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Foreword

“People of Madrid! History has presented you in this hour with the great mission of rising before the world
as the obelisk of Liberty. You will know how to be worthy of so exalted a destiny. You will tell the world
how men defend themselves; how people fight; how Liberty triumphs. You will tell the world that only a
people that knows how to die for Liberty can live for freedom.

People of Spain! Put your eyes, your will, your fists at the service of Madrid. Accompany your brothers
with faith, with courage, send your possessions, and if you have nothing else, offer us your prayers. Here in
Madrid is the universal frontier that separates Liberty and Slavery. It is here in Madrid that two
incompatible civilizations undertake their great struggle: love against hate; peace against war; the
fraternity of Christ against the tyranny of the Church....

Citizens of Madrid! Each of you has here on this soil something that is ash; something that is soul. It cannot
be! It shall not be that impious intruders trample the sacred tombs of our dead! The mercenaries shall not
enter as heralds of dishonor into our homes! It cannot be! It shall not be that the somber birds of
intolerance beat their black wings over the human conscience. It cannot be! It shall not be that the
Fatherland, torn, broken, entreat like a beggar before the throne of the tyrant. It cannot be! It shall not be!
Today we fight. Tomorrow, we conquer. And on the pages of history, Man will engrave an immense heart.
This is Madrid. It fought for Spain, for Humanity, for Justice, and with the mantle of its blood sheltered all
the men of the world. Madrid! Madrid!”

- Radio Appeal of Member of the Cortes, Juan Valera, November 7, 1936

For over a generation, scholars and artists have probed the ruins of the Spanish Republic.
Learned men have tucked elements of the tremendous tragedy of Spain's Civil War into
erudite footnotes, producing in the process 14,000 books. Innumerable works of fiction,
most of dubious historical value or aesthetic merit have accumulated. The cinema has
portrayed Robert Jordans and quaint guerrillas. Piccaso's lonely masterpiece Guernica
reminds us that artistic genius generally recognizes reality before the cautious scribes of
academe.

Now Arthur Landis, the chronicler of the Abraham Lincoln Brigade, has written another
book, Spain the Unfinished Revolution. Given the alpine mass of books about modern Spain,
why should this one engage our attention? What are its special merits?

Firstly every generation rewrites its important history, not merely because new raw
evidence comes constantly under scrutiny or forgotten archives yield new secrets. The
main drive arises from the collective political experience of mankind. New insights are the
product not just of private intuitions but of widely shared historical experience of
multitudes. Landis reexamines the Spanish War because the pattern of revolution and
counterrevolution concealed in the chaos of the Spanish struggle is of terrible relevance
for the crises of today and tomorrow.

Victor Hugo wrote over a century ago: “That brilliancy called history is pitiless; it has this
strange and divine thing about it, that, all light that it is, and because it is light, it often



throws shadows over spots before luminous.” As we shift the temporal perspective of our
historical light, moving in accordance with the insights of new experience, we can uncover
precisely those parts of the landscape of the past previously in shadows that are most
important for tomorrow's historical actions.

Landis has reexamined and rethought the politics of a conflict that was both a civil war
and a revolution. He makes available to a generation that faces problems similar to those
that faced Spain in 1936, the experience and lessons learned by Spaniards between blood
transfusions and last rites. The response of the antifascist Republican forces to the revolt
of the generals demanded creative innovative actions for which there were no precedents.
Under the hammer blows of domestic and international counterrevolution, a people's
army was created; a society shackled to an obsolete and humiliating past turned its face
toward the future. Spain became a hand clasped about a revolutionary rifle. The heart and
soul of three years of resistance was supplied by the workers, peasants and intellectuals
of Spain. The record of these achievements, the triumphs and the defeats, defeats
engendered by incompatible versions of the politics of victory, are herein subjected to
careful analysis. This is most timely, considering the old and new legends that encumber
this subject. It has been fashionable of late for some of the political literati of the United
States and Great Britain to puff up the reports of Orwell and Borkenau to the status of
incontrovertible historical documentation—to fashion the mythic image of the anarcho-
syndicalists of Catalonia as the singular authentic heroes of Spanish proletarian
revolution, true men done in by the robots of Stalin.

Here, Landis carefully and candidly sets the record straight.

He shows how the iron hand of chaos that the anarchists laid on Spain squandered the
military and industrial resources of Catalonia and placed a crushing burden on the
disciplined columns of the Fifth Regiment, the International Brigades and the few units
organized by the regular officers loyal to the Republic. These were the units that wrote in
blood the epic of Madrid, and in the face of the betrayal by the bastions of Western
democracy, fought off the invading Axis forces.

Landis pays fraternal tribute to those brave men of the C.N.T. and F.A.I. who died with their
Bakunist faith unsullied by the defeatism or calculated betrayal that ultimately
undermined Republican resistance.

The revolution of the Spanish people was crushed by domestic and foreign
counterrevolutionary force; but revolutions arising from the historical experience of an
ancient people will reestablish roots in the very earth that temporarily serves as a shroud
for the entombed revolutionaries. Such now is the Spanish earth.

The decaying Falangist state proposes to preserve itself by replacing the future corpse of



Generalissimo Francisco Franco with the Bourbon cretin, Prince Juan Carlos. This planned
restoration is ardently supported by would-be Metternichs of Europe and America.

Readers of Landis' book will recognize that there is not enough napalm or holy water to
stabilize such a phantom monarchy. When Spain is reborn it will be as a revolutionary
Repubilic.

Robert G. Colodny
University of Pittsburgh



BOOK ONE:
The Second Republic
April, 1931—July, 1936

The Beginning

The Republic of Spain was not defeated on the field of battle. It was instead betrayed!
Brought to a bloody death, April 1, 1939, after almost three years of unparalleled heroism
and sacrifice.

The cost of resistance to this first onslaught of World Fascism was one million dead, of
which as many as 400,000 were executed.' Over a half million others were forced into
exile, while a sizable part of the remainder of the country's population was then interned
in prisons and concentration camps; subjected to forced labor and later, after release, to
joblessness, starvation, and police harassment across the span of three decades.

The “Law of Political Responsibilities” promulgated by the Franco regime, February 9,
1939, clearly outlined just who were the losers. Article Two informed the world that:
“All the parties and political and social groups which belong to the Popular Front, the
separatist organizations, and all those who have opposed the National Movement ARE
DECLARED OUTSIDE THE LAW!”

The “losers,” then, were not just Anarchists, Communists, Socialists and Republicans, but
all who voted for the Popular Front of the Spanish Republic, and all who fought for it: No

1 The Franco government has constantly used the phrase “One million dead” to emphasize the high cost of its
victory. Indeed, the author, José Maria Gironella, has also used it as the title of his greatest work on the Civil War.

Jests Villar Salinas, in his study, entitled Repercusiones demogrdficas de la tiltima guerra civil Espafiola (Madrid,
1942) suggests the total number to be 800,000.

Mr. Gabriel Jackson, author of the very comprehensive work, The Spanish Republic and the Civil War (Princeton
University Press, 1965), gives a final figure of 580,000 (pp. 529-539) broken down as follows:

100,000 battlefield deads

10,000 air raid deaths

50,000 disease and malnutrition deaths

20,000 Republican zone political reprisals

200,000 wartime, Rebel zone executions

200,000 “Red” prisoner deaths, through execution and disease—1939-1943

Mr. Jackson, however, in his “battlefield deaths,” has left out the entire area of the Aragén front from the beginning of
the war to the end, inclusive of the great campaigns for Belchite and Zaragoza; the fighting for Huesca and the
great retreats of March 10, 1938.



single group or sect, or highly trained—though often missing in the breach
—“revolutionary cadre,” but the Spanish people. They were the losers. And this is
something for all free men to remember-....

The history of the Spanish Civil War is essentially the history of the short-lived Second
Republic. But in order for there to be a “second” there quite obviously had to be a First.

This First Republic (1873-1874) was born of three quarters of a century of fighting the
French, of the Carlist Wars, and in support of various cliques of generals, caciques, and
pretenders of the aristocracy. Political lessons of those years of struggle profoundly
influenced the thinking of most Spaniards. It was the Spanish people and not the kings
who drove the armies of Napoleon from the Peninsula. It was the people, too, who created
the Cortes of 1810, and the Constitution of 1812. It was the patriots of Cadiz, influenced
by Marat, Danton, and revolutionary France, who brought about the suppression of the
Inquisition. The end product of all this was a strong republicanism; a contempt for the
ruling class, the church and the monarchy. So much was this true, that when Amadeo de
Savoy, proclaimed king in 1869 in a period of total political chaos, followed his
predecessor, Isabelle II, across the border into France, the First Republic was born.

That it was born at all was simply because for that small moment in history its opponents
were totally divided. Its leadership, however, in a time when republics were new and
untried things, was weak, inept, vacillating and incompetent. Three presidents succeeded
each other within a year; ministries changed every few days. Some parts of the country
sought a maximum of independence. Federalist-Cantonalists seized many cities, inclusive
of Cartagena with its sea transport; though they were forced to surrender these ships to
men-of-war of the British and German fleets that “just happened to be visiting.” At this
point a rising of Carlists in the north, the stoppage of payment of certain taxes, and the
constant and ever ominous threats of the feudal order threw the naive republican
deputies into a state of paralysis.

The Generals petitioned for free reign to restore order. The Government complied, and
they did—to a point where Pavia, the Governor-General of Madrid, turned the Cortes itself
into the streets.

And that, briefly, was the ignominious 'life and death' of the First Republic.

A prime example of the developing class nature of the struggle even in that far time, is
seen in that throughout the Federal Republic's short reign, the Spanish masses, the
peasantry and the guildsmen, had shown themselves organizationally disposed and
willing to fight for their government. The leaders of the Republic had not. This pattern,
over the years, was to prove all too familiar.



On January 10, 1875, Don Alfonso XII landed in Barcelona, and with the aid of the army
and the church the Monarchy was again restored.?

There then began a period of some fifty years in which Spain lost the remainder of her
colonies, with the exception of those in Africa; fought a war with the United States, and
generally remained at a standstill while the rest of the world forged ahead.

But the people, again, were not idle. Separatist movements, Basque, Catalan, etc., grew in
strength to challenge the Monarchy and the feudal aristocracy. And Republicanism
became something more than just a bourgeois bid for power. Concepts and theories of
scientific-socialism, along with the thinking of Bakunin and Kropotkin, had found a fallow
field.

From the Restoration of 1875 to the abdication of 1931, Spain's history seemed but a re-
alignment of forces for the “second round.” Crisis after crisis shook the Spanish body-
politic. And, while the game of “musical chairs” continued, with liberals, conservatives and
monarchists tossing the ball between them, the level of industrial development, and
industrial unrest, grew ever higher. Massive strikes rocked the Peninsula in the 1890's.
And a general strike and “rising” in Barcelona, July 26, 1909, brought martial law to all
Spain, “to avert civil war.”?

It is notable that whereas most students of the “left” are familiar with the France of
Robespierre, the Paris Commune, the 1905 revolt in Tsarist Russia, and the final, October
Revolution of 1917, few are aware of the truly massive people's movements that
simultaneously swept the breadth of Iberia.

In the very midst of the holocaust of World War One, for example, and but two months
prior to Smolny and the guns of the Aurora over the Winter Palace in Leningrad, demands
for constitutional reforms, pressed by Spain's militant Socialist Party, Catalan Separatists,
and other parties of the left, were striking at the very heart of the Spanish Monarchy.

Again the leadership failed to measure up to the base. For, while the Monarchy wavered,
made concessions; while the railway workers of Spain were on strike, to be followed
August 13, 1917, with a general strike covering all Spain, and led by the Socialist Unions of
the U.G.T, the Unidn General de Trabajadores, they retreated. The strike was clearly
revolutionary; those leaders opting for a republic were not. The Government regained the
initiative. Martial law was declared and the strike as ruthlessly crushed by all the power of
the State.

An extremely interesting aspect of those “days of August” was that the influential and

2 Encyclopedia Britannica, Vol. 21, p. 130
3 Ibid. p. 130



growing Anarchist movement had refused to cooperate. They gave the strike little or no
support, establishing a pattern of non-cooperation with Marxist Socialists that would be
followed all too often in the days to come.*

A Church locked in antiquity, a feudal order and an army, all committed to holding back
the hands of a clock which, despite all they could do, moved inexorably forward....

A body-blow to the Monarchy, in terms of its ability to maintain any semblance of quasi-
parliamentary authority on the Peninsula, came with the disastrous war and defeat in
Morocco in 1921. The slaughter by Abd-el-Krim's Riff tribesmen of ten thousand Spanish
troops, and the capture of 4,000 others, plus the destruction of an army, is a story in
itself.

On April 23, 1923, a Republican-Socialist coalition took power as a result of elections
forced upon the Monarchy. Upon which, in a frenzied effort to hold back the future, the
King suppressed his own Parliament. With the open connivance of Alfonso XIII, Don
Miguel Primo de Rivera, Captain-General of Catalonia, Marques de Estella, was made head
of the Spanish State. He tried instantly to convert it to a “Corporate State,” following the as
yet but partially developed social experiments of Mussolini, designed to perpetuate ailing
oligarchies of the Right. In his efforts to form a Fascist party, to be called “The Patriotic
Union,” Primo de Rivera oddly enough won the support of a large section of the Socialist
leadership.

No support, however, was sufficient to save the feudal order from its own contradictions.
The entire structure remained in such dire straits that by 1929—in the midst of the
world-wide depression that preceded America's stockmarket collapse—Alfonso died a
turn-about and dumped his dictator. A temporary government under General Damaso
Berenguer was appointed to prepare the way for a return to bourgeois-democratic rule. In
this manner, and with this controlled but ridiculous sop, Alfonso foolishly hoped to retain
some modicum of power.

But time had run out. He would not be deserted by his own feudal order.

An additional blow to any support the Monarchy may have counted on was the fact that
the sterling exchange, which had dropped from 29 to 36 during 1929, fell to 51 by 1930.
Republicanism gained enormously; so did the Socialist, Communist, and Anarchist
movements.

A final blow, and one clearly designed to substitute a republic—though one bereft of any
guts—for the Monarchy, was that the heretofore political economy of Republicanism, Don

4 Spanish Labyrinth, Gerald Brenan, Cambridge Univ. Press. London, 1950, p. 64
5 Spain, a Modern History, Salvador Madariaga, Praeger. N.Y., 1958 pp. 351-352



Niceto Alcala Zamora, “Liberal,” and ex-minister of the Crown, broke with the Monarchy.
Indeed, between 1927 and 1931, a substantial number of “Liberals,” previously content
with the Monarchy, became Republicans. Zamora, who would most happily sacrifice a king
to preserve the financial oligarchy itself, appealed to the conservative, Catholic, and
moderate opinion of Spain to rally to the Republic. Together with Miguel Maura, son of
Antonio Maura, leader of the Monarchist-Conservative Party, he then formed on July 14,
1930, the Liberal-Republican Party of Spain. The Socialists, under Largo Caballero, almost
instantly aligned themselves with this opposition. And, in the words of one source, “The
Republican movement had never covered so wide a sector of opinion.”

Municipal elections were called for April 12. Results were: Republicans, 34,368 Council
Seats; Socialists, 4,813; Communists, 67; total of Anti-Monarchists, 39,248; Monarchists,
41,224. But the Republican vote represented the cities; the Monarchist, the countryside.
The one vote was free. All Spain knew that the other was not.

On April 14, 1931, Alfonso XIII left for Cartagena. The following day he sailed from Spain,
never to return.



FIRST YEARS:

Salvador de Madariaga, a Spanish historian of the stripe of Churchill, wrote of the
elections that: “The workers affiliated to the U.G.T. voted for their men. But the Anarcho-
Syndicalists voted for the middle-class liberals. There were two reasons for this: the first,
the unbridgeable enmity which separates Socialists and Syndicalists, due to their rival bid
for the leadership of the working classes; and the second, that as the Anarchists always
preached contempt for suffrage, they had no political machinery of their own; so that
when it coming to voting—which they did this time to help oust the Monarchy—they
preferred to vote for the middle-class Republican whose liberal views were more in
harmony with the anti-Marxist idea of the Spanish Syndicalists than with the orthodox and
dogmatic tenets of the Socialists."®

Though the Anarcho-Syndicalists, if not the FEA.L, Federacion Anarchista Ibérica, were
more flexible than Madariaga implies, this preference was generally true. And throughout
the years, even until the final betrayal, it remained so, as we shall see.

The beginnings of the Second Republic, then, was but a reflection of the First, in that other
than the presence of the Socialists, real power remained in the hands of the middle class.
Elections to the Constituent Cortes gave the Radical Party of the crypto-fascist
demagogue, Alejandro Lerroux, 90 deputies; the Republicans of Manuel Azafa, Zamora,
etc., 150; the Socialists 115, and the Monarchists less than 50. On December 9, 1931, Don
Niceto Alcala Zamora became the Second Republic's first President, and Manuel Azafia y
Diaz, its first Premier. Azafia, according to historian Gerald Brenan, “was the guarantee
that the Republic would not move to the left.” This, despite the fact that his first cabinet
was composed of Republicans and Socialists.

An indication of a potential for a priori destruction of any positive Socialist contributions
were soon seen. For at this very apogee of Republican strength, with the Monarchy in
ruins, with the opposition of the feudal oligarchy again weakened and off balance; with
two of Spain's three most dynamic Socialist leaders in favor of entering the government in
collaboration with the “left” Republicans, and third, Julian Besteiro, chose to dissent; to
refuse; to take what some called an “Anarcho-Syndicalist” attitude; but for Rightist
reasons. The danger, to any principled socialist-humanist, was obvious. The Republican
leadership remained essentially bourgeois, and therefore strongly susceptible to the
machinations of the Right. At this point, unlike the First Republic, the now strongly
oriented socialist base of the people was the one guarantee against the return of reaction.
It ill behooved any socialist leader, therefore, to reject the reins of power; to give them
over instead to those who, in the final analysis, had more in common with the castle than
with the hut.

6 Ibid. p.383



The tasks of the Second Republic were formidable. The Spain of 1931 was still 72%
agricultural. It was a country of limited industry, of great absentee landlords and an
impoverished peasantry. One per cent of the population owned 51.5% of all the arable
land. Forty per cent owned no land at all.

An investigation into agrarian conditions in one third of Spain's provinces revealed that of
17,000,000 hectares there were 6,130,000 holdings—approximately three hectares per
farm. But 514 landowners in the province of Caceres alone held 566,415 hectares.” The
abyss between upper and lower classes was understandably formidable. The Second
Republic, in this most important area, the question of land, failed miserably until after the
insurrection from the Right. Until 1936, and the very eve of the apocalypse, the Duke of
Medinaceli still owned 195,680 acres, the Duke of Peneranda 104,345 acres, the Duke of
Alba 89,625 acres, the Marquis de Comillas 42,795 acres, the Duke of Lerma 25,560 acres,
and so on down a long list of titled and untitled landholders.?

Parallel to this grinding poverty of the landless and the contrasting opulence of the
landowners was the enormous, brooding, omniscient power of the Church with its great
wealth. It goes without saying that the Church in Spain in that third decade of the
twentieth century was exactly as it had been in the reign of Isabel la Catédlica. Nothing had
changed.

“What does Liberalism teach?” it asks. And it answer: “That the State is independent of the
Church.” It then points out that this is wrong; that the State must be subject to the Church
as a body to the soul, as the temporal to the eternal. It enumerates, among the false
liberties of Liberalism: liberty of conscience, of education, of propaganda and of meeting
—all of which it is heretical to believe in. It continues:

“What kind of sin is Liberalism?”—"It is a most grievous sin against faith.”
“Why?”—"“Because it consists in a collection of heresies condemned by the Church.”

“Is it a sin for a Catholic to read a Liberal newspaper?”—“He may read the Stock Exchange
News.”

