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PREFACE

The purpose of this thesis is to examine Amerdican Catholic opinion
on the Spanish Civil War during the period of that conflict. Recognizing
the lack of fairness in severely criticizing an institution in retrospect
and by concentrating wholly on Catholic opinion expressed in the years of
the actual war, I have tried to avoid making of this study a gratuitous
exercise in hindsight. While ranging freely over recorded opinions on
this subject, an attempt was made to discover and exhibit the diverse
factors that formed persistent or recurrent themes in American Catholic
thought, Yet I am under no illusion that this investigation can be any
more than a tentative survey of the matter. It may seem hazardous to at-
tempt to sum up opinions of clergymen on politics due to the complexities
involved in justly relating their views to Church history and moral
theology, but perhaps one can at least trace certain significant conti-
nunities.” - -

Even at a time when American history as a profession is enjoying the
fruits of its labors by insisting upon high standards of objective
scholarship, there will always remain those polemicists who ransack
historical materials to find justification for preconceived judgmen.tso
With this in mind, I undertook this topiec with full awareness that the
controversy still surrounding aspects of the}Spanish Civil War imposes a
special responsibility on any aspiring historian, while yet providing him
with an important assigﬁment.

Careful study of the source material on the subject dictatéd a scheme

of interpretation which showed American Catholic concern to be focused on
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four main aspects: (1) An antagonism to the constitutional experiment of
the Republic after 1931 which culminated in the Popular Front government
of 1936. (2) A strong backing of President Roosevelt's Neutrality
policy and the maintenance of the Embargo. (3) Fundamental disagreements
with the American Press and the American Protestant Churches. (4) A
general apologia for the Nat#onalist side. Each of these four phases was
discussed with appropriate sub-divisions. The treatment, being expository
in nature, endeavored to indicate the attitude of American Catheolic
leaders. |

The conclusions presented were derived mainly from a study of the
writings and accounts found in the three most prominent American Catholic

periodicals during the period in question - America, the Jesult weeklys

Commonweal, the most influential lay weekly; and Catholic World, the
leading monthly published by the Paulist Fathers. ‘Particular attention
was devoted to editorials,.since it may rightfully be presumed that they
often represent well thought out and widely held opinion of Catholie
leaders. A search was made for both pertinent individual statements by
important Catholies and evidence of composite evolving attitudes on the
part of the Church as a whole. Other sources of value were the Chrlstian

Centugx which inoluded items of Catholic interest, and the New York Times,

which contained offieial pronouncements of influential Catholies.

I have also drawn heavily upon the research of Professors F. Jay
Taylor and Allen Guttmann whose works deal primarily with the nature and
oxtent of America’s involvement in the Spanish Civil War. My principal
indebtedness is to the British historian Hugh Thomas whose volume The
Spanish Civil War acquainted me with the war itself and was especially
valuable in this study for introductory purposes,‘in estabiishing vital
links between important events, and generally providing the essential
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frame of referénce to make the narrative more intelligible and meaningful.
A discriminating use of the mentioned sources should suffice to dis-
cern a composite view of the American Catholic attitude on the Spanish
Civil War. The nature of the subject required a higher level of repre-
sentative Catholie opinion than is usually found in the files of the
diocesan press. COneentration was directed to analysis of the ideas

found in Amefiba, Commgnweal, and Catholic World rather than the gather-

ing of less substantial impressions from diocesan journais and lesser
known periodicals.

I am happy to acknowledge my obligation and gratitude to the members
of my thesis committee: Dr. Theodore L. Agnew, Dr. O. A. Hilton, and
Dr. Alfred Levin., They provided me with very useful criticism in both
~ the general form and specific detail of this thesis. I am particularly
indebted to Dr. Agnew, the chairman of the committee for his kind help,
encouragement, and wise counsel while this thesis was being written and

while a student at Oklahoma State University.



INTRODUCTION

Tﬁé'iﬁmediate cause of the Spanish Civil War was the successful re-
bqllion'ggginst the Republican goverrment by center-right foreces under
General Franciseco Franco on Juiy 17, 1936, The following day witnessed
thg-fevolt of garrison_éfter garrison, but the surprising and obdurate
resistance of the Reﬁqblic's improvised militia averted toﬁil defeat. By
August, 1936, the rebellion had materialized into a full-fledged civil
war with foreign intervention an already accomplished fact. Rassian
»workers contributed'funds to the Loyalists while German and Italian air-
craft furnished aid to the Nationalists. On October 1, 1936 Franco was
proclaimed head of the Nationalist movement. In November, international
brigades were formed to help the Republic and soén to save Madrid. By
the spring of 1937 German and Italian troops and techicians fought with
the Nationalists. Great Britain and Franee, desiring to contain the em-
broilment, proposed neutrality in the form of a Non-Intervention agree-
ment, TWentyaéeven nations officially complied, but it was never strictly.
observed.

‘The Spanish Civil War was uniformly characterized by lightning of=-
fensives and tedious delays, the lattef enhancing the marked ruthlessness
and cruelty on both sides. The loss of northern Spain early in the war
consequently resulted in a unified front by the Loyalists which simplified

their practical military problems. From this front they launched a number

of unexpected offensives like that of the capture of Teruel in Aragon, but
the Nationalists would always eventually regain the initiative and win
crucial victories.



Internal strife constantly hampered the Republican cause, a noted
example being the "eivil war within the Civil War"® in Barcelona on May
4.7, 1937. Communist leadership dominated the military effort but
- created seeds of dissension within the faltering Republic. Disputes
continually arose as to the desirable degree and details of the central-
ization needed to prosecute the war effectively. In Janwary, 1939 the
fall of Tarragona in the south and the mounting offensives in the center
and the north marked the last stages of the war. Barcelona was severely
bombed and fell on January 26th. Barely two months later Madrid capitu-
lated. The Loyalists surrendered on March 28, 1939. Great Britain and
France recognized de jure the Franco government on February 27th, and the

United States did so on April 1st.
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CHRONOLOGY

Relevant and Important Dates on the Spanish Civil War

February 16, 1936
February 29, 1936

July 17, 1936

August, 1936
August 3, 1936

August 6, 1936

September 4, 1936

October 1, 1936
November 6, 1936
November 7-8, 1936

Jamuary 8, 1937
February 8, 1937
May 1, 1937

May 47, 1937
May 17, 1937

June 19, 1937

National Elections. Victory of the Popular Front

United States Neutrality Act of 1936, extends pro-
visions of the 1935 law until May 1, 1937

Successful rebellion against the republican govern-
ment by eenter-right forces under General Franco

Rebellion materializes into a civil war
France proposes non-intervention., By the end of
August, Great Britain, France, Germany, Italy

and the U,.S.S.R. agree to a non-intervention
policy

Secretary of State Cordell Hull unofficialy informs
the BEuropean powers that the United States in-
tends to follow a strict non-intervention poliey

Francisco lLargo Caballero becomes Prime Minister
of Loyalist Spain

Franco proclaimed head of the Natlionalist Movement
Caballero goverrment flees to Valencia from Madrid

Formation of the first International Brigade in
Madrid

United States Congress passes Jjoint resolution
which levies an embargo on war supplies to nations
engaged in eivil wars

Germans bomb Guernica

" United States enacts "permanent® Neutrality Act of

1937
Anarchists revolt in Barcelona

Caballero government overthrown. Dr. Juan Negrin

becomes Prime Minister

Fall of Bilbao. Loss of Basque autonomy

viii



August 25, 1937
October 21, 1937

January 11, March
13-18, 1938

March-April, 1938

January 26, 1939
February 27, 1939

March 28, 1939
April 1, 1939

Fall of Santander to Nationalists

Fall of Gijon-virtual end of northern campaign

Severe Nationalist aerial bombardments of Barcelona

Nationalist advgnce in Aragon. Catalonia's
autonomy anmalled

Fall of Barcelona

Great Britain and France recognize de jure the
Franco government

Fall of Madrid. Surrender of Loyalists

United States recognition of Franco regime
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CHAPTER I
CRITICISM OF THE LOYALIST GOVERNMENT
Popular Front Claimed Only a Screen for Communism

Much of Catholic thought in the United States with regard to Spain
was affected by a concept of an idealized older Spain isolated from
modern political ideas. It seemed to those holding this riotion that the
advent of modern intellectual liberalism had brought forth new fashions
of‘thohght and behavior alien to its inherent Catholic eivilization.

One scholar>felt that thls development had emanated from the influences
of the Frénch Revolution and the Napoleonie period,1 while another vieﬁed
the situatioﬁ as resulting from the recent Republican period beginning in
1931.2 Both wefe equally convineced that Spain had broken téo sharply
from a gldriousvpast, and that her new polities had unduly undermined her
§ocial-structure. Even before the rebellion broke out, American Catholi§
hierarchy contended that leftist agents were subverting Spain under the

3

guise of liberal republicanism.” - They were particularly distyrbed at a

secularized Spain that practically removed the Church from its tra-

ditional role in publie eoncernsou

lAileen O'Brien, "Analysis of the Sociai Stmcture of Spain®,
Ameriea, LVII (July 31, 1937), pp. 388-389.

ZReverend James A, Magner, "Alternatives in Spain” Commonweal ,
XXVI (June 11, 1937), pp. 173=174. o

3New York Times, June 6, 1936.

BTpid,



The important_monthly, Catholic World, featured lead articles by
British Catholios who placed full responsibility on the founders of the
1931 Republic of Spain for having created so great a rift in the
country's institutions that it became readily accessible to the threat
of international Commnism,’ Agents from the Comintern were believed to
have been most active in the late 1920's even though the avowedly Commi-
nist faction in Spain was rather small. They were said to have pene-
trated liberal elements by way of the soeialist and syndicalist movements,
thereby eventually winning'the al;egiance of the urban proletariat, the
troubled miners of the Asturias region, and the agrarian masses of the
Southo6 A further claim stated that Soviet influence was so pervasive
that Moscow agents were actually preparing for eivil war, and that the
Russian ambassador himself, being permitted to sit in on cabinet meetings,
helped to dictate general polioy.7 The American Catholic attitude from;

many quarters coineided readily with the world radio address made by

SReverend Arthur S. Riggs, "No Surprise in Spain", Catholic World,
CXLIV (November, 1936), pp. 158<1593 G, M. Godden, "How Communism At
tacked Spain®, Catholic World, CXLIV (Jamuary, 1937), pp. 403-407; R.
Sencourt, "How Spain Has Reacted", Catholie Wbrld, CXLVII (May, 1938),
pp. 138-142,

6Lawrenoe K. Patterson, "Right and left Battle for Spain%, America,
LV (August 8, 1936), pp. 412-413, Hugh Thomas® study clearly shows that
an inability or too frequent failure to distinguish between the various
proletarian parties prior to the Civil War credits too much strength and
influence to the Communists whose position in Spain was relatively minor.
Gerald Brenan's study on the agrarian South did not reveal any con-
siderable Communist authority thereg on the contrary, Brennan regarded
Andalusia as the prineipal barrier to Bolshevism in Spain. See Hugh
Thomas, The Spanish Civil War (New York: Harper Brothers, 1961), pp. 89~
943 Gerald Breman, The Spanish Labyrinth (London: Cambridge University
Press, 1950), pp. 87-131.

7Owen Be McGuire, "The New Spain", Commonweal, XXVII (October 29,
1937), p. 8. Recent works on modern Spanish history do not make mention
of any member of the Russian embassy sitting in on Republican cabinet
meetings prior to the Civil War.
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Pope Pius XI on September 14, 1936 assailing the menace of Communism in
Spain.® With the sbove in mind, the Spanish Civil Wer was often inter-
preted as nothing less than a war of independence from Russia.

Two prime sources of anxiety affecting American Catholic leaders on
the eve of the Civil War were the establishment of the Popular Front
govermment and the severe persecutions suffered by the Spanish Catholic
Church. The feeling that these two were intimately related was made
clear when the situation was often presented as a choice between the
Sovietization of Spain or the survival of Christian civilization.

