencia recognized the legality of the plan. Yet, on April 19, 

1937, the Committee inaugurated its scheme whereby the French and 

British navies would patrol the Nationalist coasts, and the German 

and Italian navies would patrol (as "neutrals") the Republican

coasts. The Committee authorized the observers on the sentry ves-
\

sels to board ships to "verify" their destination, but the officials 

had no right to search or seize anything. By the first of May, 

British observers also guarded the French and Portuguese land fron

tiers. But it was the coastal group that nearly lit up all of 

Europe, as constant arguing led to explosive statements.

The defense of British shipping in Spanish waters posed a 

different problem. As early as November 21, 1936, Eden and Baldwin 

discussed Franco's statement that he would stop all ships on the

p. 62. De Madariaga says much the same thing in Spain: A Modern 
History (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, Publishers, 195$), P- 507. 
"From the point of view of the conflict itself the intervention of 
volunteers was graver still than that of war material. It deter
mined the growing dependence of both sides of the powers which 
acted as supply bases for them." Also see Great Britain, 5 Par
liamentary Debates (Commons), 318 (1936), 2859-2861.
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high seas. The granting of belligerent rights was out of the ques

tion, as that would have isolated Britain among non-dictator powers, 

for neither France nor the United States would even consider such 

action. On January 2, 1937, the British and Italian Governments 

issued a joint statement, (a British White Paper, Cmd. 53^8), re

garding the Mediterranean. This declaration provided freedom of 

entry into, passage through, and exit from the Mediterranean. It

guaranteed to respect all rights and interests of the countries
22concerned.

As the spring of 1937 approached, repeated reports of at

tacks and sinkings by unknown "pirate" ships reached London.
\

Although British policy was basically one of appeasing Italy and 

Germany, the Government would not tolerate widespread piracy by 

Italian and Nationalist forces against merchant shipping. Already 

overburdened with the patrol of Spanish waters and protection of 

British shipping, the Government objected to the Chairman's Sub

committee at the Locarno Room, when it desired an extension of the 

duties of the naval patrol. Since no recognition of belligerency 

by foreign nations or the Spanish Government existed at this time, 

Franco's attempted blockade of Bilbao constituted a violation of 

international law. In this case, the British Cabinet, " . . .  ap

prehensive of the crises that British ships might induce if they

OQJames W. Gantenbein (ed.), Documentary Background of 
World War II 1931 to 1941 (New York: Columbia University Press, 
1948), p. 1003“.
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endeavored, to enter the harbor of Bilbao, warned British ships not 

to make the attempt, denied convoy services to that area and refused 

to lend support of the British government in the event of seizure 

or attack."2  ̂ When the British merchantmen discovered the holes in 

the blockade and ran through it, the Government reversed its deci

sion somewhat, permitting naval patrol up to the three-mile limit.

Just as the piracy problem appeared to dissolve, Spanish 

Republican planes bombed an Italian patrol boat off Palma de 

Mallorca, with the loss of several Italians. The date was May 2k, 

1937. No grave repercussions resulted. Then, on May 29, the same

rebels attacked the Deutschland, patrolling off Ibiza, with no
\

German fatalities. Nazi Germany, in typical brutality, retaliated 

by bombarding Almeria, an open harbor, on May 31* Tense conditions 

prevailed until the Powers reached an agreement on June 12, 1937.

Only three days later an alleged attack on the German 

cruiser, Leipzig, by a submarine snapped strained relations. The 

Valencia Government coupled its denial of the torpedoing with an 

offer for the British navy to investigate the alleged incident, 

but the Germans refused as they were only seeking a plausible ex

cuse for withdrawing from the patrol. Accordingly, on June 23, 

the Axis withdrew altogether, and Portugal recalled its authorization

23Cattell, Soviet Diplomacy . . . , p. 77. For Chamberlain's 
policy concerning British cargoes on the high seas, consult Keith 
G. Feiling, The Life of Neville Chamberlain (London: Macmillan &
Co., Ltd., 19L6), pp. 351-52.
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of British observers at the end of that month. On July 12, France 

rescinded its observer facilities on the Spanish border.

Bitter bickering between the two factions ended on July l4, 

when the British proposed new recommendations for the granting of 

belligerent rights as soon as substantial progress had been made in 

the withdrawal of volunteers from both sides. However, the situ

ation became acute during the month of August. Mysterious and 

indiscriminate attacks on merchant ships by unidentified warships, 

planes, and submarines in the Mediterranean reached a new height. 

While previous assaults had centered on Spanish shipping, those of

August extended to all ships, irrespective of flag or destination.
\

Most of the evidence pointed to Italy as the "pirate.” While 

Britain could tolerate Mussolini's provocative words confessing 

aggression in Spain, the Government viewed the attacking and sink

ing of its own merchant fleet in a different light. When innocent 

British vessels were under fire, Britain experienced a direct and 

immediate threat to its security. Because the British lifeline was 

in danger, Downing Street was thoroughly aroused and refused to 

allow such unprovoked initiative to continue with impunity.

Due to previous experience, Great Britain and France decided 

any accusations were useless, so they attempted measures to fore

stall future acts of piracy. Both Eden and Delbos realized that the 

question of illegal attacks was one of special urgency and impor

tance. The slow machinery of the Non-Intervention Committee made
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it less than feasible to introduce any discussion on the subject to 

that agency. Consequently, Eden chose to handle the piracy problem 

outside the Committee. A joint Anglo-French invitation summoned 

ten Powers to a conference to be held at Nyon, near Geneva, begin

ning September 10. Germany and the riparian states of the Medi

terranean and Black Seas, excluding Spain, received the note. Italy 

kept aloof, denying the Russian charges of sinking ships. When the 

Italians refused to sit with the Russians, the British, in a rare 

moment of firmness with the Fascist powers, declined to compromise, 

so Germany and Italy did not attend. Eden made it clear that Britain

and France would leave Mussolini in no doubt as to the position they
\

were bound to defend as a last resort against Italian aggression.

One decisive result of the Nyon Conference was the preven

tion of an Italo-German blockade of Spain’s Mediterranean coast.

Of course, piracy did not completely end, but there was a notice

able lull in Italian initiative. Psychologically, the Nyon meeting 

proved valuable in that it showed the French and British capable of 

acting independently of the Dictators when necessary. The stubborn

stand taken by Eden was something new, perhaps the result of not
0I4being cramped by Downing Street. Thus the Conference was a per

sonal triumph for the Foreign Secretary and contrasted with the 

ineffectual and heartless sham of the Non-Intervention Committee,

p]1Alexander Werth, France and Munich Before and After the 
Surrender (New York: Harper and Brothers, Publishers, 1939)> P * 100.
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which had proved powerless to stop nations supplying munitions and 

men to either faction in Spain. Eden’s success irritated the 

Italians. One of their newspapers complained that ". . .as long 

as Mr. Eden is at the head of the Foreign Office we must be on our 

guard.

Apparently the guiding principle of British foreign policy 

during this critical period was one of "appeasement," determined in 

the final analysis by Neville Chamberlain, Conservative Prime 

Minister after June, 1937. In his opinion, such pacification of 

the insolent and piqued governments of Germany and Italy would

produce concessions certain to be the surest alternative to war.
\

However, this policy evoked bitter quarrels in Parliament and else

where. True, the Conservatives in power were strongly anti-Communist 

and adhered to non-interference in Spain. Nevertheless, not all 

British Conservatives were willing to abandon principle, pursuing 

paths of diplomacy foreign to their thinking. Hence, frequent 

altercations erupted in Commons. At one time Stafford Cripps,

English statesman and diplomat, took the floor against the Govern

ment's policy.

Whenever any restraint has been put nominally on both sides 
it has been effective against the Government of Spain but never 
effective against the Rebels. . . .  They decide to stop muni
tions, but they stop them for the Government and not for Franco. 
. . .  We are not ashamed to say that we urgently desire the 
Spanish Government to be victorious. It is only the other side

2^Dennis Bardens, Portrait of a Statesman - The personal 
life story of Sir Anthony Eden (London: Frederick Muller Ltd.,
1955), P- 175.
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who are ashamed to say, what is a fact, that they anxiously 
desire to see the victory of General Franco.

The British Government did all in its power to preserve the 

Non-Intervention Agreement and its Committee. Downing Street was 

determined to keep Spain free from a Communist dominated government. 

Eden, on many occasions, bore the brunt of defending the Government's 

position. In a speech at Cutlers' Feast at Sheffield on October lH, 

1936, the Foreign Secretary pictured British policy as follows:

We are for our part determined to carry out loyally our own 
undertaking and to promote in every way possible the execution 
of the terms of the agreement. We consider this is the best, 
if not the only way, to avert the dangerous developments which 
are inherent in the Spanish situation. However tragic the 
civil strife in Spain may be, it in no way absolves us from 
' our duty to make every effort to confine the tragedy within 
the boundaries of the country wherein it is being enacted. '

To Eden, personally, intervention in Spain was not only 

bad humanity but bad politics. Indeed, the political independence 

and territorial integrity of Spain had to be preserved. Thus he 

suggested that all political elements in Britain support the Non- 

Intervention Agreement. Charging that criticism manifested itself 

only after non-intervention proved incomplete, Eden agreed that it 

had not worked as well as he had hoped, that breaches of the Agree

ment had provoked much bitterness and considerably weakened its

26Eric Estorick, Stafford Cripps: Master Statesman (New 
York: The John Day Company, I9L9 ), p. 140. Consult Michael 
MacAlpin, Mr. Churchill's Socialists - The Evidence and Some Con
clusions (London: Lawrence & Wishart Ltd., I9J+I), p. 36, for a 
similar denunciation made by Mr. Arthur Greenwood in the Commons.

^Anthony Eden, Foreign Affairs (London: Faber & Faber, 
1939), PP- 1^8-U9 .
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effectiveness. Despite this, the Foreign Secretary claimed that the 

policy was the right one for Europe to pursue, and the British

Government had worked consistently and deliberately to further it.

Likewise, Eden maintained that discussions centering about 

infractions of the Agreement evoked a certain curbing effect upon 

interference, and that the existence of the Committee provided Blum 

and his advisers with adequate cause to stay out of Spain. The 

Foreign Secretary admitted that the Committee sessions were long, 

that accusations met with flat denials, and the results of both 

were sterile. Because so many violations of the Agreement were

being alleged and tempers tended to mount sharply when analyzing
\

the allegations, a new scheme of supervision was imperative. A 

breakdown of the Committee would have produced ominous consequences. 

Thus Eden revealed for the first time the endeavors the Foreign 

Office had made in late 1936 for the establishment of a supervisory 
board. However, the Committee's mounting controversy restricted 

its decisions to the realm of words. Neither party in Spain was 

making any haste to give an opinion on the projected supervision 

scheme, nor was there any check on the arrival of well-drilled 

volunteers.

So Eden concluded that the Committee, grappling ineffectively 

with the situation, had no prospect of progressive action. Conse

quently, he accepted the responsibility of showing that the

2^Great Britain, 5 Parliamentary Debates (Commons), 319 
(1937), 93-98.

28
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commitment given to the Committee by Britain would be honored. To 

Eden, the one appropriate answer was naval action. He recognized 

the diplomatic value of Britain's neutrality and resolved to obtain 

general approval of supervision at sea by Britain alone. To his 

chagrin, the Government refused to consider such a bold move. The 

Admiralty pointed out technical difficulties and Baldwin rejected 

Eden's idea. Bitterly disappointed, Eden turned his energies toward

making a more effective version of the Non-Intervention Committee1s
29existing control scheme. '

In January, 1937, Eden tried again to make the London agency

less of a charade by asking that the Agreement be extended to cover
\

the recruitment of volunteers. On February 20, the Governments 

represented in the Locarno Room at the Foreign Office acquiesced, 

at least on paper. However, as deliberations proceeded, Count 

Dino Grandi, the Italian delegate, refused to take part, and the 

meeting adjourned on March 2 b . Immediately the French Ambassador,

M. Charles Corbin, pressured Eden to reopen the sessions without 

delay, as the Quai d'Orsay might have to reconsider its own posi

tion under the Agreement. Critical restiveness had broken out for 

the first time since the Committee's inception among certain ele

ments in French public opinion. Eden and Corbin agreed that any 

further interference on the part of volunteers in Spain would

^Eden, Facing the Dictators, p. by£>.
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jeopardize the whole Agreement, so Eden approached Grandi. In
30several days the Committee resumed its work.

Because of his position in the Government and his interest 

in non-intervention, Eden constantly championed the London Com

mittee and its endeavors. When addressing the House of Commons on 

March 12, 1937, he had this to say:

From the first we have supported, deliberately supported, 
the policy of non-intervention. We have taken initiative 
after initiative on its behalf. That policy admittedly has 
had a checkered career, but it has, I submit to the Committee, 
proved the right one. We have never wavered in our allegiance 
to it and in attempts to make it operative. . . .  It has 
taken months to get this Agreement (i.e., the control scheme 
and the prohibition of volunteers) and that meanwhile there 
has been much intervention. This is perfectly true, and the 
Very existence of this Non-Intervention Agreement and the 
work which has been done have reduced the international sig
nificance of this intervention and therefore, that inter
national danger arising from it.^1

On October 15, 1937, Eden spoke at Llandudno. Convinced 

that the British policy of non-intervention was the correct one, 

and that Britain had observed it in spirit, he clarified the dis

tinction between non-intervention and indifference. He did so by 

referring specifically to purely Spanish matters and the position 

of the Government where British interests were at stake. Eden 

insisted that belief in non-intervention did not mean that the 

Government would acquiesce in dilatory tactics. Then Eden

30Ibid.

31Stephen Heald (ed.), Documents on International Affairs 
1937 (London: Humphrey Milford, 1939), P» 25.
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acquainted his audience with the efforts the French and British 

had made during the Nyon Conference to engage in conversations 

with Italy. Delbos had tried to complete negotiations with Italian 

representatives in Geneva for a Three Power meeting. What appeared 

to be of great import were the direct dangers to Britain's own 

position in the Mediterranean and the Atlantic. However, the 

British were actually concerned less with the naval patrol of the 

Western Mediterranean, the neutrality of the Balearios and Spanish 

Morocco, and the defense of Gibraltar, than with averting a contest 

between the German-Italian and Franco-Russian ententes on Spanish 

soil. Had the strife been a purely Spanish matter, British policy 

would have had little interest in the victory of one side rather 

than the other. But the Italian Government rejected the proposal, 

suggesting instead that the London Committee re-examine the prob

lem. This rejection by Italy of an Anglo-French invitation for 

tripartite discussions on the withdrawal of non-Spanish combatants 

from Spain proved to be a fateful decision for Europe.

That rejection marked a point beyond which certain British 
statesmen were constitutionally unable to go in quest of an 
Anglo-Italian rapprochement without ironclad guarantees of 
reciprocal interest. It led to the dramatic conflict within 
the British Cabinet on the issue of international morality 
versus political expediency. . . .

32John R. Hubbard, "British Public Opinion and the Spanish 
Civil War 1936-1939" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University 
of Texas, 1950), p. 211. See pp. 211-262 for a complete picture 
of this.
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To Eden, the Italian suggestion to have the N.I.C. delve 

into the problem was perplexing, as progress with such issue was 

dilatory in the Locarno Room. Eden readily conceded that if the 

Committee was still stalemated as it had been since July, then it 

would be useless to conceal from anyone the gravity of the situ- 

ation.3 The Foreign Secretary went on to say that "Despite pre

vious disappointments the French Government and ourselves decided 

to make one more effort, even though it might have to be the last, 

to refloat the Non-Intervention Committee, which had been virtually
3J4.

waterlogged."

One week later, when Eden addressed the Commons, he approved
\

the Italian agreement that international commissions be sent to 

Spain at once to determine the number of foreigners on both sides. 

Stating his position plainly, the Foreign Secretary insisted that 

no government could associate itself indefinitely with an inter

national agreement which was being constantly violated. Consequently, 

during the last two months of 1937, both factions watched cautiously 
as volunteers entered Spain. The London Committee remained quiet, 

and Europe regarded it with growing cynicism. But the Foreign Office 

persevered in its defense of the Committee for two reasons. "First,

33Eden, Foreign Affairs, pp. 203, 221. This opinion is 
well expressed in the following work: Alan-Campbell-Johnson,
Eden - The Making of A Statesman (New York: Ives Washburn, Inc., 
1955), PP- 1^9-51.

^Heald, p. 53-
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the Committee threw the screen of diplomatic activity over the 

actual war being fought in Spain by others than Spaniards. Sec

ondly, it was doing its best to limit intervention. 'Even a leak

ing dam,' said Mr. Eden subsequently at Geneva, 'may serve its 

purpose.'"35

Summoned by the Commons on November 1, 1937, to answer the 

severe criticism of the Government's policy covering foreign inter

vention, Eden protested that had there not been interference, one 

of two things would have happened: either the war would have ended, 

with dire results, or belligerent rights would have been granted.

Indeed, the latter course would have been the normal thing to do.
\

However, this question of belligerent rights caused much trouble 

over the withdrawal of volunteers. Eden's strong stand in this 

matter played a major role in his resignation from the Government. 

Adamantly against granting such rights to both sides except as a 

privilege that must be earned after all legal requirements had 

been fulfilled, Eden pointed out that the British plan introduced 

into the Committee had allowed for the granting of such rights in 

certain cases, that all nations had acquiesced, except Russia. 

Therefore, Eden supported the efforts of the N.I.C. to advance 

British policy.

35p0bert Sencourt, Spain's Ordeal - A Documented History 
of the Civil War (New York: Longmans, Green and Co., 19^0), 
p. 22k.
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Continuing controversy challenged Chamberlain's Cabinet.

One debatable issue was that of interference by Italy in Spain.

This dispute dated back to the fall of Abyssinia in 1935, which 

struck a death-blow to collective security. From 1935-1938,

Britain refused to recognize this Italian conquest, and the result

ing breach between Britain and Italy widened perceptively. A 

truly great barrier against improved relations in 1937 was the 
presence of an Italian army serving under Franco. As the British 

scrutinized the increasing influx into Spain and its Mediterranean 

holdings of regular Italian army units, the new Prime Minister be

gan introducing a policy of appeasement of the aggressor nations.
\

Chamberlain indicated his desire to resume conversations with 

Italy. The Foreign Secretary felt that any approach to reopening 

conversations with the Italians at this time would be an act of 

weakness, perpetrating great harm to the British Government.

Mussolini found Eden's insistence on upholding the N.I.A. 

most annoying. As a result, toward the end of 1937, the Italian 

press thundered like ancient gods that Eden had to leave the Foreign 

Office. And Chamberlain, who was against allowing his personal re

lations with Mussolini to decline, began a systematic by-passing 

of the Foreign Office. Using a personal go-between, his sister- 

in-law, Austen Chamberlain's widow, the Prime Minister violated the 

principle " . . .  that the Foreign Office was the proper channel for 

diplomatic communications.

3^Earl of Birkenhead, Halifax - The Life of Lord Halifax 
(London: Hamish Hamilton, 1965), p. 376.
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A further difference between the two leaders of British 

policy became apparent when Eden's increasing alarm over the slack

ening of British rearmament irritated Chamberlain. In fact, the 

latter made light of his Foreign Secretary's misgivings; On 

November 11, 1937, when the two were in conference over just this 

point, the Prime Minister advised Eden . . to go home and take 

an aspirin.'0

Then, in January, 1938, Chamberlain rebuffed the secret 

message of President Roosevelt to His Majesty's Government that 

the United States should summon the principal European Powers to

a conference, in an attempt to arrive at a settlement of their
\

differences. The Prime Minister contended that such American ef

fort would slash his own plans for direct negotiations with the 

Italians. So Chamberlain rejected Roosevelt's plan and pressed 

for Anglo-Italian conversations, much to the consternation of 

Eden.