“What sin is committed by him who votes for a Liberal candidate?”—"“Generally a mortal

sin.”?

Spain's army too was an anachronism; a vicious and brutal burden to the populace. In
1931 it consisted of 16 divisions of 105,000 men. For this small army there were 159
active generals and 437 in reserve. In addition there were 5,938 higher officers, colonels,
majors, captains, etc., and a total of 10,988 officers above the rank of sergeant: one officer

7 “International Labor Review,” June, 1925

8 Guerray Revolucion en Espaiia, Vol. 1, Editorial Progresso, Moscow, 1966, p. 33. The War in Spain, Louis Fischer.
The Nation Inc., N.Y,, 1937, p. 4

9 Brenan, pp. 51-52



for each ten men."

And finally, the Second Republic entered upon its maturity in the midst of a world-wide
depression. The period of Spanish industrial expansion had been far too short: 1898-
1918. The end of World War I saw Spain's infant industry fall sharply behind in the
imperialist race for markets. Even her internal market lost out to the more efficient
industrialized powers. The Rivera dictatorship sought to protect this market with the
application of high tariffs.

This too failed, however, in that England and France moved swiftly in retaliation against
Spanish agriculture. Felix Morrow writes that: “The resultant agricultural crisis caused the
internal market for industry to collapse. In 1931 this country of twenty-four millions had
nearly a million unemployed workers and peasants, heads of families; before the end of
1933 the number was a million and a half”""'

In terms of these quite basic problems it is often said that the bloodless overthrow of the
Monarchy was actually but a simple, desperate and universally popular move to expel the
middle-ages from Spanish soil.

The author, Louis Fischer, substantiates this thinking. He declares that: “It was the
enlightened bourgeoisie, the intellectuals, the working man and the peasants who banded
together to rid the country of the incubus of medievalism.” But, he observes, and correctly
so, “Though the physically subnormal and mentally disintegrated House of Bourbon
allowed itself to be swept into the dustbin of history, the Republic was too weak, perhaps
because too indecisive, to dislodge the social stratum on which the Monarchy rested. The
feudal barons accepted the form of the Republic in order the better to destroy its content.”"

One might add, in this seventh decade of the twentieth century, that they did their work
well. For the revolution of 1931, did indeed fail completely to solve Spain's major
problems, inclusive of that most important problem of the land. The “feudal barons”
obstructed every reform which could have dissipated social unrest and raised the
standard of living. A full year and a half was wasted in the drafting of a new land law,
which strikes born of hunger and desperation swept both the cities and the countryside.
These were bloodily repressed. And Azafia indeed lived up to the expectations of those
who had accepted him as “the guarantee that the Republic would not move to the left.” He
himself, at a later date, in an attempt to explain his cowardice, protested that: “I tied
myself with legal bonds, yet even so the Right objected.”

The pattern was an all too familiar one. The power of Government was misused and

10 Guerra y Revolucién, p. 33
11 Revolution and Counter-revolution in Spain. Felix Morrow, New Park Publishers, London, 1938-1963, p. 5
12 Fischer, p. 3



wasted. The euphoria of popular enthusiasm, sufficient in its first days to utterly destroy
the strength of the reactionaries and deprive them of power in the state apparatus, the
army, etc., was ignored by Republican and reformist Socialist alike. Indeed, in many
instances, with Besteiro and company playing a prime role, the Socialist leadership trailed
even behind the bourgeoisie in revolutionary zeal.

The Communists, Sandoval and Azcarate, write that: “From 1931 through 1933, not a
single one of the major problems of the democratic revolution were solved.” And further
that, “Reacting against this reformist policy, many Spanish workers with a revolutionary
outlook came under the influence and leadership of the Anarchists, who squandered the
energies of the working class in putsches and irresponsible actions, from which only the
reactionaries profited.”"

With a weak central government incapable of even the slightest real improvement in the
condition of the people, the strikes continued; with, in some cases, an actual seizure of the
land and factories. These seizures were usually isolated and uncoordinated by any union
or specific political leadership. And for this very reason they were sometimes
accompanied by a provocative and self-defeating burning of churches; playing directly
into the hands of the feudal order, who was even then massing in a new bid for power.

A first blow came on August 10, 1932, when General Sanjurjo, commander of the Guardia
Civil throughout Spain, together with the generals', Barrera, Ponte, Cavalcanti, Villegas and
others—and in a manner similar to the pronunciamientos of the coups of the eighteen
hundreds—declared the Second Republic null and void.

The act was slightly premature. The reactionaries of the oligarchy were not quite
prepared for it. And, while they hesitated, the largely Communist controlled workers in
Seville, General Sanjurjo's H.Q., called an effective general strike.'* Sanjurjo fled the city;
was arrested, and was then allowed to go to Portugal, from where he would prepare the
great insurrection of 1936. His companions too, received minimum sentences and were
shortly reinstated to their posts in the army.

Spanish Reaction's half-hearted support of the Sanjurjo effort was singularly indicative of
the fact that things had changed somewhat on the Iberian Peninsula, and the hierarchy
knew it! They were no longer opposed by just Republican enthusiasts of the middle-
classes. Great sections of the Spanish people were organized politically and economically,
and they were in motion on a class level. A simple resort to violence by the Right was no
longer effective. Indeed, there were those on the highest levels of the oligarchy who knew
that outside aid would now be needed if violence was to be the chosen path.

13 Spain! 1936-1939, Sandoval and Azcarate, Lawrence & Wishart, London, 1963. p. 12
14 The Communists, reputedly, had wrested control of the port workers from the Anarchists, and in this way attained
substantial leadership of the other syndicates of the city.



SPANISH FASCISM: THE FIRST FORM

Suffice it to say, just as the rise of Benito Mussolini had been looked upon with great favor,
if not downright relief, the new star on the horizon, Adolf Hitler, was greeted with
paroxysms of joy by Spanish reaction. The echoing jackboots on cobbled German streets,
plus the beginnings of the slaughter of thousands of German Communists and Socialists,
was a pleasant sound indeed. It was a stimulus, really, for the re-creation from the defeat
of Sanjurjo, of a new force with a mass base. This force would be formed of a number of
Right militant groups. They would then, together with older parties of reaction, plus the
church and the army, comprise that final force to subdue for all time the Republic of Spain.
If there was to be a “thousand year Reich,” fine! Mussolini's Mare Nostrum, however,
would have to be shared with the new and militant Spain of Hispanidad!

On March 16, 1933, the first and only issue (there would be others with different names)
of a newspaper, El Fascio, appeared in which a number of Right militants expressed their
admiration for the methods of Hitler and Mussolini. Translations of speeches and
doctrines from these two wholly Fascist sources made up the body of the paper.'

On the Ninth of October, '33, José Antonio Primo de Rivera, son of the erstwhile dictator,
met with Mussolini in Rome. On the Twentieth of that same month he addressed a first
meeting of militants in the Teatro de la Comedia in Madrid. On hand were the two other
leaders of incipient Spanish Fascism, Onésimo Redondo Ortega, and Ramiro Ledesma
Ramos, founders of the Juntas de Ofensiva Nacional Sindicalista, or ].0.N.S., an amalgam of
two groups which they led. Of this meeting was born the Falange Espariola; to be known
from 1934 on as the Falange Espanolayde las ].O.N.S.

The slogan of the EE., typical of the universal Fascist mind, was “We recognize no
dialectics but that of the pistol.”” Its lexicon of social concepts was the usual admixture of
anti-Marxist, but semi-Syndicalist nonsense designated to appeal to the class and populist
sentiments of the people. Indeed, its very banner was the red and black of the Anarchists,
upon which was superimposed the yoke and five arrows. And, following the pattern of
National “Socialism” in Germany, and the studied appeals to the higher paid workers and
the middle classes of Italy by the ex-Socialist, Mussolini, the program and phraseology of
the demagogues was the same. It was a plea for a national renaissance, for the mystique of
a new Hispanidad: Get back the colonies; for unions free of the corrupting influences of
entrenched trade-union bosses, or caciques, and free too, of the international controls of
the Socialists, Communists and Anarchists. Death to all foreign influence was the cry; and
to intellectualism. And death certainly and now to the bumbling, inept and corrupt
government of the Second Republic. A last point, which was really the main point, was for
law and order, to be imposed by them: defined by the Anarchists as the law of the pistol

1 Falange, Stanley G. Payne, Stanford University Press, 1961, pp. 30-31
2 They Shall Not Pass, Dolores Ibarruri, International Publishers, N.Y., 1966, p. 123



and the order of the grave.

All Fascist movements have one thing in common whatever their particular pitch. They
are either subsidized directly by the State, or by the financial oligarchy of the given
country's power structure, or both. The Falange had such aid from the beginning—and
more. Indeed, it was, perhaps, the first Fascist organization to be subsidized by States
other than its own. The Italian O.V.R.A. (secret police) and the Gestapo, operating out of
the embassies of Italy and Germany, laid the groundwork for a form of interference in the
affairs of another country which America's C.I.A. Would hasten to emulate in later years.
The U.S.,, of course, operates with a higher, more refined American “know-how,” plus
unlimited funds.

Other than the Italo-German duo, José Antonio's FE. was also financed by Spanish
monopoly capital, inclusive of that of Juan March (the ]. Paul Getty of Spain), Antonio
Goicoechea, Monarchist chief and lawyer to the oligarchs and the Ilatifundistas, José Felix
de Lequerica, politically bound to the great capitalists of Bilbao and the Bank of Vizcaya,
controlled in part by the Jesuit Order.’

Regarding the referred to Falangist “quasi-syndicalist” programs, it is notable that
Ledesma incorporated whole areas of Anarchist phraseology and syndicalist organization
into the totalitarian structure of the J.0.N.S.; though he rejected completely the Anarchist,
humanist philosophy. All this was also incorporated into the EE./].0.N.S. The J.0.N.S. had
actually, in 1932, won support from the befuddled Secretary of a large Madrid C.N.T.
(Confederacion Nacional del Trabajo) Anarchist led union, strictly on the basis of the
J.O.N.S. supposedly syndicalist sympathies.*

As for José Antonio, his first act was to run for office in Cadiz. He won! Upon which he
appeared in the Cortes and, in a heated argument with his Socialist opponents, he
punched Indalecio Prieto in the nose. He reputedly jumped over three rows of benches to
do this.’

José Antonio had been introduced to the political methods of the oligarchy during his
electioneering, about which he later wrote an unfinished novel in English, entitled The
Anarcho-Carranzists. It had to do with the Marques de Soto Hermosa, the oligarchy's
political boss in Andalucia. José was fascinated to discover that the Marques paid off many
Anarchist leaders in his district to keep their followers from the polls on election day.
Consequently he guaranteed a comfortable Right majority over Left-wing candidates.®

The Masquerade in Spain, Charles Foltz, Houghton-Miflin, Boston, 1948, p. 84
Brenan, p. 310
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Though the demagogic programs of the early days of the Falange—its call for “social
revolution” and its lip service to anti-capitalism—followed the well-worn path of the Nazi
and Fascist movements before it, the end product would be the same. All these ideas
would die in the first days of the revolt of the generals; to be replaced with a structure
designed purely to save the oligarchy, and to further the ends of “National” Spain as seen
by the Power Structure.



SPANISH FASCISM. THE SECOND FORM:"

Unable to achieve the hoped for base for a rapid “march on Madrid,” the Falange was
forced instead to lend its support to its brother parties in reaction. These were: the
Communién Tradicionalista, (Carlist) Revovacién Espanola, (Bourbon Monarchist) and
C.E.D.A., Confederacion Esparola de Derechas Autonomas, the Clerical Party of Catholic
Action. All would combine their efforts in the latter part of 1933, to seize power in the
Cortes from Azafia and Zamora.

The C.E.D.A,, strongest of the Rightist movements, was destined to be the most important
political organization of the counter-revolution. It was founded in October of 1932, as a
combination of a number of reactionary organizations built around the original Accién
Popular which itself was derived of Accion Catdlica, organ of the Church, and was its
political arm. Its leader was José Maria Gil Robles, lawyer to the great Castilian
landowners. Its political brains, however, were those of the Jesuit, Angel Herrera y Oria,
director of the newspaper, El Debate. Gil Robles, graduate of the College of Salesian
Fathers at Salamanca, had gone to the staff of El Debate, married the daughter of the
Count of Revillagigedo, one of the wealthiest men in Spain, and all-in-all pleased his
masters so much that he was chosen to head the new Catholic Party. On a honeymoon in
Germany he became entranced by the Wagnerian mystique of the first great Nuremberg
Rally. He became entranced with Hitler too; but not with Adolf's pagan renunciation of the
true cross. He settled on the idea of a clerical party as embodied in that of Engelburt
Dolfuss of Austria. Like the Falange, the membership and leaders of the new party were
heavily influenced by Hitler, Mussolini, Salazar, Horthy, and any Rightist credo that gave
evidence of a plausible plan and program for the seizure and maintenance of power in the
face of the rabble.

In its early days the C.E.D.A. played it “cool.” It refused to commit itself to either the
Monarchy or the Republic. Its full intent, however, was shown in October, 1933, after Gil
Robles had met with the deposed Alfonso XIII, in Fontainebleu: “Our need,” Gil Robles
announced, “is for complete power .... Democracy for us is not an end in itself, but the
medium to launch us in the conquest of a new state. The moment is coming! The
Parliament will either submit, or we will see that it disappears!”?

In true demagogic fashion the great newspapers, controlled in the main by Rightists or
Cedistas, began a completely hysterical campaign against the Republic, the Parties of the
Left, and the workers organizations. Leaders of the government coalition, socialist and
republican, were hit with the full weight of a now quite purposeful reactionary offensive.
Simultaneously with this punitive campaign of vituperation and deceit, terror was

1 (The citation does not appear on this page due an error committed by Landis, but it is noted in the Notes section
of the book. - Transcriber) The Spanish Civil War, Hugh Thomas, Harper and Brothers, N.Y,, 1961, pp. 68-70
2 Ibarruri, p. 129—See Brenan, p. 281



unleashed in the streets. The Falangists of José Antonio joined with the J.A.P. (Juventud de
Accidn Popular), the young shock troops of the C.E.D.A., in physical attacks upon the left.
The streets of Spain were witness to pitched battles in which gangs of uniformed Fascists
attacked workers headquarters and the socialist, Casas del Pueblo: a certain harbinger of
things to come. Hundreds of Socialists, Communists, Anarchists, Moderate Republicans,
workers, judges, military men of the Left, and journalists met their death by Fascist
bullets.

To counteract this open terror the parties of the Left fought back with every means at
their disposal; though the death of a deranged Falangist pistolero can hardly be equated
with that of the leader of the socialist workers U.G.T. The Communists called for an anti-
fascist militia of Spain's youth, “to defend democracy and the working masses”—a first
step in the direction of a much needed unity on the left.

But the Government of Azafia bowed before the Rightist onslaught. In place of a common
front against the enemy all Left Republicans and Socialists were forced to resign. And Don
Niceto Zamora asked the Radical Party of Lerroux, designed as “the most corrupt section
of Republicanism” to form a transitional government, pending new elections. Lerroux
accepted with alacrity.

The elections were held on November 19, 1933. The Right won a substantial victory,
ushering in two “Black Years,” the Bienio Negro. The Monarchists—Carlist and Bourbon—
took forty seats between them. The C.E.D.A. captured 110 to become the largest single
minority. Together with the Radicals of Lerroux, who won a hundred, they swept the
Cortes. The Party of Manuel Azafia was virtually wiped out, while the Socialist
representation was halved. The Communists had increased their total vote at this early
date to 400,000. But, according to Dolores Ibarruri of the P.C.E., “The electoral law . .. was
specifically directed against the Communists. Because of its provisions ... only one of our
many candidates, Cayentano Bolivar Cortez, was elected deputy, on a coalition ticket by
the workers of Malaga.”

3 Ibid. pp. 123-124



WHY DEFEAT?

The overwhelming mandate given the Socialist-Republican coalition in 1931 had ceased
to exist. True, the Right, as opposed to the Center-Left, was still a minority. It had less than
half the delegates to the Cortes. The Monarchist-turned-Republican President, however,
was quick to remedy that little problem. Alcala Zamora now appointed Alejandro Lerroux
as Premier. And thereafter, as one source put it, “The Radicals governed on behalf of the
Right,” a situation by no means unpleasant to Gil Robles and the Monarchists.

The obvious question is: How could such a reversal of popular sentiment take place? The
answer is simply that with the exception of a minimal number of “Republican” losses of
votes—it hadn't. The Socialist Party, for example, was slightly stronger in 1933 than it had
been in 1931. In terms of the popular vote the Rights had won no victory.

New election laws had been devised to favor the formation of but two major groups in the
Cortes—the “electoral law” referred to by Dolores Ibarruri. List of candidates and parties
could, by combining in a united front, obtain a certain advantage over those who did not.
The victorious slate would then be given additional representation in the Cortes out of all
proportion to the votes received. In the U.S. it's called “gerrymandering”; other countries
have different names but it all results in the desired product of bilking the voter of his real
voting strength. In 1933 the Right in Spain presented a united slate; the Left did not. The
Right was then given twice the seats in the Cortes as the Left, though the number of votes
they received was actually less than the total cast for the Left."

The prime cause for this Rightist victory then, was simply that the Socialist leaders had
refused any longer to collaborate with the Party of Azafia. The Government's failure in-re
any serious attempt at agrarian reform—and the Socialist participation in this foot-
dragging—had made them highly unpopular within their own ranks. Their refusal to unite
with the Republicans put them once more in the good graces of their constituents. The net
results of the '33 election proved this. As stated, their popular vote rose, though they lost
half of their seats.

An additional cause for the disastrous losses of the Azafia Republicans was a complete
Anarchist abstention from the polls.” In 1931 they had chose to vote—“to help pull Alfonso
down.” In 1933 they demanded that their members not vote at all, and organized an
hysterical campaign of No Votad! backed by all their resources and propaganda.

D. Abad de Santillan, a member of the executive of the F.A.I. writes in his work, Porqué
Perdimos la Guerra, that: “A violent anti-electoral campaign was unleashed throughout the
country by our organizations (F.A.l. and C.N.T.) whose original intent—at Figols at the end
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of 1931, and in other parts of Spain in January of 1933—was to stand solidly in the path of
the Republic. Naturally this abstention gave the power to the conservatives; the
monarchists, the military and the church; all enemies of 'legitimate’ Spain, whose
principal base was that of an historical continuity of peasants and workers of Iberian race
and spirit. The Republicans had not profited by their lessons, not understood that the
revolutionary workers of Spain were the only authentic progressive power. And without
them, no regime could be established more-or-less-liberal; and no one could govern them

in the name of reaction.”®

The contradiction here is easily seen that in 1931, despite their so-called “puritan
principles,” the Anarchists had thought nothing of supporting the parties of the very men
they now decried as their enemies, while simultaneously refusing to accept any
responsibility for the results of their act. With this in mind their equally hard-nosed
attitude toward the Socialists who had supported the Azafia government, would then
seem but an extension of their own opportunism.

In 1933, their policy of No Votad! quite obviously was the hammer that shattered the
Party of Azafia's Left Republicans: the difference in the strength of Azafia's Party in 1931
as opposed to 1933, being, possibly, the Anarchist vote!*

Again, in the 1933 elections the Anarchists could have either supported the Socialists,
who were visibly heading in the direction of a more left position—or entered the lists
themselves. Their principles, it would seem, were certainly not at stake since they had
already seriously compromised them by voting for republicans. One way or the other, the
developing “new left” of that far time would have been immeasurably strengthened. The
fact that the Anarchists did neither is clearly an example of opportunism to the nth
degree. Their watchword remained: No unity! No joint effort to stave off the now
dangerously rising tide of organized reaction and fascism. No front for the betterment of
the conditions of the workers and peasants. What would be done, would be done their
way—or not at all.