Six months before the Civil War, the national government had under-
gone a climactic political erisis when President Alcala Zamora, unable to
contain the discordant political factions within a workable adminis-
tration, dissolved the Cortes on Jamuary 4, 1936. Elections were to b
held the following month, and meanwhile a caretaker govermment under
Portela Valladares (a polifical nonentity) assumed responsibility. Two
distinet political aligrments emerged as the various organizations of
the Right and Left hurriedly assembled alliances in preparation for the
coming elections. Falangists, Monarchists, Carlists, the Agrarian Party
of the landlord class, and some Independents stood with the Catholie
Party headed by Jose Maria Gil Robles, forming a Right group which be-
came known as the National Front. Opposed to them was a Left group con-
sisting of Socialists, Leftist Republicans, Communists, and the Catalan
Separatist Left, which adopted the label of Popular Front. The Anarch;
ists gave the latter tacit support but remained largely outside political
life at this time. Of lesser importance was the Center party group made

up of moderate independent political parties mostly interested in

8Editors, “"Comment®, Amerieca, LV (September 26, 1936), p. 592.



advancing certain specific objectives. National elections were held as
scheduled on February 16, 1936. The Popular Front won the majority of
votes and seats due to an electoral system which permitted electors to
vote for alliances and not individual parties.9

After contemplating the news of the Popular Front victory, the edi-
tors of Commonweal expressed their sentiment clearly in regard to the :
meaning of the election. They analyzed the results as follows: of the
9,402,513 votes cast the National Front and Center Parties added to-
gether had 4,570,744, the Popular Front had 4,356,559, and a scattered
481,210 votes were cast outside the three principal parties. They then
concluded that over half of the electorate had repudiated the Popular
Front, thus questioning the legitimacy of their acting so resolutely in
the interests of all Spain.lo Some serious illegalities were also at-
tributed to the 1936 elections. America accepted Gil Robles' charge of
irregular election procedures perpetrated by Leftist brutality in the ]
constituencies of Coruna, Pontevedra, Lago, Caceres, Cordova, and
Sevilleall A pastoral letter issued by the Spanish hierarchy (later té
be defended by the American hierarchy) had declared, among other things,
that the election had been unjust due to the arbitrary annulment of votes

in certain provinces, The Popular Front geverrment was therefore accused

9Thomas, pp.s 89-94,

loEditors "The World Revolution®, Commonweal, XXLIV (August 14, .
1936), pps 373~374 The figures eompiled by Hugh Thomas for the February
16, 1936 election also reveal a small numerical majority if Center and
Right votes are added together. He shows the aggregate votes as follows:
Popular Front - 4,176,1563 Basque Nationalists - 130,0005 Center - 681,047
National Front - 3, 783 601. See Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp. 92-949

11Ed1tors, "Comment®, America, LVI (March 13, 1937), p. 530. An in-
vestigation by a committee 6f the Cortes: regarding the matter of election
irregularities favored the Popular Front. The Popular Front gained
twenty-one new seats, the Right lost nine, the Center gained one. See.
Thomas, Spanish Civil War, p. 93.
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of being a fictitious product from its very inception. 2 Consequently,

many American Catholies would often state that the February 1936 elections
did not represent an actual victory for the Popular Front because they
had not obtained a majority of the votes but had won due to an unfortu-
nate system of parliamentary representation and unlawful intimidation.
These Catholics were especially shocked at what théy deemed to be a full-
| blown Communist victory in Spain.l3

From its beginning, the Popular Front was regarded as a relatively
powerless coterie of intellectuals, journalists, and political idealists
Who;vbeing constantly outmaneuvered, proved to be little more than a
screen for international Communism. The Comminists and Anarchists, thgugh
often at odds with each other, were understood to be following a dictated

14

policy patterned in Moscow. It was further suggested that govermment

attention, so enthusiastically anti-clerical, was only vaguely desirous
of working toward social reform,15 |
12y0w York Times, September 3, 1937.

13ﬁﬁitors, "Perils of a Communist Vietory in Spain", Amerieca, LV'
(August 8, 1936), pp. 420-421.

14Michael Williams, "An Attack on Democracy", Commornweal, XXV
(March 12, 1937), p. 538, It is a known fact that the Spanish Commnist-
Party was linked with that of the Soviet Union, although the full nature
and extent of their association still oceasions much argument., While
true that extreme Left-wing supporters of the Popular Front released a
wave of revolutionary enthusiasm in the form of land selzures, strikes,
persecution of the Church, and even murder, one must consider also that
Rightdst elements contributed a large share to civil disorder. However,
there seems to be little doubt that Spanish Communists were attempting to
suit the needs of Russia’s "Popular Front" foreign policy. On the whole,
the Anarchists acted independently, strongly distrusting all other
Leftist groups at this time. The reason that some of them voted for the
Popular Front in the 1936 elections was promises of an amnesty for po-
litical prisoners - many of whom were Anarchists. See Brenan, Spanish
Labyrinth, pp. 299-314; Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp. 102-110, 5253
SEE%?;y G. Payne, Falange (Stanfoga University Press, 1961), pp. 105,
114-115, -

LOReverend J. Murray, "Conflict of Opposites®, Catholic World,
CHIIV (DeGembel“, 1936), Pe 357a '



The fact that the Soviet Union had formally introduced a Popular
Front policy at the Seventh World Congress of the Commnist International
in 1935 was still fresh in mind. The noted Jesuit, Wilfrid Parsons,
(then professor of Political Science at Catholic University of America)
viewed the policy as greatly advantageous to the Commnists. It per-
mitted them to continue intensified penetration without causing any un-
due provocation in Burope. Events in France also confirmed his suspicions
that Leon Elum and his socialist coalition well represented Popular Front
goverrment as an instrument of international Communist conspiracy.lé
Moreover, in Spain, the gradual decline of Manuel Azana (who took over
from Portela Valladares) and the rapid rise of Largo Caballero, reputed
to be a Communist leader of disaffected Left-wing extremists, signified
the worst. Caballero had repeatedly threatened to thrust aside the
liberal republican govermment, unify the Left, and establish a dictator-
ship of the proletariat.l? Azana's Popular Front appeared increasingly
to have abdicated its leadership and capitulated before Communist

18

pressure.

American Catholics were prone to examine the Spanish situation in

léneverend Wilfrid Parsons, "Fascist-Communist Dilemma®™, Comnor_:xeal,
XXV (February 12, 1937), pp. 429-430,

17Editors, "The World Revolution", p. 374. Largo Caballero was an
important trade-union socialist. Late in his career he displayed the
tactics and demagoguery of an unprincipled opportunist in efforts to win
the leadership of the Popular Front. His intemperate speeches caused
great consternation, especially among conservatives, and certainly helped
to bring the Spanish situation to the breaking point. Even though he was
called "the Spanish Lenin" by his Communist friends, there is no indica-
tion that he was ever a Russian agent or a Communist. See Brenan,
Sggg%sh Lagiggnth, pP. 302-304, 313; Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp. 98-99,

=100, s 192, 232.

18Parsons, "Fascist-Communist Dilemma"™, p. 430.



the light of international Communism. They condemned the Popular Front
for answering the demands of Russian‘foreign policy instead of occupying
itself principally with the uréent.prohlems intrinsic to Spain herself§
The Popular Front was accused of being traitorous to Spain in its
ﬁursuance of Soviet aims. Therefore, Catholic opinion was often in-
furiated to hear the Pop&lar Front referred to as "Loyalists"™ when the
war broke out in July 1936. According to these writers, only Franco's
national forces deserved the name of Loyalists since it was they who
were entrusted with the mission of saving Spanish eivilization from the
clutches of Communism as represented by those who had actually rebelled

from their true Spanish heritageolg
Loyalist Goverrment as Persecutor of the Church

Most countries of Western Burope and the United States have become
accustomed to the theory of the separation of Chﬁrch and State. The in-
creasing secularization of their cultures zealously guards its practice.
Meanwhile, Spain has developed from a fusion of Catholicism and national
feeling, A reliéious impetus provided Spairn with a sense of nationhood
from the days of the Reconquista, It remained vital during the Re-
formation while making Spain the instigator of the Counter-Reformation.
In spite of both the unceasing struggle between the Church and its épm'
ponents, and the overall decline in religious belief and practice, f

scholars well recognize the indissoluble Catholiec influence on Spainozo

19R9verend John P, Delaney, "Call Not These Men Rebels", America, LV
(August 22, 1936), p. 4603 G.M. Godden, "How Communism Attacked Spain",
PPo. %3“’14070

20 . : . .
Brenan,.pp. 39-553 Thomas, pp. 32-37; Elena de la Souchere, A
planation of Spain (New ibrk: Ra;dom Hbuse,’1964)§ pp. 96, 273a2760“£‘E§?




Many American Catholic thinkers were fully aware of the vital ime
portance of their religion in attempting to understand Spain. The threat
of Communism appeared especially vivid when word was received regarding
persecution of the clergy and wholesale destruction of churches. By June
of 1937 reports indicated that eleven bishops and between 40% and 50% of
the total priesthood had been murdered; in some dioceses it was closer to
80%. Over 20,000 religious edifices were said to have been wantonly de=

strOyed.21 .
As the Spanish Catholic persecution intensified during the first

months of Azana's regime and the period immediately following Franco's
revolt, it invoked the concerted wrath of significant elements of Ameri-
can Catholic opinion. There was staunch agreement with Pope Pius XI that
Communism was the agent of religious persecution in Spain, Its insensate
oppression of the Church indicated not only a malevolent hatred of
Christianity, but an expression of the modern mind's revolt from God, 22

This terrorism aroused leading Catholic American prelates to denounce the

21Eﬁitors, "Fascism and Communism in Spain," America, LVI (February
13, 1937), pp. 444-445; Reverend John A, O'Brien, "Fighting for Social
Justice," Commonweal, XXVI (May 28, 1937), pp. 117-119. Hugh Thomas
states that almost all the indiseriminate killing and destruction on the
part of the Remublicans against the Church took place at the outset of
the Civil War, the period between July 18 and September 1, 1936. His
calculations as to the loss of life incurred by the clergy suggest a
favorable comparison with that of the American Catholic reports. They
are as follows: 12 bishops, 283 nuns, 5,225 priests, 2,492 monks, and
249 novices. See Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp. 171-173. Elena de la
Souchére feels that the uncontrolled severity of the persecution of the
Church in the Republican zone by extremists, more than any other factor,
was responsible for turning the middle classes toward the Insurgents.
She believes that this was decisive in the fall of the Republic. See de
La Souchére, Explanation of Spain, p. 185. A recent work suggests that
most of the evidence of church destruction points to anarchist responsi-
bility. See José M. Sinchez, Reform and Reaction (Chapel Hill: Univer=-
sity of North Carolina Press, 1963), pp. 205-206.

z%ditors, "Through the Cross to the Light", Commonweal, XXIV (Sep-
tember 25, 1936), p. 494; Reverend Laurence K. Patterson, "Sad Spain",
America, LV (September 12, 1936), p. 545; Editors, "The Real Problem in
Spain", Catholic World, CXLV (June, 1937), p. 264.



Loyalists in no uncertain terms. Patrick Cardinal Hayes, in addressing
60,000 laymen at the national convention of the Holy Name Society in New
York, referred to them as "the diabolical, blood-crazed enemies of God
and His Church in Spain,"?3 William Cardinal 0'Connell, in a similar
vein, declared them to be "no govermment at all, but an unruly mob of
atheists and Communists".zu

On November 19, 1936 eighty-nine members of the American hierarchy
had gathered at Catholic University of America. They urged prayers for
the Spanish Church and issued a message to the bishops, priests, and
faithful of Spain extending their sympathy. The message proved note=
worthy for being a strong protest against persecution of Spanish Catho-
lies, In part, it read as follows:

The Catholics of America and a legion of their right-minded

fellow citizens have been horrified at the savage extremes

to which irreligion and inhumanity have been carried. They

deplore the horrible carnage the more deeply because of the

conviction that the sufferings of the Spanish Church are

but the agony of civilization, battling for its spiritual

and cultural heritage over the prostrate body of Spain.

They know well that the Spanish Catholies are the victims

of a studied oppression; and that men like-minded with their

oppressors have constantly misrepresented here their

struggle.?

The blame for these outrages was placed squarely on the lLoyalist
government whether due to deliberate policy or to willful negligence.
America, being most critical of the Loyalists, informed its readers of
an "outstanding revelation" made in the French Chamber of Deputies.

Frederic Dumont, a Parisian deputy, accused the Loyalist govermment of

23g, T, Buhrer, "Denounces Spanish Terrorism", Christian Century,
LIII (October 7, 1936), p. 1335.

24

Ibid.