For some time Eden had been aware that the Italian and 

German representatives on the N.I.C. had been indulging in the 

parliamentary device of obstruction. When, on February 10, 1938, 

Italy evinced interest in new Anglo-Italian conversations, Eden 

demurred, as long as Italian intervention and deception continued 

in the Committee sessions. The Foreign Secretary immediately made 

several observations to Chamberlain:

3?winston S. Churchill, The Gathering Storm (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 19^8), p. 250.
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1 . Conversations should not be opened with the Italians at 
the time as the attitude of the Italian Government toward Great 
Britain and to international problems did not justify instant 
action.

2. Italian propaganda against Great Britain was rife, and 
Eden wished such to discontinue before opening conversations.

3. It was necessary for Great Britain to remain firm against 
the successive violations of international agreements and their 
attempts to secure political decisions by force.

U. No agreement was any good if made on the basis of a 
threat; Great Britain had always been unwilling to negotiate 
under such conditions.

5. The Prime Minister's strong views on foreign policy and 
Eden's equally vigorous views differed not in aim, but in ap
proach and outlook.

6 . Britain had been too eager to come to terms with others, 
without a corresponding desire on the part of other nations.3

Eight days later, Chamberlain, Eden, and Count Dino Grandi,

the Italian Ambassador, discussed reopening conversations, but when
\

Grandi hedged about the situation in Spain, Eden accused him of 

ignoring the whole Spanish question. The Foreign Secretary viewed 

Spain as an example where principle and the pledged word were in

struments serving as the basis of policy, and Eden demanded that 

this was the moment for his country to stand firm. He refused to 

be content with more assurances from Rome that Italy would agree 

to the British plan for withdrawal. However, Chamberlain declared 

his readiness to proceed with negotiations at once, without the 

exaction of any previous conditions, such as the removal of Italian 

troops in Spain. Apparently Chamberlain wished to plunge into ne

gotiations with the full knowledge that this chief obstacle to 

success had not been resolved!

3^Hubbard. See Chapter 9, "Anglo-Italian Relations and the 
Eden Resignation," pp. 211-262, for an excellent account of the whole 
problem.
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According to Grandi's account as sent to Ciano, this meet

ing must have presented a most unusual scene.

Chamberlain and Eden were not a Prime Minister and a Foreign 
Minister discussing with the Ambassador of a Foreign Power a 
delicate situation of an international character. They were 
. . . and revealed themse3.ves as such to me in defiance of all 
established convention . . . two enemies confronting each other, 
like two cocks in true fighting posture.8“

Certainly there never was on record in British history such 

an official debate over their differences by a British Prime Min

ister and his Foreign Secretary in the presence of an Ambassador of 

a Power " . . .  which over the recent past had displayed an attitude 

of thoroughgoing hostility to Britain." ^ 0
'Evoking despair from his friends and ridicule from his 

enemies, Eden had to remain true to his convictions. For nearly 

four years the Foreign Secretary had endeavored to establish some 

consistent standards of international conduct upon which to base 

British policy, thus forming a policy which could serve as an en

during basis for peace. Ever since Nyon, Eden had given evidence 

that he was ready to direct British policy into a firmer type of 

resistance to aggression. And by so doing, his position as Foreign 

Secretary became so untenable that he resigned on February 20, 1938.

^Malcolm Muggeridge (ed.), Ciano's Diplomatic Papers, 
trans. Stuart Hood (London: Odhams Press Limited, 19̂ -8), pp. I82-I8 3.

^°K. W. Watkins, Britain Divided - The Effect of the Spanish 
Civil War on British Political Opinion (London: Thomas Nelson and 
Sons Ltd., 1963), pp. 113-11^-
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A firm believer in the sacredness of treaty obligations and in the 

binding force of freely given promises, Eden declared that if he had 

not resigned, he would have had to tell the Committee he believed 

the Prime Minister's policy would succeed, and would, in the final 

analysis, contribute to European appeasement, whereas Eden actually 

held exactly the opposite views.

When addressing the House of Commons on February 21, 1938, 

Eden explained his position further.

There are occasions when strong political convictions must 
override all other considerations. . . .  While I was privileged 
to be Foreign Secretary, I was responsible for several attempts 
in the past eighteen months to better our relations with Italy. 
They have all failed in the main, though not wholly because of 
the Spanish problem. In January last year, after difficult 
negotiations, we signed the Anglo-Italian Agreement, but within 
a very few days, indeed almost simultaneously, the first con
siderable consignment of Italians left for Spain. It may be 
held that this is not a breach of the letter of our understand
ing, but no one, I think, surely will contend that it did not 
run counter to its spirit. . . . Later . . . there ensued the 
incidents in the Mediterranean, and the glorification of the 
Head of the Italian Government of the victories of Italian 
forces in Spain.

. . .  We cannot risk a further repetition of these expe
riences. . . .  It is my contention that we must make further 
progress with the Spanish problem; we must agree not only on 
the need for withdrawal, but we must go further and show the 
world not only promise but achievement. The withdrawal must 
have begun in earnest before these conversations in Rome can 
be held on a really solid basis of goodwill, which is essen
tial to success. . . . This is the moment for this country 
to stand firm, not to plunge into negotiations unprepared.

i+1Great Britain, 5 Parliamentary Debates (Commons), 332
(1938), U5-U7 .
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Naturally Eden's action provoked many comments in Government 

circles and also debates in the Commons. Duff Cooper, Minister of 

War at the time, asserted that Eden always spoke for unity in 

Britain to meet the menacing threat which faced the whole civil

ized world. Thus Cooper claimed that with the resignation of the 

Foreign Minister, " . . .  the foreign policy of Great Britain was

henceforward to be less resolutely opposed to their ^Germany and
UpItalyJ demands." And Viscount Cecil, a one-time Cabinet member, 

maintained that Chamberlain, in his breach with Eden, " . . .  did 

not seem to attach much importance to the charge of breach of faith 

by the Italian Government. . . .  He was anxious to take this op- 

portunity of launching his new policy.” Churchill provided a 

tribute to Eden.

For a year and a half we have followed his policy of non
intervention in Spain, and even those who have been most 
irritated by many of its aspects must have admired the ex
traordinary tenacity of purpose and steadiness of aim with 
which he has maintained a central course, without undue bias 
on either side. And at the end of all this, with all the shift
ing scenes of the Spanish war, we are found to be the country 
most trusted by both sides, and the only country, perhaps jijiich 
still possesses some eventual power of merciful mediation.

^2Duff Cooper, The Second World War (London: Jonathan Cope,
1939), P- 106.

^viscount Cecil (Lord Robert Cecil), A Great Experiment 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 19^l)> P* 301.

l i kWinston S. Churchill, While England Slept - A Survey of 
World Affairs 1932-1938 (New York! G. p7 Putnam's Sons, 1938), 
p. 377.
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The majority of newspapers, journals of opinion, and British

statesmen supported Eden: Clement Atlee and Arthur Greenwood,

Labor; Sir Archibald Sinclair, Liberal; Lloyd George; Winston

Churchill; The New Statesmen and Wation, The Contemporary Review,

The Fortnightly Review, The Spectator, and The Economist.

Critics of Chamberlain felt that he was less than neutral

in his outlook. Several stressed his willingness from the outset

of the conflict to accept a Nationalist victory, his only apparent

concern being the removal of Italian troops from the strategically
i+5important Iberian Peninsula and the Balearic Isles.

The greater part of the British public never repudiated
\

Chamberlain and his policy. Thus this group was responsible in 

part for the blame that accrued to the policy of appeasement. Per

haps one reason for siding with the Prime Minister was that which 

Conservative circles, who generally sympathized with a Franco vic

tory, realized: " . . .  that a Franco victory underwritten by an 

Italy hostile towards England might well have unfortunate strategic 

implications.

It was striking that Chamberlain made no effort to replace 

Eden with some official attuned to his own ideas. True, Lord Halifax

^Cattell, Soviet Diplomacy . . ., p. 127- There is an 
excellent rebuttal to Cattell's ideas in Rauch, p. Uo.

^Great Britain, 5 Parliamentary Debates (Commons), 332
(1938), b7-b9.
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became Foreign Secretary, yet the Prime Minister preferred to 

circumvent the Foreign Office, again through various diplomatic 

channels. Besides the always obliging Lady Chamberlain, the Prime 

Minister used Sir Horace Wilson, a civil servant, as his personal
1+7emissary.

Early in 1938, Chamberlain’s appeasement policy was in full 

sway, and the British leader was blind to the disturbing prospect 

of a Nazi-Fascist victory in Spain. Therefore, he pressured the 

French to close the frontier. Immediately the Opposition countered 

with charges against the Prime Minister, claiming that the Committee

should have held daily sessions while the negotiations for the with-
\

drawal of volunteers was in progress. Yet, from February 21 to 

March 31, the Committee did not meet. When it finally sat, the 

talks proceeded for five or six weeks, while Italian forces con

tinued to alter materially their status in Spain. When trouble 

broke out among the Nationalist ranks, many observers questioned 

the inertia of Downing Street, alleging that Britain should have 

repudiated the cynical farce of non-intervention and given the Axis 

a strong hint that further convoys of men and munitions would pro

voke British action. However, Chamberlain and his policy were 

supreme, and the Prime Minister saw no need to be disturbed over 

the presence of Italy and Germany in Spain. One critic charged

U7Kleine-Ahlbrandt, p. 109.
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Chamberlain with deliberately turning his back on the League of 

Nations, abandoning collective security, and consequently returning 

to a balance-of-power politics. This necessitated secret diplomacy

whereby consultation among the Great Powers alone determined the
48fate of Europe.

In early April, 1938, Chamberlain stated that British in

terests were not affected by the increased military assistance of 

the Italians to the Insurgents. Apparently such was the fundamen

tal fallacy of British policy at this time, that Italy could do no 

harm! And here Chamberlain relied on two hopes for the future - 

that once the war ended, Franco would be more ready to meet the 

terms of Britain and France than to follow the commands of those who 

supported his efforts, and then the belief that Mussolini would up

hold his pledge to withdraw Italian troops from the Peninsula once

the war was finished. To most observers, the first hope was pos-
4-9sible, but the second?

So, on April l6, 1938, Chamberlain achieved his goal of an 
Anglo-Italian Mediterranean Pact, whereby Italy agreed to withdraw 

her men from Spain when the strife was over. Many questioned the 

wisdom of Chamberlain in accepting an arrangement whereby Italian

Julia E. Johnson (compiler), United States Foreign Policy 
- Isolation or Alliance (New York: The H. W. Winston Company, 1938), 
p. 79. The critic mentioned in the text is G. M. Gruber, who writes 
in the journal, "Canadian Forum."

^"Entente and Axis," The Economist, February 11, 1939?
pp. 285-86.
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troops remained in Spain until the end of the Civil War, while at 

the same time, Downing Street was nominally supporting the Non- 

Intervention Pact. As The Economist observed, this Pact was actu

ally a deal at the expense of two other parties; " . . .  the essence 

of it is that Great Britain condones Italy's destruction, by unjust

and lawless force of arms, of the independence of Republican Spain,
. . „50as well as the independence of Abyssinia.

Churchill denounced this appeasement of Mussolini in a 

letter to Eden, condemning the British policy of bowing to Italian 

fortification of the Mediterranean, Mussolini's conquest of Abyssinia,

and the Dictator's violence in the Iberian Peninsula.
\

The signing of this pact led to the expected Parliamentary

debates. After all, the Anglo-Italian Agreement secured to the

Fascist Government one of its chief objects. "It enabled Italy

to give to General Franco the means of developing his attacks on

the Government position partly by direct operation against the

Government forces and partly by greatly increasing his bombardment
?t51of Barcelona and other towns from the air."

5°"The Anglo-Italian Pact," The Economist, November 9, 1938,
p. 370.

discount Cecil, pp. 302-303- On April l6 , 1938, Eden 
gave a speech on this Anglo-Italian Agreement. In it he noted 
that both Governments spoke "different" languages, and that the 
situation in Spain would not be cleared up as long as Italian aid 
to Franco continued. Eden, Foreign Affairs, pp. 308-09.
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Collective security was again the topic of the day, and

Chamberlain declared that it was but an illusion, that it was wrong

to delude small nations into believing they would be protected by

the League of Nations. The Opposition bluntly recalled that the

Prime Minister had said the direct opposite prior to the General

Elections and that it was on such a basis that the Government had

captured a majority. However, the Prime Minister simply replied
52that he had changed his opinion!

Chamberlain did choose to defend himself and his policy 

at a National Government Rally at Broughton House, Kettering, on 

July 22, 1938.

Ever since the beginning of the war in Spain my colleagues 
and I realized the inherent danger in the situation, that it 
might lead to war in Europe; and it was because of that con
sideration, that in conjunction with the government of France, 
we decided very early upon a policy of non-intervention with 
the express purpose of confining the civil war to Spain and 
preventing it from becoming a general conflagration. We have 
had endless difficulties in that policy, but in spite of the 
sneers and jeers of the Oppositions, we have succeeded in our 
main objects. We have kept other countries out of the war, 
and today, at long last, the British plan for the withdrawal 
of foreign volunteers from Spain has been accepted, and we 
are hopeful that it will not now be long before they leave 
that country to Spaniards.53

A victim to a subtle danger, Chamberlain capitulated com

pletely when he abandoned in practice liberal democracy on the

52Viscount Cecil, pp. 303ff-

53james Joli (ed.), The British Political Tradition - 
Britain and Europe Vol. Ill Pitt to Churchill - 1793-19^0 (London: 
Nicholas Kaye, 1950), pp. 330-31. This is a book of documents.



75

grounds of expediency while at the same time proclaiming its virtues. 

In effect, liberal democracy became to him a mere facade to which 

he paid lip service. He ignored his own Foreign Office; he carried 

on correspondence behind the back of his Foreign Secretary; he used 

personal confidants and emissaries, thus preparing the way to disas

ter . Undoubtedly Chamberlain viewed the consolidation of Italo-

German power in Spain with indifference, as he expected to have the
5k

leaders of the Axis as his partners in the future.-' Though appar

ently sincere in his intentions, Chamberlain was a vain man.

Some time later, when Eden was in Commons, he exchanged 

remarks with one Mr. Roberts, a House Member. Eden again presented 

his reasons for being against the Anglo-Italian Agreement. The 

former Foreign Secretary explained that in respect to the Non- 

Intervention policy, " . . .  before opening negotiations with 

another Mediterranean Power, especially interested in the Spanish 

problem, for a new agreement, we should make sure that we both

spoke the same language, that we both meant the same thing by our
55adherence to a policy of non-intervention."

Because it was clear to Eden that other Powers thought 

differently from Britain, it was essential to clear up any differ

ences, otherwise Italian interference would proceed parallel with 

British negotiations.

^"After Prague - Barcelona," New Statesman and Nation, 
November 5, 1938, p. 713•

Great Britain, 5 Parliamentary Debates (Commons), 3^0 
(1938), 229-238.
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In regard to the fourth and final point of the British plan 

during the Spanish Civil War, the Government endeavored to place 

shrewd observers at all frontiers. Portugal did permit a group of 

British officials to work on the Hispano-Portuguese frontier, but 

she consented to this only because of her relations with Great 

Britain. The British officials for the border patrol consisted 

of an administrator, a deputy administrator, and observers, some

times numbering 130. Their duties were strictly supervisory and 

civilian. If it became necessary to report infractions, the of

ficials were to send such items only to the British Ambassador at 

Lisbon, who in turn could deal directly with the Portuguese Gov

ernment. The Portuguese patrol was completely separated from the 

N.I.C. and its International Patrol. Consequently, the British 

observers were not responsible to the London Agency, and the 

Committee refrained from making any inquiries of the British of

ficials. This was in accord with the wishes of the Lisbon authori

ties. However, the British cooperated with the International Board 

for Non-Intervention in Spain selected entirely by the London 

Committee.^

There is always the possibility that had certain things 

been done, dire consequences would not have resulted during the

'Ivan Maisky, Spanish Notebooks, trans. Ruth Kisch 
(London: Hutchinson & Co. (Publisher's) Ltd., 1966), pp. 10*4— 05.
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Spanish Civil War. The great "ifs" in history apply here to British 

policy as well as to the actions of all the nations involved. If 

the United States had adhered to its traditional policy and per

mitted the legal government of Spain to acquire arms and munitions 

from any neutral nation, the Soviet Government no doubt would have 

rendered service comparable to that of the United States. This 

would have forced Great Britain and France to reconsider their 

policy of Non-Intervention. As a result, it is improbable that 

Germany and Italy could have defied the sentiments of so large a 

part of the world to intervene in the Spanish struggle on any such 

scale as they actually did. Thus, the course of World War II in 

Europe might have proved quite different.



CHAPTER V

DAILY EVENTS

Britain, in her accustomed role as holder of the balance 

of power in Europe, worked as mediator with Germany, Italy, and 

Portugal on the one hand, and with France and Russia on the other. 

Possibly the only European nation that could view the Spanish Civil 

War with any degree of detachment, Britain took it upon herself

to expedite every potential initiative. As a result, it was ap-
\

parent early in the conflict that the best policy was to transfer 

the whole question from Geneva to London. Therefore, on August 12, 

1936, Cambon, in the name of the French Government, suggested the 

British capital as the meeting place of the Non-Intervention Com

mittee, as France felt that London was more neutral than any other 

capital of the Great Powers.

By September 1, 1936, the program for the formation of 

an International Committee had gained the approval of Albania, 

Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, France, Great Britain, Latvia, Norway, 

and Turkey. The next day, Portugal accepted in principle, and 

the British and French examined Lisbon's reply as to the reasons 

for the hesitancy of full acceptance. Soviet Russia immediately 

backed the notion of a committee, yet held little hope for its
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success. Though supporting the committee, the Soviet leaders showed 

their impatience by refusing to give it time to function properly.

On September 3 Finland and Hungary concurred, but Germany posed a 

problem. When Mr. Basil Newton, British Charge'd'Affaires, pre

sented the proposal at the German Foreign Office, Herr Dieckoff, 

the acting secretary of state, could not give even a provisional 

reply, as Hitler was at Berchtesgaden. Germany, like Portugal, 

finally agreed to the program only on the condition that the Com

mittee’s work be rigidly confined to the Non-Intervention issue, 

and that a more precise definition be given to the work it intended

to accomplish. On September 6 , 1936, the Wilhelmstrasse approved
\

the Committee through an official communique. It expressed German 

satisfaction with the arrangements, especially since the diplomatic 

conversations carried on after September 3 had concisely explained 

the task and competence of the London Committee. Therefore, the 

German Foreign Office in Berlin was willing to permit its Charge 

d'Affaires in London to attend the sessions.

The Times (London) editorialized the importance of the 

Committee:

Every day the case for the establishment of an international 
committee that will make the general agreement for non
intervention effective becomes more urgent. . . . Until this 
committee is established each country will continue to suspect 
that the others are not strictly fulfilling their pledge. . . . 
The time has come when definite action is imperative.

^The Times (London), September H, 1936, p. 13b.
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Portugal, however, still abstained. The motives and inter

ests of Portugal proved intriguing to dissect. First of all, there 

was the question of Britain and Portugal. If the latter entered 

the war on the side of the Rebels, that would be opposite the French 

stand, as the Popular Front was urging the Quai to assist the Repub

licans. Consequently, this would place the British in an almost 

untenable position, as Portugal would provide an open door to Franco.

Therefore, enforcing the N.I.A. would be impossible without the co-
poperation of Portugal.