Considering the total tragedy of all ensuing events, inclusive of the war itself with its one
million dead, one is entitled to wonder just what would have happened if in the elections
of '31 and "33 the Anarchists had either entered the list themselves, or given full support
to the Socialists. But then, again, if they had done this, they would not have been
Anarchists.

3 Porqué Perdimos la Guerra, Diego Abad de Santillan, Ediciones Imam, Buenos Aires, Argentina, 1940. p. 33
4 Madariaga, p. 351. We refer here to a reversal of the Anarchist vote as pointed out by Madariaga in the elections of
1931.



THE ANARCHISTS!

Other than the Anarchist bands of Makhno in the Soviet Union and the tendency behind
the Kronstadt revolt of 1921, the only 20" century evidences of Anarchist strength has
been in Spain, and to a far lesser degree, in Italy and Cuba; this last resulting from Spanish
worker immigration.' Syndicalist concepts, to be sure, have held sway in many countries
at one time or other, with the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW) in the United States
of America being a prime example.

But syndicalism is a far cry from the thinking of Bakunin. It is, specifically, a form of trade-
unionism originating in France. The very “word” is French for trade-unionism, and the
revolutionary-syndicalist movement was derived of the last decade of the 19" century
development of that movement. The Millerands' of that day, as “Parliamentary Socialists,”
had constantly aborted all principles of Socialism while leading the workers up the
proverbial bourgeois bridal-path. Other than having created the great French Alliance of
Trade Unions, the CHT (Confederacién General de Travail) the movement, as such, aimed
at the possession of the means of production and distribution; and ultimately at the
control of society by federated bodies of industrial workers.

Anarchism, in terms of its quite simplistic-idealist, and extremely limited theory, regards
the absence of all direct or coercive government as a political ideal, and proposes the
cooperative and voluntary association of individuals and groups as the principle mode of
organized society.

Given an ideal situation Anarchist concepts could very easily suit the syndicalist structure.
But, in the process of creating such a halcyon state of affairs one must, from a Marxist
point of view, first engage in tedious battle. This involves understanding—in a constant
eyeball confrontation with the enemy—of the existence of the class-struggle in which, if
the people are to win, the ideological forms of the struggle must be subordinated to the
tactics of the political battle.... A condition which continue even after initial victory in
the form of the “dictatorship of the proletariat.”

And there's the rub!

Bakunin split with Marx in the First International over precisely this contradiction in
Anarchist thinking. Bakunin believed, briefly, and correctly so, that the chief oppressor of
man was the State. Man's freedom, therefore, would only ensue with the State's
destruction and the concomitant exclusion of the principle of authority from man's social
environment. He believed implicitly too, in the social instincts and inexhaustible
spontaneous revolutionary spirit of the masses, mainly the peasantry and the
lumpenproletariat. He denied the need to prepare for revolution and was completely

1 “Granma” (newspaper) May 10, 1970, Havana, Cuba, p. 2



unable to grasp the significance of the application of scientific method to the theory of
society. He strongly opposed Marxist teachings on the class struggle and the dictatorship
of the proletariat.

Essentially, Bakunin's differences were two: whether or not there should be any
participation in the political struggle, and whether the organization of the International
should be centralized or federalized. Marx, quite realistically, wished to conquer political
power for the people. Bakunin wished only to destroy all political power.

Since both the formation of the First International (1864) and the Paris Commune (1871),
there is little doubt that these events influenced that fledgling body. The results, however,
were not exactly as some “historians” would have us believe. It has been said by many—
and repeated by Anarchists who should know better—that the followers of Bakunin were
instrumental in the creation of the Cantonalist movement within the First Republic. The
facts show otherwise. Indeed, it is perhaps here that the mythos of Anarchist
organizational prowess first began.

Malaga, Granada, Seville, Cérdoba, Valencia, Cartagena and many other cities were seized
by Republican-Federalists of the Cantonalist movement in the period, 1873-1875. In most
cases they held out for many months against the regular army.

The historian, Gerald Brenan, writes that: “It is sometimes asserted that the
Internationalists (Anarchists) infused their tactics and principles into the Catonalist
movement, in imitation of the Paris Commune. There is not the least truth in this.
Compared to the petite bourgeoisie with its long insurrectionary tradition (Republican),
who formed the bulk of the Federal Party, they were quite insignificant. For another, it had
been decided at the two assemblies held at Barcelona and Alcoy on the eve of the general
elections, not to take part as a body in any political action, though individual members
would be allowed to cooperate with the Federals, if they wished to do so. The Anarchists
were to confine themselves to pressing for better conditions, whilst keeping the social
revolution as a distant objective. ... The only risings where the Anarchists played any role
were those led by the local federations of Alcoy and San Lucar, which grew out of strikes
that had purely economic objectives. The Federals—despised bourgeois that they were—
proved themselves a thousand times more revolutionary.”?

A parallel here is that at the time of the Second Republic, when those same despised
bourgeois, led in most cases by other elements of the Left, were again fighting for their
very lives, and for certain basic freedoms for all Spaniards, the Anarchists, in their
revolutionary “purity,” again withheld their support, as we shall see.

The claim, therefore, that from the beginning some purely Spanish mystique dovetailed
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exactly with an ascetic workingclass mystique possessed only by Anarchists, to form an
amalgam best suited to Spain's struggle for liberation, is seen to be without substance.
Indeed, first inclinations toward Anarchist leadership were born of the blood-and-guts
struggles of the workers and peasants of the 60's and 70's of the 19" century—before
ever that “leadership” had defined its theory and proclaimed itself Anarchist. When it did,
and sought to apply Bakunin's thinking to the matrix of the fledgling trade unions of
Spain, its influence suffered considerably. So much so that it would not regain a
commensurate prestige and power until the advent of the new concepts of Syndicalism at
the turn of the century.

Historically then, in terms of influence in Spain, it can rightly be said that the period of
1870 to 1900 belonged to the Socialists.

The split between Marx and Bakunin also proved internationally disastrous for the
Anarchists. The attempts to impose Bakuninist doctrine upon the already quite
sophisticated European unions likewise met with little success. In fact, the Anarchist loss
of control of the great Jura watchmaking unions sounded a death-knell to their efforts.
The concept of a natural Anarchist mystique is further dispelled when we see that the
Italian factory workers, in their majority, also spurned Anarchism. As in Spain—and this is
singularly indicative of the true class nature of Anarchism—only the petit bourgeoisie
intellectual and the peasants in the blighted areas of the south were strongly attracted to
it.

Malatesta, the great Italian Anarchist theorist, in his frustration and anger at workers
rejection, declared unequivocally at the Berne conference in 1876 that: “Trade Unionism

is a reactionary institution.”?

The creation of the Socialist Second International, with its federations of trade unions and
programs toward the seizure of political power within the framework of existing
governments—or otherwise, (this prior to the watering down of programs and the
ascendancy of reformism) bit deeply into the strength of Anarchism in Spain. The
contradictions in Anarchist doctrine were all too apparent. The workers demanded
organization now! Political action now! And this with the weapons at hand that they knew
and understood. Food for hungry mouths would not wait for the millenia; nor would
decent wages, housing, education and suffrage. The decades between 1880 and early
1900 saw a degeneration of the Anarchist movement into simple frenzied acts of pure and
self-defeating terrorism—born of frustration and a sense of defeat. The greater part of
Spain continued as an arena of the contending factions of Socialists and Rightists; with but
here and there small islands of Anarchist influenced workers and peasants.

It was not until October of 1910 that a Congress of Anarchist groups and certain
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independent federations of workers met in Seville. Of this Congress was born the C.N.T,,
the Confederacion Nacional del Trabajo, which was to be the great syndicalist organization
on the Iberian Peninsula, in opposition to the Socialist, U.G.T.

The “key,” according to some Anarchist theorists, had been found. The syndicates would
be organized on a local basis—no national craft or trade unions. The dues would be little,
or nothing; with Andalusian peasants required to pay nothing at all. There would also be
no social insurance and no strike funds, nor would any secretaries or officials be paid. And
thus would Anarchist doctrine be infused into syndicalist structure.

In the workers' eyes this simplistic approach gave the C.N.T. an instant moral superiority
—over the centralized Socialist unions of the U.G.T. For these had a considerable paid
secretariat. The actual key to worker support, however, was not so much the loose knit,
catch-all approach, but rather the fact that across the monopoly years of Socialist control,
the unions of the U.G.T. had, in many ways, fallen victim to the reformist trap—and the
workers knew it. Many of them were, therefore, quite willing to try something else.

Though the new way had been created whereby the Anarchists could achieve control over
Spain's working masses—so they thought—the following years were to prove this not
quite correct.

The opposite was the case in many areas; namely that the very concepts of syndicalism
took its toll of Anarchist leaders. For at no time has syndicalism essentially opposed
participation by its members or its organization in bourgeois parliaments.

Such men as Salvador Segue, who was largely responsible for the forging of the C.N.T. into
the fighting force that it soon became, along with the Syndicalist leader, Angel Pestafia,
and many others, soon demanded unity with the U.G.T. and the despised Socialists, in a
united front of political action against the establishment.*

There is no doubt of the massive, grass-roots support, however, or of the skilled
leadership of the anarchist workers within the structure of the syndicates; or of the
dedication and almost religious morality with which they were imbued. In like manner,
there is no doubt of the resultant dissipation of worker and peasant strength into unreal
struggles, which by their very nature, played into the hands of the forces they sought to
oppose.

Rural Anarchist strength in the early 20" century and after was primarily derived of
intolerable conditions about which absolutely nothing was done. This was especially the
case in Andalucia. It is fact that in other parts of Spain, wherever peasants owned or
rented sufficient land to support them, the Anarchists made little headway. In Catalonia,
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the industrial heart of Anarchist control, the small peasants never became Anarchists.
They gave their support instead to the Catalan Esquerra, a separatist republican party.

Brenan writes that: “In the same way the prosperous peasants of the irrigated vegas of
Valencia and Castellon de la Plana belonged either to the Catholic Right, or to one of the
Republican parties, whilst the peasants or laborers of the equally fertile plains of Granada,
though in constant and bitter struggles with the landowners, preferred the Socialists.”

“It was only the landless laborers and small peasants of Andalucia and the dry eastern
regions, struggling with hostile agrarian conditions, who embraced Anarchist Libertarian
doctrines. These comprised, of course, the majority of the agricultural workers south and
east.”

It must be assumed, therefore, that the two distinct roots of Spanish Anarchism were the
agricultural workers of Andalucia and the industrial workers of Catalonia, the area where
syndicalist efforts, influenced by the Anarchists, were most successful. There are solid
reasons for this particular, almost geographical, worker-peasant alliance. Andalucia was
the best source of cheap labor in Spain. Catalan industrialists were constantly and almost
hypnotically drawn to this source, though they knew that the final result would not be to
their advantage. For the new workers would very quickly join the unions. The next batch
of laborers, greeted instantly by their now militant cousins, would join the unions too, and
soon....

The Andalusian workers were grist for the mills of Catalan Anarchism. And the area from
which they came was, in turn, enriched by an attendant window; opened, as it were, to a
world they might not otherwise have known.

In 1923, the C.N.T,, under Anarchist direction, dissolved itself; the idea being that the
dictatorship of Primo de Rivera would soon do the same thing anyway, so why not do it
themselves under controlled circumstances? It is notable that the U.G.T. did not do this;
stayed alive, and helped lay the groundwork for the demise of the dictatorship and the
overthrow of Alfonso XIIL.® The membership of the C.N.T. then entered the syndicates of
Rivera, supposedly to maintain the skeletal structure of their own organization for some
future rebirth. It was not until 1927 that the Anarchist movement founded the FA.L, the
Federacion Anarquista Ibérica, designed to consolidate all Anarchist groups on the
Peninsula for the express purpose of penetrating, organizing and controlling the C.N.T,,
once it was re-established.

A brief summation then of the Anarchist record prior to the Second Republic, reveals but a
minimum contribution to the progress of the Spanish people as a whole. The strikes, local
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insurrections, demonstrations and battles across the span of sixty years had achieved,
essentially, nothing. Whatever the level of the economy, living conditions for the
agricultural workers controlled by the Anarchists remained the same. In Catalonia,
economic battles waged by the C.N.T. had led to a marked increase in wages for the
workers. But in this too they had been matched and exceeded, and with far less posturing,
by the Socialist U.G.T.

As to Anarchism's “revolutionary” achievements, while the simplistics of Anarchist theory
had shown itself most effective in creating revolutionary sentiment amongst the Spanish
workers, it had proven itself incapable of carrying them to any meaningful conclusion.
Anarchism expressed admirably the uncompromising resistance of Spain's poor to
conditions imposed upon them by a capitalist society. Yet, its organization, or lack of it,
and its “principles” condemned it forever to a sterile role. For even when social revolution
presented itself—and certainly the Cantonalist seizures of 1873, the forcing of the king to
abdicate in 1931, and the great battles that then ensued until the death of the Second
Republic, were most definitely in the category of social revolution—the Anarchists forever
lagged behind.

As Dante A. Puzzo so aptly put it in his work, Spain and the Great Powers, “The Anarchists
had a barricade” psychology and spoke the language of revolt in season and out. Frozen in
a posture of defiance, they were boisterous, turbulent, and troublesome always, effective
revolutionists never. Thus had it been under the Monarchy, thus had it been under the
dictatorship, and so it was under the Republic. It was only after the revolt of the generals
that the Anarchists seized the opportunity created by that event to implement their
notions of “libertarian communism,” and then only in Catalonia where they were
strongest.”

Brenan declares that, “Ineffectual as a revolutionary force, only moderately successful in
improving the conditions of the workers, it (the Anarchist movement) has dogged and
hampered every government, good or bad .. .. By playing always for the highest stakes, it

has necessarily proved on many occasions, the friend of reaction.”®

Despite the truth of these summations, however, a part of the summing up must be that
nothing can alter the fact that the simple Anarchist morality of the early days touched a
deep well of affinity within the hearts of the Spanish poor. Others on the Left would do
well to emulate that facet of Anarchist thinking.

7 Spain and the Great Powers, Dante A. Puzzo, Columbia University Press, 1962, p. 40
8 Brenan, p. 168



THE COMMUNISTS:

Little has been written of the Communist Party of Spain, its beginnings, its growth and its
singular role in defense of the Spanish Republic. Of that which has been written, the
greater part is utter nonsense. Unfortunately the Spanish Communist Party, itself, has
done little to either dispel the lies, or to clarify events as they saw them." Especially is this
true in terms of written data in the English speaking world. It would appear, almost, that
the Communists have been ever so careful not to state their case; hoping, perhaps, to
avoid divisive polemics which would endanger some supposed “unity on the left.” The sole
product of this reticence, however, has been that fascists, liberals of the stripe of England's
Wilson and the U.S.A.'s Humphrey, plus the usual coveys of ultra-left ideologues, have had
a field-day. In fact it can be said with some truth that the cold-war orchestration of the U.S.
State Department, together with its “allies” of Downing Street and that cabal of butchers
known as the Franco Government, have won out. They have succeeded in concealing the
facts of Spain's most dynamic years, so that these years—so rich in lessons for the world
—have, in essence, ceased to exist.

Which, of course, was the way it was planned.

The Communist Party of Spain did not, as some would have us believe, spring fully formed
from Zeus's forehead in the winter of 1936. (When Soviet aid to the Republic became
substantial). Like the majority of Communist Parties in the major countries of the world,
the P.C.E. (Partido Comunista Espanola) was formed as a result of the October Revolution
in the Soviet Union and the resultant split in the ranks of the Second International. Those
who would remain in the Socialist or Social-Democratic parties (the actual or euphemistic
term for right-wing socialist) remained in the Second International; the new Marxist-
Leninist parties going to the Third.

It is of notable interest that votes in two consecutive Spanish Socialist Congresses of 1919
as to whether to affiliate to the Third “Communist” International were: First Congress,
8,269 for; 5,016 against: Second Congress, 6,025 for, 8,880 against. The reason for the
final negative vote being simply, that of the two delegates sent by the Socialist Executive to
Moscow to observe procedure, etc., at close hand, one of these, Fernando de los Rios, as
opposed to Daniel Anguiano, was strongly against affiliation. He was given backing by the
venerable 'father of Spanish socialism, Pablo Iglesias. Iglesias, though too ill to attend the
Second Congress, sent a letter declaring that an acceptance of the “twenty-one conditions”
asked by the Third International as a basis for affiliation, would seriously split the Spanish
Socialist Party.?

1 Onlyin 1966, three decades after the opening guns of the Spanish War, did the Spanish Communist Party come
out with the first two volumes of its incompleted, definite work on the war years.
2 Ibarruri, p. 68



As stated, the vote was negative; but the split took place anyway. Founded in April, 1920,
the fledgling Communist Party sought an immediate rebirth of the early Marxist
orientation of the Second International. For the P.S.0.E., (Partido Socialista Obrero de
Esparia) the Socialist Party, had long suffered the twin diseases of reformism and
opportunism.

The P.C.E. was formed of the most militant of the old-line Socialists. Men such as Antonio
Garcia Quejido, a founder of both the Socialist Party and the U.G.T,, Facundo Perezagua,
one of the first of the great Basque Socialists, Fernando Mora, Virginia Gonzalez, a national
director of the Socialist Party, Daniel Anguiano and many others. These, together with the
entire Central Committee of the Socialist Youth, constituted themselves as the Communist
Party of Spain.’?

Historically it would appear that the new party had its share of difficulties. Despite the
adherence of many prestigious militants—inclusive of the well-known Anarcho-
Syndicalists, Andrés Nin and Joaquin Maurin—in no way did their numbers immediately
equal those of the parties of the other post World War One countries such as Germany,
Italy and France. The myriad of reasons for this cannot be explained in this work. Suffice it
to say that the almost instant arrival of the Primo de Rivera dictatorship which forced the
new organization underground; a resultant “leftist” and sometimes adventurist dogma—
which it was unable to rise above—and the simple fact that the Spanish Socialist Party,
though reformist in nature, was still far more militant than its European counterparts, and
had not, therefore, lost control its worker adherents, was reason enough for slow
development.

The aforementioned “leftist dogma” was, perhaps, the central obstacle to growth for the
P.C.E. during the decade of the twenties. The ex-anarcho-syndicalists, now “left-
communists” within the organization, Maurin, Nin, and Andrade, who had visited the
Soviet Union and had decided generally for the theories of Leon Trotsky, were the prime
instigators of this dogma.

Indeed, it was not until the latter part of 1931 that the official Party was free of their
polemics. For it was then that these gentlemen broke from the parent organization to first
form the “Left Communist Party,” and then to break into two smaller groups, the one
under Maurin with a majority of the Catalan members calling itself the Bloque Obrero y
Campesino; the other with Nin and Andrade, forming the Federacion Comunista Ibérica.
They were to unite at a later date under the name of the Partido Obrero Unificado
Marxista, or P.O.U.M,, in February, 1936, on the eve of the elections for the Government of
the Popular Front.

A factor of singular interest here is that the leadership of these splinter groups, despite
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their professed Marxism, as opposed to the anti-Marxism of the FA.IL, chose to identify
and to syndicate with the F.A.L. and the C.N.T,, as opposed to the Marxist unions of the
U.G.T. and the P.C.E.*

Despite the existence of left-opportunism within its ranks prior to 1932, the P.C.E. still
writes of those years as being generally positive ones. Prior to the municipal elections of
1931, for example, they drew up a revolutionary program to mobilize the people against
the Monarchy of Alfonso XIII, and for the establishment of a “Republic of Workers and
Peasants,” which made a great deal of sense. According to this program the Democratic
Revolutionary Republic would provide for a solution to the problem of Nationalities and
their right to self-determination, such as Catalonia, Galicia, Euzkadi, etc., and to concede
independence to Morocco and all other Spanish colonies.” Urgent means would be taken to
raise the standard of living for all workers; to bring to a head the question of the
separation of Church and State; to grant civil and political rights to women—inclusive of
equal work for equal pay; to protect and stimulate the total development of working class
youth; and to establish diplomatic and civil relations with the Soviet Union.’