25Rev. Raphael Huber, Our Bishops Speak (Milwaukee: Bruce Publishing
Co., 1952), pp. 214-215.
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complicity in and abetting clerical atrocities., Dumont was said to have

enumerated definite times and places gleaned from reliable witnesses; his

evidence was turned over to the French Minister of Foreign Affairs.26 As

further substantiation, America called attention to the Vatican newspaper,

Osservatore Romano, which claimed it had irrefutable evidence that the
Loyalists had deliberately ordered this terror as a premedit#ted act of
vengeance. The testimony was said to have been painstakingly compiled
from information supplied by two hundred priests who had managed to es
cape from Loyalist Spain.27 America attributed to the‘Loyalists many
sinister crimes against the Church and blamed them for promoting the
Spanish crisis. |

Little difficulty was experienced in attempting to find out the
reasons for this abhorrent state of affairs. Michael Williams, editor
of Commonweal and an influential journalist, easily recalled the velled
hostility existing between the Church and the Republic since 1931. Hev
noted the continued reports of Communist-sponsored hoodlums burning
churches and éonvents, and felt that the government's neglect in not
stopping or publicly denouncing th§ disorders was a degradation of
democracy.28 Hundreds of youths wére believed to have been impressed
into service as”an anti~Fascist ﬁilitia and indoctrinated into rejecting
Christianity.29_ In the heat and uncertainty of the Franco uprising, and
in view of the ﬁerrible sufferings of their Spanish brethren; American

Catholic leaders indiscriminately blamed their common elusive enemy;

26Edi'bors, "Chronicles", America, LVI (January 2, 1937), p. 290.
27Editors, "Fascism and Comrunism in Spain®, P. Ly,
. 28pichael Williams, "Help the Catholics of Spain®, Commonweal, XXV
(February 5, 1937), p. 398; Williams, "Degradation of Democracy”, Commone
weal, XXV (April 9, 1937), pp. 656-657. -

2%, ¢, Plummer, "Spain Demands Religious Freedom", America; VI
(December 12, 1936), pp. 656=647. _
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Communism, and the Spanish Church's long term antagonist, the Republic.
From the vantage point of many years and his own responsible scholarship,
Hugh Thomas would disagree with suggestions of complicity on the part of
the Republican government toward the persecution of the Church. He has
also relegated Communism to a minor role in this matterQBO He is, how-
ever, in complete accord with those who testified to the undeserved
cruelty and injustice suffered by the clergy, particularly since they
had not taken an active part in the rebellion°31

News of the persecution of the Spanish clergy created an intense
emotional response on the part of American Catholics. Often, it alone

was made to serve as ample theoretical justification for an anti-Loyalist

viewo32

30Gerald Brenan and Hugh Thomas opine that the "Red terror® of the
first two months was a spontaneous movement, a natural consequence of
long smouldering resentment and hatred on the part of the working classes
toward a Church so obviously identifiable with upper and middle class
society. Although sensing a certain indifference in some quarters,
Thomas does credit the Govermment with good intentlons and some success-
ful efforts to save the e¢lergy, churches, and convents from destruction
in Madrid. Govermnment influence appears to have had little chance to
extend its influence to the provinces where local officials were of
different mind. Both Brenan and Thomas find that the most serious acts
of mass terror were committed by the Anarchists. They minimize the role
of the Communists in regard to both active participation and influence
until the Russian intervention. Brenan, Spanish Labyrinth, pp. 317-319;
Hugh Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp. 171=177.

31Thomas9 descriptions are unusually vivid and effective. They
support his assertiong "At no time in the history of Europe or even
perhaps the world has so passionate a hatred of religion and all its
works been shown.™ See Hugh Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp. 171-172, 175.

32p11en Guttmann has interestingly commented on the growth of a
literature of martyrdom and the use of various literary devices by pro-
Franco advocates to stigmatize the Loyalists as satanic. He states that
the anti-Loyalist poems and stories written by European Catholics are
almost indistinguishable from those of Ameriecan Catholies. Written with
stereotyped simpliecity, they had 1ittle literary merit. See Allen Gutt-
ﬁinn, The Wound in the Heart, (New York: Macmillan Co., 1962), pp. 37-
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After the full impac£ of Franco’s rebellion had been felt and the
wave of terror againsﬁ the clergy had receded, American Catholic at-
tentiqn diverted itself from the brutality inflicted upon the Spanish
Church to the barbarism that took place daily eon the battlefleld and the
home front. Combatants and non-combatants were equally caught in a cone-
flict of that utmost savagery which is the peculiar quality of civi; war.
Atrocities committed against the clergy seemed intermittent and relative-
1y mild until the murder of the Bishop of Teruel (Father Anselmo Polanco
y Fontecha) on February 5, 1939 renewed accusations of Loyalist cruelty.
This incident also discounted a new liberalism toward the Church as an-
nounced by Premier Negrin°33

Negrin®s attempts to promote better re1ations with the Spanish
Church had been dismissed as propaganda to better consolidate his po-
sition against the adherents of Caballero. Furthermore, the fact that
Negrin had permitted Mass to be celebrated openly in Valencia and Madrid
for the first time since the outbreak of hostilities was still a far ery
from the desired prineciple of complete religious freedom.BM America ex-
pressed dissatisfaction with the status of Catholicism in Loyalist Spain
throughout the remainder of the Civil War. In particular, it felt that

Negrinfs concessions had done little besides granting permission for Mass

to be said and sacraments to be administered, and this only with dis-

cretion and in not-too-public places. This seemed more like a sign of

33gditors, "Chronicle", America, LX (March 18, 1939), p. 5683 Dr.
Juan Negrin succeeded Largo Caballero in the summer of 1937 as an after-
math of the internecine war in Barecelona. The Bishop of Teruel was
murdered among other Nationalist prisoners by infuriated Republican
soldiers following a heavy incendiary bombing on the town of Gerona in
Catalonia, Thomas suggests that the incident was spontaneous and not
premeditated.. See Thomas, Spanish Civil War, p. 577.

3%pditors, “Comment", America, LVIT (August 28, 1937), p. 482.
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defeat than a genuine revision of government policy towards the Church°35

In Jamuary 1939, with some forty or fifty provinces falling under Nation-
alist control, America rebuked Negrin for needlessly prolonging the war

and adding to the sufferings of a'religious-starved peoﬁle.36
The Basque FProblem

A distinetive ironmic tragedy was the plight of the essentially
peaceful Basques who were drawn into the vortex of the Spanish Civil War.
The lure of autonomy offered by the Loyalists proved to be too powerful,
even though their first reaction to the Republic had been unfavorable
due to its pronounced anti-clericalism., The pursuance of autonomy by
Basque leaders was prompted by three categorical factorss political,
economic, and religious. There had been a long tradition of liberty
and self-govermment before its curtailment due to partieipation in the
Carlist Wars. The economy consisted of an agricultural self-sufficiency
and a growing industrialism oriented to western Europe rather than central
Spain., The intensity of their religious life made them apprehensive of
the anti-clericalism that seemingly enveloped the rest of Spain. In the
eafly twentieth century a nationalist movement arose similar in pro-
portion to that of Catalonia, On the eve of the War, Basque nationalism
entered the maelstrom of Spanish politics, replacing Basque isolationism.>7?

There was much consternation among American Catholics regarding the
alliance of Basques and Loyalists. It was perplexing to realize that

such a traditionally fervent Catholic people had cast their lot with

35Raitors, "The Catholic Church has Battled for Christ", America,
LX (December 31, 1938), p. 297.

36Editors, "Corment", America, LX (January 28, 1939), p. 386.

37Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp. 53=56.
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atheistic Spain. The only answer to this paradox was a suggestion that
an excessive minority nationalism had superseded the primary aspirations
and needs of the majority of the Basque peoplee38 It followed that these
Nationalists were not truly representative of the Basque people; and only
sinister propagandists could presume that these devoted Catholics would
compromise their spiritual interests for politieal independenceo39 Yet
between the elections of February 1936 and the uprising of July, the
Basques indeed made their choice - that of political autonomy over re-
ligious eoncerns. On October 1, 1936 the Basque provinces were granted
auntonomy by the Loyalist Governmenteuo

Pope Pius XI never condemned the Basque clergy specifically, even
though pressure from Nationalist quarters was exerted on him to do so.
Pius XT satisfied himself with the issuance of a sweeping proscription
of Catholic collaboration with Communismgﬂl This sentiment was re-
flected in American Catholic opinion, which knew of no division among
the Spanish elergy except for the few Basque priests who presumably had

been temporarily swayed by blind nationalism rather than remaining

381 chael Williams, "Degradation of Democracy", p. 6573 Rev. John
laFarge, "Basque Conservatism Found Strange Bedfellows"™, America, LVII
(duly 3, 1937), p. 299.

39Revo Francis X. Talbot, "Some Purther Reflections on the Spanish
Situation", America, LVIT (April 10, 1937), pp. 9-103 Owen B. McGuire,
"Truth about People in Santander", America, LVII (August 21, 1937), p.
L6k, On August 6, 1936 the Bishops of Vitoria and Pamplona (Basque
provinces) condemned by pastoral letter the adherence of the Basque
Catholics to the Loyalist cause. But the greater Basque clergy, under
the Vicar-General of Bilbao, resolutely upheld the Republic stating that
Franco®s rebellion had no justification. See Thomas, Spanish Civil War,

pp. 195=196.

4OF, Jay Taylor, The United States and the Spanish Civil War (New
York: Bookman Associates Inc., 1956), p. 32.

el

Thomas, Spanish Civil War, p. 358.
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mindful of their enduring allegiance to the Church.*2 Thus American
Catholies perceived the Basque problem with a mixture of regret and con-
cern instead of bitter condemnation.

One other aspect of the Basque problem elicited much attention -
the exile of some Basque children during the War. As the news of the
frightful bombing of Guernica (April 26, 193?)43 traveled around the
world, some thought was given to the predicament of helpless children
victimiigé by such horrors. Rumors had it that Bilbso was marked for a
similar aﬁesome experience. As a result, Great Britain, France, and
Russia offered to look after a number of Basque children for the dura-
tion of the Whr°44 The League of Nations Council approved this hu-
manitarian gesture.h5

The exile of these Basque children was called the greatest crime of
the loyalist govermnment to dateeué The number in exile was believed to
have been around 40,000. Four thousand supposedly had gone to England,
6,000 to France, some to Mexico, but the largest group had left for
Russia. Some American Catholics greatly feared that the Russians would
nurture these young minds on atheism and Communism before returning them

home047 Farthermore, the whole exile question was regarded as an

quevo Edward J. Ferger, "Moors and Clergy Loyal to Nationalists%,
America, LVII (July 31, 1937), p. 392.

43Thomas, Spanish Civil War, p. 419.
Wtrid, , pp. 437-438,
W51bid., p. 440,

bbpev, Paul McGuire, "Basque Children Exiled", America, LVIII
(Apﬁ-l 99 1938)9 ppo L’b‘s

4770nn E. Kelly, "Spanish Waifs", America, IVIII (January 15, 1938),
"~ p. 3443 Peter Arrupe, "Mexico and Spain®s Kidnapped Children", America,
LIX (May 21, 1938), p. 152. There is some uncertainty regarding the role
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extravagant piece of world-wide propaganda to 'diseredit Franco’s Nation-
alists and make them appear as blood-thirsty aggressors. Such an evacu-
ation scheme seemed altogether unnecessary in the light of the overtures
made by Franco to ensure safe asylum for all non-combatants in the
vieinity of Bilbao. Committees such as Basque Children's Welfare, the
Committee in Aid of Spanish Children, and others of similar nature were
designated as Communist-controlled, using the position of the Basque
children as an invaluable source of propaganda.

In the United States, leading Catholies such as Cardinal 0'Connell
and Representative John W, MeCormack (D-Massachusetts) reacted strongly
to any proposition that adveeated the tfansfer of Bﬁsque children to
.‘\mer*:i.@an,L"9 They staunchly supported the United Stafes State Department
poliey which vetoed any plans by private organizatiohs to ship them from
Spain.50 The lack of sustained interest in the complex Basque problem by
American Catholies may be due‘to its relative insignificance as a military

factor in the Civil War.oLl

of children's relief and the number of children involved during the
Civil War. The work of the British and French organizations is better
known, that of Russlia less so. There are indications that the Soviet
Union was only interested in the care of Communists' c¢hildren. See
Thomas, Spanish Civil War, p. 438.

48Editors, “Propaganda®, Commonweal, XXVI (June 18, 1937), p. 198,

49F; Jay Taylor, The United States and the Spanish Civil War, pp.
158+159, ‘ ‘ .