Then there was the position held by Doctor Oliveria Salazar,

the dictator of Portugal. According to the noted British historian,
\

Arnold Toynbee, "in Salazar's mind the immediate Spanish threat to 

his own regime seems to have best eclipsed the longer view of Por

tuguese national interests which he had inherited from ten genera- 

tions of earlier Portuguese statesmen.'0

Dr. Salazar described his own attitude quite frankly in a 

speech on July 6, 1937-
We have special interests of our own in the Peninsula and 

run risks which other countries do not. We believe that public 
opinion in certain countries, especially in France and Great 
Britain, is ill-informed as to the true nature of the Spanish

^William E. Watters, "Aspects of British Public Opinion on 
the Spanish Civil War: Their Effect on British Policy" (unpublished 
Ph.D. dissertation, Dept, of History, Georgetown University, i960),
pp. 40-59-

^Arnold J. Toynbee assisted by V. M. Boulter, Survey of 
International Affairs, 1937- Vol. II, The International Repercus
sions of the War in Spain (1936-7) (London: Humphrey Milford,
1938), p. 208.
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problem and of the events that have taken place in that country. 
Some people do not believe in the Communist peril; we, on the 
other hand, feel it, see it, and fear that Communism, with the 
connivance of other countries, may take root in Spain, and so 
destroy any chance of the Spanish people working out their own 
political salvation - for there could be no national liberty 
or independent choice in a state largely controlled by several 
Internationals. Hence our uncompromising attitude from the 
very start; hence our opposition to any form of non-intervention 
which should prejudice the chances of Spanish Nationalism, which 
stands between Portugal and Iberian Communism; hence the odium 
which we have incurred in certain quarters - we may add, quite 
unjustifiably.

Another item of concern was the fact that the greater part 

of German aid flowed through Portugal. Also, the Spanish Nation

alists found a rather benevolent sympathizer in the Premier, Salazar.

Although he had little to offer by way of military aid, he did pro-
\

vide other valuable assistance to the Rebels. Indeed, Salazar fur

nished a place for the Rebels to plot their activities. Furthermore, 

Portugal served as a refuge for political propagandists and protago

nists as well as a means of communication between the two factions. 

General Franco's brother, Nicholas^ established his headquarters 

for the purchase of arms at Lisbon, and Sanchez Albornoz, the Re

publican Ambassador in the Portuguese capital, became a prisoner in 

his own Embassy.

Already on July 26, 1936, Portugal extended unconditional 

support to General Mola, an Insurgent leader, and on August 1, 1936, 

Salazar announced that he intended to assist the Rebels with every

Ibid.; see footnote no. 1 , p. 208, for further information.
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possible means, even the Portuguese army if expedient. So, when 

Portugal abstained from the first general assembly of the London 

Committee, it appeared that German pressure had decisively can

celled out the long-standing British influence in Portugal.

On September 9, 1936, the Paris correspondent of The Times 

(London) castigated Lisbon for its stand. Both Britain and France 

had pointed out to the Portuguese authorities the imperative ne

cessity for measures to insure non-intervention in the Peninsula 

and the precariousness of further dilatory tactics. What right 

did this comparatively small nation have to uphold its intransi

gent attitude when the greater Powers had submerged their prejudices 

and agreed to discuss non-intervention? Lisbon's demand for this 

right far surpassed the normal privilege of internal sovereignty, 

thus becoming a cause of greatest concern.^ Announcing that it 

maintained its original reservations: protection of its territory 

and security, defense against any attempt at social subversion, 

and the preservation of relations with a de facto or new government 

in Spain, Portugal undoubtedly had other reasons which induced its 

reticence to join the Committee.

Representatives of twenty-six nations convened for the 

first time on September 9, 1936. Lord Plymouth, the Parliamentary 

Under-Secretary at the British Foreign Office, was the permanent 

Chairman, while Francis Hemming, a British civil servant, served

"’The Times (London), September 9, 1936, p. 12e.
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as the Committee's secretary. Presiding was Mr. William Shepherd 

Morrison, Financial Secretary to the British Treasury. Lord Cranbome, 

the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, rep

resented Britain.

France, Italy, Russia, and Germany, the chief contenders 

in the situation, carefully chose their Ambassadors to represent 

them. Such skillful protagonists were respectively M. Charles 

Corbin, the French Ambassador, Count Dino Grandi, the former Fascist 

ex-Foreign Secretary whom Mussolini had transferred to the London 

Embassy for not being Fascist enough, Mr. Ivan Maisky, the Soviet

Ambassador, and finally, the German Ambassador, Herr Joachim von
\

Ribbentrop. Prince Otto von Bismarck, second in command to 

Ribbentrop, accompanied the German Ambassador. Eden evaluated 

these men thus:

Grandi . . . was perhaps dialectically more effective, but 
Corbin's diplomacy was tenacious beneath a bland surface. . . . 
Maisky never missed a trick that could by any argument be his 
and was unsubdued by even the sternest rebuffs. Ribbentrop 
was clumsier in his methods, but he learnt as the discussions 
went along.

^Anthony Eden, The Memoirs of Anthony Eden - Facing the 
Dictators (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1962), pp. 457-58. 
See also Louis Fischer, Men and Politics - An Autobiography (New 
York: Duell, Sloan & Pearce, 1941), pp. 351-85, for an excellent 
account of the personalities involved in the Non-Intervention 
Committee. Of course, Ivan Maisky's Spanish Notebooks trans.
Ruth Kisch (London: Hutchinson & Co. (Publishers) Ltd., 1966) 
presents a somewhat biased though thoroughly entertaining survey 
of the Committee members. Especially worthy of perusal are 
Chapter 3, "Getting Acquainted with the Committee for 'Non- 
Intervention'" and Chapter 7, "The Main dramatis personae."



During the first session, a general discussion in abstract 

terms regarding procedure led nowhere, as most of the delegates 

lacked official decrees and regulations from their Governments. 

These papers were necessary to form the basis of the Committee's 

rules. Because time was needed to obtain them, the delegates ad

journed after the preliminaries without achieving any results.

Supposedly the intention of the Committee was to localize 

the war and prevent a purely Spanish conflict from erupting into 

a major conflagration in Europe. However, anyone could have sur

mised from the very beginning that two factors hindered the opera

tions of the London agency: (l) not until the end of September 
\

could the Committee induce Portugal to waive objections to its 

participation in the group, and (2) from the outset hostility 

pervaded the meetings. Already at its inception the Committee 

received daily reports concerning the arrival of great numbers of 

German and Italian arms and men at Insurgent Ports. As Cattell 

noted, "Thus the pattern of recrimination in the Committee, pri

marily between the representatives of the U.S.S.R. and Italy was
7established from the outset.' Such battles of countercharges and 

the disposing of allegations prevented the Committee from consid

ering new measures for peace.

^David T. Cattell, Soviet Diplomacy and the Spanish 
Civil War (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1957),
p. 21.
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On September 11, 1936, when the French Government received 

a note from Portugal indicating its refusal to take part in the 

deliberations, the Committee made further advances to that nation. 

However, at the second session on September l4, Portugal still re

mained aloof, and it was not until September 27 that Lisbon sent 

delegates to the Committee, insisting upon its reservations, of 

course, concerning the arms embargo. At this session a Chairman's 

Sub-Committee formed to assist Mr. Morrison. As it turned out, 

this group did the actual work, as the larger section proved too 

unwieldy. The nations represented on this Sub-Committee were 

Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Great Britain, France, Italy, Germany, 

Russia, and Sweden. They scheduled their first session for 4 p.m. 

on Tuesday, September 15. After the general assembly had approved 

this group, several business matters won the attention of the 

Committee.

First of all, the Committee reiterated its desire to hold 

the proceedings in strict confidence. The nations would issue a 

joint communique at the end of each session. Then, as a super

ficial wrangle exploded over alleged violations of the Agreement, 

Russia threatened to consider itself released from the pact. At 

the same time, Italy, Germany, and Portugal began taking turns 

making scenes and walking out. This was to become an established 

custom, as all three played for time.

Another item proposed at this initial session was that 

neither the Loyalists nor the Insurgents nor any observers would
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be permitted to submit charges or evidence directly to the Committee. 

Any action had to be presented by the signatory states. When the 

question of enforcing the Agreement in case of violations came up, 

the delegates failed to reach a solution, and the meeting closed.

The following day Madrid sent a note, asking that the em

bargo pertaining to the export of arms to the legitimate government 

be lifted. The Republic vigorously suggested that a rigid prohibi

tion be established against the sending of war materials to the 

Rebels.

During the next few days the Sub-Committee met on four

occasions, but the full Committee sat only on September 21. They
\

agreed that in the event a complaint concerning an alleged breach 

of the Agreement reached the Committee, it would be their duty to 

ascertain the facts, provided these were founded on sufficient 

evidence reasonably to presume that a breach had occurred.

By September 27, 1936, the sessions were in full swing, 

and on that day Portugal put in an appearance. Holding supposedly 

no reservations as to the Committee itself, Portugal acquiesced in 

all matters except the arms embargo. Lisbon persisted in maintain

ing its objections and misgivings to the shipment of arms, and this 

objection was to remain a source of trouble throughout the life of 

the Committee.

Intriguing accusations arose in Committee meetings as the 

month of October proceeded. On the seventh, Samuel Kagan, a Soviet
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Charge in London, produced a note from Moscow revealing the already- 

suspected information that Germany, Italy, and Portugal were sending 

war supplies to the Rebels in direct violation of the stipulated 

pact. Russia warned that unless similar military aid stopped, the 

Soviets would consider their Government no longer bound by the 

original Agreement. How ironic, when one reflected that long before 

the war Moscow had furnished men and munitions to the Spanish Reds!

The Times (London) commented on the Soviet threat to release 

itself from the pact under certain conditions as rather precipitous. 

Surely the Russians knew that the Committee on October 9 would ini

tiate some sort of investigation in view of the Spanish Foreign 
\

Minister's denunciation of the Fascist Governments in Geneva. Very 

apparent was the Russian desire to protest formally before the whole 

wide world. As to the Loyalist charge respecting imports to the 

Rebels, The Times (London) inferred that the indictments were seri

ous, and that the position of the Committee was precarious.

The Committee sits under the chairmanship of a member of 
the British Government, and the British Government, by reason 
of their impartiality, are best qualified to give an impetus 
to the process of inquiry. There is no use in pretending that 
the questions raised can very easily be probed to the bottom 
nor even that the work of the Non-Intervention Conference can 
even be wholly effective. Nevertheless its work must continue.
. . . The policy of non-intervention is the only sound policy, 
and this country will stand fast by it. In no circumstance g 
will Great Britain have any part or lot in a war of doctrines. '

8The Times (London), October 3, 1936, p. 15e.
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When the Committee convened on October 9, Lord Plymouth 

submitted the alleged number of breaches of the Agreement which 

Spain had forwarded to the British Government. The Committee con

sented to an investigation of the claims. Directing its attention 

to the Soviet communique of October 7, the delegates precipitated 

a stormy session. Once the Italian delegate had refuted all allega

tions against his Government, the German and Portuguese followed 

suit, declaring that their respective Foreign Offices would provide 

answers in due time. However, the Committee questioned the Portu

guese note of October 6 , contending Russian violations. Portugal

had advanced a proposal that a committee of investigation should\
be sent to the Spanish frontier, but when interrogated, the delegate 

from Lisbon, Count A. Monteiro, expressed his inability to discuss 

any further matters without instructions from Portugal. As a result, 

the Committee concluded that unless a reply would be forthcoming, 

it would be premature to analyze the proposal for the appointment 

of a committee of investigation.

When Spain pushed for a consideration of its evidence of 

breaches by Germany, Italy, and Portugal, Grandi immediately ob

jected. At once, Maisky, without any positive proof, " . . .  took 

up the charges and pressed for full investigation. He alleged that 

Portugal was guilty of further breaches, also without producing 

e v i d e n c e . After a heated discussion lasting seven hours, during

^Eden, Facing the Dictators, p. ^59*
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which the Axis powers and Portugal called the Russian names, the 

Committee decided to delay action in this case until the represen

tatives had contacted their Governments. To many observers, the 

conduct at this session was clearly ungentlemanly behavior. Downing 

Street was dismayed, and Blum assured Eden that he could not support 

the U.S.S.R. A communique followed, revealing that the Committee 

had requested Italy, Germany, and Portugal to answer the Russian 

allegations.

Meanwhile, Eden and Blum analyzed the problem. Both be

lieved that without a Non-Intervention Committee and Agreement

the Spanish Government would have been at a greater loss than the
\

Rebels, as the dictatorial powers could provide arms easier to the 

Rebels than could the democracies to the Loyalists. As Eden him

self stated, the presence of the Committee was imperative.

I knew the Committee's limitations and thought about alter
natives to its continued life, but found none that was feasible 
or acceptable. The discussions between members on reported 
infractions of the Agreement had a certain curbing effect upon 
the scale of foreign intervention, at least in the earlier 
stages, while . . . any other policy, by weakening Franco’s 
power and unity, as intervention must have done, could only 
have played into Hitler's hands.

On October 12, a group of Russian diplomats sent Lord 

Plymouth a note urging the Committee to ponder a Soviet demand 

for the immediate surveillance of all Portuguese ports. The 

Russians declared that the British and French navies should be 

entrusted with some control plan. This action on the part of

10Ibid., p. U6 3.
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Russia indicated Soviet unwillingness to wait several weeks until 

specific charges of interference could be dealt with constructively. 

Promptly Lord Plymouth replied:

As you know, all the specific complaints which have been 
brought against the Portuguese Government, of violations of the 
Agreement, for Non-Intervention in Spain were submitted to and 
discussed by the Committee at the meeting on October 9 and the 
Portuguese Government has been requested in accordance with the 
rules of procedure laid down by the Committee on September 21, 
to supply at as early a date as possible, 'such explanations as 
are necessary to establish the facts.' Since the reply of the 
Portuguese Government has not yet been received and since, 
moreover, your note of October 12 contains no additional evi
dence whatsoever to show that the Agreement is in fact being 
violated, I do not think it would be proper for me to summon 
a further meeting of the Committee at this stage to discuss 
the matter.

At least Lord Plymouth had the courage to speak out against any 

Soviet designs! Two days later, Maisky and his councillor,

Mr. S. B. Kagan, called to see Lord Plymouth. While at the For

eign Office, Maisky demanded that Lord Plymouth summon a full 

session of the Committee at the earliest possible date to consider 

the Russian note of October 12. Due to a lack of evidence that 

the Agreement was, in fact, being violated, Lord Plymouth refused. 

The Times (London) again attacked Soviet discretion in this regard.

In London it is generally felt that Soviet diplomacy, by 
its noisy disruptive tactics, had done nothing but harm to 
the interests it represents. Diplomatists of other countries 
consider that Moscow will have scored a very empty success by 
making the task of the International Committee, which is to 
preserve some measure of international self-discipline in 
regard to the Spanish war, indefinitely more difficult. The

^Cattell, Soviet Diplomacy . . ., p. U7, from a letter 
dated October lb, 1936, from the Documents of the Non-Intervention 
Committee, N.I.S. (36) Document no. 92, Annex B.
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Soviet Government and their representatives have broken almost 
all the Committee's rules of procedure by their campaign of 
publicity; they have also tempted other members of the Committee 
to abandon its self-imposed restraints. . . . Lord Plymouth 
has returned the only answer to the latest Russian proposal 
which could be consistent with the desire of maintaining neu
trality and of preventing the alignment of the Powers on two 
opposite fronts. . . . The publication of the British reply 
is the consequence of the unusual action, to use no harsher 
term, of the Soviet Government. They had already published 
the text of their Note in spite of the agreement of the Powers 
represented on the committee to make no public statement about 
their work save in the form of communiques issued on their joint 
responsibility by members of the committee in conference. . . . 
The object of these Russian manouvres is not too clear. They 
certainly embarrass the committee and they probably forestall 
any communist criticism of the failure of Moscow to give greater 
assistance to Madrid.-*-2

Concern mounted over the delay of the three Powers in send

ing their replies to the Committee. Consequently, Lord Plymouth 

alerted the German, Italian, and Portuguese delegates, inviting 

them to do their best to obtain their Governments' observations on 

the charges of infractions against the Agreement. Haste was im

perative, for the Committee would be in session in several days.

The British Government thus affirmed its concern over the delay 

by these three nations. The Times (London) emphasized the pressure 

brought to bear on the Committee by the Soviets and on the British 

Government, also, by the Labour Party. Consequently, British pub-
13lie opinion demanded a thorough investigation of all allegations.

12The Times (London), October l6, 1936, p. 13b. 
~*-̂ Ibid., October 21, 1936, p. 13b.
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Prince Bismarck handed the German reply to Mr. Hemming on 

October 21. At the same time, a German note hurled accusations at 

Moscow, while Germany denied previous Russian charges. The follow

ing day, Maisky read a communication offering the notion that the 

Spanish Government be permitted to buy arms. After announcing that 

the Russian Government no longer felt bound to keep the Agreement, 

shock and dismay swept the Committee, especially in view of the 

fact that Maisky refused to elaborate. Two days later, Downing 

Street published a note outlining those alleged violations which 

might be worthy of a probe. Three were the result of Russian com

plaints, and Italy provided the other.
\

Each new day brought something exaggerated or dangerous to 

the attention of the Committee. Russia’s repeated threat to walk 

out found Britain complaining that the Soviets could not withdraw 

from the Committee flaunting a halo of guiltlessness because evi

dence of Soviet interference had quickly accumulated. In order to 

prevent Moscow from becoming an open supplier to Government forces 

via the Mediterranean, Downing Street was prepared to make every 

effort possible to preserve the Committee.

Faithful to a pattern of refusal for reasons of "sovereignty" 

Portugal disagreed with the British plan for investigation of in

fractions. Although still without sufficient evidence that Portugal 

was a direct or indirect conveyer of arms to the Insurgents on any 

large scale, Britain did not appreciate the relative innocence of
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Lisbon, as its attitudes could disrupt the Committee. Forming the 

crux of the whole international control scheme, Portugal could re

fuse to implement the Agreement or fail to carry out its provisions. 

Thus the way was open for a massive traffic in munitions with Spain, 

and as neither Italy nor Germany had given assurance of not sending

supplies to Portugal, there was the strong possibility that war
lUmaterials were being transmitted through Portugal into Spam.

At the sixth plenary meeting of the Committee on October 23, 

1936, the principal items on the agenda were the Italian and German 

replies to charges made by the Loyalists. In an ambiguous state

ment, the Soviets avowed their freedom from the pact, due to in- \
fractions by other nations. This elaborate attempt at face-saving 

on the part of the Russians surprised no one. It had become an 

expected occurrence every time the Committee sat. Another accepted 

feature in the Committee meetings was that of acrimonious debate, 

such as had never been held before in a diplomatic setting. Violent 

invective punctured the discussions. Thus the Non-Intervention 

Committee sessions were remarkable for their passionate charges, 

countercharges, accusations, denials, appeals for cooperation, 

cutting sarcasm - all were commonplace."^ * 1

"^Richard Pattee, Portugal and the Portuguese World 
(Milwaukee: The Bruce Publishing Company, 1957), PP- 3C0ff•

1^William L. Kleine-Ahlbrandt, The Policy of Simmering - 
A Study of British Policy During the Spanish Civil War 1936-1939 
(The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1962), pp. 12-13*



Charges and countercharges vied for a hearing. As Eden

remarked, "The Germans had already answered the charges against

them, but neither the Italian nor Portuguese Governments had done

so. I pressed their representatives to hurry, for it was by now

evident that unless some urgency could be injected into its pro-
, . . „ „16ceedings, the survival of the Committee would be xn jeopardy. 