The P.C.E. Also professes to have been the sole workers party with an advanced ideology,
and the only one to give major proof of its combativity and its willingness to fight. This, of
course, could certainly be questioned by the other parties of the Left. As an example of
this claim, it states that with the outbreak of the revolt in Jaca, in December of 1930, led
by the two young Republican officers, Fermin Galan and Angel Garcia Hernandez; while
the responsible directors of the U.G.T., Julian Besteiro, Gdmez, Saborit, Munifio and others
sabotaged the accords of the executive of the Socialist Party to call for a general strike
throughout Spain, the Communist Party, in every area of its strength, Bilbao, Asturias, and
Seville, declared the strike; which was then seconded by tens of thousands of workers.
They were especially successful in Bilbao, the Basque capital and in Seville.

The question of strength in terms of membership of a Left party is, at best, a difficult thing
to assess in circumstances of legality, let alone during those of repression. However, so
much has been made of the supposed weakness of the P.C.E. prior to the opening guns of
the war, that the record will be set straight—here and now.

It should first be pointed out that the juggling of figures has been a deliberate attempt by
those who would falsify history, to depict the P.C.E. as having never been indigenous to the
Spanish scene. They hope in this way to prove that only with the advent of Soviet arms—
and a de facto control of those arms—was the P.C.E. able to expand in terms of
membership and power. Conversely, this would also prove that the policies, programs and
general “line” of the P.C.E. during the periods of crises, had no bearing whatsoever upon
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its rapid growth and influence.
What has been said to date?

David T. Cattell, in his work, Communism and the Spanish Civil War,” gives us a quote from
the Soviet periodical, Novy Mir, in which Michael Koltsov, Pravda's chief correspondent in
Spain, reports that in 1931 there were but 800 Communist Party members in the whole of
the Peninsula. However, since our pundits never take a “commie's” word for anything,
especially that of a Pravda correspondent, perhaps we should be consistent and pass on
this one too; at least for the moment. Then we have another Russian, no less than General
Walter G. Krivitsky who, by his own claim, was head of the G.P.U. intelligence for Western
Europe. He was also a defector to the United States. The General insists that as of
February, 1936, the eve of the elections that ushered in the Government of the Frente

Popular, the Communist Party of Spain had but 3,000 members.®

Hugh Thomas, author of The Spanish Civil War, the Liberal's “bible” on the Spanish
conflict, writes in one of his more candid moments, that Krivitsky shouldn't be trusted; that
“Krivitsky's evidence must be regarded as tainted unless corroborated. His (Krivitsky's)
book,” according to Thomas, “and the articles in the Saturday Evening Post, of which the
book was an expansion, were probably written by a well-known American Sovietologist,
often thought to be helped in what he writes about Russia by the EBL"® Thomas ends with
the suggestion that the real figure for February, 1936, was actually 30,000; with the
General having dropped a digit.'® At this point this supposed chronicler of all things
Spanish, who has said that the defector, Krivitsky, could not be trusted, moves ahead
twenty pages and promptly forgets his own notes. For he then suggests that despite the
passage in time of four critical months of recruitment after the Popular Front victory, that
the P.C.E. has “still only about 10,000 members in all Spain.”'' He gives no sources at all for
this new set of figures. And for this and other similar errors, we are inclined to equate him
with his own evaluation of Krivitsky—not to be trusted....

To view our figures on the P.C.E. in proper perspective, the strength of the other parties of
the Left should be checked simultaneously with those of the Communists. And while we
do so, it would be good, perhaps, to remember that the beginning of the Russian
revolution, the Social-Democratic Party of Lenin had exactly 65,000 members in the whole
country.

The historian, Gerald Brenan, a most trustworthy and meticulous researcher, a friend of
the Anarchists and certainly no friend of the Communists, lists some rather interesting

7 Communism and the Spanish Civil War, Berkeley, 1955, David D. Cattell, p. 217
8 Thomas, p. 71
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figures. He writes that for the years 1934, through 1936, the F.A.l. had a membership of
10,000;" the Socialists in 1934, approximately 60,000. Official figures for the U.G.T. and
C.N.T. respectively, and again for 1934, were 1,444,474 and 1,577,547. He gives no figures
for the Communist Party, but does go on to say that after Maurin and Nin and Andrade
split with the official Communist Party of Spain to form the Bloque Obrero y Campesino;
Federacion Comunista Ibérica, and the Left Communist Party, that these had a membership
respectively of: 25,000, 3,000 and 5,000."

This last quote from Mr. Brenan, whose research, as stated, is above reproach, leads us to
an interesting area of speculation. For we see that the end product of the split in the P.C.E.
—with a membership, according to Koltsov, of only 800 in 1931—was that in but two
years the splinter groups ran their half of the membership up to 33,000, more than three
times as many as the highly touted Anarchists.

Assuming that there were maybe, 3,000, in 1931, and not just 800, we are still presented
with an absolutely remarkable growth of the splinter groups. Accepting this fact, and this
writer, for one, does not question Brenan's figures, is it so difficult then for historians to

accept an equally remarkable growth for the parent body, the Communist Party of Spain?

One would suggest that the archives of the German Gestapo for that period be made
available by our State Department. They would no doubt give us an exact accounting. Like
our C.I.A. today—it can quote the exact number of Socialist chickens in Patagonia at
moments notice—they were quite meticulous in the compilation of the strength of their
enemy everywhere.

What do the Communists themselves say of their strength?

Simply this: “Between February of 1936, and until July 18" and the Fascist rising, the
numerical strength of the Party rose giddily from 30,000 to approximately 102,000.”** In
summation, since we have seen Brenan's figures for the F.A.L to be at 10,000; the three
splinter groups at 33,000 and a final tally by Madrid's great Liberal newspaper, El Sol, for
the fifteenth of July, 1936, placing the Socialist strength at 59,846, we then have a most
remarkable situation. Namely that the Communist Party of Spain, on the very eve of the
Rightist insurrection, was actually the most powerful of the Left organizations on the
Iberian Peninsula.

Obviously this is not the whole picture. There should be no doubt, for instance, that those
ten thousand Anarchists controlled the C.N.T. rank-and-file, million and a half members;
there is no doubt too that the Socialists exercised majority control over the 1,500,000
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members of the U.G.T.; though here it must be pointed out, the P.C.E. not only controlled a
union membership of its own, the C.G.T,, which as early as 1934, according to police
figures, had a strength of 133,236, 5 put simultaneously with this had made serious
inroads into U.G.T. control itself. The main point, however, remains: The Communist Party
of Spain as a militant, disciplined political organization, had emerged as the Left Party
with the greatest strength before ever the Republic had deigned to recognize the Soviet
Union; before the revolt ever began; and long before a single rifle had been sold to the
Spanish Government under the normal terms of international law and commerce.....

The election of a new Central Committee at the Fourth Party Congress in 1932, created
the ideological basis for a reaffirmation of Marxist-Leninist principles, and the application
of those principles to the tactics and strategy of the struggles of the Spanish people for
liberation. Among the members of the new Central Committee were: José Diaz as
Secretary General, Dolores Ibarruri (La Pasionaria), Vicente Uribe, Antonio Mije, Pedro
Checa, Manuel Delicado, Jesus Larrafiaga, Cristébal Valenzuela, and many others. All were
slated to play a highly responsible role in one of the truly great social revolutions of
mankind....
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THE SOCIALISTS:

In this brief examination of the parties of the Left and of the Right it must be understood
that as much as we are interested in the theoretical motivation behind the various
tendencies in the day-by-day development of the Spanish War, the limited nature of this
work precludes any in-depth study of that phenomenon. Rather, we would hope, that a flat
presentation of that which was done and not done by these tendencies will, in a sense,
determine the correctness of their actions and provide a clue, perhaps, to the real causes
for the destruction of the Spanish Republic.

A general description of the Spanish Socialist Party's development has already been noted
against the background of the Anarchists and Communists.

As a result of the Rightist victory and its own, previous sorry role, the Socialist Party,
heavily compromised by that subservient collaboration with Azafia and Zamora, now
sought to redeem itself.

Specifically, the successive Republican-Socialist Governments had shown two faces: one of
indulgence and weakness for the old ruling castes; and one of cruelty and stupidity for the
workers and peasants. Their weakness gained them only the contempt of the Right; their
severity cost them the support of the people. Repressions carried out in many Spanish
towns and villages gave eloquent testimony to the “popular” policies of the Republican-
Socialist governments.

The examples of gross error were all too many. The two years of coalition, for instance,
had witnessed a widely based peasant movement constantly attacked by the government
while demanding a revolutionary agrarian reform. As in the 19" century, Andalucia and
Estremadura led in the efforts to bring down the system of feudal land tenure. Literally
hundreds of campesinos and the families dared to occupy the lands upon which they were
employed; most of them with rank-and-file Socialist support. Indeed, many Socialist
leaders reacting to the Communist complaint—that they had not included the countryside
in their plans—had begun to do exactly that. Wherever peasant organizations did exist,
other than those controlled by the Anarchists, they were principally Socialist. Many
strikes had taken place under their leadership. And Casas del Pueblo, the workers club
houses, an idea borrowed from the Belgian Socialists by Spain's venerable Pablo Iglesias
for the P.S.0.E. and the U.G.T, now thrived in hundreds if not thousands of villages.' The
policy had been simply to organize pressure upon the Republican government for
agrarian reforms through the media of the Campesino collectives; this in contrast to the
Anarchist program of the imposition, here and now, of the concepts of “Libertarian
Communism.” Hundreds of collectives had, in fact, been organized; a great number of
these with Communist help. They existed in Ciudad Real, Jaén, Badajoz, Valenica—
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everywhere.

It is important that these facts be known. Since these meaningful collectives, constructed
long before the forced “communes” of the FA.L in Catalonia and Aragén, encompassed a
truly significant section of the Spanish peasantry. Indeed, in a number of areas
agricultural schools were set up; some even with classes for the use of tractors. Brenan
writes that: “Although few of the collectives were sufficiently wealthy to acquire tractors,
most of them seemed to have worked well enough to remain in existence down to the end
of the civil war.”

In reply to these ever more militant struggles for bread and land, the Republican-Socialist
Government, as a concession to the Right, enacted the perfidious “Law for the Defense of
the Republic,” instantly seized upon by the Republic's enemies to crush the aspirations of
both workers and peasants.

But in the beginning, when the Socialist leaders had been blind to the threat of Fascism,
their membership had not. These fought back in anger and consternation. For it was
stingingly obvious to them that the tactics of their own party, far from leading to
socialism, was in reality aiding fascism and reaction.

The failure of the Socialist leaders had not been in their collaboration with the
Government of Azafia, but rather in the form of that collaboration. This, plus the resultant
just discontent of the people, and the open adoption of communist positions by many
socialist workers finally produced the long-foreseen split within the Socialist Party. Two
clearly defined groups emerged: The Right, with the collaborationists, Julian Besteiro,
Saborit and Trifén G6mez—and the Left.

The Left was headed by Largo Caballero. It soon became the dominant faction. Largo's
attitude reflected the new radicalization of the Socialist masses and their desire to reach
an accord with the other parties of the Left. His, however, was actually an ultra-left
position, the “pendulum swing,” as it were. Though it was neither politically astute nor
effective, it nevertheless represented a step forward in the recreation of the PS.0.E. as a
class-conscious workers movement. It would also pave the way for an understanding
between the two workers parties, the Socialist and the Communist.

Any doubts as to the direction of the new Rightist Government were soon dispelled.
“Within weeks all legislation fixing wages and conditions of employment passed by the
previous Cortes was either repealed or allowed to lapse: the tenants guarantee against
capricious eviction by landlords was rescinded; some 19,000 peasants who had actually
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been settled on large estates in Estremadura were evicted: wages fell by 40% to 50% and
landlords, to add misery to the terror, began dismissing many workers and peasants.
Simultaneously with this all anti-clerical legislation, pending, was brought to an end, and
all substitution of lay schools for religious ones was postponed indefinitely. Expenditures
for education were also drastically reduced. And finally—and this of a most ominous
portent—an amnesty bill was passed giving freedom to all those still jailed who had
participated in the Sanjurjo rising. Their ranks and positions were returned to them, as
was all arrears in pay for the time they had spent in prison. Grandees, too, whose estates
had been confiscated, had “their” property returned to them.”*

As stated, the masses of the Spanish people could hardly accept the Rightist “victory” at
the polls as a mandate for repression. Nor would the fast changing Socialist Party.

So much was the situation unacceptable to the Socialists that for the first time in the
history of the Second International, a Socialist Party of one of the leading Western
Democracies set out to plan and to carry through a revolution aimed at a seizure of power
by naked military insurrection. This fact has lent credence in certain quarters to the
suggestion that it was for this very reason—that Spanish Socialists dared to fight; dared to
attempt the destruction of its ruling class—that later, when the Fascist insurrection shook
Spain, they were deserted en-masse by their brother Socialist Parties in Western Europe.
For they had committed the cardinal sin of attempting to actually carry out the mandate of
their membership and of their principles.

The road back from the swamps of reformism, however, was not to be an easy one. Seven
years of alliance with the dictatorship of Rivera, succeeded by three years of collaboration
in Republican governments, was not conducive to the abrupt transition from the cabinet
to revolutionary opposition. Special interests had developed within the Party,
guaranteeing that its class-character, dissipated during the easy years, would be difficult,
if not impossible to reestablish.

Indeed, participation by Socialists in the government had resulted in a more serious anti-
Marxist eclecticism within the Party than had already existed. Because of this the ranks
had been swollen by opportunists and petit bourgeois intellectuals, who contributed little
or nothing that was positive to the organization.

Dolores Ibarruri, La Pasionaria, speaking for the Communists, declares that the Socialist
Party, “then had no choice but to suffer the consequences of this influence. It was unable
to counteract it or to rescue these intellectuals from their own ideological weaknesses.
For the Party, itself, now lacked a solid, revolutionary Marxist theoretical base.”
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And also, as noted, there had been the decline in Party membership, if not in influence. In
1932, at the height of its collaboration with the government, card-carrying Socialists
numbered over 80,000; at the end of 1933 the figure dropped to less than 60,000. It
would remain at this level until the eve of the insurrection.

All these problems together were bound to produce serious divergences within the Party
of a political nature, touching primarily upon the tactics and strategy of Socialist policies.

In January of 1934—and as a direct result of some exhaustive soul searching and study—
the Executive of the Socialist Party promulgated a new ten-point program designed to
switch it from the classical collaborationist policies of European Social Democracy, to a
more Marxist, class position. In the broadest sense the program provided for immediate
attention to the problems of the land, inclusive of nationalization, distribution, and the
formation of collectives throughout the country; the nationalization of basic industry; the
dissolution of the Army and of the Civil Guard, and their reconstitution as a people's
organization pledged to the Republic; a final solution to the problem of the church, etc.,
etc. In order to attain this new program, to make it a reality, five steps were proposed:

1. The organization of a frankly revolutionary movement with all possible urgency, utilizing all
available methods.

2. A declaration of the direction of the movement, inclusive of the intent to take definitive and
advantageous action prior to any action of the enemy—"Whose preparations for revolt are well
known.”

3. To place the Party and the General Union (U.G.T.) in direct liaison (and at their head) with all other
elements who wish to cooperate with the movement.

4. The Socialist Party and the U.G.T, having seized political power as a result of the triumph of the
revolution, will allow for governmental representation of all elements who have cooperated
directly in the revolution.

5. To pursue the minimum goals toward revolutionary power immediately, and without
procrastination, as projected in the ten point program of the National Executive of the Socialist
Party of Spain.°

It cannot be pointed out too strongly that this initiative of the Socialist Party of Spain was
predicated upon the open and quite cynical preparations for a seizure of power by the
Rightists and the C.E.D.A., the Falange and the entrenched feudal aristocracy. Alvarez del
Vayo, Socialist, and Spain's last Foreign Minister, explains that Socialist position thusly:
“The feeling among Spanish Socialists was 'Better Vienna than Berlin, referring to the fact
that at least the Austrian Socialists of the Schutzbund had gone down fighting, as opposed
to the German Social-Democrats who had meekly stretched their necks for Hitler's axe.
Confronted with threatened aggression by the reactionaries and a government incapable
of a vigorous policy of Republican defense, the Left had no alternative but to take the
defense of the Republic into its own hands, making known to the government and the
country that it would not tolerate a Monarchist (or Fascist) coup d'état cloaked in a
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fictitious parliamentary proceeding. To a full Chamber, after having been authorized by
our parliamentary group, Indalecio Prieto declared that if power were handed to the
Right, the Socialist Party would start a revolution.”’

With this, what amounted to a dual manifesto, the Left Socialists within the Party, headed
by Largo Caballero, Juan Negrin, Alvarez del Vayo, and tepidly supported by Indalecio
Prieto, had definitely concluded that revolutionary action directed by the P.S.0.E. and the
U.G.T. was on the order of the day.

Both the program and the “five points” were presented by Prieto, representing the
Socialist Executive, to Julian Besteiro, now head of the U.G.T,, and his cohorts, for approval.
Besteiro refused to accept any part of it. He instead proposed a counter plan in which
Spain's aristocracy and bourgeoisie would be allowed to continue at the head of the State.
His “plan” called for certain hydraulic works in place of the needed agrarian reform; for
the exclusion of the 'national problem’ in its entirety: the question of Basque, Catalan,
Galician and Moroccan Separatism, and for respect for the established order. Besteiro
bluntly demanded the establishment of an assembly on corporate lines only which, in his

opinion, “should not have legislative powers, merely consultative ones.”® Besteiro's “plan”
was rejected by the executives of both the U.G.T. and the P.S.0.E.

Besteiro epitomized the “social-democrat' as the ultimate collaborator. Blind to both facts
and history, he could actually be accused of being a moral coward whose prime weapon
was to accuse others of cowardice. Example: As late as December, 1933, Besteiro
announced smugly: “There is no danger of Fascism in Spain . ... Fascism is but the sound
of mice scurrying in an old house, frightening only the weak and cowardly.”’

That such a man headed the directorate of the Socialist Trade Unions at this most critical
moment was, indeed, a tragedy. The error was rectified in short order, however, in that
Besteiro was removed from his responsibilities in both the U.G.T. and the Executive of the
PS.0.E, in January of 1934.

And thus began the long battle within the Socialist Party against the crypto-reactionary
policies of Julian Besteiro and others of his ilk.
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TOWARD THE OCTOBER REVOLT OF 1934:

In this same period of Socialist reorganization and challenge, the Republican Parties too
moved to regroup and to strengthen themselves. In April of 1934, Manuel Azafia created
the Partido de Izquierda Republicana, the Left Republican Party, from an amalgam of
Radical Socialists, Gallegan Autonomists and the Accion Republicana. Also, in May of 1934,
a small fraction of Lerroux's Radicals, headed by Martinez Barrio, broke away to
constitute themselves as an independent party under the name of the Republican Union.

The national movements of the Separatists intensified in Catalonia, Euzkadi (the Basque
country), and Galicia. And the deputies of the Catalan Left—the Esquerra Catalana—
departed the new Cortes in anger at the abuse of the “Rights of Autonomy” previously
granted to them and now ignored. They were followed in a gesture of solidarity by the
deputies of the Basque Nationalists, the Partido Nacionalista Vasco.