50Rditors, "Comment", America, LVII (June 19, 1937), p. 2423 John
Eo'Kblly,v"Spanish Waifs®, p. 348, ’ '

51Basque resistance was limited to action by small, ill-equipped
armies. Few foreign correspondents accompanied the Basque foreces.
Thomas, Spanish Civil War, p. 404.
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Loyalist Agencies in Amerieca

The policy of the United States toward Spain's Civil War was that
of striet neutrality. It had accepted the British and French view that
only non-intervention could.check the eonflict from accelerating into a
world war. Catholic leaders vigorously backed this international agree-
ment and directed some of their efforts to expose those whom they sus=
pected of pro-loyalist activity in America. They singled out what thqj
understood to be identifiable left-wing groups that had embraced the
Loyalist cause.52

The Spanish BEmbassy under Fernando de los Rios was believed to be a
high source of Loyalist intrigue. It was deemed a headquarters for co=-
ordinating activity on behalf of the Loyalist regime and a prineipal
source of false propaganda against the Nationalists.53 Fernando de los
Rios was denounced for a previous career that designated him as a Commu-
nist agent and an enemy of a Catholic people. He had betrayed Spanish
culture in the interests of serving a Communist government and conse-
quently was unqualified to represent a country with a 95% Catholic
population., For example, in 1931 as Minigter of Justice he had been a
chief sponsor of a government deeision which forbade goverrment officials

to attend religious functionsosu More serious was the charge by the

52por Congressional law prohibiting war supplies from the United
States to Spain explicitly, sse United States Statutes at large, 75th
Cong., 1st Sess., (Washington: Goverrment Printing Office, 1937)s Pe 3o
Editors, "Comment", America, LX (December 10, 1938), p. 232.

53pditors, "Comment", America, LVII (June 12, 1937), p. 2193
Editors, "Comment", America, LIX (June 4, 1938), p. 194; Editors, "Propa-
ganda®, Commonweal, XXVIL (December 10, 1937), pp. 169-170.

54%John E, Kelly, "His Excellency the Spanish Ambassador", America,
LIX (June 4, 1938), pp. 197-198; Hugh Thomas terms de los Rios as
"technically a Socialist but ...above all a humanist and far too indi-
vidual to be a very reliable member of any Marxist party". He also says
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American Catholic historian, Rev. Joseph B. Code, that de los Rios was
acting as the chief purchaser of war supplies for the Loyalistso55' Thé
Embassy was thought to have acquired much ill-gotten wealth by securing
some of the money from the Bank of Spain and from the millions of dollars
worth of property confiscated by the Loyallist government at the outbreak
of the war. A disproportionate amount was said to have been transferred
to Loyalist representatives in Washington earmarked for propaganda and
the procurement of ar'ms.56 Aceusations were also levelled against the
Embassy for abusing its franking privileges by dispatching large amounts
of propaganda through the mail,57?

In the fall of 1937 and again in the winter of 1939, Ambassador de
los Rios extended offieial invitations to both American Catholic and

Protestant leaders in order that they might investigate the Spanish

that de los Rios was instrumental in the decision of Spanish socialists
to turn down any affiliation with the Comintern. Although appealing with
regularity to America to allow the Republic to purechase arms and making
occasional polite rebukes, the Ambassador is not known to have acted im-
properly while in eoffice. Guttmann and Taylor are also in accord re-
garding this man's basic decency and his proper conduect as Spanish Am-
bassador...See. Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp. 25, 26, 2933 Guttmann,
Wound in. the Heart, pp.“‘g%;'mrm'—a;'l‘a? United States and the Spanish
Civil War, pp. 70, 132, 150, 166, 180. See also Cordell Hull, Memoirs
of Cordell Hull, I (New York: Maemillan Co., 1948), pp. 484485,

55Revo Joseph B. Code, "The Immune Ambassador Trades in Munition
Markets", America, LIX (July 30, 1938), pp. 391-392.

56John E. Kelly, "Spanish Gold for Propaganda Purposes", America,
LVIII (March 19, 1938), p. 556. Kelly states that the confiscations
amounted to 489 million dollars in gold and 300 million dollars in
private property. Thomas, while not mentioning the amount involved,
indicates that the lLoyalists in commanding the Bank of Spain, possessed
the sixth largest gold reserve in the world. He does not mention any
large-scale transfer of funds other than the one to Paris in August, 1936.
See Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp. 206, 249.

- 57

Editors, "Chronicle", America, LVIII (February 26, 1938), p. 495,
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sitnation for themselves. BRishop Robert L. Paddock, head of the American
Friends of Spamish Demoeracy and spokesman for the Protestant churches,
aecepted; but such prominent Catholies as Archbishop Michael Joseph
Curleygand Catholic University's philosophy professor Falton J. Sheen
declined, saying they held no confidence in the integrity of Loyalist of-
fieials. Carefully guided as it would likely be, the tour might prove of
no avail to them, but be useful as propaganda for Loyalist adherentsa58
Besides suspecting intrigues in the Loyalist BEmbassy, American
Catholics felt that a great amount.ef malicious propaganda emanated from
radical organizations with the aid of innumerable branches and affili-
ates in the United States. There was also the serious matiter of re-
eruiting American citizens for serviee in Spa:'Ln.59 They wholeheartedly
concurred with the findings of Congressman Martin Dies of Texas and his
committee on Un-American Activities which had revealed the names and de-
tails of groups involved in pro-loyalist activities. Congressman Dies

personally equated pro-Loyalist devotion with disloyalty to the United

58£Hitors, "Chronicle", Ameriea, LX (January 21, 1939), p. 3763
Tayler, United States and the Spamish Civil War, p. 150,

396, M. Golden, "Catholics and Communists", Catholic World, CXLVII
(September, 1938), pp. 667-674s Rev. Jeseph B. Code, MSpanish Propaganda
Floods the United States® America, LX (December 10, 1938), pp. 220-221,
The leading organizations were said to be the following: American
Friends of Democracy, American lLeague for Peace and Democracy, American
Student Union, International Labor Defense, Young Communist League,
Communist Party USA, American Soeialist Party, Church League for In-
dustrial Democracy, Friends of the Abraham Lincoln Brigade, Spanish Infor-
mation Bureau, and the North American Committee to Aid Spanish Demoerasy.
As party of an objective and outstanding study of the American Communist
Party, Professors Irving Howe and Lewls Cozer clearly illustrate the
techniques used by American Communists to penetrate and control Popular
Front organizations. Their analysis of the take-over by Communists of
the American League Against War and Fascism and the American Student
Union are, according to_the authors, notable examples of the fate that
E:feil .other Popular Fren% groups, See Irving Howe and lLewis Cozgr3 The

erican Communlst Party (New Yorks Frederlek A. Praeger Inc., 1962),
PP: 339-308.
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States. This resulted in Catholie demands for stringent measures becauss
of flagrant brsaches of neutrality, especially for promoters of such
enterprises as the Abraham Lincoln Brigade.60
American Catholies, among other Americans, were quite justified in
their eoncemn ofer the recruiting and volunteering of United States
citizens. Some Americans of democratiec or leftist convictions believed
that Spain was the necessary battleground to meet the threat of world
Fasecism. These young idealists evaded their country's neutrality poliey,
preferring to translate their sentiments into aetion.61 The Dies Com-
mittee uncovered sufficient evidence to show that there was recruiting
activity for loyalist Spain in the United State5962 although many velun~
teers went on a "visit" to Spain directly or via Franceo63 The State De=
partment made sincere efforts to dissuade Americans from going to Spain,
but as is often the case with certain foreign conflicts in which some
Americans take an unusually lively interest, there are peculiar diffi-

64

culties involved in preventing violations of neutrality laws. By the

spring of 1937, Americans were sufficient in number to form distinet units

6oJohn E. Kelly, "Foresworn Americans Serve Red Cross in Spain®,
America, LVIII (October 23, 1937), pp. 55563 Editors, "Comment", America,
ITX (September 3, 1938), p. 5065 Editors, "Comment", America, LX (October
29, 1938), p. 743 Editors, "Chronicle", America, LX (December 10, 1938},
pP. 2323 Taylor, United States and the Spanish Civil War, pp. 106-107.

6lThe most reliable estimates denote that about 3,000 Americar
citizens fought for the Loyalist side in the Spanish Civil War. Taylor,
United States and the Spanisgh Civil War, pp. 101-102.

6250me witnesses testified before the Committee and indicated that
well-known American Communists (e.g., Earl Browder and Robert Minor) had
begn active in recruiting volunteers for Loyalist Spain. See Ibid.; pp.
106=107.

63Ibid., p. 102.

641hid,, pp. 108, 110.
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- the Lincoln and Washington battalions. They later became a part of the
famous XV International Brigade.65 The role va00mmunisﬁ and Commnist
leadership among members of the Brigade is still a subject of spirited
controversy; yet there would seem little doubt that many of them were
much influenced by Communist ideology during their service in Spainn66
The -efforts of loyalist agencies in America had been recognized as
having borne fruit. Sponsorship of fund-raising speaking tours featuring
Spanish loyalists was arranged. A successful propaganda offensive had
been launched involving American_edugatiohalginstitutions and mass media
such as books, radio, and films It was also believed that inrcads had
been made on the thinking of a sizeable number of Aperican congressmen,
Leftist organizations were understood to be active in enlisting the
services of prominent Loyalist speakers to address their would-be sympa-
thizers. Clearly, the main objective was to win over American publiec.
opinion on the matter of the Civil War. For example, Luis Sarasola, a
Basque priest, sponsored jointly by the North American Committee to Aid
Spanish:Dsmocraey:and the American League Against War and Faseism, spoke
at a large rally at Madison Square Garden in waﬁYbrk,67 Catholic eri-
tieism held that Communist leaders had deliberately misrepresented Father

-Sarasola’s real mission, that of a pleader for Basque autonomy and not a

65Ibido, PP. 102-103. The Americans suffered severe casualties,
both battalions later being forced to merge as one. Of 3,000 Americans
who served as combatants in Spain, close to 900 were killed. By mid-
January of 1939 all known Americans had been evacuated from Spain. Ses
‘Thomas Sganish.CivilrWhr, pps 637, 558-559.

66 Thomas , Sp nish Civil War, pp. 460, 464-U465. Contrary te American
‘Catholic opinion at his Time, the testimony of most Americans who served
in Spain clearly reveals that their motives were profoundly anti-Fasecist
and not pro-Communist. See Taylor, United States and the. §2§nish,Civil
Eg PPo 10’4*:1050

67Eﬂitors, "Gommentﬂ,vAmeriéa, IVI (October 31, 1936), p. 7H4.
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herald for Spanish "democracy" 68 Other prominent Catholic spokesmen
such as Father Ignaz Eugenio, editor of Madrid's influential liberal

Catholic newspaper QEEE'XZBéXi,ég and Father Michael O'Flannégan, Vice~

President of the Sinn Fein movement of Ireland, were used in a similar

manner with the intention of raising money and diffusing Loyalist propa-
ganda.7° Particular discontent was noted when Senor Gonzalez Pena;

Premier Negrin's Minister of Justice, visited the United States to speak
and confer with American labor union represehtatives.71

On April 22, 1937, 800,000 college and high school students in the

northeastern United States staged an anti-war demonstration. They avidly

demonstrated their enthusiasm for Loyalist Spain by donating their lunch
money to the American Student Union for the Spanish cause. This action
was called radical and interpretedias an absurb contradiction when a so-
called fast-for-peace was utilized‘for purposes of war.’? The N@tional
Catholic Alumni Federation and officials of Fordham_University denounced
the operation.73 Loyalist rallies at important_institutions such as
Swarthmore Cpllege and the University of Pennsylvania were, according to
a Catholic journal, but other noteq examples of how Communist ideology

could implant itself in the minds of American youth.’* The Archbishop of

-

68541 tors, "Comment", America, LVI (November 7, 1936), p. 98.

69Ed1tors "Tin Boxes for Democracy", America, LVI (December 26,
1936)s pp. 276-277, 4 | Py

Ot tors, "Coment", America, IVIT (May 8, 1937), p. 6.
ggitors, "Comment", America, LIX (September 10, 1938), p. 530.

?25ames A Donovan, "Anti-War Strike is Anti-Peace Mbvement"
America, LVII (May 15, 1937), pp. 126-128.

73Bradford Young, "Student Peace Strikes Show Spanish Sympathies",
Christian Century, LIV (May 5, 1937), p. 393.