Meanwhile, Russia persevered in its threat to break up the Com

mittee. Public exposure seemed to be what the Russians craved in 

order to get their notions accepted, but they hardly could have 

rejoiced at the expose accorded them in The Times (London) editorial

for October 23, 1936.
\

The London Committee . . .  has been fully prepared to hear 
charges and countercharges from the first. . . . Their formu
lation is no reason for the secession of any of its members.
Its work has not been watertight, but without the slightest 
doubt it has been useful. . . . If the U.S.S.R. assume the 
responsibility of breaking up the Committee they will only 
confirm the impression, which Communism always gives, that it 
is the policy of the wrecker, and their action will inevitably 
suggest that the wreckage of more than the London Commxttee 
may be in their minds. '

The Soviet Union alone dissenting, the Committee, on 

October 28, voted that the charges against Portugal and Italy were 

unfounded. Maisky retaliated by asserting that Russia no longer 

held to the Agreement. Immediately Grandi accused Moscow of twenty 

new infractions, and the next round began! As the month of October

l6Eden, Facing the Dictators, p. ^62.
~^The Times (London), October 23, 1936, p. 15b.
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closed, the Committee debated sundry German and Italian indictments 

against Russia, whose armies advanced on Madrid. Portugal formally 

recognized the Franco regime on October 30> and the next day found 

the Portuguese delegate heatedly alleging anew that the Soviets 

were desirous of turning the Iberian Peninsula into a Communist re

public. Therefore, Portugal broke off relations with the legitimate 

Spanish Government.

Continuing its efforts to establish a means of supervision 

which would forestall future breaches of the Non-Intervention 

Agreement, the Committee's discussions dragged on, and it was clear 

that no arrangement was practical. Thus, the Soviets declared anew 

their intention of not abiding by the pact.

Interminable sessions stretched steadily on through Novem

ber. Monotonous denials met repeated imputations with no apparent 

conclusions. Due to this stalemate, Eden and his confreres in the 

Foreign Office contrived a scheme based on a suggestion by Corbin 

to Eden and by Maisky to the Committee. The strategy was to super

vise the entry of all welt materials into Spain. Naturally this 

stratagem suffered from obvious disadvantages. First of all was 

the cost, nearly one million francs per year. Secondly, both 

belligerents would have to agree to this procedure. In view of the 

fact that so many infractions of the Agreement were daily being re

ported, it was imperative that the Committee develop a new workable 

measure. Sensing that the London Committee was in danger of col

lapsing, some of the members strove for more constructive conclusions
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to their arguments. Eden feared that a failure in the Locarno Room 

would produce baleful results even on the Anglo-French Alliance, 

which he deemed indispensable to survival and freedom in Europe. 

Consequently, at the Sub-Committee session on November 3, 1936, all 

agreed to contact their Governments as to the establishment of a 

control system designed to secure the execution of the Agreement.

After the full Committee had deliberated for eight hours 

the following day, the proceedings proved indecisive! Indeed, the 

Committee had become a byword for dilatoriness and evasion. An 

analysis of the Russian reply to German charges used up most of the 

time, and in too many instances the Committee discovered that suf

ficient proof was wanting. On other questions, further explanations 

were essential for the accusing or defending Government. Prince 

Bismarck, consistently supported by Signor Grandi, fought each 

Russian denial at every assailable point, thus belaboring the pro

cess. Another problem debated was Lord Plymouth’s advocacy of 

control of the Iberian Peninsula. The Committee decided that all 

members should be asked for their opinions, and Maisky stipulated 

in writing that there had to be unanimity in the group as to the 

composition of any supervisory body sent to Spain.

Finally, at the eleventh meeting of the Committee on 

November 12, 1936, the agency approved the Sub-Committee's project 

for a control system. Further consideration of all infractions by 

the Soviets brought by the Italian Government led to sharp exchanges
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by Maisky and Grandi. When, six days later the German and Italian 

nations formally recognized Franco's Junta as the official govern

ment in Spain, a ripple of astonishment passed through the Locarno 

Room. Eden hastened to point out that recognition differed from

the granting of belligerent rights and therefore this did not
l8prejudice the non-intervention policy.

In Commons that month, Eden ". . . in a masterpiece of 

understatement, declared that 'it is unhappily true that the agree

ment has not been as strictly observed by all as could be wished.

That fact, however regrettable, does not cause us in any way to

modify our decision in favor of the principle of non-intervention. ",;L9
\

Eden denied that the proceedings of the Committee had been fatally 

biased by recent events. In fact, he stressed the renewed efforts 

of the French Government to continue the London Committee despite 

any previous unsatisfactory action. Furthermore, on November 23, 

the Foreign Secretary asserted that Downing Street would refuse to 

grant belligerent rights to either side, even though threats to 

British shipping came from the Rebels. On the contrary, the Gov

ernment would introduce legislation forbidding any British vessel 

to carry munitions to Spain. Such an act passed on December 3> 1936.

■^Eden, Facing the Dictators, pp. U66-6 7.
^Frederick L. Schuman, Europe on the Eve - The Crisis 

of Diplomacy 1933-1939 (New York! Alfred A. Knopf, 19^2), p. 287-
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At the Sub-Committee hearing on November 27, the final plan 

for the system of supervision evolved and reached the stage where it 

had to be returned to the full Committee. Once the member nations 

accepted the proposal, it would be sent to the belligerents. Maisky 

requested that the land and sea provision should immediately be re

ferred to the Loyalists and Rebels, but Grandi, Ribbentrop, and the 

Portuguese delegate opposed him. Corbin then moved that the full 

Committee should decide the question and the rest of the group ac

cepted his suggestion.

The closing days of 1936 witnessed increased activity by the
Committee. On December 2 it was ready to submit the control plan

\

to the belligerents. This provided for the supervision of all im

ports at the respective ports of entry. Furthermore, the scheme 

provided for an investigation of reports of assistance in men and 

munitions to either side. Another interesting event of this day 

was the replacement of Prince von Bismarck by his assistant, 

Ribbentrop, as the German delegate to the London Committee.

A continued mockery by several of the member nations led 

Britain on December U to make a joint appeal to the four Powers, 

Germany, Italy, Russia, and Portugal, to abstain from any inter

vention in Spain. As usual, their replies were slow in coming, 

and on arrival, they appeared rather lukewarm. How evident it was 

that these Powers were engaging in more and more activities con

trary to the Agreement. Therefore, the British requested the
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Committee to evaluate the situation at once. This it did, when, 

on December 8 , it called in for conference Ribbentrop and Grandi.
To the surprise of many, Eden among them, the " . . .  members of 

the Non-Intervention Committee asked their Governments . . .  to 

extend the agreement to cover volunteers and other forms of 'in

direct intervention,' a euphemistic phrase which was admitted to
20cover the regular foreign troops in Spain."

Paris and London also recommended that controls be pro

vided so movements of men and munitions could be checked. The two 

Governments likewise directed their efforts to secure an armistice 

and a plebiscite. Moscow concurred, but Berlin remained evasive. 

Downing Street and the Q,uai d'Orsay continued to plead. They based 

their hopes on the knowledge that the notable success already 

achieved in obtaining the ban on munitions would be repeated in 

a ban on volunteers.

December 9 found the Committee adopting a plan prohibiting 

indirect intervention. This aimed primarily at the departure of 

volunteers for Spain. The next day London and Paris took a two

fold initiative: "(l) to obtain from the interested countries the

cessation of all direct and indirect intervention; (2) to make a
21collective plan for the cessation of hostilities.” Portugal in

stantly rejected in its entirety this Anglo-French proposal.

2<̂Eden, Facing the Dictators, p. U6 8.
210ne Year of War 1936-1937 (New York: The Paulist Press, 

no date), p. 50.
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Germany and Portugal again on December 14 vehemently re

fused to allow foreign observers to be stationed on their soil to 

prevent aircraft from departing for the Peninsula. On December 18 

the Polish Government notified the Committee that it had issued an 

order forbidding citizens from serving on either side. If any 

person broke this order, the penalty would be a loss of citizenship. 

Thus mounting controversies hampered the Committee's decisions and 

words flowed endlessly. There was neither a check on the arrival 

of well-drilled "volunteers" nor any haste by either belligerent to 

give an opinion on the project of supervision.

On Christmas Eve, 1936, France and Britain sent similar
\

notes to Italy, Germany, Russia, and Portugal, urging them to pro

hibit the departure of their nationals for Spanish fronts. The 

Soviets were the first to accept this proposal on December 30. 

Russia advised open publicity of the arrival of any volunteers as 

a means of checking further foreign interference. At the year's 

end, Britain stationed observers on the Portuguese-Spanish front. 

British and French navies patrolled the Basque coast as well as 

that held by the Insurgents. The German and Italian navies were 

to watch Minorca and the Mediterranean coast held by the Spanish 

Government. Even though some advance had been made in the Com

mittee as to the patrol scheme, the general situation was one of 

considerable confusion. Eden expatiated at some length on this.

I now saw no prospect of the Non-Intervention Committee 
grappling with the situation effectively, though it would
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no doubt be necessary to go on trying for results. As a conse
quence, I began to think about more forceful methods to show 
we intended that the engagements given to the Committee would 
be fulfilled. For this purpose naval action by Britain was 
the appropriate answer.

When the Chairman's Sub-Committee met on January 5? Lord 

Plymouth reported on the notes he had sent to both parties in Spain 

as to proposals for supervision on land and sea. Then the agency 

prepared plans for the financial aspects of the supervision. The 

two technical advisory groups gave reports on questions of recruit

ment of foreign nationals for service on either side. However, 

there was no immediate decision made on this issue.

Almost identical answers arrived from Germany and Italy on
\

January 7, 1937? as to the Anglo-French desire for an immediate ban 

on aliens in the Spanish strife. Both countries conditioned their 

approval on the acceptance of other Governments. Each urged the 

prompt evacuation of foreign political agitators together with 

the soldiers. Berlin expressed "unhappy astonishment" at the in

sistence of the British Government to ban all foreigners and 

criticized the procedure followed by Britain and France. The 

Nazi regime appeared alarmed at the unrestricted flood of Bolshevist 

elements into Spain. When the Wilhelmstrasse declared that all 

non-Spanish combatants be ejected from the Iberian Peninsula, Rome 

consented. In order to assert British leadership, the London 

Cabinet banned all volunteers on January 10. It was Delbos who

22Eden, Facing the Dictators, p. U70.
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presented the Committee with the bill prohibiting volunteers on 

January 13, 1937; and on January 15, the French followed the British 

by placing a ban on their nationals.

Naturally Portugal reacted differently to the joint ban.

Part of the Portuguese note concerning the prevention of the en

listment of foreign volunteers follows:

The object of the London Committee, besides the study of 
practical and efficient means of securing non-intervention, 
was to avoid the dangers of unverified accusations and delays 
which would arise from direct diplomatic discussions between 
the Powers. The recent proposal was at variance with the 
above procedure. Without concrete accusations having been 
made before the committee, the two Powers had addressed them
selves to some, but, according to the Press, not to all the 
signatories to the agreement. According to the Press certain 
nations which were sending the greatest numbers of volunteers 
to Spain had not been addressed. Such procedure damaged the 
prestige of the committee.

On January 19 the Committee published replies from both 

belligerents. While the Loyalists accepted both plans in prin

ciple, the Insurgents considered them impossible. On the next 

day the Portuguese rejected the proposition. Actually Portugal 

intimated that she would be prepared to enforce a frontier control 

scheme by using Portuguese officers.

By January 25 both the Italian and German Governments had 

advised the London Committee of their willingness to enforce leg

islation banning volunteers as soon as possible. This meant that 

similar action had to be taken by the other nations concerned.

2^The Times (London), January 13, 1937, P- lit.
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Even though some of the points raised by both nations bristled with 

difficulties, neither Germany nor Italy advocated these as absolute 

conditions. So, on January 29, the Committee once again submitted 

a plan to stop foreign interference in Spain. Such a maneuver 

called for naval patrol of Spanish harbors, the banning of all arms 

shipments to both sides, and the stationing of observers along the 

frontiers to report the movements of foreign volunteer units. Great 

Britain, France, Portugal, and Italy accepted allocated sections of 

the Spanish coast and also land frontiers, including the short 

stretch at Gibraltar.

While the Loyalists accepted in principle the arms control
\

on February 2, they reserved the right to purchase munitions. Then, 

three days later, the Soviets acquiesced in principle to the same 

plan, but they objected to being overlooked in the naval patrol 

scheme. A demand from the Russians on February 6 to share in this 
patrol caused Italy four days later to lodge a formal protest op

posing just such involvement. Russia stated that Soviet warships 

should be allowed to supervise, and that there should be a unified 

patrol of the whole coast rather than a sectional control by the 

various fleets. By February 10 the Portuguese had filed notice of 

their objection to the plan for stationing foreign observers on their 

land, again contending that Portuguese national pride was at stake. 

There was considerable difficulty in pursuing efforts to meet the 

Portuguese objection, because both the Prime Minister and the



Foreign Minister of that country were absent from office, enjoying 

the Carnival Days! M. Delbos reported to M. Corbin at the Quai 

d'Orsay, and Delbos instructed the Ambassador to take a strong 

stand on his return to London. Both considered the contention in 

Lisbon to be a mere pretext to draw out the proceedings for the 

benefit of General Franco.

Due to delaying tactics at the Sub-Committee's February 10 

session, the impression deepened that several of the principal 

Powers were deliberately playing for time, undoubtedly hoping that 

they would obtain a victory in Spain through force of arms. No

conclusions evolved from the arguments concerning foreign nationals
\

bound for Spain, so the Sub-Committee met twice the following day 

to plan for the supervision of the Spanish coasts. However, several 

representatives had not received sufficient instructions from their 

Governments, so a stalemate ensued. Therefore, the technical ad

visory committee took up certain related questions of naval patrol.

After much consultation and the exchange of numberless 

notes, the delegates from sixteen nations on February l6 finally 
agreed to the ban on volunteers, effective midnight, February 20, 

and the naval patrol scheme, effective midnight, March 6 . True to 

form, Portugal remained indifferent until February 22. By then, 

Hitler had signed a decree banning volunteers, and his example 

evoked the necessary impetus for Portugal to do likewise.

Lord Plymouth encouraged the delegates to notify their 

Governments of the recommendations of the new agreement. Then the
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technical suh-committee proceeded to smooth out Portuguese objections 

to border control on the Spanish fronts. This group hoped to achieve 

a compromise whereby official observers could be attached to the 

British Embassy in Lisbon instead of having a group of international 

observers on the Portuguese side. Furthermore, the sub-committee 

assumed that all foreign Governments which aided General Franco 

would have supplied him sufficiently by this time!

When Russia and Portugal withdrew from participation in the 

naval patrol scheme on February 26, Great Britain and France agreed 

to assume the patrol assignments previously designated to the two

withdrawing nations.
\

Belgium approved the scheme and ban on March 2, and the 

Committee on March 4 announced that the patrol plan would become 

effective only on March 20. Observers attempted to initiate the 

patrol on March 6, but it was soon evident that it constituted no 
control whatsoever at the Pyrenees borders. By March 8 all twenty- 
seven countries unanimously approved the complete control, designed 

primarily to insure non-intervention in Spain.

The next step for the Committee was to appoint an inter

national board for non-intervention. A press release on March 12 

revealed the countries forming the commission: Great Britain, 

France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Norway, Poland, and the U.S.S.R. 

Thirteen days later the Loyalists protested to the London Committee 

against interference with its commerce in the patrol ports. This
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belligerent also announced that it would not permit foreign vessels 

to stop and search its ships. Therefore, Britain and France reached 

a four-point understanding to act together if any nation violated 

the Non-Intervention Agreement.

At the meeting on March 23> Grandi stated that " . . .  the

Italian volunteers will not leave Spanish territory until General
2hFranco had gained a complete and final victory! The Committee, 

apparently impressed by the frankness of the Italians, entered this 

statement in its minutes and no one entered a contrary opinion of 

the situation.

The first two weeks of April were rather uneventful for the
\

Committee. Then, on April 15, after a second postponement, the 

delegates set midnight, April 19» as the time for the beginning of 

the international control of Spanish fronts. At once, Norway, 

Denmark, and Sweden took the matter of constant interference with 

neutral warships and merchant vessels to the Committee. They de

sired a patrol scheme to protect their interests, but no agreement 

could be reached. "Great Britain in particular objected to extend

ing duties of the naval patrol to cover this aspect because her

fleet was already overburdened with the patrol and protection of
25British shipping."

Alvarez Del Vayo, Freedom’s Battle (New York: Alfred 
A. Knopf, 19^0), p. k6.

^Cattell, Soviet Diplomacy . . . , p. 77.Cattell, Soviet Diplomacy . .
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Shortly after the middle of May, new developments aroused ire 

and indignation among the members of the Committee as well as of the 

public as a whole. The bombing of the German pocket-battleship, 

Deutschland, aroused the German Government to such an extent that 

it notified the Committee of its refusal to participate in any fur

ther deliberations or in the patrol off Spain unless complete pro

tection was assured against repeated attacks. As could be expected, 

Italy backed her ally and withdrew from the Committee as well as 

from the patrol duty. This left Britain and France alone once more 

in the patrol scheme.

Although Italy and Germany withdrew from all naval patrol,
\

they quickly gathered more of their fleets into the Mediterranean 

area, ostensibly to protect their shipping from Loyalist attack.

"At the same time the German and Italian delegates to the non

intervention committee were insisting that withdrawal from the pa

trol did not mean withdrawal from the committee. The value of the 

non-intervention structure as a means to further the sort of delay 

tactics which had been so useful in preventing Democracies from

doing anything to stop Fascist intervention in Spain was too great
»26to be cast lightly aside."

Due to the non-agreement concerning methods to protect ship

ping in Spanish waters, the Committee, on May 5, agreed to send a 

questionnaire to each member nation to determine the extent of

^Alvin C. Eurich and Elmo C. Wilson, In 1937 (New York: 
Henry Holt and Company, 1938), pp. 286-8 7.
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interference and to invite proposals for remedying the situation. 

Russia considered such a questionnaire a waste of time, as she 

contended that all were aware of Franco's piracy. The Soviets 

maintained that a solution should he sought immediately and forth

with proposed the idea of a composite fleet to guard Spanish waters. 

At the same time, the Soviets hastened to justify their own inter

ference in Spain. This Russia did, only because of German and
27Italian interference on the side of the Spanish Generals.

A suggestion raised by Cattell as to the above mentioned 

situation struck the present writer rather forcibly. It was, that

possibly Stalin wished to destroy the N.I. scheme altogether. "He
\

was becoming increasingly embarrassed by Russia's commitment to the 

Non-Intervention Agreement and more and more convinced of its fu-
pO

tility." Also, Stalin must have been acquainted with the news 

that French and British Communists were insistent in their demands 

for an end of N.I. in Spain, so the Soviet Union " . . .  overwhelmed

the committee with two impossible demands and an 'ultimatum' before
29it could actually begin to function."

Naturally the British were determined to keep Spain free of 

a Communist-dominated government - thus the need for an effective

“̂ Maisky, p. 119•

28Cattell, Soviet Diplomacy . . . , p. bk. 

29Ibid.
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control. Without this arrangement, the Russians could openly and

legally support the Loyalists. Consequently, Russia adhered to her

hold threat to pull out of the London Committee if breaches were

not corrected. According to Francis Hemming, ”. . .  the Soviet

threat actually helped through the control plan and this was more
„30of an advantage than a detriment.