In the month of July, 1934, a first indication of just how the Socialists intended to bring
about their revolution in the face of the Rightist menace was shown when a Sefior Lluhi,
Madrid agent of Luis Companys, approached the Socialist Executive. Companys was
President of the Catalan government, the Generalitat. The message brought by Lluhi was
that: “The Generalitat was disposed to resist any further encroachments upon their
autonomy, that it would not give up its authority even if the Madrid Government declared
a “State of War”' It is notable that the Catalan Esquerra was, next to the Anarchists, the
strongest political force in the four provinces of Catalonia, having all republicans, small
businessmen, and the greater part of the Catalan peasantry, the Rabassaires, on their side.
And this was the Party of Luis Companys.

The Socialist Executive deliberated but briefly, and then informed Lluhi in somewhat
cavalier fashion that “they would take Company's advice into consideration.” And that was
the end of it. No attempt at any meaningful liaison; no effort at coordination of either
defense or attack. Dominated by the illusion that all forces of the Left and Center not
directly influenced by themselves, and therefore not controlled by them, were
superfluous, the Socialist Party took the first blundering steps toward an almost certain
defeat of its own cause. It further refused to synchronize its efforts either with Azafa's
Republicans, or with the Basque and Galician Nationalists.

Though committed to a revolutionary strategy, the Socialist Party still functioned without
the slightest attempt at a Marxist evaluation of the existing objective conditions. They had
actually concluded that they and the U.G.T. alone, were sufficient for the job—that all
others on the Left would, of necessity, be drawn into the fight under their control as the
situation developed. No closely coordinated procedure had even been contemplated with
the unions of the C.N.T.,, nor was the rapidly growing Communist Party which, alert to the
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danger, was sending proposal after proposal for the creation of a united front in arms—
given so much as a nod.

Indeed, as a counter move to a unity of free and equal partners, the Executive of the
PS.0.E. created in February, 1934, the Alianzas Obreros, the Workers Alliances, composed
solely of elements of the Socialist Party, the U.G.T,, the Socialist Youth, Juventud Socialista,
the Sindicatos de Oposicién (Thirty unions that had seceded from the C.N.T. Under the
leadership of the Anarchists, Pestafia and Per6), and the small party of Left Communists
under Maurin.?

The P.C.E., for whatever reasons, decided at first against joining the Socialist catch-all
group. They quickly changed their minds, however.

The Communists entered the Alianza Obrera on September 12, 1934, just one month prior
to the Socialist rising. Some say this was a reflection of the new line of the 7" World
Congress of the Communist International which dealt with new concepts of a possible
“united front” of Left and Center organizations in bourgeois-democratic countries faced
with the rise of incipient fascism. But, since these same pundits fail to mention that this
same Congress would not yet be held for a full year, until August of 1935, one can suggest
that their thinking is slightly awry. The Spanish Communists say simply that the time was
ripe fr their entry; that, “The rapid development of events, themselves, forced us to
reconsider and to look for some modus-vivendi with the P.S.0.E., inclusive of a truce and a
mutual suspension of partisan attacks in their press and meetings as a first step for future
and joint actions.”*

There was simply no question as to the rapidly mounting danger of a Fascist putsch. Some
kind of unity on the left was definitely on the order of the day. Minimum reservations by
the P.C.E. were still a avowed, however, in a declaration to the Alliance, they stated that: “It
still lacked that broad representation needed to bring a revolution to a successful
conclusion, namely the unions of the C.N.T. and the masses of peasants.” The name, itself,
they said, should reflect this mass base; it should be changed to the Alianza Obrera y
Campesina.’

As for the Anarchists of the FA.IL. and the C.N.T, contact remained at a minimum. Neither
Socialist nor Anarchist was quite up to a forming a positive relationship. The decades old
enmity between Marxist concepts of proletarian discipline as a weapon in the political
struggle for power, as opposed to the theories of indiscipline and spontaneity as advocated
by the Anarchists, remained the strongest of barriers.
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Indeed, the Anarchists questioned the whole idea of a “Left coup” not organized by
themselves. While criticizing the Socialist tactics, however, they made little use of the
opportunity to advance their own ends. Instead they accused their Socialist opponents of
“creating the apparition of a revolution simply to intimidate the government of the
Rightists and C.E.D.A.”® In one brief exchange with the U.G.T. Executive, the Anarchists
demanded that the PS.0.E. and U.G.T. manifest clearly and publicly just what its
“revolutionary” aspirations were, beyond the ten-point-program. And that they should
include in this reckoning that they did not mean simply a change of power, such as took
place with the fall of the Monarchy, but a complete and total suppression of capitalism, and
the State with it—in any form.”

This demand, of course, especially with the last three words tacked on, was infantile,
detached from any kind of reality, typical of the simplistic Anarchist thinking. Who, for
example, on the left would not want to see that stateless Eden wherein man-made
authority of one man over another is nonexistent? Who would not opt for such a
possibility given the opportunity? The question is: was that really the situation in terms of
attainable goals on the Iberian Peninsula in the autumn of 19347 That there was some
logic to Anarchist fears in-re Socialist past policies of collaboration is undeniable: that this
same fragment of logic justified their withholding support to the revolt was something
else again.

The Communists define the Anarchist's boycott in the following manner: Dolores Ibarruri
writes: “Objectively the refusal of the Anarchists to act helped the reactionaries, and
contributed strongly to the failure of the movement. But would the Anarchists have acted
that way if they had been consulted or included in the discussions prior to the
insurrection? Instead they were ignored and it was taken for granted that they would
march automatically behind the Socialist Party. After all they did represent a numerous
sector of the working class. This is a question that has remained unanswered, but the facts
are plain to see.”®

Another, equally irritating fact was that for the Anarchists to effectively 'rise’ in Catalonia,
they would have had to fight jointly with, what was to them, their enemies of the Catalan
Esquerra. The Separatist Catalan Left, or Esquerra—equivalent to Azafia's Left
Republicans—had won control of Catalonia from the Madrid Government. Luis Companys,
a former mayor of Barcelona, had been appointed Civil Governor.

Companys was a lawyer and an old friend of the Anarchists, or at least so the records tell
us. Upon assuming office he thought it proper to inform the Anarchists that: “Since you
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are not yet ready to make your revolution, why not let us make ours and use the liberty
the new regime gives you for your propaganda?”’ The F.A.L, however, was not about to
accept any proposals from Companys. He had embarrassed them at one point in that in a
situation where they had called for a twenty-four hour general strike, Companys had
declared the occasion a national holiday.

Like every other Party coming out of the period of the Primo de Rivera repression—and
into the comparative freedom of the Second Republic, the FA.L. had been hard at work
organizing. In the summer of 1931 its influence within the C.N.T. had grown immensely,
primarily in Catalonia. And, since it was in Catalonia where the Anarchists had attained
their greatest thrust, it is therefore in that area and against that background that they can
best be judged. They had, in that same year of 1931 (October) forced the eminent Juan
Peir6 and his entire staff from the editorial offices of the greatest and most influential of
the Anarcho-Syndicalist dailies, Solidaridad Obrera; and this because of Peird's refusal to
endorse a new FA.L terrorist policy of “revolutionary action of small groups.”'’ Peird's
ouster was followed by that of angel Pestafia, the Secretary of the C.N.T. from the Metal
Workers Syndicate at Barcelona. The reason for this last, according to Brenan, was that
Pestafia had, “vented his disapproval of the insurrection in the Llobregat Valley.” A number
of well known Anarchists, among them Peir6 and Juan Ldépez, supported him and
published their disapproval of the policy of the F.A.l. in a document which, because it had
thirty signatures, was known as the Trentistas proclamation. The consequences of this
were that they too were expelled from the C.N.T. and, as the syndicates which they
represented followed them, there came about a split in the Confederation. The dissident
syndicates, which comprised those of Tarassa and Sabadell in Catalonia, half of those in
Valencia and one in Asturias, were known as the Sindicatos de oposicién."* The same, it
must be pointed out, that had joined in the Socialist's Alianza Obrera.

The referred to “rising” in the Llobregat valley had come about when a handful of armed
militants of the FA.L seized public buildings in the towns of Manresa and Berga. It hardly
need be said that the Anarchists consulted no one in terms of their own plans. The rising
was put down and a hundred and twenty F.A.I. members were taken in custody. Among
those were the very courageous Buenaventura Durruti, and Francisco Ascaso. They were
sent, without trial, to penal colonies in Spanish Guinea.

In January, 1933, Garcia Oliver, another noted Anarchist leader, led a handful of militants
in another futile gesture to secure the release of the prisoners of Africa. It was an even
greater fiasco, and led only to more arrests and the capture of the arms they had managed
to accumulate. Brenan writes that: “The Anarchists then complained bitterly that the
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Republican Government was more tyrannical than that of Primo de Rivera. They
conveniently forgot that during his dictatorship the C.N.T. had been dissolved, the Anarchist
press suppressed—and that in all those five years not a single Anarchist had dared to make
himself seen or heard.”"

Unrest coupled with strikes and demonstrations continued in every part of Spain. Some
attempts at join action were made by the U.G.T. and the C.N.T. involving farm workers. In
June of 1934, continued misery was such that a general strike involving the peasants was
called all over Spain. But the forces of repression remained strong, while the forces of
unity were not. The strike was soon broken.

The Alianza too was active, slowly gaining strength for the role it was to play. It attempted
a general strike in Catalonia in August of 1934. That the strike was successful in but one
city, Sabadell, was beside the point. The fact that it could be called at all, in Anarchist
territory, and by Largo Caballero, caused the ideologues of the F.A.L to be suddenly
apprehensive—and thoughtful.

The Republic as it was now constituted hovered daily on the brink of an abyss. The
Lerroux government, formed on the 24™ of January, 1934, had given way to another on the
Fifth of March. The Third of April saw an additional shift in the Rightist game of “musical
chairs” in which the Radicals of Lerroux returned, but with Sefior, Ricardo Samper as
Premier. Each government held power solely by the votes of the C.E.D.A., whose tactics of
the moment were to play it cool; to aid the Radical governments without direct
participation, and in this way prepare the ground for the desired clerical-fascist regime
utilizing the parliamentary institution. Gil Robles hoped first for a coalition with the
Radicals; then to hold power alone; then, having created the proper atmosphere—a
veneer of constitutional respectability—to call for elections which he would control so as
to ensure an overwhelming victory. He would then revamp the constitution and opt for a
corporate state along the lines of that of Italy, and of the Austrian model of Dolfuss.

The Fourteenth of September, 1934, saw the greatest demonstration for unity on the left
ever held in Madrid until that time. More than a hundred thousand workers gathered in
the Metropolitan Stadium to hear the speeches of representatives of the Socialist Party,
the Communist Party, and of the youth movements of these organizations.

The Right, unfortunately, got the message. It reacted immediately. In a swift change of
tactics Gil Robles decided that the C.E.D.A. would enter the Government now, and not wait
for the “propitious moment.” He was determined to do this even if the act precipitated

civil war, as the Socialists had warned that it would. On October 1, the Cortes met and, as if
to show who was really in control, the Government of Samper dutifully resigned. Gil
Robles demanded a majority of seats in the next cabinet for his followers.

12 Ibid. p. 253



The Socialists were now faced with their moment of truth. And were instantly, and again,
divided. Indalecio Prieto wavered, fearing that the revolt they had called for might fail.
Prieto, who had sold newspapers in Bilbao as a boy, and who had risen by his boot-straps
—though many point to the aid given him through the years by the wealthy banker,
Horacio Echevarrieta—to the ownership of the liberal newspaper, El Liberal de Bilbao, and
high offices in the Socialist Party, placed himself in opposition to Largo Caballero.

Caballero, the opposite of Prieto in spirit and temperament, was a Madrid plasterer who
had learned to read only at the age of 24. His roots, from a class point of view, were those
of a working man of Castile; not those of a dabbler in commercial interests in Bilbao—an
area more European than Spanish. Whatever his faults the revolution was no intellectual
exercise to Caballero. He was ready now to go into the streets in defense of the Republic;
in defense of what little had been gained since 1931, and in the hopes of a victory which
would settle once and for all the question of power and who would control it, Spanish
reaction and Fascism, or the Spanish people and Socialism.

In a vote of the Socialist Executive, Indalecio Prieto, like Julian Besteiro before him, was
voted down.

All Spain held its breath.



SPAIN'S OCTOBER!

On the second of October, amidst rumors of strikes, putsches and violent demonstrations
everywhere, the Communist Party Executive proposed to the Socialist Party that the
working class weapon of the General Strike be put into effect now! Immediately and
throughout the country as a most viable means to impede the drive for power by the
C.E.D.A. and the reactionaries. In proposing such a move the P.C.E. counted on two ensuing
developments. One: That with the strike in full force and the threat of civil war in the
offing, Alcala Zamora could be made to refuse all attempts by the C.E.D.A. to enter the
Government. Indeed, it was still possible to reconstitute a Cabinet of Left-Republicans
which, for the moment, the Communists would neither hinder nor support. Two: If
Zamora bowed to the Financial Oligarchy, and to the subsequent unleashing of a Fascist
drive against the Spanish working class, the general strike would then have helped
prepare and mobilize all left militants, since the workers and all democratic forces would
have no recourse but to resort to arms to bar the road to Fascism. The proposal for the
general strike was therefore an effective means of mobilizing the workers for the second
alternative, so that the total initiative would not be left in the hands of reaction.’

Over Largo Caballero's head the Socialist Party still decided to wait, though it had not
given up its intent. No orders were issued to the U.G.T. Having already sublimely
announced that if the C.E.D.A. entered the Government they would move to insurrection,
they were strangely confident that this was sufficient to give Zamora pause—a totally
unreal attitude held over from their collaborationist days.

On the Fourth of October some of their illusions—but unfortunately not all, were against
dispelled. A catastrophic, but hardly unforeseen—by Marxists that is—decision was made.
Indeed, it can be said that much of what then ensued, inclusive perhaps of the civil war
itself, may have been avoided if the decision had been different. Don Niceto Zamora,
Monarchist-turned-Republican, instructed Lerroux to form a government in which there
would be three members of the C.E.D.A. They would be given the all-important ministries
of Labor, Agriculture, and Justice. The first step toward Clerical-Fascism had thus been
taken.

But October, 1934, was a far cry from that Christmas Eve of 1874, when a Spanish general,
Martinez Campos, pronounced the death of the First Republic. The people, as Sanjurjo and
his cohorts had but recently found out, were disposed to argue the question.

On the following day, October 5, a majority of the Republican leaders, Manuel Azaiia,
Diego Martinez Barrio, Miguel Maura, and Felipe Sanchez Roman, hurried to absolve
themselves of any responsibility or complicity in Zamora's act. They sent letters,
remarkably uniform in content, to Zamora stating that, “they were breaking all relations
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with the 'existing institutions' of the country, and that the President was guilty of handing
over the Republic to its enemies.”” In this manner, those same Republicans could cleanse
their skirts of complicity before the people—they would do nothing to prevent Zamora
from taking the action he did—and simultaneously prepare for a retention of leadership
in any future developments.

The resultant vote was massively in favor. Julidn Besteiro, Andrés Saborit and their
followers, however, voted no! An act considered by Spain's Socialist Party to be a vote
against all meaningful opposition to the intent of the C.E.D.A. and to, in effect, deprive the
Spanish working class of its most potent weapon in the face of the gathering Fascist storm.

The “fate” theme of Carmen intrudes here; muted to be true, but audible in the
background as the forces for disaster moved to the fore; no longer able to hind behind the
sophistry and the lies of their polemics.

With the action of the Besteiro “Socialists” and the quite obvious inaction of the FA.l. and
the C.N.T,, the threat to the very existence of the Spanish Republic could now be clearly
defined as two-fold: The first, from the Fascist and Reactionary Right; the second, from
the Besteiro Socialists and the Anarchist Left.

These two tendencies of the Spanish Liberation Movement were to fight their comrades of
the Left-Socialists and the Communist Party a thousand times more strongly than they
would ever fight the enemy. Across the years of blood and suffering they would do this.
And in the end they would join in that final treacherous cabal that opened the gates of
Madrid to Francisco Franco; brought destruction to the Popular Front of the Spanish
Republic, and sent two hundred and fifty thousand Spaniards to brutal death before the
firing squads of the Army of Africa and the Serioritos of the Falange Esparnola y de las
J.O.N.S.

The General Strike, minus the critical support of the C.N.T. (Every historian from Hugh
Thomas to Gabriel Jackson records that the Anarchists abstained almost entirely), spread
throughout the country. The revolutionary movement that followed, though poorly
conceived and ridiculously inadequate, broke out simultaneously in three centers—
Barcelona, Madrid, and in the mining districts of Asturias. In the majority of the other
provinces wherever the U.G.T. had sufficient strength, the strike prevailed—but that was
all. The country districts, in the main, were quiet. The strikes in the campos in June had
exhausted them. Only in a small area in Estremadura did a rising of the Yunteros take
place, this under the courageous leadership of the Socialist Deputy, Margarita Nelken. It
was quickly put down.

In response to the altogether inept first movements of the revolutionary forces in Madrid
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and Barcelona, President Alcala Zamora, declared a “State of War” on the morning of
October 6.

In Madrid, as in no other Spanish city, the complete inability of the Socialists to organize a
coup d'état was tragically evident. The following transcript of the first hours of the revolt
is from Alvarez del Vayo's “Last Optimist.” It will not only speak for itself quite clearly, but
should also serve to give the lie to any who would call Del Vayo a Communist:

“As the time of the legislative session approached, the plan to give power to the Right developed rapidly;
and on our party the machinery of the revolution was made reality to function the moment the order
should be given. Largo Caballero called together those of us who, in the eve of success, were t form the
new government of Spain. We had a long exchange of views and were instructed to be ready to take our
posts at a second's notice.

On the eve of the uprising Caballero and Prieto, as directors of the movement, established their
headquarters in the Madrid home of a Socialist whose residence seemed to offer the greatest guarantee of
secrecy. Caballero was of the opinion that those in the new government should not disperse too widely;
following his advice the majority of us installed ourselves in the studio of the painter Luis Quintanilla, a
Socialist and an old friend. His neighbors, fortunately, were accustomed to the going and coming of all
sorts of people, even at late hours. It was a large room with a still larger terrace which, in addition to being
an excellent observation point, allowed us to go out and enjoy the delicious air of those wonderful October
nights.

At first all was optimism of those congregated there. Felipe Pretel, treasurer of the U.G.T, explained in
broad lines the plan of attack. He had helped Caballero and knew exactly what arms were available,
because he had paid for them.

We believed that we could rely on the cooperation of a good number of officers commanding regiments
and battalions in Madrid and the provinces. It was also justifiable to hope that once the rising started, it
would be joined by many Republicans for whom President Alcala Zamora's decision to hand over power to
the Gil Robles party constituted an act of betrayal. But bourgeois parties had not been asked to participate
in the movement; nor, if success came, were they to be invited at once to join the new government. This
time a Socialist Government, strong and homogeneous, would try to lead the way to the profound social
transformation the country needed. The period of coalition governments, combining Socialist and middle-
class parties, was considered to be at an end. When Caballero went out of power in 1933 he swore that he
would never again collaborate with the Republicans. It took the Franco rebellion two years later to make
the veteran Socialist leader revoke his decision.

Much depended on the fate of a number of audacious strokes, which had to be executed between midnight
and dawn. The most important were the arrest of the principle ministers and the assault on the barracks.
Responsibility for the latter was placed with those army officers who had agreed to lead certain regiments
into the street. The mission of the Socialist militias—the armed workers—was to act as a surprise and
shock force, to make the necessary arrests and to launch an attack on the barracks, which would cause
confusion and permit sympathetic military elements to overcome the officers who refused to participate.

Midnight came and passed. One o'clock struck, and from the terrace of the studio Madrid seemed the most
peaceful city in the world. Stretched face down on the only available bed, Negrin and Zugazagoitia were
sleeping; around the table Quintanilla held the attention of his other guests with lively and amusing talk.