7HMarieli Benziger, "Swarthmore Communists", Commonweal, XXVI (May
14, 1937), pp. 70-71.
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Duluth may have keynoted Catholic%sentiment when, speaking at the Washing-
ton Boy Scout Jamboree, he warned that Communism's main drive was the sub-
version of youth, recently exemplified by their regimentation of the
youth in Spain.?5 |

American Catholics bitterly complained of the mass communications
media that were beliéved to be almost entirely dominated by Loyalist
propaganda agencies. Along with ﬁhe vital matter of the American press
(a subject treated by itself in Chapter III) there was much concern over
books and films. o | ‘

A strong pro-Loyalist position was taken by the League of American.
Writers,uanother suspected Communist-led organization of some 418 Amerie

can writers. Severe censure was directed to its pamphlet entitled

"Writers Take Sides", wherein the authors, with but one exception, af=-
firmed their trust in Republican Spain and condemned Franco's rebellion.76
There was also consternation regarding pro-Loyalist literature coming
from overseas. For example,vThe Left Book Club, an English literary |
organization run by the Communist Party of Great Britain, had extended
itself to America. It was said to have had a wide appeal to middle-class
readership and §pcce$sfully enrolled 50,000 members in two years. An

object of particular concern, other than books, was the arranged reading

clubs known as "Spain Groups," which made strong appeals to the Loyalists,??

?5Bditors, "Comment", America, LVIT (July 17, 1937), p. 339.

7®Rov, Albert Whelan, "One Noble Writer", America, LIX (August 6,

. 1938), p. 415. The League of American Writers was a lefte-wing organi-
zation, an off-shoot of the John Reed clubs of 1932-1935. It did in-
clude a number of hard-core Communists. However, most of the members of
the League provided the Communists with only limited and momentary co=-
operation. See Harold Clurman, The Fervent Years (New York: Alfred A,
Knopf, Inc., 1962), pp. 444-ii5,

776G, M., Godden, "Invaded by Leftist Books", America, LIX (August 6,
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Some American Catholics deplored the pro-Loyalist biavs,- of both
feature and documentary films dealing with the Civil War. Hollywood was.
thought %o be a hotbed of Commnists and their sympathizers.’S "Hlock-
ada"_was, especially.‘sin'gflled out as the most offensive motion picture.

It. portrayed the Basque people as a downtrodden mass cruelly oppressed
by the Nationalists.?9 Other films severely oriticized weres "The
Spanish Barth", #Spain in Flames®, and "Heart of Spai_n'!oao

Gatholie, leaders expressed alarm at what they believed to be strong
currents of pro=Ioyalist sympathy running thfough the United States
Congress. A case in point had been the congratulatory mess:age. of
Jamiary 1938 proffered to the Loyalist Cortes by twenty-six Senators and
thirty-four Represenﬁativesoal‘ Monsignor Michael J, Ready, Chairman of
the National Catholie Welfare Conference, and Bishop James E. Welsh,
noted Catholic missionary teo China, severely denounced the mess#geo They
lamented the fact that Loyallst agencies could stir up such enthusiasm
for a 'go__vernment-‘ that indulged in‘,‘Ca‘tholiQ p‘ez-bsec':u'l',:l.cma8-2 By midaFebmgry

.78E_ditors, "Comment®, Ameriea, LX (March 19, 1938), p. 5543 New York:
‘Times, June 17, 1938. Harold Clurman, founder of the famous Group Theatre
In"the 1930's, states that most of the interested writers, actors, and -
producers were overwhelmingly pro-Loyalist and were active in promoting
the cause. Taylor and Guttmann arrive at similar conclusions. It is:
most probable that many Hollywood personalities lent their names indis-
criminately to Popular Front groups but there is no record of undue -
Comminist penetration within the movis industry. See Taylor, United.
States and the Spamish Civil War; pp. 151-1523 Guttmann, Wound in the -
Heart, p. 1313 Howe and Gozer, The American Communist Party, p. 3653
Harold Clurman, The Fervent Years, pp. 180-191, 200. ‘

79Editors,;-"Comnent"-,-l.An.r;eriea, LX (June 25, 1938); p. 266.

80Thomas Jo Fitzmorris, "Films for Democracy", America, IX (December
179’ 1938), :Po 248, '

8lgongressional Record, Appendix, 75th GCong., 3rd Sess., Message of
Gragtings to lovalist Cortes (Washingtons Govermment Printing Office,
1938)5 pp. 959-960. o ‘

82@ York Times, February 1, 19385 New York Times, February 2,
1938. Tt should be noted that the National Cathol o oLt are Conference
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some of the slgners of the mess#ge had madq_retraqtions or pleas of being
misquoted or misunderstood, acoording to:a reéresentative of the NCWC-
news agency. Yet almost one-third reaffirmed theilr approval of the
lLoyalist regimessj Among these, America noted a hard-core group favor-
ing the loyalists: Senators Roberﬁ La Pollette Jr. (Prog) of Wisconsin,
Iynn Frazier (R) of North Dakota, Allen Ellender (D) of Louisiana, and
Elbert Thomas (D) of Washington; House members Thomas B. Amlie (Prog.)
of Wisconsin,uJohn Bernard (Farmer-laborite) of Minmesota, Charles G.:
Binderup (R) of Nebraska, John G»-quleau (Prqgressive) of Wisconsin,
Usher L. Burdiekv(R) of North Dakota, John»H.vcbffee (D) of Washington,’
Bernard Gehrmannh(Progressive)1of Wiseconsin, Clarence F. lea (D) of
California, Jerr& Jo 0'Connell (D) of Montana, Walter M. Pierce (D) of
Oregon, William R. Poage (D) of Texas, and Henry Tiegan (Farmer-Laborite)
of Minnesotaosu'-Thebquestioh.of absolute neutralify toward. the Cifil:
War was highly important to American Catholics at this time; thus im-
partiality in the United States Congress was of particular significance.

Ffom,the very beginnihg and all through the course of‘the Spanish
Civil War, American Catholic leadership contended that the lLoyalist
government was aICOmmunistacreation,- It was held that the Loyalists had.
illegally assumed power and were instrumental in having integrated a
.militantfsoviet ideology bent on sweeping over all national boundaries.
What brought the issue to major attention in the minds of American

is the highest authoritative body in the American Catholie Church. Its
prominciations. are made in the name of the hierarchy.: See John T. Ellis,
American Catholicism (University of Chisago Press, 1956), pp. 141=142.

83pd1 tors, MChromiele", America, LVIII: (February 19, 1938), p. 4713
Editors, "Editorial®, Commonweal, XXVII (February 18, 1938), p. 4513 -
Taylor, United States ana*EEe’Spanish.g;yil.Whrg PP- 157-1585

84548 tors, "Chronicle®, America, LVIII. (February 19, 1938), p. 471..



Catholics was the news of severe persecution regarding the Spanish

clergy.
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CHAPTER II
‘THE QUESTION OF NEUTRALITY AND INTERVENTION
The Non-Intervention Poliey-

From the very first, American Catholie leaders had little or no-
confidence in the mrop‘eanmn-,intervention policy toward Spéin,.;- Al-
though -believing’.in the : fundamental principle of the poliey, they feared
that the Spanish situation would provide such overly strong inducements
-yfvo.r aid on the part of the Soviet Union toward the Pqpuiar Front govern-
ment, that the overall ».résults would be a serigs of Ioyalist demuncia~
tibns of intervention by.Ger,mamr .and Italy while they theméelves would be
recipients of arms and supplies from r\_Russia,.;l» _

The attitude of Great Britain snd France toward the Spamish Civil
War was from the beginning one of hesitancy and vacillation to which the
demecracies in these years were. so painfully subject. Other%thar.t a prow.
.four;d desj.re for peace, there was no unison in opinion or will, and conse«
quently a poliey. of coneiliation became the main response of th_esej_,nations
to the Fascist threat in Europe.Z | |

On August 3, 1936, the French govermment proposed to. the Italian and
British governments .that all:three. poﬁers should desist from sending war
material to either side in the ,Spa.mi_sh -_Civil_.}hri’_vo?" G!jegt- Britain agreed

1E}ditars,' "Issue in Spain", Catholic. World, CXLIV (October, 1936),
p‘o 1010 C : . ' ' ’

2Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp.’ 219-220, 224225,

3themas, Spanish Civil Var, p. 257, On August 6, Secretary of State:
27 '
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and suggested that the proposal be extended to all '.-=‘intgerq'§te powers and,
by the _end oﬁ__iggust-, Gre,‘a,tpgitain_,z.hame,“ Gemany, Italy, ‘and*.Rngs'i‘a.;
had agreed: to v.a?‘:_‘not;—intarventioh" policys In';_sdptember a :--Non-Interventiqn :
Committee representing: the above mentioned a‘.n‘d,‘ fifteen other nations had-
begun to thold, regular meet.ings in Ipndo,,navuv |

; Ameriean Catholie opinion did not expect Russia to be mindful .of
ebligatiens to the: non«intervention agreemant when its ideologieal
eomi‘hment»in,Spain was so obvious.- Overtly or r.cove_rtly the‘ Soviet.s_
would surely render the needed' aid.: Yét Annériean Catholics were part.icme'
larly resentful -when confronted with evidence of Rnssian declarations .of.
solidarity with the Loyalists and pledges of that aido This resentment
was noted when 1t was 1earned from Moscow that Soviet trado-union dele=
gates, after nation-wide campaigning among Russian workers,. claimed .Con=
tributions of up to 200 million rubles for Loyalist Spain. Although the
Soviet government itgglfv.ﬁaé ‘not directly involved, its.approval was of"
qdurs‘e .:jeqqiz;‘eda”5 It was jJust such:developments thp_.p_..raisved American .
,cv‘atholig;»s“uspicionsv of Soviet support Hto‘ Loyalist Spain into,,absolnté.,
ednviction;“{ | | |

By the summer of 1937, American Catholics belleved that theex.'tent "

of Soviet participation eonld;, be moiée .¢learly identified. The‘ Igyalisfb
air force was _u_nderstopd:;. tq»be str'engihened-;by i'.he addition of Russian .

Gordell Rull. unoffieially informed the Committee that the United. States
also égtendod to follow a strict nonnintorverrbion policyo Ibid,,- ppa
2_59-=2 o

U1ma,, pp. 277285

5Editors, "Moscow Pledges Aid to Spain", America, LV (August 15,
1936); po 448 The Soviet Union had not. officIZIIi’Ebcopted the non-
intervention agreement until August 23, 1936 but it had given its ap-.
proval .in prineiple®. to the measure on August 6. On that seme day
Pravda announced that Russian workers had already amassed over 12 million
‘Tubles to aid Spaina See- Thomasy: Spanish Civil Civil War, pps 261y 257,
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bombers resembling the American Boeing B-26. It was also noted that all

tanks in the Madrid sector and the Loyalist artillery was mainly Russian.6

The entire matter of Soviet assistance to Loyalist Spain was con-

sidered to be interlocked with Francé. Up until the summer of 1937 France
was held responsible for suppling most volunteers, having transported most
ammmunition and guns and doing more than éther nations for Loyalist regimes,
France was therefore regarded as the key nation to the problem of none
intervention., It was felt that if Ffance had been strictly neutral,
‘Russia's effective intervention would have been minimal, France was
deemed most guilty of violating the non-intervention agreement because it
had not closed the French-Spanish frontier.’ A telling eye-witness re-
port by the Rev. Owen B. McGuire, is a good example of what American
Cathoiics told regarding the implications of this serious violation. Hé
stated that the frontier was wide open in the Catalan region and that oS-
cape routes were provided at Bilbao, Santander,vGijon,.and the Asturiasé
from which "Communists'" were then conducted through French'territory. He
added that Russian planes bombarded Franco-held pro&inces after which

tHey returned to bases situated in France.8 Gault MacGowan also reported

-

6Editors, "Chronicle", America, LVIIT (May 1, 1937), p. 88. Thomas
adiits the difficulty in making a proper estimate of the extent of
Russian assistance, but his account does mention the large amount of
Russian aid that flowed into the Madrid sector. Largo Caballero, in a
revealing address over.the Madrid radio, was in exultation over the
arrival of Russian arms in Madrid., See Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp.
309, 315-316, 337, 636.

7Editors, "Chronicle", America, LVII (April 20, 1937), p. 26. The
largest group of volunteers who fought in the Spanish Civil War were
French. The number is estimated at around 10,000, of whom 3,000 were
killed. See Thomas, Spanish Civil War, p. 637.