At the beginning of June, 1937, it was evident that more 

nations were needed to help patrol. So, on June 3, France petitioned 

that al 1 twenty-seven nations assume an active part. No immediate 

results came of this, but on June l6, Germany and Italy rejoined the

Committee and the patrol. Three days later Germany charged the
\

Loyalists with attempting to torpedo their cruiser, the Leipzig. 

Berlin requested a naval consultation with the four Powers as well 

as a naval demonstration off Valencia in retaliation. Britain and 

France declined to join in this protest, so Italy and Germany once 

again withdrew from the Committee. Thus a full naval patrol never 

was resumed. Following this event was Portugal's refusal to permit 

a control of its borders. Thereupon the triangle of countries con

tinued its merry chase through the legal cobweb of Non-Intervention.

During the last week of June, 1937, Britain and France pre

pared a joint note, renewing their offer to take over the entire 

naval scheme. However, on July 2, Germany and Italy rejected this

3°lbid., p. U7 . The footnote explains that Hemming offered 
this information during a conversation with Cattell.
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and submitted a counter plan. A continuing deadlock over the en

forcement of the naval patrol ultimately compelled the Committee 

to entrust Great Britain with the task of finding a solution. On 

July lU, therefore, Eden outlined a new international control 

scheme. The main points were as follows:

1 . a discontinuance of naval patrol in favor of international 
observers at both Loyalist and Insurgent ports;

2. the restoration of land patrol and the withdrawal of volun
teers ;3. belligerent rights to be granted to both sides "when the 
Non-intervention Committee place on record their opinion 
that the arrangements for the withdrawal of foreign na
tionals are working satisfactorily and that this withdrawal 
has in fact made substantial progress."31
The third point hinged on an assertion by the Committee

\

that the plan for withdrawal of volunteers was working well. No 

government really liked this compromise. However, the Committee 

unanimously agreed to discuss the idea. When the German and Italian 

Governments realized that rights would be withheld as long as their 

forces remained in Spain, they concluded that Franco had to do 

without them. Thus belligerent rights were withheld.

At this time in the House of Commons a hot debate raged 

over the whole problem of withdrawal. Eden, in an address there 

on July 19 had this to say:
A week ago the nations were at a deadlock. They were with

out a plan and without an agreed basis upon which to work. Now 
that basis exists, and it has been accepted by all. . . . Our 
proposals constitute a carefully balanced whole. This fact is 
at once an encouragement and a warning.

3-'-Anthony Eden, Foreign Affairs (London: Faber & Faber, 
1939), P. 203.
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It means that in the elements of our proposals each nation 
finds something that it likes while no nation finds everything 
that it likes. That balance must not be upset. Every member of 
the Non-Intervention Committee must recall that the contribution 
which he is most anxious to withhold is precisely that which 
another member of the committee is most anxious to receive.
The plan, therefore, stands or falls as a whole. Any attempt 
to modify it, except in points of detail, will upset its balance 
and destroy its usefulness.-^

Shortly after Britain finished explaining its compromise 

plan, the entire Committee accepted it as a basis for review. This 

resulted in three conflicting views:

1. Russia refused to consider granting belligerent rights until 
all foreign nationals had left Spanish territory;

2. Germany and Italy demanded that the granting of such rights 
should precede the withdrawal of foreign troops;

3. and Great Britain and France insisted upon the adoption of 
the plan in its entirety.33

Eventually the arguments ended in a standstill on August 5- 

In the meantime the Committee had resumed sessions on July 9 . It 

accepted the suggestion of the Dutch delegate as the only means of 

getting out of the impasse, namely to entrust the formulation of a 

new procedure again to Great Britain. The latter accepted the man

date and prepared a plan which proved feasible for discussion. The 

one essential part of this proposition specified the recognition of 

the belligerent character of Spain's National Government. Some

3^The Royal Institute of International Affairs, Political 
and Strategic Interests of the United Kingdom (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1939), p. 6 5. This is taken from a British White 
Paper, Cmd. 5521 (1937).

33ibid.
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days later France decided to end her international control of the 

Pyrenees border. This, however, did not mean that France was 

legally free of her obligations with the Non-Intervention Committee.̂  

On July 17 the Insurgents rejected the British plan on the 

grounds that belligerent rights should not depend upon the with

drawal of volunteers. Three days later a deadlock ensued, the result 

of German and Italian insistence that these rights be accorded to 

both sides before beginning the arrangements for the withdrawal of 

troops. To complicate matters further, on July 29, the Soviet 

Government formally announced its opposition to the granting of any

rights to the Rebels. Russia contended that complete evacuation of
\

all foreign nations, including the Moors, had to precede the grant

ing of any privileges.

A special sub-committee, appointed in April, was working 

hard to effect the removal of troops, and it should have made sub

stantial progress prior to mid-summer. Nevertheless, a stalemate

existed with the result that no belligerent rights were granted
35throughout the war.

The number of attacks on ships in the Mediterranean steadily 

increased in the summer of 1937- The pattern, established two days

3Sjbid., pp. 65-6 7. See footnote No. 22.

35E. Allison Peers, Spain in Eclipse 1937-19^3 (London: 
Methuen & Co., Ltd., 19̂ +3) 3 P* 29.
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after the bombing of the Deutschland when Germany retaliated with 

a bestial bombardment of Almeria, an open port, caught on. In 

order to deal with such a state of affairs, a conference at Nyon 

attracted nine major powers. Germany and Italy declined the invi

tation to be present. When the meeting convened on September 10, 

Great Britain and France submitted a joint plan for patrolling the 

Mediterranean. These Powers pledged to patrol the western areas 

and offered a zone to the Italians. The eastern zones would be 

shared by the riparian States and Russia. Italy eventually de

clined and the other nations excluded Russia.

On September l4 the agreement designated France, Britain,
\

and the riparian States to watch the coast and provide for the 

attacking of any submarine which first assaulted a non-Spanish 

merchant vessel. On the whole, this arrangement was effective 

in that there were fewer acts of aggression made upon British and 

French ships thereafter. In fact, for all practical purposes, 

piracy perished as soon as all parties concerned realized that 

Britain and France stood firm and had the support of the minor 

Mediterranean countries, and Mussolini suffered from the limits 

placed on his Spanish policy.

Undoubtedly Nyon could have been used to great advantage, 

as it was the only notable success of British policy during this 

period. Intended as a warning to II Duce that his challenge to 

British interests was far different from his intervention in 

Spain, Nyon could have developed into a strong Anglo-French alliance.
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Already British action in the Non-Intervention Committee had pushed 

Russia into isolation. But Chamberlain considered this a -weakening 

and so British policy remained insular. Thus British policy showed 

its weakest side when dealing with Italy.-3
Then, as always, in the background of all discussions during 

this period, lurked the definite need for effective action, this 

time as far as the control of foreign combatants was concerned. A 

grave risk of their being increased prompted Britain and France to 

send a joint note to Italy, " . . .  supporting a three-Power confer

ence and implying that if evacuation were soon started the Spanish

frontier might have to be opened. At the League of Nations Assembly
\

in October a resolution concerning the question failed to obtain 

sufficient votes to carry i t . B u t ,  on October 9> Italy declined 

the invitation, adding that the matter should be referred to the 

N.I.C. On October 13 the Western Allies accepted this and a sub

committee immediately unfolded a proposal for the withdrawal of 

volunteers to be followed by the granting of belligerent rights. 

Furthermore, this committee recommended that both sides be pres

sured into agreeing to a speedy removal of some definite number of 

combatants and the exchange of promises through a control system 

that would prevent the re-entry of the same or others.

-^Kleine-Ahlbrandt, p. lUU.
37Peers, p. 31*
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Of course Russia, Italy, and Germany evinced dissatisfaction 

with such propositions. Surprisingly, though, at the last minute 

Italy and Germany recalled their opposition and agreed to token- 

withdrawals under the supervision of a special agency. However, 

the Axis together with Portugal placed obstacles in the way of the 

plans, and Russia stolidly maintained its intransigence. At this 

point, the Committee submitted a course of action to all nations as 

well as to both factions in Spain. While the debate blustered on 

and on, several items of interest appeared on the agenda. On 

October 2, the Soviets petitioned for the right to send arms to

the Loyalists and urged the Committee to abolish the Non-Intervention
\

Agreement.

On October 13, Great Britain and France acquiesced in the 

Italian demand that the withdrawal question be left for considera

tion to the London Committee. On October 16 Italy presented her 

plan to the Committee. Such a proposal called for the removal of 

troops within two months from both sides. There was noticeable 

opposition as the Italians in Spain were estimated to out-number 

the volunteers on the Loyalist side by six to one. Backed by 

Germany and Portugal, Italy insisted again three days later that 

belligerent rights be accorded prior to the withdrawal. The fol

lowing day Italy and Germany agreed to the postponement of the 

granting of any rights until after the token-withdrawal had been 

accomplished. What a tangle to unravel! By the time this debate 

had fettered out, the Committee was considering the sub-committee's

new proposals.
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In the meantime, the two factions had approved the sub

committee's original proposal only in such circumstances where it 

applied to the respective enemy. Both gave it a qualified accep

tance, " . . .  thus leaving the Committee with the herculean task of 

devising a detailed scheme of action acceptable to all the parties

concerned."3®

Days of inaction increased. The House of Commons demanded 

a report from the Committee. Consequently, on November 4, 1937, 

Eden once again defended the group.

Without underestimating the part played by volunteers in 
Spain, he reminded Lloyd George, who declared non-intervention 
operated to the advantage of General Franco, that the lifting 
of non-intervention would handicap the Spanish Government even 
further. At present it was receiving large quantities of war 
materials from Russia. If the Non-Intervention Committee 
packed up, belligerent rights, at present withheld from the 
Insurgents [Franco’s forces'] would have to be granted. The 
flow of war materials to Franco’s forces would almost cer
tainly increase.39

As a direct result of such questioning, the Committee on 

November k decided to revert to the original British plan for with

drawal, which had been submitted as early as July lU. Immediately, 

the Soviet delegate refused to vote. Two days later, however, 

Russia concurred, though with her usual reservations. Thus the 

Committee approached both factions to secure their approval. Mean

while, on November l6 , the Soviets announced that they had recalled

38lbid., p. 6o.
39pennis Bardens, Portrait of a Statesman - The Personal 

Life Story of Sir Anthony Eden (London: Frederick Muller Ltd., 
1955), P- 131.
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their reservations and accepted the plan in toto. By November 23 

the Insurgents had agreed to the plan and suggested that belligerent 

rights be accorded to both sides after the removal of 3j000 volun

teers from each faction. December 1 witnessed the Loyalists agree

ing, also. Although Germany and Italy skillfully prevaricated to 

avoid taking action, they did acquiesce to the removal of some troops. 

In spite of all this, the Committee failed to accept the entire 

British proposal until July, 1938! As usual, objections and lengthy 

discussions delayed the final enactment of the plan since its com

plete acceptance in principle in November, 1937*
January, 1938, was a month of little activity. A break came

\

on February 21 when the Italian Government finally and formally ac

cepted the British proposition for complete withdrawal. Germany 

followed suit three days later. As expected, when Russia acquiesced 

on March 2, she did so with tongue-in-cheek.

For some time the French had been interested in a measure 

proposing the abandonment of the principle of non-intervention.

They wished to obtain British consent to a joint action to prevent 

a Mussolini-Hitler-Franco conquest of Spain. But Britain balked at 

the idea, and on March 16, while rejecting such plans, she did 

pledge naval aid to France. Of course there was a restrictive 

clause attached to her pledge: Britain would cooperate in the event 

her sea communications with her colonial possessions were threatened 

in the Mediterranean. Also, France would have to agree to maintain
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the non-intervention policy and keep its borders closed to munitions 

and volunteers for the Loyalist Government.

Daily it was increasingly apparent that six months had 

passed with profuse discourse and no action as far as withdrawal 

was concerned. As a result, the Committee planned for the appoint

ment of former international observers and of retired naval officers 

as international police to supervise such operations. In early 

April the sub-committee was still locked in detailed discussions 

for removal of troops. While these conversations inched along, the 

Loyalist Government petitioned Britain and France to abandon their

policy of non-interference. This belligerent wished to purchase
\

arms and ammunition abroad and transport them to Spain via France. 

Naturally both Governments rejected this. Thus, the Loyalists 

solicited the support of the League Council, asking that the non

intervention issue be placed on its agenda. But on May 13, by a 

vote of four to two, with nine abstensions, the League Council re

jected the request.

The month of June proved uneventful, but on July 5 all the 

nations approved the British plan for withdrawal. At once the four 

major powers paid the first installment of the cost connected with 

the plan, and a White Paper carried the proposals to Barcelona and 

Burgos. Both sides more or less accepted the plan, for by July 13 

the Loyalists had agreed in principle. It was not until August 21, 

however, that the Rebels' reply arrived. First, it accepted all 

in principle; then, it rejected the proportional withdrawal. Franco
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further demanded that belligerent rights be granted at once. Con

sequently, it was proposed that Hemming travel to both capitals to 

ascertain perceptively what points in the plan were held as unac

ceptable. The Secretary visited Burgos on October 10, 1938. Musso

lini thereafter recalled 10,000 men from Franco's service to facili

tate the forthcoming Anglo-Italian Agreement. "Demands for bellig

erent rights were strongly expressed in Nationalist Spain as a 

prerequisite for any further withdrawal of foreign combatants, and 

Mr. Hemming's report, therefore, became the subject of further 

discussions between the chief Powers of the Non-Intervention
„ ... „HoCommittee.

\

With the fall of Barcelona on January 26, 1939> Franco's 

forces occupied all of Catalonia. This prompted the dispersal of 

the Spanish Republican Government. President Azana fled to the 

Spanish Embassy at Paris. "The military situation had so far out

stripped the work of the Non-Intervention Committee that the ques

tion now became one of granting full diplomatic recognition to 

General Franco's Administration, rather than the accordance of
IT^-1belligerent rights to both sides."

There was little more the Committee could possibly do. 

Actually, it had not met since July, 1938. Therefore, when, on 

March 22, 1939, Germany and Italy made no payments to the Non- 

Intervention Board, the Secretary decided to dismiss all observers

Ho

Hi

The Royal Institute, 

Ibid.

Political . . . , p. 68.
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and to finish the affairs of the Committee. At the meeting on 

April 19, 1939, the London Committee formally prepared to terminate 

its existence. The following day it held its thirtieth plenary 

session. Even though the representatives officially recorded the 

closing of the Non-Intervention Committee as of that date, it actu

ally took some time to conclude all the business of the agency.

It proved interesting to note the editorial policy of 

The Times (London) during the two and a half years of the existence 

of the Committee. As long as Eden was the Foreign Secretary, the 

majority of the editorials praised or at least supported him and

the work of the London Committee. For example, on April 19, 1937,
\

this appraisal appeared:

During all this time there have been many and flagrant 
violations of the principle of non-intervention, and there 
have been moments when the work of the Committee has seemed 
little more than an elaborate futility. All the more credit 
therefore to the patient pertinacity of those, with Mr. Eden 
foremost among them, who have held fast to the principle and 
have laboured to make it effective. It may still take a 
little time for the system to be brought into full working 
order. It is a novel as well as an important experiment in 
international cooperation. If it succeeds in its negative 
task of preventing the supply of fresh fuel to the confla
gration in Spain, it will strengthen the Committee for the 
positive stage of non-intervention, the withdrawal of foreign 
participants. 2

Again, on July 15, 1937, The Times (London) applauded Eden's 

speech concerning world affairs and the role of Great Britain. After 

reporting that it was not the intention of the British Government

b2The Times (London), April 19, 1937, p. 15c.
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to interfere in the internal interests in Spain, the editorial con

cluded by praising Eden thus:

Certainly no Foreign Secretary in British history, even 
though graceful concessions have properly been made at opportune 
moments, has served the cause of peace by showing an apparent 
unreadiness ever to resort to war in defence of legitimate na
tional interests. Mr. Eden said bluntly yesterday that this 
country has every intention of defending its national interests 
in the Mediterranean.

The summer of 1937 found the Committee deadlocked most of 

the time over the question of withdrawal of volunteers. After the 

sixtieth meeting of the Committee on July 27, 1937, The Times (LondonJ 

mentioned how continuous arguments restricted the working of the

non-intervention accord.
\

It has been realized from the first, of course, that non
intervention was a euphemism for controlled intervention; but 
all the same it has to be admitted, even by critics of the 
policy, that controlled intervention is a great deal better 
than uncontrolled intervention. . . . The policy of the British 
and other Governments concerned has been justified. Diplomacy 
cannot always expect positive results. Prevention is one of 
its major functions, and it has so far prevented a serious in
ternational explosion. ^

During September, 1937, plans were made for the Nyon Con

ference. The London Committee during the first weeks of that month 

carried on debates in a heated atmosphere that threatened to have 

deleterious consequences on such a meeting. However, the Nyon 

Conference achieved a certain success, and on September 18, 1937,

The Times (London) editorialized on the Nyon Agreement and the Non- 

Intervention Committee.

^ The Times (London), July 20, 1937, p. 17c. 

^Ibid., July 28, 1937, P- 15c.
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As for the Non-Intervention Committee, the success of its 
work has always depended and will depend on the value of the 
undertakings given by the Powers represented on it not to in
tervene in the Spanish civil war. These undertakings have not 
always been of uniform value, but this has not prevented the 
Committee . . . from playing a valuable part in calling the 
attention of Europe to the dangers of partisanship in the Span
ish struggle. ^

Refusals to discuss the question of foreign intervention by 

use of troops made it obvious that Italy intended to settle the 

issue in Spain by armed force. The joint note from Britain and 

Prance made it clear that any unilateral violation of the Non- 

Intervention Agreement by Italy had gone far enough toward provok

ing concern. On October 9, 1937, The Times (London) opined thus:

It is true that there have been innumerable gaps in the 
control exercised by the Non-Intervention Committee; that there 
have been wide breaches of the agreement into which so many 
States entered last year; and that impatience with its failure 
is very natural. Yet the policy of non-intervention for which 
the Committee exists has by no means been a total failure. As 
Mr. Eden testified at Geneva last month, 'it has played the 
main part in preventing European conflict.' This consideration 
alone furnishes British diplomacy with the means of checking 
the excusable but dangerous tendency to despair of a policy 
because, to employ Mr. Eden's Geneva metaphor, 'the dam is 
leaky.' Whatever happens this country at least must follow 
and support the policy of non-intervention to the end.

As late as October 27, 1937, the voice of the Government 

inferred that the progress made by the Committee was not to be too 

severely criticized.

In spite of all complications and difficulties, the Non- 
Intervention Committee has played, and is still playing, a

r̂ Ibid., September 18, 1937> p. 11c. 