The suspense began to wear upon some of the group, and at last I yielded to the suggestion of Araquistain
that we take a walk to whether we could find out why none of the prearranged actions had begun to
materielize.

In the Central de Telefonos in the Calle Alcalj, at the entrance to the Puerta del Sol, a habitual meeting place
for journalists and an inexhaustible source of news and rumor, people were commenting on the
declarations of certain leaders and republican parties announcing their break with President Alcala
Zamora and their opposition to the new Republican-Monarchist-clerical government. This was the only
clear thing we could pick up. The rest was a gabble of speculation. Our presence there must have
disconcerted those who were expecting something extraordinary to happen at any moment. It did not
seem natural that two Socialist Deputies, known to be among those closest to Caballero, would be strolling
along at the Alcald if a rising was imminent. ...

At about four o'clock in the morning (in Quintanilla's Studio), Amaro del Rosal, who was in charge of the
Socialist militias, rushed to tell us that things were going badly. He was out of breath, his face was worn,
his hair tousled. One had only to look at him to realize his desperation. He had come to get a drink of
something and to exchange impressions, especially with Pretel; also to await a reply from Caballero, to
whom he had sent an urgent message informing him that the troops from the barracks had failed to move
into the street.

When things began to go wrong, everything went wrong. One of the planned coups failed through a series
of unfortunate coincidences. This was the seizure of the Ministry of Home Affairs by an armed group
comprising real Civil Guards mixed with brave, tough men from the trade unions disguised as Civil Guards,
all under the command of a heroic officer, Fernando Conde, who later met his death in the Spanish War on
the side of the Republicans. In this particular episode there were the comic details that are never lacking
in any tragedy: the ersatz Civil Guards had not been properly disguised because the comrade entrusted
with preparing their equipment, instead of buying boots, had given them white alpargatas, or hemp-soled
canvas slipper, which he had painted black. As a result the improvised Civil Guards had to remain with
their militia instead of playing the role assigned to them.

But it was not because of this or any other single detail that the operation missed fire. The failure had
many causes. First, the Army officers, on whom we had depended, remained in their barracks for reasons
we discovered later. The shock troops of the Socialist Youth were also partly responsible; some of them
were youngsters, from sixteen to eighteen, full of fervor and capable of any risk, but with no street fighting
experience. Above all, necessary unity among the workers was lacking. Before the rising started, strikes had
taken place, including a violent one declared by the peasants, against the advice of Caballero. There had
also been sporadic strikes in Madrid, which not only took strength from the great October movement but
put the police on guard. This with the seizure of the Turquesa and of other smaller arms dumps in
University City and in the Casas del Pueblo, explained why the essential element of surprise was missing.

These adverse circumstances could have been partly off-set if there had not been too much delay about
giving the order to start. The twenty-four hours during which the government was being formed were
decisive. To the very last, Caballero, to say nothing of Prieto, nursed the hope that President Alcald Zamora
would not take into the cabinet known enemies of the Republic. When the news came that the coalition
government had been completed, Caballero was with Prieto and a couple of other leaders of the
movement. Caballero's comment revealed his stubborn desire to trust Zamora: 'Until I see it in the Official
Gazette, | won't believe it. Caballero's closest associates, including myself, earnestly insisted that the rising
should begin that night, October 4. In the end Caballero gave in, but by then it was too late. It had to be
postponed until the next night. During those twenty-four hours martial law was declared, and this meant



the collapse by its own weight of the plan for military cooperation. Under martial law all officers, pro and
anti-Republican, were confined to barracks. Thus, when the rising finally got under way, its changes were
much diminished. We found ourselves lacking the military support on which we had counted; the Socialist
militias were in the street but were unable by themselves to carry out the crucial missions assigned to
them.

The calamity of that night did not prevent the declaration of the General Strike. [t was maintained for some
time in the hope that, in the rest of Spain, the rising might have better luck and that it might be possible to
begin afresh in Madrid. During these tense days the Socialists gave many proofs that their fighting spirit
had not been crushed. Every attempt by the Falange ... to gain command of the streets and to hunt down
the strikers was met with undiminished courage. It was clear that the workers of Madrid were determined,
as they showed two years later in their formidable resistance to Franco, to prevent the new 'March on
Rome.' But with Madrid under full martial law it was physically impossible to get the machinery of
revolution into action again. The Government began a wide search for Socialist deputies and labor leaders.
The revolutionary 'Cabinet' assembled in Quintanilla's studio dispersed, and several were arrested,
including our host. Three of us, Negrin, Araquistain, and myself—were given shelter by Jay Allen, that
excellent American journalist, who was then representing the Chicago Tribune. He was the best informed
correspondent in Madrid, and his home was both an ideal place of refuge and incomparable news center.
After a few days we decided that, since the rebellion in the capital was rapidly losing momentum, there
was no longer any point to remain together. Negrin and Araquistéin left the same morning; I waited until
three o'clock in the afternoon. At three-thirty the police paid a courtesy visit to Allen's floor, and, once
again by a matter of minutes, I slipped through their hands.”?

And thus are revolutions and those who must fight them—those men in the streets—
sometimes brought to bitter despair.

Dolores Ibarruri sums up in part her Party's criticism of the actions of the Socialist leaders
with the following caustic and, to this writer, quite correct observation.

“But what did the Socialists do after giving the order for the general revolutionary strike?
They broke all relations with the P.C.E. and hid from the police. While dodging police
persecution was justified, the Socialist Party was certainly not justified nor correct nor
revolutionary in failing to form a committee of alliance members to direct the insurrection
and mobilize the masses. Indeed, it let the battle run under its own steam, following
Largo's theory that a revolutionary cannot be organized, but that it spontaneously
generates itself.”

“Meanwhile, although the Socialist leaders had not communicated their plans to us, the
Communists plunged into the movement right from the start, fighting side by side with
the Socialist workers. With the aid of the workers during the battle (inclusive of Asturias),
we transformed the Workers Alliance into Workers and peasants Alliances which, in some
places like Asturias, where the Anarchists were Alianza members, became true organs of

power.”*
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BARCELONA:

In Barcelona, the results were the same, though the action was quite different. Luis
Companys, President of the Generalitat, or Autonomous Catalan Government, had made
every effort to contact Zamora to no avail. The Esquerra, therefore, the ruling Catalan Left
Party, was to take the only course left open to it. In the interests of its minimum
sovereignty it would defy the C.E.D.A. and the Central Government and join in the Socialist
insurrection. Without Anarchist support the Esquerra would be alone in this venture. And,
though it was by far the most powerful single voting group in the four provinces of
Catalonia, it was anything but a homogeneous body.

It was composed actually of four separate groups:

1. The Catalan petite bourgeoisie Esquerra (Left Republicans) led by Luis Companys.

2. The Etat Catald, a crypto-fascist separatist group led by José Dencas and Miguel
Badia; this last a municipal police chief of Barcelona.

3. The Catalan Socialist Party, a small group composed mainly of workers and linked
closely with the U.G.T. and the Cooperative movement.

4. The Rabassaires, or Catalan Peasants Party, whose members were, essentially
extremely militant, non-anarchist tenant-farmers who cultivated the grapevine
under long term contracts; the produce being divided 50/50. The tenancy lasted
until three-quarters of the vine had died; a feature in the contract known as the
rabassa morte, and thus the name, Rabassaire. Luis Companys had founded and led
the the Rabassaires, and its program was to gain title to the vineyards for those who
worked them....

For many months a struggle had been going on within the Esquerra; resolving itself finally
into a battle between Companys and Dencas. Companys position, enjoying by far the
majority support, was simply that the workers, like the middle class and the great mass of
the Catalan peasantry—who were the Rabassaires—had Catalan sympathies and
preferred the Esquerra to any party, Socialist or Monarchist, that took its orders from
Madrid. José Dencas, on the other hand—his was a semi-fascist movement in which the
members wore green shirts, called themselves Escamots, squads, and drilled with rifles—
saw Catlaan separatism solely as an opportunity to seize power in the four provinces
under his own leadership.

President Luis Companys was indeed in the eye of a hurricane. On the ultra-left the
Anarchists simply watched and waited. The Rabassaires cursed those in Madrid who had
anulled the ley de cultivos passed by the Generalitat to allow tenants to acquire the land
when they had cultivated it for fifteen years. They were ready to seize that land, now! The
Escamots of Dencas threatened a rightist putsch which, though of a separatist nature, was
hardly better than that planned by the Falange and the C.E.D.A. And against this
background, Companys, who later would die courageously before the firing squads of



Franco, was being asked by the entire liberal left of Spain to join in action to forestall the
fascism of the ruling Financial Oligarchy.

In continuity, immediately after Zamora's pronouncement of a State of War throughout
Spain, President Luis Companys called General Batet, himself a Catalan, in command of
the Barcelona military district. He asked that Batet place himself at the service of the
“Federal Republic,” meaning the Generalitat of Catalonia. The general equivocated, stating
that the proclamation of martial law applied to all Spain.’

At 7:30 p.m., October 6, President Luis Companys went to the balcony of the governmental
palace overlooking the tens of thousands of assembled Catalans in the square of St. James
below. Companys began to speak. His prime thrust, though larded with Catalan
nationalism, was directed strongly against the open fascist threat of the C.E.D.A. He
declared that: “The Monarchical and Fascist powers which have been for some time
attempting to betray the Republic have attained their objective. In this solemn hour, in the
name of the people and of the Parliament, the Government over which I preside assumes
all the functions of power in Catalonia, proclaims the Catalan State of the Federal Spanish
Republic (shades of the Cantonalists of 1873) and, strengthening its relations with those
who direct this general protest against Fascism, invites them to establish the Provisional
Government of the Republic in Catalonia.®

The detractors of Companys claim that he trembled as he made this pronouncement; that
his real preference had been to stay with Zamora and against the rising. The facts belie the
implications. For if that were the case Companys need not have, would never, in fact, have
dared in the face of a revolt already lost to invite the defeated leaders of that revolt to
declare themselves, now, the legitimate government, and to freely establish themselves in
Catalonia, come what may.

The crowd, it is said, roared its approval. But that was all that it did. Confused by the
almost cynical passivity of the Anarchist leaders, lacking sufficient support from the
Alianza Obrera, dependent, really, upon the militant peasant unions of the Rabassaires,
whose forces were only now being mobilized, and would arrive on the scene much too
late; dependent, too, paradoxically, upon the Escamots of Dencas and Badia, Companys
had little choice but to barricade himself and his 'Government of Catalonia' in the
Generalitat and hope that the Rabassaires would arrive in time.

The Generalitat was protected by exactly one hundred members of the Mossos de
Esquadra, armed militants of the Esquerra, and that was all. Dencas had retreated
instantly to his offices where he remained, refusing all appeals from Companys to come to
the aid of the government. At 10:00 p.m. the forces of a division of the Army, commanded
by General Batet, marched to the Palace and surrounded it completely. Artillery was
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moved into position and a few shells were fired. By morning Luis Companys and his
Government were taken prisoner and all fighting had ceased.

Casualties throughout the city were at a minimum. The only fighting Dencas' Escamots
had involved themselves in was, and now unexpectedly, a brief firefight with Companys'
Mossos. Other, sporadic skirmishes, launched by the weak forces of the Alianza—
Communists, Socialists, Left-Communists, and some workers from Peirats Sindicatos, cost
perhaps twenty lives and as many as a hundred wounded. The tally was comparable to
that of Madrid after the unsuccessful assault by the Socialist militias against the Minister
of the Interior in the Puerta del Sol.

Barcelona, like Madrid, had fallen, but for different reasons . The one notable feature here
was that the Republican-humanist, Companys, had stood staunch against the C.E.D.A. and
the Right until the end—a far cry from the “Socialist” Besteiro's and their ilk, or the
ideologues of the F.A.L. Nor had he hidden in an artist's room in Madrid; but rather had
dared to go before the assembled people of Barcelona; to name the enemy as Fascism, and
to challenge that enemy in battle.

José Dencas, the leader of incipient Catalan Fascism, who had kept his stalwarts in their
barracks, refusing the orders of Companys, dismissed them finally, and then escaped from
Barcelona through the sewers of the city to take refuge in Italy. One source claims that
Dencas had been in the pay of the Monarchists all along; that he was, in fact, an agent
provocateur.”
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ASTURIAS!

Only in Asturias d id the true potential of the Socialist rising show itself. Here were no
bumbling Socialist leaders trapped by their own irrational rhetoric and infantile
ineptness. Here too were a minimum of FA.L-istas to declaim against the movement and
sabotage it as being a thing—bourgeois inspired. For it must be understood that the
greater part of the forces of the C.N.T. in Asturias that supported the rising were precisely
those who had split from F.A.L. leadership, and decried its infantile divisive tactics of
terror squads and opposition to meaningful unity on the Left.

In Asturias there already existed a considerable degree of unity among the forces of the
Left. They had long adopted the rallying cry of “U.H.P.!"—Union de Harmanos Proletarios.
The C.N.T. had joined Caballero's Alianza Obrera. And, in September, when the P.C.E. Gave
its adherence to the Alianza, it instantly became the Frente Union, the prototype of the
coming Popular Front, United Committees of Communists, Socialists Cenetistas were then
organized in every town and village.

Albert to the danger as posed by the Right, the Alianza had prepared for it—but really
prepared. Theirs was to be no tragicomic-opera rising. Guns had been surreptitiously
gathered, fighting squads had been organized. Areas of attack had been assigned to each
militia column.

On the night of October 4, when word of the action of Gil Robles reached them, they
delayed not second. They considered themselves serious people, not dilettantes. And they
took the Socialist Executive at its word: “that if the C.E.D.A. attempted a seizure of power,
all Spain, under the Socialist Party and the Alianzas, would instantly rise.”

That is exactly what they did. The word went out for the General Revolutionary Strike, and
the Committees moved to implement it with armed insurrection.

On the morning of October Fifth, Socialist miners stormed the police barracks at Sama
with sticks of dynamite. A simultaneous military confrontation took place in the town of
Mieres where two hundred militants of the Communist-led miners of the area, armed with
but thirty rifles, surrounded the barracks of the Civil Guard and the Town Hall. They used
their few guns in such a way as to make them seem like many, firing them from a number
of positions around the redoubts. The Civil and Assault Guards surrendered. The following
day these same fighters, their numbers growing by the hour, seized every town and village
between Mieres and the capital, Oviedo.

Joining with militant columns of Socialists and Cenetistas they then numbered some eight
thousand. They stormed the provincial capital itself. They had no artillery and but a
minimum quantity of rifles and explosives, yet within hours they had taken the major



areas of the city. On the Eighth, the small-arms factory at La Trubia was captured together
with 30,000 rifles and some machineguns.

On the Seventh, news filtered through to them of the failure in Madrid and Barcelona. But
the miners were so accustomed to the lies of the bourgeois media that they refused at first
to accept the veracity of the reports. They continued fighting, confiscating certain
businesses in Oviedo, and establishing the rationing of food and basic materiels
throughout the occupied territory, which now extended to the Cantabrian coast and the
pot city of Gijon.

By the Ninth of October all Oviedo was in the hands of the insurrectionists except for the
Cathedral, and the Governor's Palace and Pelayo Barracks. The Army garrison of a
thousand men, plus the remnants of the Assault and Civil Guards, had taken refuge there
and could not be dislodged without artillery.

In the spirit of U.H.P, Revolutionary Committees shared power in Oviedo; likewise, the
Anarchists of the C.N.T. and the Socialists and Communists shared power in Gijon, La
Felguera, Mileres, Trubia, and all the captured towns and villages.

Much has been written as to exactly how the leaders and supporters of the Asturias rising
conducted themselves during their short period of control of the Asturian enclave. Gabriel
Jackson, one of the more honest historians of the Spanish War writes that: “For the best of
the militant elements, the revolutionary regime was to be a demonstration of proletarian
morality. The bourgeois received the same food rations as did the workers. In the hospital
doctors were instructed to treat equally the government wounded and the revolutionary
wounded. Non-political middle-class and professional people were to be protected, even
at the risk of life, by the revolutionary militia . .. for a tiny, primitive minority who had
learned class hatred without learning 'revolutionary discipline', physical liquidation of the
enemy was in order. At Mieres, on the morning of October Fifth, when the Assault Guards
had surrendered, the crowd had demanded the death of two particularly hated guards.
The Committee had refused, forming a circle with their own bodies to protect their
prisoners. One of the guards, crazed with fear, had broken out of the circle and been shot
down.”!

Reports of atrocities by the Revolutionary Committees assumed avalanche proportions in
the Rightist press during and immediately after the rising. A number of these atrocity
tales persist to this day; some fostered by men who know better. Hugh Thomas, for
instances, writes deliberately and with no indication of sources that: “At Sama thirty Civil
Guards and forty Asaltos sustained a siege of a day and a half. When they surrendered
they were all shot.”” After the fighting ended the influential Madrid newspaper, El Sol,
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made a thorough investigation of all atrocity stories and found not a vestige of truth in any
of them, inclusive of Thomas' report. Brenan tells us that: “As to the real 'atrocities’ of the
Asturian miners, these were confined to the shooting in cold blood of about twenty
persons, all men. Fourteen of these were shot at Turon and included a priest and six
teachers of the Brothers of Christian Doctrine. ... Several churches were burned. At La
Felguera the Anarchists set fire to the church and all its images with great ceremony.”?

The greater part of the province of Asturias was now in the hands of the Revolutionary
Committees, and a radio station quickly installed at Turon proclaimed the Socialist
Republic.

In October of '34, the Financial Oligarchy and the great landowners had settled upon a
group of generals known as the ‘Africanists' to be their military arm. One member of this
group was short, paunchy, and at age forty, known for his courage, luck—and cruelty. His
name was Francisco Franco y Bahamonde; birthplace, EL Ferrol in Galicia in 1892. The
young Franco, upon graduating from the infantry academy at Toledo in 1907, was posted
instantly to Morocco. There he became in quick succession, the youngest Captain, Major,
Colonel, and General of the Spanish Army. He commanded the Foreign Legion from 1923
to 1927. His brother-in-law, by the marriage of his wife's sister, was Ramon Serrano Suifier,
youth leader of the C.E.D.A.

The Leerouxist Minister of War, Diego Hidalgo, had had occasion some weeks prior to the
general strike and rising to call both Generals' Franco and Goded to the Peninsula on the
pretext that they would participate in certain military maneuvers in the province of Ledn.
The Rightist government was already preparing to move—one way or the other.

This fact is quite interesting since it poses the question of, just how did Franco come by
this exceptional invitation; to catch the eye, as it were, of the Lerroux War Minister over
the heads of a half-hundred other generals of equal stature and much more seniority. The
answer is equally interesting; more for the fact that it has generally been avoided to date
in discussions of the Spanish Civil War.

In early 1934, Francisco Franco was the acting Commanding General of the Balaeric
Islands, with his Estado Mayor in Palma de Mallorca. He was actually, in fact, a sort of
viceroy for the financier, Juan March, who was also on the island and owned a great part of
it. The War Minister, Diego Hidalgo, had occasion to visit Palma to see March, since March
was the gran patron of Lerroux's Radical Party. It was common knowledge that Juan
March owned the party. Hidalgo was introduced to Franco and told just how things were
to be. March's sires were, essentially, orders, and the act sufficiently explains and answers
the question of “why Franco was accredited to the Ministry.”*
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An additional point is that the relationship between the Africanist, Franco, and the multi-
millionaire and contrabandist (This last was a fact known to all who operated in the
international financial crisis of the times), dated from the period of Franco's campaigns in
Morocco, and the handling of certain supplies to the Army.

When the general revolutionary strike exploded in October, Franco was therefore
conveniently on hand for the job, and was instantly called to the Ministry to take complete
charge of putting down the revolt in Asturias.