8Létter to America by Rev. Owen B, MceGuire, America, LVIII (January
15, 1938), pp. 353-35k.
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from Spain that "the 200 mile corridor between the Bay of Biscay and the
Mediterranean has become a whispering gallery for propaganda-merchants,
sples, contact men, agents-provocateurs, minition salesmen, international
adventurers, gun-runners, and modern Mata Hhris”og

The subject of i1llegal recruitment was inextriecably tied to the
issue of the French-Spanish frontier. It was earlier observed that the
non-intervention powsrs had agreed to include the prohibition of "re-
cruitment in, and transit through, or departure from their respsctive
countries of persons of non-Spanish nationality proposing teo proseed to
-Spain or Spanish dependencies for the purpose of taking service in the
present war®. This was scheduled to be effective from February 21,
193710 Yot American Catholics would later be informed by such as McGuire
that the féilure of the non-intervention agreement was mainly due to the_
Blum government, which had permitted, if not encouraged, open recruiting
for "Red Spain" in every city of France as well as enabling the Soviets

11

to use French territory te ferry supplies across the frontler. America

YGault MacGowan, "Red Valtures of the Pyrenees®, Commonweal, XXVII.
(February 18, 1938), p. 458. The French-Spanish front¥er was of in-
estimable use to the loyalists in that the arms traffic from Russia was

‘eonsiderable, The frontier was offisially opened and closed depending
upon France’s political leadership and a host of external elrcumstances
such as British poliey and the owerall development of the war., It ap-
pears that thers was a certain amount of econtimous movement of supplies
(especially at night) even when the frentier was officially closed., One
must also consider that the alternate route; the Mediterranean, was al-
most. impenetrable due to the effective Natiomalist blockade. See Thomas,
%%ﬁz%éCiﬁl War, ppo 501-502, 522-523, 534, 537, 541, 572, 575@5769

9 200

10841 tors, “Comment®, Americs, LVI (February 27, 1937), p. 482,

llowen Bo MeGuire, "The New Spain®, Commonweal, XXVII (October 29,
1937)s po 5. Most of the recruitment took place in Paris but there were
a.few other recruiting centers of lesser importance throughout France
and: Belgium. See Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp. 299-300.



claimed that Germany and Italy had gladly offered to withdraw their. troops
Af France sealed off its border from Spain, but France was said to have
contimally buckled before Soviet pressure to supply and transmit: lmxm‘
nitions to the Loyalists.'? |

Mexico was the other nation, besides France and Russia, believed to
be intimately related with loyalist Spain. Presidenﬁv Cardenas had openly
admitted the shipment of 20,000 rifles and 20 ,OOO,QOO,Qaﬁridge_s to Madrid.
His justification was that the loyalist regime was a friendly power. Hew-
ever, some Catholics contended that relations were more than friendly and
that Mexico was part of a network engineered by the Sgviet Union to help
their fellow Commnists,l> Federal agents were noted to have discovered
a conspiracy to .ﬁ@léﬁe United States neutrality laws which invelved a
plot to send shipments. of military aireraft from California via Mexico te
Spain, The Loyalist ambassador to Mexico was understoed to have super-
vised the operations of this intrigu_e;w

12541 tors s "Comment®, America, LIX (May 28, 1938), p. 171, Hugh
Thomas® discussion of the many issues surrounding the Pyrenean frontier
does not reveal any German or Italian offer.to negotiate such an agree-.
ment with France., See Thomas, Spanish Civil. ¥ar, ppo. 501-502, . 522-523,
537, 572, I have been unable -to Tocate any reference to such. an effer
in other soureeso

131n contrast to other nations who made some effort to follow the

non-intervention agresment, Mexico was openly involved in supplying aid
to the loyalists: The Cardenas goverment was ardently pro-lLoyalist.
This resulted in epportunities for France and Russia, as well as indi- ~
vidual agents, to send arms and supplies secretly to the lLoyalists, In-
eluding the above-mentioned rifles and cartridges; Mexico?s aid totaled
abeout two million dollars. See Thomas,- Smnish Civil War, pp. 233-234,
2609 49“9 6370 ,'.

luﬂthﬁugh Mexice officially agreed to ccoperate with America’s pro-
hibition regarding the shipment of arms and munitions %o Spain, it eon-
timied throughout the war to participate in the international traffic of
arms to that country. On some occasions; the United States was directly
invelved, which almost always concerned the illegal shipments of air- -
eraft. Usually the United States was successful in preventing these
shipments te Spain, but not always. The above=mentioned incident was one
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The aid of Germany and Italy to Franco's insurgents proved to be
more than an occasional source of embarrassment for American Catholies.
At no time were they under the illusion that help wﬁs tendered for al-
truistic motives. American Catholic opinion simply minimized its im-
portance in both influence and rmumbers and recognized thét each govern-
ment usually proffers support with the view of securing a later recom-
pense, normally in the form of economic privileges°15 It was further
felt that the Republic had enlisted international aid to a much larger
degree than had the Rebels. For example, in the early spring of 1937,
America reported that there were from 20,000 to 40,000 French, Russians,
and other nationalities comprising the various international battalions
and that this grestly exceeded the total strength of Italians, Germans,
and Moors in Spainol6 America's analysis of the composition of the
Franco forces in April of 1937 indicated that the nationalist military
of half a million men had relatively few foreigners. It was also added

that no exclusively German units were fighting with the Nationalists917a

of a rnumber that complicated relations between the two govermments. See
Taylor, United States and the Spanish Civil War, pp. 67-68; Thomas,
Spanish Civili War, pp. "39"3b725§8:§§$?"'

15gditors, "Communism at Bay in Spain®, America, LV (August 29,
1936)a P. 493,

‘16gditors, "Chronicle", America, LVI (March 6, 1937), p. 520,

17Bditors, Chronicle", America, IVI (April 3, 1937), p. 603. Part
of this analysis made in the heat of the Civil War has proved to be
wrong. The figure 20,000 to 40,000 for the foreign pro-loyalists is
correct, but the estimate that.promFranco forces mumbered much less is
incorrect. In mid=1937, Italian pro-Franco forces aleone were around
50,000, If one could add the total mumber of foreign soldiers who fought
for Franco at any time exclusive of 1936, it would be found that they ex-
ceeded 70,000, thereby outmumbering their enemies by a wide margin. One
might also consider that the pro-Franco elements usually came to Spain in
the form of "units® or "expeditionary forces" whereas the pro-Loyalist
groups (with a few outstanding exceptions) were usually untrained volun-
teers. See Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp. 634-639; Eléna de la Souchere,
Explanation of Spain, PP- 172176
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‘The concept that Franco was very indebted to Germany and Ttaly was equal-:
1y disavowed. Franco was praised for his extraordinary military ef-
ficiency and.hiS'ability-tQ salieitvthe necessary funds through voluntary
contributions to carry on a modern war. Even without'Spain”s,gold re=
serve, which was.in Ioyalist hands, he was said to have reeceived large
donations of jewels, ornaments, silver and gold plating, and a generous
portion of the individual wealth of such rich backers as Juan March.l8

American Cathqlie opinion unhesitatingly granted the victory to a
Spanish army .that was Moverwhelmingly Spanish in personnel, inspiration,
and leadership"ol9 It had castigated the non-intervention poliscy shortly
after its ineception as a sheer fiasco, only later to be extended as a
useful fiction to cause a stalemate for the selfish reasons of both Great
Britain and France.20 France, singled out as the key member of the Non-
Intervention Committee, was said to have acted irresponsibly beth de-
liberately and by default. The fact that it too had a Ieftist Popular
Front govermment seemed to suggest a coineidence of interests bordering
dangerously on outright Commnism. Its permissiveness with regard to men
and manitions was deemed of vital consequence in delaying an earlyi

18)316en 0?Brien, "Franco has no Debt to either Germany or Italy®,
America, LIX (May 1k, 1938), pp. 129-130.

19Joseph F.. Thorning, "Franco’s Spain", Catholic World, CXLVIII
(February;, 1939), p. 568, Franeco’s army may not have been .overwhelmingly
Spanish in persemnel; but it was Spanish in inspiration and leadership.
Despite heavy reliance on Ttalian and German aid, Franco’s Nationalist
movement is known to have preserved its essentially Spanish character.:
This was in contrast to the onalists vwho inereasingly succumbed to
Commurist leadership and influence, thus weakening their cause. Frank P.
Chambers, This Age of Conflict (New Yorks Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1950),
Po 520. See H, Stuart Hughes, Contemporary Burope (Englewood Cliffs, N.
Jos Premtice~Hall Ine., 1961), pp. 29‘*2v‘@

" :GEditorsgn"Peaee for Spain®, Commonweal, XXVIII (August 19, 1938),
Ps 18. -
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Nationalist victory.

Staunch Support of Neutrality legislation
and Efforts to Maintain the Embargo

Most Americans had relatively little interest in the Spanish Civil
War.: Their attention turned inward to the problems b.posed by the Great
_Depre’s_signa* The legacy of World War I, particularly the.‘«pnblieized
findings of the Nye Committee, inflnenced a strong mood of isolationism.
In anticipation of the possibility of war due to the belligersnce of
Hitler and the mounting Ethiopian erdsis, isolationist-minded Congressmen
méhed to enact neutrality legislation. There then ensued a series of
Neutrality Aects, the first of which was passed on August of 1935. It
made it unlawful for Americans to sell or transport arms to belligerents
once }the Pr,esident_ declared a state of war. This act was further ex-
tended on February 29, 1936 to include the granting of loans to warring
powers,. Nelther act, that of 1935 nor 1936 was of permanent character,
nor did they s{peeif’ieally apply to civil warsy therefore only a moral em-
bargo ﬁ;ad been imposed on the sale of arms and munitions to Spain. Sinece
this proved umatisfaewﬁgzl Congress attemﬁted to close the loopholes,
This reached cempletion on 'January 851937 when Congress passed a
.-"pemaneﬁt;" neutrality act which in part levied an eﬁbargo on shipments-
of war supplies to mations engaged in civil wars. In brief, the Re-
pu‘bli@a‘n govermnenf. of Spain was technically put on the same footing as

that of France's insurgents.22-

21Edit6rs, “Comment®, America, LVI. (Jamary 9, 1937), p. 3143 Gubt-
mann, Wound in the Heart, p. 893 Taylor, United States and the Spanish.
ciﬂl m; po 690 .

22y.8." Statutes at Lerge, 75th Cong., lst Sess., (Washingtons . ..
Govermment Printing Office, 1937), p. 35 Taylor, United States and the
Spanish Civil War, pp. 39-51. B ’
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In the summer of 1937, some members of Congress became increasingly.
disturbed:over the am.ount and type of aid ,thaﬁ Italy and Germany so generw
ouély bestowed on Frané‘oo-b A Fascistaorientéd, Spain seemed more than a |
likely possibility, thus putting Amerieca’s neutrality position to a se-
vere test. By the spring of 1938, it seemed appérent to some that
President Roosevelt would raise the emba_r’go.'23 It was at this moment
when neutrality policy toward Spain ﬁave_red that American Catholie
1eade:$ship came to the fofea. American Catholies . proved to be staunch
supporters of neutrality legislation and marshalled their efforts to
maintain the embargo on Spain.

Aside from the neutrality legislation controversy per se; Ameriecan
Catholics considered the matter of the recruitment and partiecipation of
.American citizens in loyalist ranks of utmost importance. The Valencia
govermment was reported to have mentioned that 2,700 Americans wers en-
rolled in the XVth divisien under the nemes of Abraham Lincoln and George
Washington brigades. America wondered why punitive steps were not taken
against them. It further demanded that America’s neutrality laws be ap-
plied and enforced.2¥ Elame for the recruiting activities was laid on
the American Communist Party and the Communist-sponsored North Ameriecan
Conmittee to Aid Spanish Demoeracyazs Such a view s;emed more than

23william B, Leuchterburg, Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New Deal
(New York: Harper and Row In¢., 1963), Po 223. Cordell Hull states that
both he and President Roocsevelt stood absolutely firm on complete neu- . .
tral{%ty toward Spain throughout the conflict., See Cordell Hull, Memoirs,
Ig 10 ) L '

2""Fditcérs,' "Comment®, Amerieca, LVII (September 25, 1937), p. 578,
The United States government did not take action against recruiters and
other violaters until 1940, even thongh it had the right and the suf-. .
ficient evidence to do so during the civil war. See Taylor, United States
and the Spanish Givil War, pp. 102, 107, 111fn. C

25gditors, "Chronicle®, America, LIX (July 23, 1938), p. 376
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Justified by the ample revelation of the Dies Committee on.unnAmeriaan~
activities, thus leading to further demands of punishment for violators,
more for the recruiters at home than for the soldiers in Spain026
Americat’s eharactéristic view of the Abraham Lincoln brigade was as
followss "Most of the 3200 Americans were Jewish and foreign-born riff-
raff Americans; a small percentage were respeetablebeitizens¢ ‘The most
of them were enlisted, shipped, and smggled in;o,Communist<Spain by
American and French COmmunistsaopo"27 For many this will undoubtedly seem
.an uncharitable view towards those,Americans who believed thsy were
fighting for demosracy against the threat of Faseiéﬁa