^6Ibid., October 9, 1937, p. 13-
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most valuable part in restricting the conflict. There is a 
cynical common sense in the mot that, if Europeans must fight, 
they had better fight in Spain than outside it, and, even if 
the Non-Intervention Committee continues to resemble a 'leaky 
dam, 1 a leaky dam has often prevented a flood. A patient and 
conciliatory attitude will be required of the British members 
of the Non-Intervention Committee when the terms of reference 
of the commissions come under discussion. . . .  It would be 
simpler if all the foreign volunteers could be removed simul
taneously from Spain; but as this is unhappily impossible, 
the British Government must just help the Non-Intervention 
Committee to hammer away at its task. '

On Monday, November 2, 1937, Eden discussed the large amount 

of supplies reaching Valencia from Russia. Critics stated that non

intervention had created a new type of neutrality, which denied 

belligerent rights to the Rebels. The following day The Times

(London) insisted that Eden's debate was a terrific success.
\

The main point at issue yesterday was whether the partici
pating Powers were willing to find out whether the essential 
conditions for the withdrawal of foreign volunteers - namely, 
the consent of both sides in Spain - exists or not, and happily 
no one was found ready to sacrifice the whole principle of non
intervention by insistence upon relatively unimportant details. 
[Eden stressed that non-intervention] had in fact told heavily 
in favour of the Spanish Government upon two points - namely, 
the denial of belligerent rights to General Franco, which had 
prevented him from exercising his naval superiority, and the 
keeping open of. the sea-routes to ports in the possession of 
the Government. y

Soon after Eden resigned, a new tone appeared in The Times 

(London) editorials. Already on March 17, 1938, this was evident, 

although the paper attempted to point out that the policy of non

intervention had achieved a limiting of the Spanish conflict to the

i+7Ibid., October 27, 1937, 
4®Ibid., November 3, 1937,

p. 15b. 
p. 15b.
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Iberian Peninsula. Throughout the summer of 1938, less and less 

material appeared in the newspaper. Of course, the Committee was 

far from active at that time, due to the constant controversies 

about who should pay for the plan for withdrawal and observation. 

When the full Committee accepted the British Plan of withdrawal on 

July 6 , 1938, The Times (London) merely mentioned this as a news 
item. However, on October 2k, 1938, the editorial blasted Eden and 
the whole policy of non-intervention.

The 'leaky dam' of non-intervention, in Mr. Eden's phrase, 
has prevented international complications so far, but has con
tributed little towards settling the internal dispute that set 
one half of Spain at the throats of the other. On the contrary, 
imperfect non-intervention seems to have embittered the quarrel. 
Before peace can reign in Spain the injustice which non
intervention represents in its present form will have to be
remedied.^9

Anyone who has perused The Times (London) editorials during 

the period of the Spanish conflict must be cognizant of the tremen

dous change in opinion. One noticeable fact was the idea in the 

issue dated October 2k, 1938, that the non-intervention policy was 

supposed to have settled the internal dispute in Spain. It seemed 

that the original purpose of the agreement was to have been the pre

vention of foreign interference in the internal conflict itself.

How strange that the newspaper in the latter part of 1938 should 

suddenly proclaim that the work of the Committee in carrying out 

the agreement should have been that of settling the internal strife!

i49lbid., October 2k, 1938, p. 15f*



CHAPTER VI

EVALUATION

When considering the London Committee and its effectiveness, 

it was absolutely necessary to review Powers and people as well as 

the Committee as a whole. While the N.I.C.'s efforts to halt as

sistance to either side in the Civil War were futile, the group of 

diplomats did prevent the spread of the conflict into a general war

at the time. The "comedy in London" deluded no one. Very few
\

people in those days of 1936 paid the remotest heed to international 
law unless some personal gain was involved. Thus the task of the 

Committee was clear: "First, to see to it that the international 

commitments were lived up to and second, in case of foreign comba

tants, to seek their removal from both sides and so let the Spaniards 

settle the issue by themselves."1 However, the N.I.C., rather than 

creating policy, served as a mirror, reflecting policies of various 

Powers. Although the agency helped to contain the conflict, the 

Committee also brought Hitler and Mussolini into closer collabora

tion. With a maximum of effrontery, Berlin and Rome denied all in

■̂ John R. Hubbard, "British Public Opinion and the Spanish 
Civil War 1936-1939" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Dept, of 
History, University of Texas, 1950), p. 1^9.
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London while at the time the well-equipped Insurgents in their cam

paigns made the Axis hypocrisy public knowledge.

True, the desire for peace so dominated the British and 

French, that " . . .  rather than risk collision with Hitler and 

Mussolini, they preferred to tolerate clandestine Fascist aid to
2the Rebels, which in turn encouraged Soviet aid to the Loyalists." 

Consequently, a policy of temporizing was born, and the British and 

French retreated on every major issue, thereby failing to remedy 

international maladjustments of which the Spanish Civil War was but 

an outward symptom.

Imminent break-downs of the N.I. policy occurred frequently,
\

yet the London Committee showed a ". . . remarkable capacity of the 

apparently fragile structure of non-intervention for surviving 

shocks that had been expected to prove fatal." Staging a real 

parody of N.I., the Committee became the platform for recurring 

recriminations between the Axis delegates and the Russian Ambassa

dor. These men, acting like school boys ready for a row, caused 

continuous debates and delay, so that proposals and ideas died prac

tically before they were voiced. Rivals in denunciation, the Russian,

2Vera Micheles Dean, "European Diplomacy in the Spanish Cri
sis," Foreign Policy Reports, Vol. 12 (December 1, 1936), p. 232.

^Arnold J. Toynbee assisted by V. M. Boulter, Survey of 
International Affairs 1937- Vol. II, The International Repercus
sions of the War in Spain (1936-7) (London: Humphrey Milford, 1938), 
p. 2U9 .
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Italian, German, and Portuguese delegates bandied charges back and 

forth without result.

Graduating from equivocation to hypocrisy, the diplomatic 

blacklisting and moral condemnations by member nations at times 

backfired and then again strengthened others' support. What an 

obstacle race some nations ran in order to present a brilliant fa

cade to the public! How interesting it would be to read the records 

of the Committee which remain unpublished, locked in the files of 

the British Foreign Office, under the seal "Confidential."

Unquestionably the one person who found it difficult to

delegate authority was Chamberlain. He knew his own mind and he
\

made certain he had his own way. Any policy would have to be his 

policy, yet it was not the right one for Great Britain. Eden's 

was - to confine the conflict to Spain and to fight for political 

independence and territorial integrity of Spain. Such was Eden's 

perspective, and he visioned the London Committee as the vehicle 

to win his point.

In a speech at Liverpool April 12, 1937? Eden spoke out in 

favor of the Committee which had been handicapped from the start.

He reasoned that jibes would be hurled at the policy of N.I. as 

well as at the N.I.C. and its attempts. Openly acknowledging the 

fact that there had been and would continue to be flagrant breaches 

and abuses of the Agreement, the Foreign Secretary declared that 

both belligerents were receiving materials from abroad. Furthermore,



128

he deplored the fact that foreign nationals were fighting on both 

sides. However, Eden hastened to explain that N.I. had limited the 

flow of war materials and men into Spain. Perhaps even more impor

tant, just the mere existence of the policy of N.I., " . . .  the 

knowledge that many governments, despite all discouragement were 

working for it, . . . greatly reduced the risks of general war.

They [the breaches] may become considerable again, but they should 

not and need not because of the existence of the Non-Intervention

Agreement and of the scheme of control and the scheme of observa-
„1+tion which has been worked out.

Just ten days prior to the above mentioned talk, Churchill
\

had noted that ". . .in spite of all the fraud and humbug which has 

brought derision upon Mr. Eden's Non-Intervention Committee, it has 

presided over a considerable limitation of foreign interference in 

Spain. Still more, it has preserved a semblance of concert, and

more than a semblance, among the Great Powers whose sympathies are
5ranged on opposite sides."

Several Powers played notable roles insofar as the N.I.C. 

was concerned. The real debates in the Committee sessions centered 

around France, Great Britain, Germany, Italy, and Russia. The Axis

^Anthony Eden, Foreign Affairs (London: Faber & Faber, 
1939)3 PP- 189-90.

^Winston S. Churchill, Step by Step 1936-1939 (New York:
G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1939)3 P* 96.
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Powers with Portugal presented a facade of international cooperation 

while really showing up the Committee as a futile and innocuous 

group. As the London Committee became the storm center of contro

versy over the N.I.A., it grew as an object of supreme contempt of 

many vociferous critics of the Agreement. Thus, to many, N.I. was 

nothing but a bit of diplomatic casuistry.

Rightly termed a farce, the N.I.C. found itself tightly 

molded by the interests of the Powers. Using the Committee to 

stalemate Great Britain, Germany and Italy accepted all proposals 

"in principle," never giving definitive approval nor refusal. This

permitted negotiations to be dragged on without ever having them
\

actually break down.

The British Government gave the appearance of being will

fully blind to the mounting interference by the Axis. Fear of 

German military prowess and the constant problem of a lagging re

armament program deterred Britain from enforcing effective demands 

that N.I. become a reality. The Spanish problem grew into the chief 

issue of British foreign policy, and the country became deeply di

vided over the Spanish question. The years of the Spanish Civil 

War formed a period of policy revision for Britain, and while its 

attitude seemed at times to be confused and contradictory, this 

effort appeared to have paid off later. For during World War II, 

the neutrality of Spain was of inestimable value to Britain. Per

haps the one redeeming aspect of British policy throughout the long
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conflict lay in the fact that it was pursued with remarkable con

sistency during the entire course of the Spanish Civil War.

As can be imagined, the allegations, praise, derision, and 

the like heaped upon the London Committee and its leaders were 

myriad. Some critics pointed out the weaknesses as well as the 

strengths. Others remained one-sided in their evaluation. What

ever the end result was, these authors wasted no words. "The Non- 

Intervention Committee . . . has put no serious obstacles in the 

way of Italy and Germany when these countries shipped men and muni

tions to Franco; it has, however, prevented the Loyalists from re

ceiving that outside aid to which legal governments are customarily \ £
entitled." On the other hand, one critic observed the following: 

"It would be foolish to belittle the work which has been done by 

this Non-Intervention Committee. Organizing a system of interna

tional control of this kind is no small work, and when we consider 

the partisan passions which have been aroused, then I think we owe
n

a special debt of gratitude to those who have worked for it. . . ."' 

In Eden's own words, "Nobody could have had a harder task than the

Bower Aly (ed.), American Foreign Policy: The 12th Annual 
Debaters Handbook, 1938-1939 (Columbia, Missouri: Lucas Brothers, 
Publishers, 1938), p. 116. See the note on the author in the foot
note on this page.

^Stephen Heald (ed.), Documents on International Affairs 
1937 (London: Humphrey Milford, Í939), P- 26. This particular 
observation is taken from a section following an extract from 
Chamberlain.
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Committee, and we in this country have suffered the usual fate of
g

those who have tried to be impartial."

Another voice praising the Committee and thus providing 

support was that of the Swedish Foreign Minister. Hurrying to the 

defense of the oft-attacked London group, he proclaimed that ". . . 

in the present case the Swedish Government is of the opinion that 

now (in May) as in December last, the appropriate method is not to 

embark on action parallel to that of the Non-Intervention Committee 

set up in London, but rather to assist the work of that Committee 

by lending it support of the League's authority." * 9
Halifax, who replaced Eden, viewed the Committee thus:

\

I doubt whether a single man or gun less reached either 
side in the war as a result of its activities. . . . What how
ever it did do was to keep such intervention as there was en
tirely unofficial, to be denied or at least deprecated by the 
responsible spokesmen of the nations concerned, so that there 
was neither need or occasion for any official action by Govern
ments to support their nationals. After making every allowance 
for the unreality, make-believe, and discredit that came to 
attach to the Non-Intervention Committee, I think this device 
for lowering the temperature caused by the Spanish fever jus
tified itself.^

There were those observers and critics who were not so kind 

to the whole idea of the Committee. One, while maintaining that in 

theory the N.I.C. was unimpeachable, insisted that it was nothing 

but a ". . . personification of a formula, and since the essence of

®Ibid., p. 31. This is an extract from Eden.

9Ibid., p. 3 9-
^°The Earl of Birkenhead, Halifax - The Life of Lord Halifax 

(London: Hamish Hamilton, 1965), pp. 359-60.
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a 'formula' in diplomacy is that it employs meaningless words to 

gloss over a conflict of interests which, for the time being, can

not be reconciled by any decision or by any agreed course of action, 

it was to be expected that the proceedings of the committee would 

be tedious and futile. So they were." 11 At the same time, this 

critic commended Great Britain and France for their conduct as far 

as representation in the Committee was concerned. He agreed that 

the Spanish Civil War purported to be but a civil war. Therefore, 

the only correct course conduct-wise for the rest of the world was 

not to interfere. "Had other nations been as ready to leave the

Spaniards alone as the French and British were, the committee could
\

12have carried out its terms of reference handsomely."

As could be expected, Claude Bowers had his own forthright 

opinion about the group forming the Committee. Naturally he con

demned it. The N.I.C., in his estimate, operated dishonestly, and 

this from the very first session. He castigated the Axis for con

tinually ignoring the pact they had agreed to observe, and he re

gretted the fact that the legitimate Government of Spain was

'*'1Whitney H. Shepardson in collaboration with William 0. 
Scroggs, The U. S. in World Affairs, An Account of American Foreign 
Relations, 1939 (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1940), pp. 26-27. 
This reference actually has to do with events in 1936, with a copy
right date of 1937 on it.

12x, . .Ibid.
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constantly hampered in obtaining war materials. In conversation 

with F. Jay Taylor, Ambassador Bowers had this to say: The "Non- 

Intervention Committee was the most cynically disgracefully dis

honest group that I know in history. It was completely under the 

thumb of Hitler and Chamberlain."^ Needless to say, the present 

writer could not agree with such a critique.

One could not say the sessions of the Committee had not 

been tedious, with a fantastic amount of intricate documentation. 

However, to comment that the work of the N.I.C. was evil is a strong 

statement. Considering it the equivalent of Munich, Del Vayo ex

claimed that it provided the " . . .  finest example of the art of 
\

handing victims over to the aggressor states while preserving the 

perfect manners of a gentleman and at the same time giving the 

impression that peace is the one objective and consideration.

Communist sympathizers abounded as far as evaluating the 

N.I.C. proceeded. An excellent example of such was Isabel de 

Palencia, a pro-Negrin Spaniard, who vented her feelings about the 

London Committee as follows: * 1

^Claude G. Bowers, My Mission to Spain - Watching the 
Rehearsal for World War II (New York: Simon and Schuster, 195*0,
p. 283.

li+F. Jay Taylor, The United States and the Spanish Civil 
War (New York: Bookman Associates, 1956), p. 7h. This is a note 
on this page.

1^J. Alvarez Del Vayo, Freedom’s Battle (New York: Alfred 
A. Knopf, I9I0), p. 266.
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Great Britain, well seconded by France, had been able to 
concoct that marvelous panacea for universal peace called the 
'Committee of Non-Intervention.' This was forced down peoples' 
throats well sugared with arguments such as that 'Spain must 
be allowed to decide for herself what is best for her people.
. . .' Thus the intervention of the two dictators in the 
Spanish war was openly acknowledged with the other well-known 
excuse, 'Who knows, perhaps it is true that Franco is leading 
an anti-communist movement' and so on and on.^°

It was no secret at the time nor is it now that when dis

cussing important matters in the Committee, there were the usual 

dissenters. Such altercations proved to be deep-seated. Conse

quently, this hampered the N.I.C. from moving ahead. However, as 

one critic wrote, "Mr. Eden, while admitting that Non-Intervention

was not fully satisfactory, was able to stake a claim that the flow
\

of men and munitions into Spain was less extensive than it would 

have been without Non-Intervention to stem it." ' The same may be 

said of the Committee. Of course, not everyone will agree.

Though not documented, Under the British Umbrella proved 

challenging. It maintained that the Committee, which met almost 

weekly for two and one half years, seemed to be a clearing house 

for many purposes. As the author declared:

In my office, six drawers in the filing cabinet, full of 
'communiques’ bear silent testimony to the work of that com
mittee. No League committee ever merited the title of ’face
saving' as did the Non-Intervention Committee. . . . The 
Peace-at-any-Price people will argue today that Non-Intervention 
prevented a European war. Few others agree with them. It may

'^Isabel de Palencia, I Must Have Liberty (New York: 
Longmans, Green and Co., 19^0)7_pT-25iT

■^Derek Walker-Smith, Neville Chamberlain - Man of Peace 
(London: Robert Hale Limited, no date), p. 263.
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have staved it off, but it made it the more certain, and the 
more deadly.

James Cleugh, a newspaper man, stressed the struggle as a 

real effort for mere existence on the part of the belligerents.

Thus, sensing that victory for one meant the certain death of the 

other, he viewed the labors of the N.I.C. in these circumstances:

The Committee did, as Eden rightly foresaw, postpone the 
Second World War for three years. But it did not make the 
slightest difference to the naked facts which underlay European 
politics. Nor did it affect in the least the outcome of a local 
conflict in which victory was assured, far more by foreign arms, 
by the growing solidarity of those who preferred law to lawless
ness, definite moral and religious stands to none, and Spain 
for the Spaniards.^

While things went from bad to worse at the Committee's
\

headquarters, and while Eden came under astute attack for his as

sistance to the group, Churchill was busy writing While England 

Slept. In this book the honorable gentleman praised Eden and com

mented on the N.I.C.

I am going to give my vote on this occasion to the Foreign 
Secretary. I think he has done very well not only as regards 
our defensive alliance with France, which is our only means of 
safety in these years of tardy preparation, but in the Non- 
Intervention Committee. I expect that the Non-Intervention 
Committee is full of swindles and cheats; anyhow it falls far 
short of strict interpretation and good faith, but it is a 
precious thing in these times of peril that five great nations 
should be slanging each other around a table instead of blasting

^Helen P. Kirkpatrick, Under the British Umbrella (New 
York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1939) > P* 1̂ -1 •

^James Cleugh, Spanish Fury - The Story of a Civil War 
(London: George G. Harrap & Co., Ltd., 1962), p. lUl.
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and. bombing each other in horrible war. . . . The man who mocks 
at the existence of the Non-Intervention Committee I put on the 
same level as the man who mocks at the hopes of Geneva and the 
League of Nations.

Two American authors, Alvin C. Eurich and Elmo C. Wilson, 

thought much about the Committee. They maintained that already in 

the beginning of 1937 it was quite obvious that the Committee's

principal function was to act ". . . as an escape valve for inter-
21national steam." Even as Soviet planes and tanks paraded through 

Valencia, the Russian delegate denounced the Fascist Powers for 

their unceasing assistance to Franco. On the other hand, while Nazi 

and Black Shirt divisions poured into Insurgent-held ports on behalf 

of the Republican cause, bristling Italian and German diplomats 

hurled accusations against the French and Russians for their dis

regard of international agreements. "But the committee as a whole 

played the game by keeping its eyes tightly closed against any and 

all of these fast-flying charges. . . .  If the non-intervention 

agreement had had anything to do with confining the Little World

War to Spain, not even its stoutest champions cared to assert it
PPhad done its avowed job of stopping intervention in Spain."-

20Winston S. Churchill, While England Slept - A Survey of 
World Affairs 1932-1938 (New York! G. P~ Putnam's Sons, 1938), 
p. 35^-

21Alvin C. Eurich and Elmo C. Wilson, In 1937 (New York: 
Henry Holt and Company, 1938), p. 265.

22Ibid.
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Though active, the N.I.C. cannot be said to have been too 

successful. Lacking the power to check the truth or falsehood of 

allegations, the Committee could do nothing concerning the "facts" 

held by both factions. Of course, these "facts" were diametrically 

opposed. From an immediately practical viewpoint, the Committee had 

little effect on the land situation as far as volunteers and arms 

were concerned. Without a doubt, not one gun more or less reached 

either faction as a consequence of the Committee's actions. What 

the London group did accomplish was to keep such intervention as 

there was entirely unofficial. Thus intervention could be denied

or discredited by responsible statesmen.
\

So, intervention more or less continued until the end of 

the war. What should be remembered is the fact that in the early 

fall of 1936 it was the French Government that proposed, and the 
British Government that accepted, the policy of Non-Intervention. 