The paunchy little general moved quickly. Regular troops in Asturias under the command
of General Lopez Ochoa would need support, some of them being undependable except
for holding actions. Other units of the Army were also sympathetic to the Rebels. The chief
of the air-base at Leon, for instance, resisted all Franco's orders, and Lt. Colonel Lopez
Bravo, Commander of the 8™ battalion of Light Infantry of Africa, the first unit to leave
Ceuta in Morocco for Asturias, counseled his men that, “they should not fire against their
brothers.”

Franco then, and with the full compliance of the Government of Lerroux, ordered the
Foreign Legion, the Tercio, with contingents of Moorish Regulares, under the command of
Colonel Yaglie, another Africanist, and an ardent Falangist, to be instantly dispatched to
put down the miners.

This decision to use colonial troops against Spanish workers; to give them carte blanche to
commit any crime, to loot and kill in any Austrian village, had no precedent in Spanish
history. The use of Moors was an abomination. Brenan writes that: “For eight hundred
years the crusade against the Moors had been the central theme of Spanish history. Yet
they were not being brought to fight in Asturias, that one sacred corner of Spain where
the Crescent had never flown. By this single act the Spanish Right showed that neither
tradition nor religion—the two things for which they professed to stand—had any
meaning for them. In the terror produced in them by the rebellion of 40,00 miners, they
showed that they were ready to sacrifice all their principles.”®

Francisco Franco y Bahamonde was to repeat this exploit in 1936, and on a much heavier
and bloodier scale. Simultaneously with orders to the Foreign Legion, the Civil Guard
Commander, Doval, was ordered to take charge of security. Doval, whose record for
sadistic ferocity had no equal, moved swiftly to the job at hand.

The government response began with the first hours of the rising. Therefore the rapid
delivery of troops by ship allowed the Tercio and the Regulares to land at the ports of
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Aviles and Gijon on the Eighth; to seize these cities and to effect a juncture with the
columns of General Lopez Ochoa before Oviedo on the Twelfth of October. The miners
fought hard to stem their advance, defending every town and village. But they were badly
outnumbered and certainly no match militarily for the forces arrayed against them. The
battle aged in the streets of Oviedo for three days, until by the seventeenth nothing
remained in the hands of the Revolutionary Committees but the railway station. The
center of the city was in shambles. Artillery had destroyed the water and power stations,
and hundreds of homes and the University Library were in ruins.

By now, obviously, the workers and their leaders knew that they stood alone; that there
would be no help from any source. Gonzalez Pefia of the U.G.T. asked that the miners
surrender; that the position was now hopeless. They refused and he resigned. It was then
that the Communists came to the fore. They insisted that they fight on as best they could;
that that was the only way in which they could force the government to grant freedom
from the bloody reprisals that would instantly ensue with an unconditional surrender.

Mieres, where the revolt had started was, oddly enough, by October Eighteenth, the last
redoubt of the heroic Revolutionary Committees of Asturias and their Socialist
Government. Belarmino Tomas, Socialist Delegate on the Committee, was sent to General
Ochoa to negotiate the terms of surrender. The Revolutionaries demands were simple: No
Moors were to be allowed to enter the villages; nor foreign soldiers of the Tercio. If there
was to be no guarantee of this, then the miners would fight on until the end. General
Ochoa, aware that in the latter case, it might take weeks to pacify Asturias, agreed.”

The surrender was then concluded.

And the miners conditions were instantly trampled upon. The agreements concluded with
Ochoa were superseded by the Minister of War.

“The fate of the victims then devolved on the Guardia Civil and the Foreign Legion,” writes
Brenan. “Thousands of arrests were made and the prisoners (except for those killed on
the way) were brought to the police barracks at Oviedo. Here they were taken out and
shot without any trial at all in batches. Colonel Yagiie's Foreign Legionnaires and Moors
had already, as was the custom, shot all prisoners taken in the fighting. How many more
fell in the execution squads of the Civil Guards it is impossible to say ... . The miners had
captured large numbers of arms; many of these could not be found. It was evident that
they had been hidden. To find out where, a torture squad was organized by a certain
police Major named Doval. All the devices of the worst German concentration caps were
then resorted too. That this is not invention is shown by the investigations made
separately by Fernando de los Rios, Alvarez del Vayo, and Gordon Ordas and presented to
the Cortes with full particulars of names, dates and signatures. The Government at first
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refused to believe that such things were happening, but in the end grew frightened,
dismissed Doval, who had to leave the country, and set its face against further
executions.”®

The first truly Socialist revolution in Spain's history had ended. The casualties were over
3,000 dead; 7,000 wounded.

Among the dead were 100 Civil Guards, 98 soldiers and 86 Asaltos and Carabineros. The
remainder were the miners and their sons and their wives. Of the more than 30,000
political prisoners taken throughout Spain as a result of the rising, the majority of these
were from Asturias.
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POPULAR FRONT GOVERNMENT

The movement of “October” was by far the major battle of the Spanish workers until that
time. The revolutionary spirit of the working class and its capacity for armed struggle was
now indisputable. Indeed, it is said that if the Spanish working class had not been steeled
in the fires of October, then the masses of the people could not have withstood the force of
the Fascist rising in 1936.

In spite of the fact that the October movement had been defeated, the results of the battle
were by no means sterile. It had sent a veritable chill of terror up the spines of the
Oligarchy, and had instantly and strongly impeded the consolidation of Gil Robles bid for
powers and the installation of a fascist-corporate state by semi-legal and “parliamentary
means.” All was now held in abeyance.

Another aspect of the insurrection, by no means the least important, was that it
represented a change in direction of the thrust of the left movement. Until that point the
working class had forever attached its political strength to the tow-rope of bourgeois-
republicanism, or dissipated it in the blind alleys of Anarchism. After October it became,
effectively, the leading force in Spain's march toward democracy.

Until October the Socialist Party had been the most important of the working class parties
in Spain. After October the influence of the Communist Party rapidly began to supplant
that of the Socialists in many areas; spreading to every corner of Spain; into the unions at
all levels, the youth, the peasant cooperatives, and among the intellectuals.

The Socialist leaders and especially Largo Caballero, who was visited in prison by José
Diaz, refused Diaz' proposal that the Socialists and the P.C.E. jointly accept all
responsibility for the movement of October. The P.C.E. then publicly accepted full
responsibility for the defeat themselves; thereby, with the act, winning great prestige
among the Socialist militants and the workers generally, who were well aware of the
active role of the P.C.E. cadres and leaders in October.

Dolores Ibarurri writes that, “The people had been given the opportunity to see three
different methods in action:

1. The Socialist program, all-inclusive, professing to monopolize the leadership of an
insufficiently prepared revolutionary movement and failing in the undertaking.

2. That of the Anarchists who, because of their sectarianism, shied away from a battle
which could have been decisive and thus played into the hands of the enemies of
the working class.

3. That of the Communists, who participated openly in the movement, leading it in
some places, fighting for victory, and publicly assuming the responsibility for the



insurrection.”!

The Government of Radicals and Cedistas had imprisoned 30,000 political prisoners,
among the Asturian leaders being the Socialists, Gonzalez Pefia and Belarmino Tomas, and
the Communist Manso. Among other jailed were Manuel Azafia, Left-Republican, Santiago
Carillo of the ].S.U., and many older Socialist and Republican Ministers plus the entire
government of Catalonia with Luis Companys at its head. The Left press was prohibited,
union offices were padlocked, and all constitutional guarantees were suspended.

Despite the brutality of the repression, however, the 'victory' of reaction was pyrrhic. For
them October had indeed been a manifestation of weakness rather than strength. So much
was this true that by December of '34, a powerful resurgence of the movement began
anew, throughout he country, which the government could neither halt nor hinder.

The most impressive phenomenon, politically, was the absence of any defeatist spirit.> The
very opposite was true, for the reverses and bitter experiences of the debacle had served
principally to create a new and much stronger unity of the people. The U.G.T. and the
C.N.T, though now illegal, remained intact and were actually strengthened: this in bright
contrast to the total destruction of the earlier (February) Socialist Schutzbund rising in
Vienna.

With popular pressure mounting, Gil Robles softened his language and curtailed his pro-
fascist declarations. The C.E.D.A. was now in no position to establish a clerical
dictatorship. With this knowledge Robles settled to a continued observance of
constitutional forms and collaboration with the Radicals.

The same pressures that had caused the removal of Doval in December, crested to demand
that the death sentences too, be lifted. Lerroux and the Radicals, highly nervous—they
were essentially petty gangsters, not Right-wing putschists—and wanting some kind of
stability, agreed. The C.E.D.A., however, and therefore its Ministers, supported the death
penalty. Alcala Zamora, to his credit, reminded the government that General Sanjurjo and
his co-plotters had all been reprieved in 1932. The sentences were then commuted; upon
which the C.E.D.A. ministers promptly resigned.

A government crisis then ensued. Lerroux was asked by Zamora to form a new
government. He did: this time with five C.E.D.A. Ministers.

But the popular pressures continued to mount.

The government was next forced to free Manuel Azafa; while the unions and political
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organizations went on to reconstitute themselves, aided in this mobilization by many who
were still in prison.

In May of 1935, Gil Robles was appointed War Minister by the new Lerroux government.
He immediately and personally began to place the most reactionary “Africanist” officers in
key positions of command. General Francisco Franco y Bahamonde was appointed chief of
the forces of Morocco; General Emilio Mola Vidal, chief of the Army of Morocco; General
Joaquin Fanjul Goni was named as subsecretary of the Ministry of War; General Manuel
Goded Llopis, Director General of Aviation, and Colonel Aranda Mata was posted to the
special and newly created 'Comandancia de Asturias.

This Africanist Camarilla, backed by the War Ministry, lifted the Colonel, Varela, to
General; gave the Military Medal to Lt. Colonel Yagiie, the butcher of Oviedo, for
“meritorious service,” and shifted the command of a regiment to Moscardo.

Many of the military were chosen from the so-called Unién Militar Espafiola to command
garrisons in strategic areas. The U.M.E. was a notorious 'secret' right-wing organization
within the Army. Loyal Republican officers such as Riquelme, Manga, Saravia, Miaja,
Cmaacho, Sandino, Viqueira, Hidalgo de Cisneros and others were meanwhile set aside
and ignored.

Of the 80 chiefs designated in this period to command divisions, corps, and military
districts, only twenty respected the protocol of offering the salute to the President of the
Republic.

The U.M.E,, aided by the Minister of War, expanded its role. The interior service of the
corps—the secret service of the headquarters—was entrusted, on the 24" of October,
1935, to the Chief of Artillery, Luis Lopez Varela, who then headed this organization.

The Communist Party claims to have created, as early as 1934, a counter military group
called the Unién Militar Republicanas Antifascista; the U.M.R.A. was never to achieve
sufficient strength, however, in the face of support by the War Ministry to the Africanists,
to prevent the penetration of Fascist ideas into the command structure of the Army.

An example of early Fascist and U.M.E. operational control within the High Command is
seen in that as early as 1935 fortifications were being built in the Sierra Guadarrama, to
be used later against Madrid. Maneuvers were constantly conducted with entire divisions
against cities and provinces—such as Asturias—in mock preparation of the rising to
come. All these activities were presided over by Gil Robles, Franco, Goded and Fanjul.’
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The naming of the C.E.D.A. chieftain to the War Ministry obviously augmented the Fascist
threat, stimulating additional currents of working class unity. Within a few days of the
provocative act, fraught with peril for the people, the P.C.E., in a meeting held in the
Monumental Cinema (June 2 of 1935), proposed to worker and republican party alike that
a Popular Front of all Spanish liberal, progressive and Left forces be created now,
throughout Spain. The following points were presided as a programmatic base:*

1. Confiscation of the land of the great landowners . .. without indemnity; the land to
be given immediately and finally to the poor farmers, and to the agricultural
workers.

2. Liberation of the peoples oppressed by Spanish imperialism, conceding them the
right to freely decide their own destiny; and these inclusive of Catalonia, Euzkadi,
Galicia and Morocco.

3. An immediate general betterment of the conditions of the working classes;
adjustment of wages etc., to be made through the appropriate syndicates. Absolute
liberty in the right of assembly; to a free press, to the strike, and to freedom of
speech.

4. Liberty for all imprisoned revolutionaries. Total amnesty for all those imprisoned
and persecuted for their political and social activities.’

And here, again, to those who slyly suggest that the P.C.E. followed the dictates of the C.I,,
the lie is given. For this action took place months prior to the call for “joint people's fronts
against fascism” by Georgi Dimitrov at the Seventh World Congress of the Communist
International. The idea of the Frente Popular as having first originated within the
Communist International and not with the Communist Party of Spain as a result of the
very conditions of the Spanish body-politic, has been an outright lie perpetuated through
the years by all those who would vilify the P.C.E. and the Spanish Republic.

This call of José Diaz received little attention at first from either the Socialist or Left-
Republican leadership. It instantly, however, attracted immense enthusiasm among the
workers, leading quickly to the creation of many local, multiple committees of the Frente
Popular. The people were quite aware that it had been their unity alone that had forced a
commutation of the death penalty of thousands of militants; and that it would be their
unity alone that would bring amnesty to the 30,000 still in prison.

It is notable too, that the lessons from the fighting in October, in-re the discipline and
unity of the P.C.E. and its orientation, had created a considerable increase in Communist
influence within the mass of the Socialist and Anarchist workers. This was reflected in a
qualitative move toward Leninist concepts by Santiago Carillo, José Cazorla, Federico
Melchor, Ignacio Gallego, and others. It was at this point that relations between the
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Socialist youth, 200,000 strong, and the Communist youth, listed at 50,000, began their
move toward unification.’

Claridad, the Left-Socialist organ of Caballero (Prieto controlled El Socialista), commented
favorably on the Popular Front decisions of the P.C.E. when they were published. And the
P.C.E,, seizing upon this positive attitude pushed for a unification of the two parties based
upon the postulates of the Congress, and achieved thereby, at least a betterment of
relations and the possibility of a political dialogue.

This led in December to the Communist bloc of the C.G.T.U. unions entering in to the
U.G.T’

These examples of growing working class unity both stimulated and alarmed the
bourgeois-republicans. Their agitation was immediately shown in the creation of a
campaign of public meetings called by Azafia throughout the country.

Azana's prestige had deservedly risen as a result of his having been jailed in October. His
trial before the Cortes, “had put them all (the liberal-left leaders) on notice that the
Fascist-Right would stop at nothing to destroy them.”® The parties of Azafia and Marcelino
Domingo fused to form the Izquierda Republicana. The Galician liberals of Casares Quiroga
joined them. Professor Felipe Sanchez Roman and Martinez Barrio agreed upon a program
of cooperation between their three parties. At one of the public gatherings addressed by
Azana, at Comillas outside the gates of the Capital, he spoke to an audience of over
400,000—Dby far the greatest political gathering in Spain's history.

The end of 1935, therefore, witnessed the political phenomenon of a general re-
approachement between the Azana and Prieto forces on the one hand, and the
Revolutionary Socialists and the Communists on the other. The Anarchists brooded on the
sidelines, having done nothing; doing nothing, and therefore accomplishing nothing. If the
affairs of the Right had been as equally sterile, the history of Spain might have been a
great deal different.

The Rightists had tentatively lost the control of the streets. They were also in danger of
losing both the parliament and the government. To make matters worse the corrupt
Radicals were caught in a ridiculous financial scandal having to do with the introduction
of a new type of roulette wheel, the straperlo, by Strauss, a Dutch financial adventurer.
Radical Ministers, Lerroux's nephew, etc. were all somehow involved. Lerroux and many
others were forced to resign. Sefior Chapaprieta, the then Prime Minister quarreled with
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the C.E.D.A. over the proposed budget, upon which Gil Robles and his friends resigned.
The Africanists were left alone to chew their nails.

Don Niceto Alcalda Zamora then tried every possible combination to achieve a new
administration. He failed. Upon which he dissolved the Cortes and called for new
elections.

The time was January 4™ 1936; the elections were called for February 16" 1936. Alcala
Zamora appointed Portela Valladares, ex-minister of the Monarchy to form a caretaker
government.

It took exactly one week between the time that Portela dismissed the Cortes and
announced for new elections, for the Popular Front Pact to be created. On January 15" the
Left Republicans of Azafia, the Republican Union of Martinez Barrio, the Catalan Esquerra,
and the Communist and Socialist Parties formed an electoral alliance. Its minimum
program called for a more rapid land reform, an immediate amnesty, for the 30,000
political prisoners, and a return to the policies of the first biennium.

A coalition list for elections to the Cortes was established, allotting in advance the
proportion of seats to go to each party. A final agreement—and to those who fear Popular
Fronts with Communists, this should be interesting—was that all agreed that the
government should be composed only of Republicans, while the Socialists and
Communists were pledged to support that government for the purpose of fulfilling the
announced “bourgeois-democratic” program.

The Left Socialists and Communists would support the government in the fulfillment of a
minimum program, but would refuse to share responsibility, in this case, with the
bourgeois parties.

As a result of the ridiculous debacle of the Radicals of Lerroux, the Rightists, of necessity,
were forced to reorganize. The so-called 'National Bloc', originated by Calvo Sotelo after a
voyage to Italy, and consisting of Renovacién Espafiola and the Tradicionalista groups,
whose leaders were such men as the Duke of Alba, Albifiana, Lequerica, Arilza, the father
Gafo, Maeztu, Ansaldo and other ultra-reactionaries, wanted to strike a blow immediately.
The C.E.D.A,, falling back on its astute Jesuit training, termed such a precipitate gesture,
suicidal . . .

In the name of the National Bloc, Ansaldo suggested to the Generals' Franco, Fanjul and
Goded, in the War Ministry, that they rise now. They vacillated a few hours and then
decided that “now” was not the time.’

9 Memoirs d'un monarchiste espagnol, Juan Antonio Ansaldo, Monaco, 1953. p. 39



The Rightists, according to the Communists, accepted the elections with clenched teeth,
for their road to power now could lay only in violence and the military coup, whereas the
forces of the Left could succeed through the media of the elections. The peaceful road; the
parliamentary road could and would determine the future of Spain—if allowed."

On February 16", the Sunday of the Carnival before Lent, all Spain went to the polls.
Approximately 34,000 Civil Guards and as many as 17,000 Assault Guards were on duty.
There was a minimum of violence. The final tabulation was as follows:

POPULAR FRONT AND BASQUE NATIONALISTS 4,838,449

PARTIES OF THE CENTER. .. 449,320

PARTIES OF THE RIGHT ... 3,996,931

NUMBER OF DEPUTIES:

SOCIALISTS ... 99

REPUBLCIAN LEFT ... (Azana) 87
REPUBLICAN UNION... (Martinez Barrio) 39
CATALAN ESQUERRA.. .. (Companys) 36
COMMUNISTS...17

TOTAL 278

NATIONAL FRONT (RIGHT)
C.E.D.A.... (Gil Robles) 88
AGRARIANS... (Landowners) 11
MONARCHISTS ... (Calvo Sotelo) 13
INDEPENDENTS... 10
TRADITIONALISTS. ... (Carlists) 9
TOTAL 134

CENTER:

CENTER PARTY ... (Portela Valladares) 16
LLIGA ... (Catalan Right) 12

RADICALS (Lerroux) 4

PROGRESSIVES ... (Alcala Zamora) 6
BASQUES... 10

OTHERS...7

TOTAL 55

11

And thus the Popular Front of the Spanish Republic was brought to power by the majority

10 Guerray Revolucién, p. 69

11 (The citation does not appear on this page due an error committed by Landis, but it is noted in the Notes section
of the book. | have made an approximation of where the citation may be. - Transcriber) Publication of the Spanish
Embassy, London, England: Secretariat of the Spanish Parliament (Cortes) 1936.



mandate of the people. Its impact was not confined to Spain alone. In France, England; in
all the countries of the Western World where Fascism was not a most tangible threat, the
victors and the form of their victory was well noted. It was to be repeated in France in
April and May, with both French Socialists and Communists making tremendous gains. On
July 4, 1936, Leon Blum formed the first Popular Front Government of the French
Republic. The breath of a dual spring blew softly over Europe. For, as of that moment,
those who had feared the seemingly omnipotent onslaught of Fascism, had found a
tentative weapon to halt its march toward apocalypse. The key to the maintenance of the
strength of that weapon—absolute unity on the left—was the a-priori fact they had yet to
fully understand.