Moral .suasion by the United States in the form of a "moral embargo®
was successful during the-first five months of the war. However, on.De-
eember 28, 1936; the United States State Department felt obliged to grant
an export license for $2,777,000 worth of aircraft engines tovRobeft
Cuse, an arms exporterozs' This defiance of government wishes. revealed
the glaring omission of the Spanish Civil War from the terms of existing
neutrality legislation. In granﬁing‘the_license; thé State Department
made known its disapproval and informed the governments of the None
Intervention Committee tﬁat its policy remained unchanged¢29 American
Catholic leaders were quick to warn that sush conduet could lead America

into a European war; and urged Congressional action for a neutrality act

26Edit@r3g'ﬁComment", America, LIX:(September 3, 1938), p. 506,

Z7Editors, "Comment", America, LX (October 29, 1938), p. 7.
zaRdbePt Cuse was a representative of the Vimalert coﬁpany,of Jersey
City, New. Jersey which is understooed to have acted as.an agent for the
loyalist government, See Taylor, United States and the Spanish Civil War,
Po 95fno o . .

zgrhemasg Spanish Civil War, p. 338,
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covering the Civil WaraBG Evan after the necessary legislation was
passed, Catholics protested the contimed shipments of pursuit airecraft
via Air France to Spain°31 Added violations dealing with transfers of
military planes from the United States through France and Mexico to.
Spain were reported until nearly the end of the war, 32

‘The most controversial aspect of the whole problem of American neu=
trality in the Spanish Civil War was the.embargo°33 Catholic leaders in
the United States were determined that it be méintained, and whether
separately or in concert, they waged an effective campaign to that effeet;
As the fortunes of war turned decidedly against the loyalists, their
supporters in America agonized over the decision te alter their country’s
inflexible neutrality policy. At what appeared to be a critical juneture
of the war_for.thevlnyali$ts,3u'a campaign to 1lift the embargo was bsgun
in earnest. In the spring of 1938 the President and Seecretary of State

were besieged by calls, petitions, and letters urging the removal of the

30Editors, "Comment", America, ILVI (January 9, 1937), p. 314
31Editors,-900mmgnt?, Amerdca, LVII (September 4, 1937), p. 506.

32gditors, "Chronicle", America, LIX (April 30, 1938), p. 873
Editers, "Chroniele", America, LX (January 21, 1939), p. 375. In most
cases the United States was able to prevent the shipments of war supplies
to Spain. However; there were a few occasions when aircraft were il-
legally exported out of America by way of France and Mexico. The total
number. of planes involved was about fifty. See Taylor, United States and
the Spanish Civil War, p. 182,

33Tay10r, United States and the Spanish Civil War, p. 163,

34By March of 1938 the loyalists® chanses for victory seemed unlikely.
Although they held their own in staving off attacks on Madrid, they had
previously lost a suscession of key engagements elsewhere in Spain, e.g.
Teruel in the east, Malaga in the south, the Asturias and Basque country
in the morth, and they had now lost the initiative on the Aragon front
‘where the fall of Barcelona appeared imminent. See Thomas,. Spanish. Civil
%%§?~ppo 5045625 Taylor, United States and the Spanish Civii War, ppo 10.
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arms embgrgo§35 Distinguished citizens from all welks of 1life expressed
their desires in various ways. . leftist elements including the American
Commnist Party were equally active in promoting its,abrogation°36‘ The
:iSSue.wasnfingllynswppt onto the halls of Congress when Senator Nye
introduced a resolution requesting repéaiveftthe embargo on sale‘of,grms
uand,supplies to Spain;37 Nye's argument rested on principles of. justice
and!sqlfydefense for Spain®s lawfully constituted govérnment against.
Ainsurrgetiono38- |

President Roosevelt himself wavered on the matterg39 with two.in-
fluential members of his cabinet strongly favoring lifting the embarg@ho
but Secretary Hull remained firm in rejecting any resolution toward re-
pealbgl In the end the President heeded his Secretary of State, and the

35taylor, Dnited States and the Spamish Givil War, pp. 168-169.

36Tedd.s ppo 170-171.

37u.s, Senate, 75th Cong., 3rd Sesso, LXXXIII, Senste Joint Resolu-
tion 288, ort of Militam §%§glies to Spain (Washington: Goverrnment
Printing Of CO, I§3, '7, OU 00

: 38I’bid° See also Wayne S. Cole, Senator Garnald P, Nye and American
ForeiEn Relations (Minneapoliss University of Minnesota Press, 1962), PpPo

(-]

39Taylor9 United States and the Spanish Givil War, pp. 182=184;
James MacGregor Burns, Reose#ETT}-iﬂé %Ion and the Fox (New York: Har-
eourt, Brace and World, inc.,; 1956), Po 3560

“OTaylar, United States and the Spanish Givil Hary po 183, The two
members were Harold L Ie?el, Seere?hry of Interior, and Henry Mbrgenthaup
Secretary of Treasurya Ickes claimed that Roosevelt told him that he
could not risk raising the embargo because it would mean the loss of
every Catholic vote in the fall elections. Undoubtedly President Roese~
velt did take the Catholic vote into account, but whether it was a de-
eisive factor is. of course impossible to conjecture., See leuchtenburg,
‘Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New Deal, po 224,

Taylor, United States and the Spanish Civil Wax; pp. 183=185° See
also Hull, Mbmo?rsg T, po BB3.
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Nye resolution was quietly shelved when the Administration refused to
back the moasureohzv,lt is very probable that, next to Secretary Hull,
Ambassador to Great Britain Joseph Kennedy, a noted American Catholic
layman, most influenced President Roosevelt in rejecting the idea of re-
viewing the embgrgo question. It was he who ably impressed upon Roose-.
velt and Hull the absolute necessity of doing nothing to undermine
Europe's m:m.m:I.n:’!:».er'ven:lzftcm,a.greemen.’l:.e,u'3
When Senator Nye introduced his resolution to repeal the embargo on
Spain, Ameriean Catholics felt a distinet and serious threat to their
.interestssnu Attempts to discredit Nye and all subsequent efforts were
made by identifying the cause with Communism and liberalism. Early in
the eampaign,,kﬁerica_stated that Miles M, Sherover, a top dealer in
manitions for the -Russian Commnists, was the most actlve assistant
working for Nyeau5 It implored the ald of all Catholic leaders to pre=
vent YAmerican invelvement on the COmmunist'side".ué It also praised
Secretary Hull’s radio address in which he took a resolute,stand on -

¥21md., pp. 174, 182-185,
hBTh@mas 9 § Eanish)cj»ﬂl ,E“Eg po 53.60 .

““Editors, "Church Issue Enters Nye Campaign®, Christian.Century, LV
(June 22, 1938), p. 780. Nye’s Spanish policy made him unpopular with
his many Catholic constituents in North Dakota. See Wayne S, Cole,
Senator Gérald P, Nye and Awerican Foreign Relations, po 114,

45Bditors, WEditorial", America, LIX (May 14, 1938), p. 132. Miles
M. Sherover, was known as the most important representative of the
Loyalist govermment for purchasing supplies in America. I have been un-
able to secure information as to whether or not Sherover worked directly
for the Soviet Unlon. See Harold L. Ickes, Secret Diary of Harold Lo
Ickes (New Yorks Simon and Schuster Inc., 195%), 1I, PPc 574=575. A
scholar whose interest is Senator Gerald P, NYeWs career makes no mention
of any connection with Miles M. Sherover. See Wayne S. Cole, Senator
Gerald P. Nye and American Foreign Relations, pp. 79=153.

uéﬁdit@rsg,”Comment",.Ameriea, LIX (May 21, 1938), po 147,
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the embargo issue as opposed to the "liberal lobbyists who are wprking '
feverishly on the President and Secretary of State to 1lift the em-
bargo",uV A coordinated group of Communist-front organizations called
the Joint Committee to Lift the Embargo, was said to be using undue
pressure on President Roosevelt and members of Congr953448

Awerican Catholics formed ﬁrganizations of their own to meet the
threat of repeal. One such important association was the Keep the:
Spanish Embargo.Committee, sponsored by the National Council of Catholic
Men which in turn was under the direction of the National Catholic
Wblfgre'Conferenoeo At one of its mass meetings in Constitution Hall,
Washington, D. C., Rev. Fulton J. Sheen addressed an impressive mmber
of clergymen énd laymen and solicited their full support and active
- collaboration in a drive to maintain the embarga.""9 Another prominent.
group was the directors of the Knights of Columbus. At a conference in
New York they called upon all members throughout the nation to inform

thelr Congressmen of thelr opposition to raising the eﬂbargthO“ It was

L7Rditors, "Comment®, America, LIX (August 27, 1938), p. 482.-

48pmerica designated the components of the Joint Committee as
followss The American league for Peace, and Democracy, The Friends of The
Abreham Iincoln Brigade, The Confederated Spanish Societies, The Ameri-
ean Friends of Spanish Demoacracy, The lLawyers Committee on Spain, and
the North American Committee to Aid Spanish Democracy. dJohn V. Hinkel, .
"Keep the Embargo", America, LX (Jamuary 14, 1939), p. 340, John V.
Hinkel, "Popular Front Forces Unite to Lift Arms Embargo", America, IX
(Jamuary 21, 1939), po 366-368. This organization was only a Commnist-
front in part; other components were Protestant and Jewish elergymeno
See New York Times, Jamuary 9, 1939,

u9Néw York Times, December 24, 1938; Editors, "Comment", America,
LX. (Jaruary 1l, 1939), po 338

SOwa York Times, Jamuary 9, 19393 New York Times, Jamary 10, 1939;
Bradford Young, WK of C Fights Iifting of Spanish Bubargo", Christian
Centugz IVI. (Jamary 25, 1939), p. 132.
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also reported that George Cardinal Mundelein, Archbishop of Chicago, had
personally called President Roosevelt advising him to discourage any move
toward lifting the‘embargc551

America believed that only Communists and Communist dupes wanted an
_alp?rgtion'in neutrality policy, particularly with regard to thejembargoa
At the.same time-Comménweal:stresseé that absolute neutrality was conse-

nant with a higher meral point of view,52
Spanish Relief

American efforts toward Spanish relief were sometimes marred by ac=
.cusations and.ceuntermaccusgtioms of politieal partisanship and propa-
ganda activities. American Catholics stromgly felt that most relief
organizations directed their endeavors exclusively toward the Loyalists
and also functioned as subversive p@liti¢a1 agencies.- This conviction.

- led to the,establiéhment of relief groups directed byvCatholies them-
selves;53

The Spanish Relief Fund of the Brooklyn Tablet was the first major

American Catholic relief organization for Spain., Originating from the
work of Revs Thomas E, Molloy, Bishop of the Brooklyn diocese, 1ts opera-
tions began in Jamuary 1937 and contimued all through the war. It acted

mainly as a collection agency for contributions which were forwarded by to

Slchristian Science Monitor, Jamuary 26, 1939.

52Editers, "We Want No War", America, LX (Jarmary 28, 1939), p. 3975 -
"Our Own Views on Neutrality", Commeonweal, (February 17, 1939), p. 452.

53The greater part of American relief efforts toward Spain went to
the loyalists. The largest pro-loyalist organization was the North
American Committee to Ald Spamish Democracy headed by Bishop Francis Js
McConnell of the Msthodist Episcopal Church. See Taylor, United States
and the Spanish Civil War, pp. 129-133.
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Cardinal Pedro Segura, Afchbishopjof Toledo, through a representative of
the Spanish laity at the Vatican. Bishop Molloy and his supporters had
been appalled by the "suicidal apathy" of most American Catholics toward
the suffering of Catholics in Spain while "American Communists and Amerie-
can sympathizers with Spanisn Anarchy are freely and generously aiding
the Spanish Reds".5% Commonwesl pointedly declared that the SpanishrRe- _
lief Fund was not a "war fund” but rather a source of badly needed char=
ity and an opportunity to redress the balance in favor of fellow Catholics
in Spain. It urgently appealed to other Catholic journals to follow‘its
lead in soliciting more aid.because so far there had been gathered "a
very meager amount when contrasted with the. huge sums collected for the .
various funds to aid the Reds in this country and abroad",55

The fact that the Nbrth‘American Committee to Aid Spanish Democracy
was alleged to have boasted of not having contributed a penny worth of
relief to the Nationalists‘angered and prompted America to set up another
separate Catholic relief orgamization - the America Spanish Relief Fund.56'
In March 1937 it was but a small iocal collecting agency in New York,
aiming its contributions at the neglected non-combatants of both sides.5?

'The spring of 1937 witnessed the establishment of what proved to be

the leading American pro-Franco relief organization -~ the American

54New York Times, Jamuary 23, 1937; Editors, "Help the Catholics of
Spain", Commonweal, XXV (February 5, 1937), p. 456. The Brooklyn Tablet
is the official organ of the Brooklyn diocese.