Germany, Italy, and Russia agreed to such a plan, meaning that no 

one should provide aid to either belligerent. Naturally such a 

policy required an honorable observance by all parties. However, 

Germany, Italy, and Russia reduced to a mockery the N.I.A. and its 

Committee by continued interference and superficial wrangling. As 

Hamlet opined, "Words, words, words!" And the Committee found it 

impossible as well as impolitic to declare with any certainty the 

facts pertinent to any incident of intervention in Spain on both

sides!
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According to the N.I.A., the legitimate Spanish Government 

had no right to purchase arms with its own gold. The denial of 

belligerency to both sides undoubtedly served as a great advantage 

to Franco from the very outset of the Spanish strife. Both sides 

should have been granted belligerent rights, and the Spanish Gov

ernment should have had the right to purchase whatever it desired 

with its own money. This would have been the normal course to fol

low, in which case a neutrality policy and the London Committee would 

have been less of a farce. As one critic viewed the situation,

There is now little doubt that the blockade of the Spanish 
Republic, which resulted from the supposedly impartial activi
ties of the Non-Intervention Committee, prevented Madrid from 

' purchasing the arms needed to survive, while allowing the 
Italians and Germans to send Franco whatever he needed to win
his victory.28

Considerable divergence of opinion concerning international 

law and the rules respecting intervention filled many volumes. Of 

course, many exceptions to the rule lent credence to the elastic 

policy on N.I. followed by Great Britain, which policy applied when 

and where British interests dictated. Evident danger of a world 

disaster justified an extraordinary procedure, and Britain and 

France attempted to secure an agreement on the part of the European 

nations to refrain from supplying either side with munitions. Aware 

that the London Committee would be dependent upon the integrity of

28Lillian P. Wallace and William C. Askew (eds.), Power, 
Public Opinion, and Diplomacy (Durham, North Carolina: Duke 
University Press, 1959)> P* 293*
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Germany and Italy, Downing Street and the Quai d ’Orsay knew it was 

questionable that the aid to either belligerent would halt; but they 

hoped to reduce the ever-increasing flood of arms. Long incendiary 

tirades in Committee sessions and the tottering Committee itself 

kept Britain and France constantly occupied, as they picked up the 

pieces of endless crises in Committee debates and glued them to

gether .

Chamberlain, when Prime Minister, actually believed that no 

nation would deliberately fashion a foreign policy with war as its 

object. Thus, when sacrificing Eden to appease Mussolini, Chamber-

lain revealed his lack of any substantial regard for either diplomatic
\

or ethical considerations in connection with Eden and the question 

of Italy. Imagine Britain's embarrassment when the Italian Govern

ment openly accepted the credit for the Nationalist victory in Spain, 

and Italian troops led the victory parade into Madrid!

Paper guarantees of N.I. with no probable means of enforce

ment served as an uneasy foundation for the N.I.C. When Germany 

and Italy gave up the naval patrol and claimed no responsibility, 

they nevertheless retained their seats on the Committee, thus main

taining their right to veto any decisions of other Powers. In 

reality, the end of any organized system of N.I. came with this ac

tion. Yet Norman J. Padelford, an expert on international law, 

opined thus:

In spite of the legal questionability of the entire non
intervention system notwithstanding its practical shortcomings
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and. failures, and the failure of the Committee to take any ac
tion whatsoever where violations have been known to exist, it 
nevertheless stands as a significan^event in the history of 
international law and organization.

In conclusion, one may ascertain that the N.I.C. molded by 

the interests of the Powers, was rightly termed a farce. Whereas 

Germany and Italy used the Committee to stalemate Britain, the lat

ter was concerned with N.I. only as it reflected on the containment 

of the conflict. While not expecting the London group to prevent 

the shipping of munitions, Britain hoped that outside negotiations 

would force results in the Committee sessions. When this failed, 

Whitehall's Spanish policy, actually a feature of the general policy 

of' appeasement, lessened British prestige.

Perhaps the only bright spot in the whole Spanish affair 

with reference to international meetings was the Nyon Conference 

which came as an unpleasant surprise to the Italian Government.

The seriousness of the British and French proposals for counter

action in the Mediterranean terminated the Italian submarine cam

paign. However, the victory achieved at Nyon was lost through 

Chamberlain's capacity for self-deception, and his policy of ap

peasement stalked the Committee meetings. Thus the London Committee 

became one of the first occasions for positive diplomatic collabo

ration between Germany and Italy. Consequently, the hypocrisy of

piiNorman J. Padelford, "The International Non-Intervention 
Agreement and the Spanish Civil War," The American Journal of 
International Law (October, 1937), Voi. 31 j P* ¿03*
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the Committee extended for thirty months, a time filled with eva

sions, denials, contrived solutions, fear, and avarice. Losing all 

relevancy to the situation in Europe and in Spain, the Committee 

likewise lost all possible effectiveness. What remained for pos

terity were thirty tons of papers, reports, and minutes of the 

futile discussions which bore out the "timeworn diplomatic gambit 

of cautiously doing nothing." J

25Bell, p. 102.
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This English journalist minutely documented the rise of 
Communism in Spain. An eye-witness to the events, Bolloten 
outlined the Communist strategy for the overthrow of Largo 
Caballero’s government.

Brenan, Gerald. The Spanish Labyrinth. Cambridge: at the Univer
sity Press, 1950.

A scholarly volume, this work gave one of the best back
grounds of events leading to the Civil War.

Buehler, E. C. (ed.). British-American Alliance Vol. V. New York: 
Noble and Noble, Publishers, Inc., 1938.

Even though this was a debaters' handbook, it offered 
excellent reading, commenting on the position of the 
British Foreign Office in throwing its reluctant support 
to the lesser evil of Fascist aggression!

Carr, E. H. Britain - A Study of Foreign Policy from the Versailles 
Treaty to the Outbreak of War. London: Longmans, Green and
Co., 1939-

As First Secretary in the Foreign Office after World 
War I, Carr had ample opportunity to study Anglo-American 
friendship. This he stressed as remaining the cornerstone 
of British policy. His compact survey, readable to the 
common layman, provided information why Britain chose to 
remain neutral during the Spanish debacle.

Cattell, David T. Communism and the Spanish Civil War. Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1955-

It was evident that intense research preceded the 
writing of this book. Thorough and rather unbiased, the 
author documented the growth of Communist influence upon 
the Republic during the Civil War.

. Soviet Diplomacy and the Spanish Civil War. Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1957*
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In this work, Cattell related events connected with 
shipping, the naval patrol, and Russia's role. The section 
on the Nyon Conference was especially valuable.

Cleugh, James. Spanish Fury - The Story of a Civil War. London: 
George G. Harrap & Co., Ltd., 1962.

Cleugh summed up the role of non-intervention thus:
"The whole picture of non-intervention, despite certain 
shifts of detail, remained in general throughout the war 
a pathetic example of the helplessness of reason against 
contending passions." His account of the workings of the 
Committee was among the best perused.

Dahl, Robert A. Congress and Foreign Policy. New York: Harcourt, 
Brace and Company, 1950.

When discussing the neutrality legislation, Dahl brought 
to light how private pressure was a determining force in 
influencing Congressional support.

Descola, Jean. A History of Spain. Translated from the French by 
Elaine P. Halperin. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 196 3.

This French-born Spaniard highly criticized the presence 
of so many foreigners in Spain during the conflict and 
blasted the London Committee for its ineffectiveness.

Divine, Robert A. The Illusion of Neutrality. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1962.

Divine provided a thoroughly comprehensive treatment of 
every facet of pacifist legislation from 1935 to 1939- This 
was excellent background material.

Drummond, Donald F. The Passing of American Neutrality, 1937-19^1- 
Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1955-

Extensive documentation and a useful analysis highlighted 
this work on the diplomacy of the Roosevelt Administration.

Dulles, Foster Rhea. America’s Rise to World Power, 1898-195^.
New York: Harper & Brothers, 195^*

Giving a good overview of the years 1936-1939? Dulles 
pictured British policy as cautious, aiming at the localiza
tion of the conflict in Spain despite the interference of 
Germany and Italy on the side of the Rebels.

Eurich, Alvin C.,and Wilson, Elmo C. In 1937. New York: Henry 
Holt and Company, 1938.

These two authors developed the idea that the propa
gandists hammered home only too well the notion that the 
Civil War was a last ditch stand of Loyalists against Rebels,
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thus bringing into Spain vast numbers of foreign volunteers.
To Eurich and Wilson, this was more dangerous to world peace 
than some other aspects of the conflict.

Feis, Herbert. The Spanish Story - Franco and the Nations at War.
New York- Alfred A. Knopf, 194b.

Partial and rather limited, this source discussed active
intervention.

Fernsworth, Lawrence. Spain's Struggle for Freedom. Boston:
Beacon Press, 1957*

Sponsoring the Republican cause, Fernsworth gave his 
personal opinions, stressing that there were no Russian troops 
in Spain at any time during the war.

Fleming, Denna F. The Cold War and Its Origins 1917-1960. Vol. I, 
Garden City! Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1961.

Dr. Fleming recounted the stand of the U. S. of adhering 
firmly to Non-Intervention despite all past law and tradi
tion.

Gannes, Harry, and Repard, Theodore. Spain in Revolt. 2d ed. 
revised. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1937-

American Communist writers for the Daily Worker, these 
men discussed the Spanish war from a Stalinist point of 
view.

Gooch, George P. Studies in Statecraft and Diplomacy. New York: 
Longmans, Green and Co., 19^2.

Claiming that the British-Spanish policy suggested a 
peace at almost any price, Gooch called this policy and 
the Non-Intervention Committee a farce.

Gordon, Morton, and Vines, Kenneth N. Theory and Practice of 
American Foreign Policy. New York: Thomas Y. Crowell 
Company, 1955-

In this excellent selective book, the authors revealed 
the role played by public opinion as a domestic lever in 
shaping American foreign policy decisions regarding the 
Spanish Civil War. Both men claimed that lack of a general 
consensus on the issue of the conflict saw U. S. policy 
take no decisive action.

Graber, Doris A. Crisis Diplomacy: A History of U. S. Intervention 
Policies and Practices. Washington: Public Affairs Press,
1959-Miss Graber maintained, that the attitude adopted by the 
u. S. as to strict neutrality in the war gravely hampered 
the Loyalists and benefited the Fascists.
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Guttmann, Allen. The Wound in the Heart - America and the Spanish 
Civil War. New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1962.

Rather abstract in his presentation, Guttmann advanced 
the theory that the Spanish Civil War hit Americans with a 
deep emotional impact. Thus he portrayed the place of war 
in American social and intellectual history. He spent 
much time and space on the U. S. embargo and its implica
tions.

Hacker, Louis. American Problems of Today. New York: F. S. Crofts 
& Co., 1936.

A good reference book, this source illuminated the arms 
embargo and the position of American foreign policy.

Haines, C. Grove, and Hoffman, Ross J. The Origins and Background 
of the Second World War. New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1943*

These authors wrote well of the Spanish crisis. Notably, 
they pictured Chamberlain as both conservative and success
ful, one known ". . . to be strongly in favor of sweeping 
compromises and concessions to keep the peace, p. b20.

\

Hamilton, Thomas J. Appeasement's Child - The Franco Regime.
New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 19^3*

A correspondent with the New York Times, Hamilton 
stated his opinion of the Civil War as opinion. Anti- 
Franco criticism and propaganda plus good information con
cerning the Falangist movement provided intriguing reading.

Havighurst, Alfred F. Twentieth Century Britain. Evanston: Row, 
Peterson and Company, 1962.

Claiming that the British Government was a partisan of 
the Fascist dictatorship, Havighurst insisted that the 
Baldwin Cabinet sponsored Non-Intervention; even though 
officially it backed such a policy, the Government sympa
thized with Franco.

Hayes, Carlton J. H. The U. S. and Spain: An Interpretation.
New York: Sheed & Ward, Inc., 1951*

An estimable historian and the first ambassador to 
Franco Spain, Hayes presented a well-written, pro-Franco 
account.

Hofstadter, Richard. The American Political Tradition and the Men 
Who Made It. New York: Vintage Books, 1956*

Hofstadter described Roosevelt's stand on isolationism 
and the Neutrality legislation he favored.



157

Jackson, Gabriel. The Spanish Republic and the Civil War 1931-1939. 
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 19»5-

This source was one of the best read as to Committee 
sessions, deliberations, and Russian intervention.

Jellinek, Frank. The Civil War in Spain. London: Victor Gollancz 
Ltd., 1938.

Though portraying a decidedly pro-Republic bias, this 
was a very fine account of the war from its origins up to 
August, 1937.

Johnsen, Julia E. (compiler). U. S. Foreign Policy Isolation or 
Alliance. New York: The H. W. Winston Company, 193».

In-spite of the fact that this was a handbook for de
baters, it was of use for general information and background 
purposes.

Kain, Ronald S. Europe: Versailles to Warsaw. New York: The 
H. W. Wilson Company, 1939*

Concerned more with the immediate background of World 
War II, Kain nevertheless penned an interesting chapter 
on the Civil War, "Spain: a Nation in Flux." He showed 
how the majority of Britishers viewed the conflict in terms 
of a ruthless Fascist attack on democracy, whereas the Gov
ernment regarded Franco as a last stronghold against 
Communism.

Keith, Arthur Berriedale. The British Cabinet System, l830~1938. 
London: Stevens and Sons, Limited, 1939*

Here Keith pictured Parliament as completely helpless 
during the Spanish strife.

Kirkpatrick, Helen P. Under the British Umbrella. New York: 
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1939*

This student of foreign affairs who ended up as a 
journalist presented a rather objective account of Britain 
as the Spanish crisis built up.

Kleine-Ahlbrandt, William L. The Policy of Simmering - A Study of 
British Policy During the Spanish Civil War 1938-1939- 
The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1962.

An excellent source, this book highlighted many in
consistencies of British policy. Using British, German, 
Italian, and American documents, Kleine-Ahlbrandt provided 
a strong conclusion.

Langer, William L., and Gleason, S. Everett. The Challenge to 
Isolation - 1937-19^0. New York: Harper & Brothers, 
Publishers, 1952.
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Exceptionally well-documented, this source gave a 
thorough treatment of American foreign policy in the late 
1930's. Comprehensive and illuminating was Langer's ex
position of the attempt to revise neutrality legislation.

Latane, John H., and Warehouse, David W. A History of American 
Foreign Policy. 2nd Revision. New York: The Odyssey 
Press, 19^0.

These experts in the field of international law authored 
this study of American foreign policy and the problems im
mediately pertinent to the Spanish debacle.

Loveday, Arthur F. Spain 1923-19^8. Ipswich: Norman Adlard & Co., 
Ltd., n.d.

As one-time head of the British Chamber of Commerce in 
Spain, Loveday had many criticisms to offer concerning 
Britain and the N.I.C. Of particular interest was the 
point he stressed about the number of official committees 
to investigate Spain. As of October, 1938, Loveday listed 
the Non-Intervention Committee of London, the League of 
Nations Committee to superintend the evacuation of volun
teers from both sides, a special British Committee for the 
exchange of prisoners, and finally, another British Com
mittee on the bombing of open towns.

MacAlpin, Michael. Mr. Churchill's Socialists - The Evidence and 
Some Conclusions. London: Lawrence & Wishart Ltd., 19^1.

This source played up the roles taken by Britain and 
France at the beginning of the N.I.C.

Madariaga, Salvador de. Spain a Modern History. New York:
Frederick A. Praeger, Publishers, 1958.

Noted as a great humanist author, de Madariaga had per
sonal knowledge of the Spanish situation. His honest presen
tation, in which he discussed the shortcomings of the Spanish 
Republic as well as the irresponsibility of its successor, 
was refreshing.

Mansergh, Nicholas. Survey of British Commonwealth Affairs: Prob
lems of External Policy 1931-1939» London: Oxford 
University Press, 1952.

Mansergh presented the views of the nations in the 
Commonwealth about the problem of the Spanish Civil War 
and N .I .

Medlicott, W. N. British Foreign Policy Since Versailles. London: 
Methuen & Co. Ltd., 19^0.

Reiterating British neutrality, Medlicott explained how 
it made clear its wish to avoid taking sides.
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Mendizabal, Alfred. The Martyrdom of Spain - Origins of a Civil 
War. Translated from the French by Charles H. Limley.
New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1938.

Chapter XVI, "The Return of the Left to Power," served 
as excellent background for an understanding of that period 
immediately preceding the outbreak of the war.

Mowrer, Edgar Ansel. The Nightmare of American Foreign Policy.
New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 19^8.

This author insisted that both the United States and 
Great Britain were so intent on promoting their own views, 
that Non-Intervention in Spain was one of those blunders 
they could not help stumbling over.

Mowrer, Lilian T. Rip Tide of Aggression. New York: William 
Morrow & Company, 1942.

The wife of Edgar Ansel Mowrer, this woman described 
in detail the rise of three dictatorships, Germany, Italy, 
and Japan. She maintained that the weakened state of 
Britain and France caused the respective leaders to do 
anything to stave off a world war. Indeed, their attitude 
provided the trump card for the Fascists in the Spanish 
Civil War.

Nevins, Allan. The New Deal and World Affairs. New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1950-

Nevins contended that Roosevelt and Hull wished to 
cooperate with the London Committee. Thus they invoked a 
moral embargo, keeping their policy even in face of the 
open violations of the N.I.A. by Germany and Italy.

One Year of War 1936-1937. Hew York: The Paulist Press, n.d.
A daily account of the progress of the war and the 

Committee's early sessions filled this small volume.

Pattee, Richard. Portugal and the Portuguese World. Milwaukee:
The Bruce Publishing Company, 1957.

Of special value was the section dealing with the posi
tion of Portugal and her dilemma as to the London Committee, 
Non-Intervention, and the Spanish Civil War.

________. This is Spain. Milwaukee: The Bruce Publishing Com
pany, 1951.

America's foremost expert on Hispanic affairs, Pattee 
wrote to a certain extent an unbiased though pro-Franco 
account. The historical background and full bibliography 
were invaluable.



l6o

Payne, Stanley G. Falange - A History of Spanish Fascism. Stan
ford : Stanford University Press, 196 1.

Perhaps the only definitive work on the Falange to 
date, this selection gave an excellent analysis of the 
movement and a revealing characterization of Jose Antonio 
Primo de Rivera.

Peers, E. Allison. Catalonia Infelix. New York: Oxford Univer
sity Press, 1938*

Chapter XII, "The Army Revolt," and Chapter XIII, 
"Proletarian Revolution and Civil War," provided fascinat
ing reading.

. Spain: A Companion to Spanish Studies. 5th ed. London: 
Methuen & Co. Ltd.., 1956*

This was significant for its background material.

. Spain in Eclipse 1937-19^3• London: Methuen & Co.,
Ltd., 19l*3.

Necessary for understanding the whole situation, this 
volume presented much material on the question of volun
teers and withdrawal.

. The Spanish Tragedy 1930-1936. New York: Oxford Uni- 
versity Press, 193d -

An excellent bibliography of relevant works in Spanish 
and English provided but one significant section in this 
source. Thoroughly documented, it gave the position of 
the Left, Center, and Right. Undoubtedly one of the best 
accounts of the Republic, this book detailed why the 
Republic failed and at the same time tended to tone down 
its shortcomings.

Pratt, Julius W. A History of U. S. Foreign Policy. New York: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1955*

Pratt elaborated on Non-Intervention and the pros and 
cons of American foreign policy in this regard.

Puzzo, Dante A. Spain and the Great Powers 1936-I9I+I. New York: 
Columbia University Press, 19&2.