A footnote to the elections and their immediate aftermath is hereby described by Alvarez
del Vayo:

“The morning after the elections the Popular Front victory was fully confirmed. At noon,
Senor Largo Caballero and I, as elected members for Madrid, called on the Prime Minister
to protest against the first of the Fascist assaults, which had taken place that very day in
the streets of Madrid. (Members of the Falange had fired on a demonstration chiefly
composed of women, who were marching to the prison to bring the political prisoners the
good news for the election.) Sefior Portela Valladares received us with courtesy, and said
unhesitatingly: 'In you I greet today's victors." A year later, during the war, Sefior Portela
Valladares, when he attended a meeting of the Cortes in Valencia for the express purpose
of proclaiming to the world that the Parliament formed after the elections, over which he
had presided, was 'truly representative of the nation's will,’ disclosed that our call on the
Prime Minister had not been the most important he had received that day. ‘At four in the
morning on the day after the elections,'—I quote Sefior Portela Valladres—'l was visited
by Sefior Gil Robles and Calvo Sotelo who proposed that I should assume dictatorial
powers, and who offered me the support of all the groups defeated in the elections. At
seven that evening the same suggestion was made to me by the General Francisco
Franco.”"?

The electoral victory of the Popular Front Government of Spain in February, 1936, has
been argued in many ways; with the figures so juggled in certain analyses of the Right as
to prove that the victory was actually theirs. The Left on the other hand—the “Left” in this
case being the Popular Front, which was quite different from the real Left, as we shall see
—included the separatist Basque Nationalist Party, which was strongly catholic-
conservative in its politics. Essentially, if the Basque vote were to be added to the Center,
and both of these given to the Right, then indeed would the final tally be almost equal.

There are no exact figures on the votes for Socialists, Republicans, C.E.D.A., etc. But the
proportionate representation given each party as a result of the total vote indicates that

12 Freedom's Battle, Alvarez del Vayo, Alfred Knopf, N.Y,, 1940, pp. 5-6.



the Republican vote within the Popular Front was at least as large as the combined
Communist-Socialist vote and those others of the Left Independents, inclusive, of,
perhaps, 700,000 votes of the Anarcho-Syndicalists who at this time had voted for the
amnesty.

That is to say that in terms of a true vote in-re the simplistics of capitalism versus
socialism, the then grouping of Right-Center-Republicans outnumbered the bona-fide Left
at three to one. Considering, however that a large percentage of the Anarchist votes had
gone to Republicans rather than to Socialists or Communists, and that in the villages, for
the simple reason that they had to live there, great numbers of villagers voted Right who
were strongly Left, the real tally would be like two to one. The true Left, in other words,
was still outnumbered; with about 33% of the total vote.

A salient point of the Popular Front, however, was that its Republican adherents wanted
no part of the Center or of the Right; certainly no dictatorship from any source. They were
bourgeois and they wanted a bourgeois state of laws, governed by a mandate of the
people, preferably themselves. But when one writes of Republicans, one writes primarily
of the mass of Republican voters; not the leadership. The difference being, a limited but
positive idealism on the part of the mass, and a propensity for class-collaboration and
corruption on the part of the leadership.

Considering all these facts one must conclude that the Popular Front vote was no mandate
for “The Dictatorship of the Proletariat,” the nationalization or industry, or the creation of
communes in the areas of agriculture, as some would have others believe . . .. But it was
the form of government under which these concepts—as of that moment in time—could
be advocated and worked for freely, and with a minimum of interference from the
Republican bourgeoisie.

Fascism would most certainly not grant the Left this right. Indeed, the prime objective
condition here was that the Financial Oligarchy could not countenance the continued
existence of the Popular Front for precisely these same reasons. That the ultra-left, the
FA.L, the P.O.U.M,, etc., could not understand this, to a point where they would fight the
Popular Front far harder than they would ever fight the real enemy was, over the years,
the tragedy of the Spanish Republic.

Alone among the parties of the Front and of the Left, the P.C.E. did seem to understand the
above facts. This is not to say that hundreds of thousands of socialists, republicans,
anarchists, workers, intellectuals and students did not. But it is to say that their organized
leadership seemed forever abysmally ignorant of the facts.

That a Rightist rebellion was now imminent was common knowledge; to everybody, that
is, except the majority of the Republican leaders and some Socialists. The threat of it lay



like a miasmic cloud over the length and breadth of the country, ominous and foreboding.
The force of the rising, when it came, would be disciplined and terrible. And there it would
be but one weapon in the people's arsenal to hold it and destroy it. That was the now
proven weapon of Left-Republican unity embodied within the structure of the Popular
Front of the Spanish Republic.

The battles won thus far, for amnesty and for the restoration of all gains of the 1931
elections, had been won within that structure; had been won by the whole of the people
who had fought for and created the Front; who had worked for the Front; who had voted
for the Front, and who had not sat on their hands.

The P.C.E. too had fought wholeheartedly for the Popular Front; were in fact its initiators,
its creators. And it was, perhaps, because of this reason, that they continued an almost
selfless support to this same “unity of the people” that their strength grew rapidly from
the days of February to the days of July.



FEBRUARY TO JULY

Portela Valladares resigned precipitously from the Government, not even waiting for the
protocol of the formation of Azafia's cabinet. Azafia became Prime Minister to the echo of
hundreds of thousands of voices celebrating their victory in the streets.

On the international front, the forces of Fascism moved rapidly. On the Fifth of March,
1936, Hitler reoccupied the Rhineland in a show of force. On the Fifth of May, Mussolini
occupied by the capital of Abyssinia, bringing the colonial war against that country to a
tragic and bloody close. The total passivity of England and France in the face of these and
other moves was not only indicative of where their true interests lay, but was
simultaneously a stimulation and a green-light to the two Fascist countries to plan new
aggression.

Despite the predilection of some areas of the Left, then and today, to ignore the
international repercussions of the birth of Spain's Popular Front as incidental and with
little bearing upon the internal problems of the country—the evidence is all to the
contrary.

So also is this true of the appearance of the Popular Front Government of France. For the
formation of two Popular Front Governments had instantly and seriously posed the first
decisive threat to the Italo-German fascist drive for power. Their very existence as an
alternative to the rise of incipient fascism in every country in Europe posed a problem
most certainly not confined to Spain and France alone. For it was obvious to the two
Fascist powers and to the Right generally, that if these two countries, Spain and France,
would opt to defend Western Europe with a policy of collective security then, together
with the Soviet Union in the East, a very powerful force for peace could be created.
Germany and Italy would then find their policies of political and military aggression more
difficult. And the policies of the United States and England which seemed in deed, and in
fact, to encourage a Fascist drang-nach-osten against the Soviet Union, would be defeated.

Conversely then, the prevention of just such an alignment became the number one
priority for Nazi-Germany and Fascist Italy. Likewise, but for different reasons, the
imperialist circles of England, France, and the United States, would also opt for the
destruction—or subversion—of the two Popular Fronts.

In March of 1936, General José Sacanell Sanjurjo flew from his villa in Portugal to Berlin.
He was received by Adolf Hitler as an official representative of the Spanish Cortes, as he
no doubt thought he would soon be. Accompanied by high military and civilian
personalities such as the head of the Nazi espionage service, Admiral Wilhelm Canaris,
and the two future German ambassadors to Spain, Wilhelm von Faupel and Eberhard von
Stohrer, Sanjurjo visited arms factories and negotiated for the help the Financial Oligarchy



would need for the rebellion. The military attaché of Spain's Embassy, Colonel Juan
Atienza Beigbeder, took part in these negotiations." Nazi Germany was intensifying its
efforts to aid the coming rebellion.

Italy too, prepared. And Spain's Oligarchy accelerated its activities on the home front. The
Right lost no chance to express its pro-fascist sentiments in the Cortes, the press, the
Army, and form the pulpit. Crimes against the Left were on the order of the day: anything
to provoke hatred and create chaos, with the resultant dislocation of normal life, closed
factories and hunger was considered a weapon in the plan of the rising.

And, though until now the leader of the C.E.D.A., Gil Robles, had been the heart of the
counter-revolutionary forces, this was no longer true. For Gil Robles had been the symbol
of the intent by the Right to seize power legally—and he had lost! The defeat of the bienio
negro and the policies of the Right in the electoral campaign had been, above all, the
defeat of the ideas of Gil Robles.

After February 16, the Oligarchy decided for rebellion, pure and simple. All Fascist and
other Right organizations prepared for armed violence against the people. The C.E.D.A.
youth movement, Juventud Accion Popular, or J.A.P, educated by Gil Robles himself, went
over almost en-masse to the Falange. It is notable too that until the very moment that the
hierarchy gave its nod to Fascism as the form under which the insurrection would be
generally conducted, the FE.T. y de las J.O.N.S, or Falange, had never achieved a
membership of over 25,000, and had elected no single representative to the Cortes of
February. A final gesture toward the consolidation of the new plan was for the Oligarchy
to channel all available funds directly to the Africanists, who were given the military
responsibility for the organization of the rebellion.?

In assuming State Power, Azafia, as it was known he would do, formed a Cabinet of
Republicans only. The P.C.E. demanded that an “authentic Popular Front Government be
formed,” but all other parties opposed this solution and Azafia was left to do as he pleased.
He wanted to govern alone! He and his cohorts thought, naively, to tame, or to de-fang the
Right in this way. He had most obviously learned nothing from the lessons of 1931-1936.

Then, on the third week of April, the Cortes deposed Don Niceto Alcalda Zamora, for
amongst other things, his having permitted the C.E.D.A. to enter the Government. Martinez
Barrio, President of the Cortes, was then temporarily the President of the Republic, as
provided by the Constitution.

A new President must be elected, however. And though Azafa favored Felipe Sanchez
Roman, a moderate Republican, he had been one of those who refused to sign the

1 Pravda.March 12, 1936. Moscow
2 “How France financed his War,” J.R. Hubbard, Journal of Modern History, Chicago, Dec., 1963.



Manifesto of the Popular Front. This automatically made him unacceptable to the Left. On
May 8", with the Monarchists and Cedists boycotting the elections, Don Manuel Azafia,
himself, was elected to the presidency of the Spanish Republic.

He instantly, and with the sure knowledge of the professional politician, offered the office
of Prime Minister to Indalecio Prieto. But Prieto, faced with the opposition of the Socialist
Executive, was forced to decline. The high office was then offered to Azafa's personal
friend and colleague, Don Santiago Casares Quiroga. Quiroga, though ill at the time,
accepted.

That Indalecio Prieto had been forced to decline at all was sharply indicative of the
cleavage within the Socialist Party leadership. To the far right was Besteiro, then Prieto,
Zugazagoitia, Asua, etc., then Dr. Juan Negrin, Alvarez del Vayo and Largo Caballero, in that
order. Prieto's pronounced position was akin to that of the now despised Besteiro: that all
strikes and disorders, regardless of their causes, would only drive the middle classes into
the arms of the Oligarchy, and to armed rebellion and Fascism. He thereby placed the onus
for the coming Rightists insurrection exactly where the Rights themselves placed it—upon
the shoulders of Spain's working class and the poor.

But times had changed. The political maturity of the Spanish people as a whole had been
raised to a new and profound level. The reformist solutions of 1910 fell far short of the
needs and potential of 1936.

Prieto had further compromised himself in that he had fled to France with the defeat of
October. And though he had returned clandestinely a year later, he had not shown his face
in public until after the amnesty of the Popular Front victory.

He then participated strongly in the attack on Zamora; some say to recoup his own
somewhat tattered prestige. In barnstorming the country he was literally shouted down in
almost every town and village by the rank-and-file socialist workers and peasants; and
especially by the members of the youth organization of the Socialist Party. They looked
upon him as a reformist of the worst stripe, on the order of Besteiro. In Cuenca, May 1,
1936, he told his audience that: “Violence will consolidate nothing, neither democracy, nor
socialism, nor communism; church burnings and street brawls will lead only to fascism.”
He insisted too that, “Capitalism still had an essential role to play in the economic

program.”

In the face of the avowed Fascist menace Prieto's position would seem at least partly
acceptable; as one of Socialist Republican conciliation in line with the concepts of the
Popular Front. He had again, however, ignored all Fascist provocations and Rightist
responsibilities for the difficulties facing the Republic. And he had, again, placed the blame

3 Jackson, pp. 205-206



upon the people. An additional contradiction in Prieto's thinking was that despite his
limited collaboration and aid to Azafia he in no way made the slightest effort to use this
support as pressure upon the government for the needed economic and social
transformation with which to attack the base of reaction. His position was therefore
suspect within his own party.

To the right of Prieto, Julidn Besteiro followed his usual bent. As was expected he adopted
Azafia's position—no Socialists in the government; but not for the ultra-left reasons of
Caballero. Indeed, Besteiro “remained what he was, the social-democrat, the constant
appeaser in the socialist camp—the collaborator with the bourgeoisie.”*

The schism between Largo Caballero and Indalecio Prieto, already of long duration had
reached a point of no return as early as July of 1935. For it was then that the young
intellectuals among Largo's supporters founded a new weekly, soon to be a daily, named
Claridad. It came out in opposition to the official Party organ, El Socialista, controlled by
Prieto. The purpose of the youth was to reach the mass of the party, those already
conditioned events of October and the consequent prestige of the Communist Party, with
the message that the Besterios and Prietos had deformed the traditions of the Spanish
Socialist Party. They pointed to the revered founder of the organization, Pablo Iglesias,
who taught always the eventual necessity of a revolutionary seizure of power. The Soviet
Union and its first and second five years plans, and its international opposition to the
developing fascist menace were constant topics for editorials and articles. In some ways
Claridad had taken the place of the Communist organ, Mundo Obrero, which had been
suspended completely from the rising of October, thru January 2, of 1936.

The hero of the Socialist Youth, then, was Largo Caballero. To them he was the epitome of
the proletarian revolutionary. Besteiro had opposed the rising in October. Prieto had fled
to safety beyond the frontier. Caballero had been jailed and had conducted himself
courageously. It is said that in the company of many of these same fiery intellectuals he
had studied the works of Marx and Lenin for the first time, and had made his decision to
use all his powers to place the Socialist Party on a revolutionary footing.

By the end of 1935 the overwhelming majority of the socialist workers and peasants, the
U.G.T,, and the youth favored Caballero over Prieto. Local Party elections in many cities
and provinces such as Madrid, Badajoz, Murcia and Malaga gave decisive victories to the
pro-Caballero slates.” On December 21, 1935, the editors of Claridad stated that “the task
of the moment was to consolidate the bourgeois-republic, but that inevitably the class
struggle would sharpen under that regime, and that the Party must prepare for the

4 This, added to Caballero's position of “no Socialists in the Government,” could only add to the developing
confusion and disarray of the Government.
5 Jackson, p. 206



advance to Socialism.”®

In March, after the victory of the Popular Front, the Left Socialist newspaper called for the
first time for the unification of the Socialist and Communist Parties, and of the U.G.T. and
the C.N.T. “Spain,” it declared, “was to become a confederation of the Iberian peoples,
including Morocco, with the right of self-determination for each people.”’

Caballero, suspicious of the Communists for reasons rooted in his own past, opposed
unification. But even then such men as Alvarez del Vayo, Santiago Carrillo, Carlos de
Baraibar and others favored unification. These same youth leaders, according to the
historian, Gabriel Jackson, moved in an atmosphere of euphoria, “intoxicated with the
assurance that they represented 'the wave of the future,’ they expected that in the
proposed fusions they would dominate the Communists and educate the C.N.T. masses to
their way of thinking. They proposed to expel Besteiro from the Party on the ground that
he was not a Marxist. Prieto was at best a 'reformist, at worst a would-be Mussolini,
planning a Azafia-Prieto coup.”®

Caballero's position at the head of his troops was simple. He considered it convenient to
allow the Republicans to “waste themselves governing.” For he was confident that history
would grant the ensuing power—after the fall—to the Socialists. His speeches hid little of
the clarity of his young Left followers. They devolved on many occasions into left-wing
clichés against “collaboration with the bourgeoisie” etc. His posturing showed that he had
little understanding, actually, of the true class forces present within the parliament
structure of the Popular Front, or of the possibilities of using these forces against the
Fascist enemy. Gerald Brenan has written caustically that: “Had Caballero been indeed the
Spanish Lenin . .. he would have made terms with Azafia and allowed the Socialists to
enter the government (though not with the same perspective as Prieto) It was because he
was at heart a social-democrat playing at revolution that he did not.”

Basically neither Prieto nor Caballero understood the importance of the Popular Front, its
corresponding role in the fight against Fascism, nor the diverse forms existent within its
structure, inside and outside the parliament.
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in-re the Govenrment of Azafia. The one singular problem in Brenan's work is his obvious anti-communist phobia.
Wherever it intrudes his materiel suffers. Example: after discussing the Socialist position, he moves to that of the
Communists—and promptly dismisses them, saying that according to Krivitsky they had only 3,000 members;
that they, themselves, claimed 20,000 at the end of 1935, bu nobody believed them. One can ask Brenan, if such
was the case, just why the ].S.U. with an admitted (by everyone) membership of some 200,000 young Socialists,
would even consider joining with the Communist Youth; or the P.S.0.E,, itself, consider merging with the P.C.E. if
that organization's membership was but 3,000.. ..

NeRNeclRN o)



The proclaimed position of the P.C.E. in-re the Azafia Government was simply that, while
they would give loyal and and defense against reaction, they would simultaneously
reserve the right to criticize the government, to the end that it would seriously comply
with the programs of the Popular Front. They demanded the rapid implementation and
the total realization by democratic means of the questions of the land; of the church and
its power; of the restructuring of the Army, and of all needed economic reforms."’

The number of effectives in the P.C.E. had made it the strongest of the parties of the
organized Left. If any doubt remains as to this fact, the following data should dispel it once
and for all.

In April of 1936, the Socialist Youth, the greatest of the youth organizations of Spain,
having some 200,000 members, joined with the Communist Youth with a membership of
50,000." Together they formed the Juventud Socialista Unificada, the Unified Socialist
Youth. An idea of the strength of this quarter of a million organized militants in a country
with a population of but twenty-six million can best be understood by an equivalent
comparison. If such a youth group existed in these United States in the year 1972, for
example, the Nixon-Agnew administration would then be confronted, not with a
fragmented sub-culture of semi-anarchistically inclined youth with a penchant for
dropping out of the scene entirely—but with some two millions of young people in an
organized militant association of Socialist-Communist Youth!

Interesting, isn't it? This moreso since our “historians” have never examined the
importance of this salient fact, but rather have sought to deprecate it; to hide it; to
otherwise deny its existence. We have seen that the 100,000 member P.C.E. had emerged
as the strongest of the parties of the Left. But this is best understood against the
background of its massive influence within the ].S.U. and its 200,000 members; within the
U.G.T. and its almost 2,000,000 members; the Socialist Party itself, with its 60,000
members—the greater portion of whom were Left Socialists and not followers of Besteiro
or Prieto, and finally the P.S.U.C., the Unified Socialist Party of Catalonia, born later of an
amalgam of the Socialist and Communist Parties.

The P.C.E. at no time dominated these organizations of the Socialist Left. They hardly had
to. For the areas of agreement were in most cases far greater than the areas of
disagreement. And therein lay the strength of the Left-Socialist-Communist coalition.

At the risk of being repet