Personally sympathetic with the Republic, Puzzo based 
his account primarily on published diplomatic papers of 
the major Powers as well as the memoirs of the leading 
statesmen. He offered a concise account of the roles 
played by all of the Powers who intervened for any possible 
motive. Puzzo pointed out that while British policy was 
utterly consistent it was no less blameworthy.
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Range, Willard. Franklin D. Roosevelt’s World Order. Athens: 
University of Georgia Press, 1959-

This account reiterated Roosevelt's policy as to lift
ing the embargo from the Spanish Civil War, which would 
have helped Franco even more and would have cancelled out 
the policy of neutrality.

Schuman, Frederick L. Europe on the Eve - The Crisis of Diplomacy I933-I939. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1942 .
Schuman provided one of the best sources for Committee 

sessions, giving a daily account of events.

Seton-Watson, R. W. Britain and the Dictators 1919-1938. Cam
bridge : at the University Press, 193&*

A distinguished historian, Seton-Watson discussed at 
length the importance of the Nyon Conference and the prob
lem of real intervention in Spain.

Shepardson, Whitney H., in collaboration with Scroggs, William 0.
The U. S. in World Affairs, An Account of American Foreign 
Relations, 1939- New York: Harper & Brothers, 19^0-

This volume as well as the ones highlighting 1936 and 
1937 contained excellent background material of Britain's 
interests and America's refusal to lift the embargo. There 
was thorough treatment of the development of neutrality 
legislation.

Smith, Rhea Marsh. Spain - A Modern History. Ann Arbor: The 
University of Michigan Press, 196 5.

Chapter XXXIV, "The Civil War," was pertinent to this 
study.

Summers, H. B. (compiler). Anglo-American Agreement, Vol. 12,
No. 1. New York: The H. W. Wilson Company, 1938.

Summers' compilation proved valuable for the recorded 
reactions to Roosevelt's Chicago Speech, October, 1937-

Taylor, A. J. P. The Origins of the Second World War. New York: 
Atheneum, 1962.

Particularly interesting were Chapter 6, 'The Half- 
Armed Peace, 1936-38," the criticism of the Nyon Conference, 
and Eden's position when he grew exasperated by the endless 
wrangling and dishonesty of the Non-Intervention Committee.

. The Trouble Makers, Dissent Over Foreign Policy 1792-1939 
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1958*

One point stressed here was that things would have been 
different if the British Government would have refrained 
from promoting the N.I.C.



162

Taylor, F. Jay. The United States and the Spanish Civil War.
New York: Bookman Associates, 1956.

Another well-documented hook with a very useful bibli
ography, this volume exposed the significance of the Spanish 
arms embargo as well as American policy and attitudes toward 
the Spanish Conflict.

The Royal Institute of International Affairs. Political and Stra
tegic Interests of the United Kingdom. London: Oxford 
University Press, 1939*

This book delved into the factors upon which all British 
interests rested in the various areas of the world.

Thomas, Ann Van Wynen, and Thomas, A. J., Jr. Non-Intervention
The Law and Its Import in the Americas. Dallas: Southern 
Methodist University Press, 1956.

These authors provided an extensive analysis of the 
principle of non-intervention in all its aspects and im
plications. It was one of the best sources read.

Thomas, Hugh. The Spanish Civil War. New York: Harper & Brothers, 
' Publishers, 1961.

One of the more generally reliable historians of the 
Spanish Civil War, Hugh Thomas produced here what might be 
considered the definitive work on the conflict.

Toynbee, Arnold J., assisted by V. M. Boulter. Survey of Inter
national Affairs, 1937.. Vol. II: The International 
Repercussions of the War in Spain (l936-,7)« London: 
Humphrey Milford, 1936.

Toynbee had much to offer in his book. The section 
on Portugal, her interests and motives, was especially 
pertinent to this study.

Wallace, Lillian P., and Askew, William C. (eds.). Power, Public 
Opinion, and Diplomacy. Durham: Duke University Press,
1959- .A book of essays, this volume offered a significant 
paper on "French Reaction to the Spanish Civil War, July - 
September, 1936" by John Bowyer Bell.

Watkins, K. W. Britain Divided: The Effect of the Spanish Civil 
War upon British Public Opinion. London: Thomas Nelson 
and Sons Ltd., 1963-

Chapter I, "British Interests and the Spanish Civil 
War," and Chapter III, "Non-Intervention," were provoca
tive. Also of interest were the accounts of Eden and his 
problems.
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Welles, Sumner. Seven Decisions That Shaped History. New York: 
Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1951.

A former Under-Secretary of State, Welles emphasized 
the fact that the most disastrous of all the blind isola
tionist policies of the United States was that directed 
toward the Spanish conflict.

________. The Time for Decision. New York: Harper & Brothers
Publishers, 19^.

Here Welles gave his case for strongly opposing the 
Government's policy of non-intervention toward Spain.

Werth, Alexander. France and Munich Before and After the Surrender. 
New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1939*

Werth explored the significance of the Nyon Conference 
and gave valuable insights on Chamberlain.

Whitaker, Arthur P. Spain and Defense of the West. New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1961.

The section on "The Civil War and the 'Two Spains'" 
pointed out the conflict as being a nationalist Movement 
as Franco insisted. The author also pointed out the lost 
opportunity of the Republic due to the sectarianism of its 
leaders, the abstention of the conservative classes, and 
the lack of political and civic education on the part of 
the masses.

Wolfers, Arnold. Britain and France between Two Wars. New York: 
Harcourt, Brace and Company, 19^0.

Wolfers produced a chronology of the principal political 
happenings, complete with an excellent bibliography and in
dex. The inclusion of a section on Anglo-French reaction 
to the Spanish affair was of special import.

Yeats-Brown, Francis. European Jungle. Philadelphia: Macrae-Smith 
Company, 1939-

Highlighted here were the interference of the Comintern 
in Spain and the relationship between Britain and France with 
the N.I.C.

ARTICLES

Alvarez del Vayo, Julio. "The Last Phase in Spain," New States
man and Nation, 17 (March 18, 1939), PP* *+13-1^

Alvarez del Vayo described the abandoning of Catalonia 
by Government forces and discussed the policy of the Powers 
that had accepted the system of N.I. and its Committee.
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. "Spain and the League," New Statesman and Nation, l4 
(October l6, 1937), PP- 595-9^

Here the former Spanish Republican Minister castigated 
Britain and France for losing the serious disposition 
necessary for a definite N.I.A. and for procrastinating in 
the Committee in order to gain time. For del Vayo, N.I. 
was a failure.

"An Attack on Democracy," The Commonweal, 25 (March 12, 1937),
PP. 537-38.

This article decried liberal American authors who under
mined and failed to defend the true Spanish people who had 
voted for a system of representative government but re
ceived a dictatorship of the extreme Left instead.

"A Truce in Spain," The Spectator, 158 (May 28, 1937), PP- 981-82.
When describing the British plan for the withdrawal of 

all volunteers, this article opined that the success of 
such an endeavor depended upon two factors: " . . .  whether
there can be a real basis for cooperation between Germany 
and Great Britain, and on whether the insurgents can take

x Bilbao."

Bernays, Robert. "After Mr. Baldwin - What Next?" Fortnightly,
147 (February, 1937), PP- 139-^6.

Bernays praised Baldwin for stepping down while at the 
height of his gloryI Then he contrasted him with Chamber- 
lain.

Bradley, Phillips, "international Relations," American Political 
Science Review, 31 (February, 1937), PP- 100-113.

Tracing the history of the 1936 neutrality legislation, 
Bradley indicated certain features of it which immobilized 
any positive action and suggested some of the issues which 
still had to be considered when defining the role of the 
U. S. and its policy toward the Spanish conflict.

Brailsford, H. N. "Britain Blunders in Spain," Current History,
47 (October, 1937), PP- 40-44.

A strong article on the enigma of British policy, this 
essay commented that fear of the Spanish "Reds1, played a 
prominent role in forming such an ineffective policy of 
one-sided neutrality.

"Britain's Responsibility for Spain," The New Republic, 89 
(November 25, 1936), pp. 95-96-

The problem of intervention highlighted this article, 
as it accused Prime Minister Baldwin of being chiefly



responsible for the trouble in Spain and for the failure 
to put down the Civil War.

"Chamberlain Stands with Franco," The Mew Republic, 95 (June 29,
1938), p. 201.

This editorial elaborated on non-intervention - how 
practically every government had lied nearly all the 
time! Furthermore, it castigated Chamberlain for his 
policy.

"Civil War in Spain and the United States," The Commonweal, 28 
(June 2k, 1938), pp. 229-30.

Here were distinguished the Spanish problem in Spain 
and the Spanish problem in the United States.

Crossman, R. H. S. "Sahibs at Sea: The Nemesis of Baldwinism," 
Fortnightly, 1^9 (May, 1938), pp. 537-^-

Claiming that Eden acted as he did due to the appli
cation of "Baldwinism" to world affairs, Crossman implied 
that British policy had to will peace, at any time, with 
anyone, even the dictators.

\

Dean, Vera Micheles. "European Diplomacy in the Spanish Crisis," 
Foreign Policy Reports, 12 (December 1, 1936), pp. 222-32.

Editor of the above-mentioned magazine, Miss Dean 
discussed the formation of Blum's non-intervention policy, 
questioned the legality of aiding either belligerent, and 
claimed that the handicaps facing the London Committee 
were impossible of overcoming.

Diplomatic Observer. "After Non-Intervention - What?" New States
man and Nation, l^ (August 1^, 1937), PP- 239-hl.

Stressing that British policy was founded on insular 
security and sea power, this author opined that British 
resistance to aggression only begins when and where ag
gression threatens the vital interests of Britain.

Eliot, George Fielding. "The Offensive Still Gives Victory," 
Foreign Affairs, 17 (October, 1938), pp. 51-61+.

Eliot expatiated on the British offensive, Spain under 
Franco, and the Rebel offensive which led to victory.

"Entente and Axis," The Economist, 13U (February 11, 1939)?
pp. 285-86.

The whole idea of this article was that Chamberlain 
believed that Franco would come to terms sooner with 
Britain and France than with those who had effected his 
success, and that Mussolini would not honor his pledge to 
withdraw troops from Spain immediately after the war's end.
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"Europe’s Diplomats War Over Spain," The Literary Digest, 122 
(October 31, 1936), pp. 11-12.

This editorial stated dismay over the meanderings of 
the London Committee in its meetings during October, 1936.

Fischer, Louis. "Back to the Wall in Spain," Mew Statesman and 
Nation, 15:2 (April 9, 1938), pp. 599-600.

Fischer depicted the support given Negrin by thousands 
of Spaniards and deplored non-intervention and its results 
on the Loyalist Cause.

. "The War in Spain," New Statesman and Nation, 16 
(August 20, 1938), pp. 272-7^.

When describing the recent battles in Spain, Fischer 
displayed his pro-Republican bias and played up such men 
as Negrin and del Vayo.

Garner, James Vi. "Questions of International Law in the Spanish 
Civil War," American Journal of International Law, 31 
(January, 1937), pp. 66-73.

In this highly technical article, the author discussed 
the problems arising out of German and Italian aid, which 
to Garner was unjustifiable intervention. He questioned 
the right to blockade as well as Eden's position on block
ade as stated in the House of Commons, November 17, 1936.

Hutton, D. Graham. "British Policy Toward Spain," Foreign Affairs, 
15 (July, 1937), PP- 661-73.

Three things about Eden’s decisions towards Spain 
bothered the people. In the first place, there was the 
apparent dismissal by the Government of the possibility 
that Germany and Italy could threaten British interests 
by hurting Spain. Secondly, the stand of the British 
Government in favor of the insurgents against the Republic 
puzzled many. Finally, the decision of Whitehall to launch 
a naval program during peacetime produced negative reaction 
among the populace. Hutton proceeded to condemn the inac
tivity of the British Cabinet on these points.

"Is It the End of Piracy?" New Statesman and Nation, lU (Septem
ber 18, 1937), PP- 396-97.

While supporting the Nyon Agreement, this editorial 
pointed out its weaknesses. At the same time, it applauded 
the firm stand finally adopted by the British.

Jessup, Philip C. "The Spanish Rebellion and International Law," 
Foreign Affairs, 15 (January, 1937), pp. 260-79.

The purpose of the article was to consider what laws 
there were concerning rebellion. Providing a background
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in the history of laws and Spain and the embroilment of 
the European Powers, it considered the basic issues as 
those for non-intervention set up by the London Committee, 
the recognition of belligerency of contending groups, and 
the problems involved in recognizing the Franco regime.

Lennox, Victor G. "Anthony Eden," Foreign Affairs, 16 (July, 1938)» 
pp. 691-703.

Examining the causes which produced progressive es
trangement and mutual irritation between Eden and Chamber- 
lain, Lennox dealt with the resignation of Eden and the 
consequent break between the Prime Minister and his Foreign 
Secretary over Mussolini.

Lippman, Walter. "Rough-hew Them How We Will," Foreign Affairs,
15 (July, 1937), PP- 587-9*+.

Lippman brought to light the central paradox of the 
Neutrality Act of 1937, and that Congress thus confined 
American war trade to moneyed nations who had ships and 
commanded the seas. As a result, American economy and 
British sea power and finance integrated.

\

Lore, Ludwig. "Has Britain Betrayed Spain?" The New Republic, 90 
(March 3, 1937), PP- 99-100.

Confining himself to remarks made in the Commons con
cerning the Foreign Office, Lore elaborated on the under
standing that Franco and his associates entertained on 
economic and political questions, and that Franco offered 
guarantees that Britain would continue to control Spain's 
British-owned ore and sulphur mines.

________. "Intervention in Spain," Current History, U5 (Novem
ber, 1936), pp. UO-45.

Lore considered the pressure from London to have been 
to a great extent accountable for the failure of the Front 
Populaire Government to come to the assistance of the 
Madrid Government.

"Mr. Chamberlain's Policy," The Statist, 132 (November 5, 1938), 
pp. 589-90.
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the British leader.

"Neutrality about Spain," The New Republic, 88 (September 9? 1936),
pp. 117-1 1 8.

Another editorial, this article concerned itself with 
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168

Nicolson, Harold. "Shattering Effect of the Spanish Civil War," 
Public Opinion Quarterly, 1 (January, 1937), PP- 61-6 3.

Nicolson examined the extreme Right and Left in Britain 
and their connection with British public opinion.

"Non-Intervention?" The Spectator, 159 (July 9, 1937), PP- U8—i+9-
The necessity of preserving Spain's territorial in

tegrity evolved here. Also of interest was the presenta
tion of Eden's principles as they affected British Foreign 
Policy.

"Non-Intervention: A New Chapter," Current History, 46 (April, 
1937), PP- 21-22.

January 2, 1937, witnessed Italy and Britain signing 
a "Gentlemen's Agreement." This editorial pointed out 
how Britain lagged behind the Fascist Powers as far as 
the Mediterranean and its defense were concerned.

Padelford, Norman J., and Seymour, Henry G. "Some International 
Problems of the Spanish Civil War," Political Science 
Quarterly, 52 (September, 1937), PP. 364-80.
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foreign ships upon the high seas; (2) extension of hos
tilities into internationalized zones such as Tangier; 
and (3 ) effect of the war upon rights and privileges of 
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"Spain and the World," The Spectator, 162 (March 3, 1939),
PP. 336-37.

This editorial dealt with one of the chief aims of 
British policy throughout the conflict, that of main
taining the independence of Spain.

Stowell, Ellery C. "Spain and the Nations," American Journal of 
International Law, 30 (October, 1936), pp. 675-79.

Stowell insisted that the danger of a world conflagra
tion justified the actions of Britain and France to secure 
a N.I.A.

"The Anglo-Italian Pact," The Economist, 133 (November 9, 1938), 
p. 370.

Though short, this article denounced the pact as a 
deal at the expense of the destruction of the independence 
of Abyssinia and Republican Spain.

"The End of Non-Intervention?" The Spectator, 159 (July 2, 1937), 
P* 4.
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Alleging that the London Committee was the place for 

interveners to plot and sabotage, this essay proceeded to 
discuss the plan for withdrawal of volunteers, claiming it 
would be difficult to insure that all the conditions of the 
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"The Spanish Dilemma," The Living Age, 357 (November, 1939),
PP. 233-35.

Translated from the National Zeitung, a Basel Liberal 
German-Language Daily, this article evaluated the situation 
and laid the background for pre-World War II days.
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(June, 1937), PP- 304-05.

This was a real satire on the proceedings of the N.I.C. 
as translated from the Canard Encharne, a Paris Satirical 
Weekly.

Voigt, F. A. "Spain and British Policy," The Fortnightly, l40 
(October, 1936), pp. 403-11.

Good as background for the N.I.C., this essay also 
pointed out reasons for the backing of Franco by Germany 
and Italy. Although "the existence of a hostile Spain is 
incompatible with British interests in the Western Medi
terranean," there was no decisive reason why Britain would 
sympathize with the ideals of either Spanish faction.
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l4 (September 1 1 , 1937), pp. 365-66.

Werth probed the problem of piracy, the effectiveness 
of the Nyon Conference, and France versus Spain.

. "Through French Eyes," New Statesman and Nation, l4 
(October 23, 1937), PP- 633^3T̂

Here the author emphasized the changes which took place 
in Delbos, how he took such a strong stand at Nyon and 
Geneva and. in defence of the London Committee.

"What Britain Wants In Spain," The New Republic, 9° (April 28, 
1937), PP- 344-45.

In this editorial, the writer complained that U. S. 
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Reports, lU (April 1, 1938), pp. lb-2b.

Detailing the Non-Intervention Committee and the Nyon 
Conference, de Wilde blamed Britain's procrastination as 
a major cause for the failure of the Non-Intervention 
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Windell, George C. "Leon Blum and the Crisis Over Spain, 1936," 
The Historian, 2b (August, 1962), pp. ¿*23-̂ 7-

An excellent source on the French Cabinet crisis, this 
article served as valuable background material. Windell's 
thesis was that Blum's policy of non-intervention was the 
direct result of his failure to obtain support from his 
coalition government for any other alternative. Thus, the 
abandonment of the Madrid forces paralyzed French foreign 
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UNPUBLISHED MATERIAL

Bell, John Bowyer. "The Non-Intervention Committee and the Spanish 
Civil War 1936-1939-" Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
Duke University, 1958.

This proved to be the best unpublished source read. 
Bell's study was one in the diplomacy of non-intervention. 
Therefore, he made no attempt to explain questions of 
international law as it applied to the situation. He con
cluded that the London Committee was perhaps the most 
maligned international organization in modern history.

Hubbard, John R. "British Public Opinion and the Spanish Civil
War 1936-1939." Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University 
of Texas, 1950.

Book I of this two-volume work pertained to this study. 
Chapters IV through IX were especially thought-provoking, 
as they dealt with the activities of the major Powers, the 
futility of the N.I.C., and Anglo-Italian relations af
fected by Eden's resignation.

Jacques, John Charles. "British Policy and Public Opinion Toward 
the Spanish Civil War 1936-1939-" Unpublished Ph.D. dis
sertation, University of Wisconsin, 1950.

Jacques claimed that non-support of Spain disguised as 
neutrality was Britain's policy in the Iberian Peninsula.
A very useful source, this dissertation gave excellent 
background history in the first two chapters, taking into 
account the periods of 1808-1931 and 1931-1936.
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Master's thesis, The Creighton University, 1957.

Significant chapters were I, "The Iberian Villain,"
II, "The Iberian Ingrate," and V, "Allied-Spanish Diplo
matic Relations."

Watters, William E. "Aspects of British Public Opinion on the
Spanish Civil War: Their Effect on British Policy." Un
published Ph.D. dissertation, Georgetown University, i960.

A former colonel in the field artillery of the U. S. 
Army, Watters had much to offer. His chapter on the Nyon 
Conference and the case for shipping in the Mediterranean 
was interesting.
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