55Editors, "Spanish Relief Fund", Commonweal, XXV (February 19,
1937), p. 456.

56Editors,; "Comment", America, LVI (February 20, 1937), p. 459.
American Consul General Mahlon Perkins testified in a report to Secretary
Hull of the intense partisanship of the North American Committee to Aid
Spanish Democracy. The Catholic contention regarding the boast is very
probable. See Taylor, United States and the Spanish Civil War, p. 129.

57kditors, "Comment", Amewica, LVI (March 20, 1937), p. 554; Editors,
"Comment", America, LVI (March 27, 1937), p. 579.
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Committee for Spanish Rellef. Headed at first by Ogden H., Hammord; &
distinguished Catholie lamn and former United States ambassador to.
Spain, it soon fell under the dynamic leadership of ‘Cormonweal?s editor
Michael Will;lams.sa Although not primarily a Catholic committee because
the funds would be distributed through the International Red Cress, it
received a warm endorsement from ,;Ame,ricaa59- On May 7, 1937 Michael
Willtams announced the formation of the Commonweal Relief Fund, but this
new organization was quickly absorbed by the American Committee for
Spanish‘Reliefa,éo New York’s Cardinal Hayes exhorted Catholies to back
this eemiﬁta_eo-él Although the group had prided itself upon its; im-
partiality as compared with the North American Committee te Aid Spanish
Democracy, it presented an unmistakable iQeological,front when it e.o;
operated with an activist group called the American Association Against.
Commanism in sponsoring a mass rally ajt Madison Square Garden in New
York.62 |

l While Commonweal. had been..pleaSed with the work of the American.
Committee for Spanish Relief and claimed that both sides had .beﬁef-ited
equally-? America withdrew its approval of the committee due to mGged
injus‘l‘-';ieé and imeffieiemy by the International Red Cross. America’s

critieism was threefold; overhead costs were unnecessarily highs there

58New York Times, May 6, 19373 Taylor, Umited States and the Spenish
Civil Wer; Po 131, | <

5%ditors, "Comment®, America, LVII (April 17, 1937), p. 26.
.60Edi‘b01"89 MCormonweal®s Spanish Relief Fund"y Commonweal, XXVI
(May. 7, 1937), Pp. 29-303 Editors, "American Committee for Spanish Re-
lief%, Commonmweal, XXVI (May 14, 1937)s pp. 57=58. ’ ‘
SINGWYGPKMGB, my 159 193?0

6v2§gg_r»f!ork.-'rimes:,, May 19, 1937,
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were fewer distributing stations in Nationalist than loyalist territorys
too mich attention was paid to injured _.eombat_ants rather than 'bo‘ the
eivilian pop;l_ationa 63 “

In June 1937, America expanded the American Spanish Relief Fund from
a local New York ageney to one of national scope, registering it with the
United States State Department. It desired a completely Catholic enter=
prise. All donations would be sent to Cardinal Isidoro Goma, primate of
Spain, for distribution throughout the country.S% Rev. Edward J. Ferger,
editor of Buffalo’s Catholic Union and Times, was appointed the fund’s
representative in Spa,in065 ..-Anieriea reported in the fall of 1937 that
the Ameriea Spanish Relief F‘undand the one sponsored by the Breoklyn
,_M, ‘the two sole Catholie agenéies, had enviaiale records of charity
-and effieiency in comparison with other. ,organiz#tiens;o It claimed that
the Medical Buream to Aid Spanish Democracy and the North American Come
mittee to Aid Spanish Demoeracy had utilized the generosity of the Arﬂeria
can piblie .-“to an egregicus extent for propsgandistic purposes.56

By December 1937 the American Spanish.\_.Rveligf‘.Fund y under the di-
rection of Jjo_g,h_n Js M. .0°Shea, a prominent New York Catholic attorney, had

63george W. Mohrtens, "Red Cross Spanish Relief", Commonweal, XXVI
(June 18, 1937), pp. 203-20k; Editors, “Comment", America, IVII (May 29,
1937)s po 170, Most of the relief organizations were more cecupied with
the Ioyalist side because their need was obvicusly much greater. The
Spanish Military Medicel Corps had been with the Nationalists from the
outset of the war. See Thomas, Spanish Civil War, p. 306.

64Bastors, "Coment®, America, LVII (June 5, 1937), p. 19%.
65Ed‘1tersg "Comment", Ameriea, IVII (June 19, 1937), Po 242,

66The America Spanish Relief Fund stated that although it had
collected only $40,000 and that the above mentioned agencies had collscted
twice as mich, the latter had pr@portiona'bely spent much more on admini-
stration, publicity, and propaganda. Editors, "Corment", America, LVII
(September 18, 1937)s Pe 5550
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co=-ordinated various diogesan committees in relief work for Spain067
ééﬁmonweal began actively to cooperate with 1t068 In the spring of 1938
the America Spanish Relief Fund had emerged as the leading Cathelic re-
lief organization in conjunction with thirty leading dioceses in the
United States.59 '

As human conditions worsened in Spain dﬁring the latter stages of
the war, thé.Uﬁited States government decided upon a wheat surplus
distribution program through the auspices of the American Red Cross and
the American Friends Service Committee. Some Catholic leaders were of
the opinion that since France's Natiomalist govermment had previcusly
refused such an offer; the program was but a shrouded attempt on the
part of American 1eftiéts to strengthen the loyallsts and thereby pro-
Jong the war.’0 President Roosevelt had furthermore appointed a promi-
nent American Catholic and_papal marquis, George Macdonsld, to serve as
chairman of the committes to supervise the wheat shipments, Catholies
were then called upon to protest dirsctly to the chairman,7l Objections
were to no avail, but as the end of the war neared, most Catholics be-
came supporters of the wheat distribution program to alleviate the ap-
parent hunger andeufferingo The America Spanish Relief Fund joined

67Baiters, "Comment™, America, LVIIT (December 11, 1937), p. 215.

nzggEditorsg."SPanish Relief", Commonweal, XXVII (February 11, 1938),
Po 423, o

69Editors,f"comment", Amerieag;INIII'(Feb:uary 26, 1938), p. 483,

v70Editors,‘"Comment!,.émg?iqgg IX (December 31, 1938), p. 290, The
_Wheat program amounted to about 560,000 barrels of flour by way of
-surplus wheat turned over to the State Department by.the Federal Surplus
Comuodities Cerporation, See Taylor, United States and the Spanish
Civil VWer, p. 132, : )

?1Editors9~"G@Mmant"9uAmerica,,Lxu(Jannary 7y 1939)s p. 315.
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hands with the American Friends Service Committee to ensure its suscess,
believing that the American ZACQmm:ﬁ'sts had -abandoned both the progran
and the Republic as a lost cause., These American Catholies had only
needed some assurance that the wheat program would net prove to be an

overture to direct United States interventien in Spaino'7 2
Recognition of Franco

A Nationalist victory seemed a foregene conclusion by the spring of
1938, The loyalists? best troops had not recovered from the battle of
Teruel; and morsover their war supplies were exhaust‘ed-o-‘ The beginning
of Franco’s Aragon offensive Jooked promising; his troops contimially
‘advanced in a series of lightning breakthroughs while routing‘:_efforts of
the. Layalistso?B ~ Therefore, some Amerie#n Catholies began to reconsider
America’s neutrality pelicy 'boﬁard Spain. They now looked forward to
United States? recognition of Franco’s Nationalists hoping that it would
enhance their efforts to restore peace and order in‘Spain‘a-' They con-
tended that Franco controlled three~fourths of Spain and had earned the
freely u.gi'_ven loyalty of more than sixty-five percent of the peoples
Fmthermore, he had provided responsible local govermment, economic
security, and soecial. mma;ey in the #’reas seeured-o"ﬂ"

Vatican poliey had previously encouraged recognition of the Nation-
alists., Rome had some. diplématie relations with F_vranep": as early as the
summer of 1937, In May 1938, Pius XI formally declared the ,,Na,t;ipnalistb

72Ed:‘i.ters»,'-"Coment",f»Ameﬂqa,' IX (February 18, 1939), p. 458,
73Thomas, Spanish Givil Wap, pps 517-526,

; Ppditors, MComment®, America, LVITI (March 26, 1938), pp. 578-
579, | S—— , |
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Govermment to be the only legitimate authority in Spaino? 5 This action
on the part of the Holy See was understood by America as being instruetive
to Europe and the .\U‘zﬂ.ted'statesb% In the light of renewed appeals to
the United States to.follow the Vatican’s example, Rev. James Aa Magner
championed. the papal recognition of Franco. He outlined general Vatican
policy as based on de facto realism and not on approval of the political
aims or ethical claims of any one nation.state. He also countered ac-
cusations that the authoritarian nature of the Gatholieﬁ Church caused it
to embrace the Faseist cause by attempting to show that the needs of the
Gh‘u?teh in Nationalist-held Spain were such that diplomatiec relations were
feqmireda?‘? Rev. John laFarge, associate editor of Ameriea, deemed it
most unwise for Ameriea not to recognize Franco quickly and take the op-
portunity to urge upon him whatever was eovnstmetive ‘and helpful, rather
than view his emergence with reproach and suspieienﬂs |

In late Jamuary 1939, the Nationalists eaptt}red the loyalist capital.
of Barcelona. Many >f the pecple in Catalonia attempted to flee and. the.
Republican government appeared to be in the process of disselution.
Serious fighting was limited to the area surrounding Madrid and Valeneiaé?g
Franco’s contimed sucecssses were interpreted as signifying a regensra-

tion of Spain and hence worthy of United Statses reeognit.ipno"ao

75Th®m£59 Spanigh @iVilfﬁhrg ppo'450wu51o
76gaitors, HComment®; America, LVIIT (May 28, 1938), p. 170.

77Rev, James Ao Magner; "The Church and Faseism", Cormonweal, XXVIII
(September 2, 1938), pp. 462-464,

78Revo John laFargey; "While Spain Burnhs They Strum Impartially",

| America, IIX (August 20, 1938), pp. 462-463, |

79'I‘homas, Spanrish Civil War, pp. 573=575.

SOEditors “American Recognition of Spain" America, LX (Febmary k,
1939)9 Po 4210

g
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Th_e recent attitudes of Francﬁe and Grea_\t Britain toward Franea also
added weight to American Os.thoiic demands, France and Great Britain were
blamed. for needlessly prolonging the war in pﬁr.suanea of selfish ends,
but even they had realized ths Nationalist victory and now sought Franeo’s
.favcrasl ﬁvieiviaa considered it not only a duty, but. also advantageous
for the United States to proffer the hsnd of recognition and friendship
to the victorious .Franeo-oez

Some prominent Cathelic leaders who imsisted on immediate recognition
for the Nationalists included members of Congress. Representative John
W. MeCormack (,Da}iassaehusetts): and Semators Dennis Chavez (D=New Hé:d@@)
ard David . Walsh (D-Massachusetts), were espscially complimentary
toward France. As did 1eaders within their Church, they expressed the
view that the :judgment of their fellow Ameriaa;_ns had been.clouded by
Ipyalist propaganda and that Franco’s ,Na‘bionalis(t movement had prevented
a Communist take-over in Spain‘¢83 Of particular note were the remerks of
Dr: Joseph B. Code, professor of History at catheli¢ Upiver'sity of Ameri-
ca, ingerted in the Gnngressieml. Record at tl;e reqn_e_st of Senator Walsho.
Dr. Code emphasized th§ wisdom and necessity of qbtaining the friendship
of the Spamish people by recognizing the fact that Franso®s control ex-
tended to almost all of Spain; He also indicated that Spain’s geed will

BlEdit@rs "Comment®, America, LX (February 18, 1939), p. 459.
Frangse and Great Britein ofmy recognized Franco’s govermment on
February 27; 1939, See Thomas, Spanish c:tvil War, po 590.

82Editor9‘-,. "Comment" o Amerieag IX (February 25, 1939), p. 482,

83 ressiaml, Record, 76th Cong.; lst Sess., LXXXIV (Marsh 10,
1939), Pp. 2569-25703 Congrossional Record, 76th Sess.; 1st Sess., LXXXIV
(Mareh 1, 1939), pp. 2056-206%; Extended Remarks of Semator David I. ' -

; ssi@ml'Reewdg ’76‘th Congsy 18t Sess.y ILXXXIV (Mar@h 13,
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could be of assistance to the Unlited States in cbtaining cooperation from
the latin American countries in international affalrs, Dr., Code’s re-
marks may be considered representative of a segment of American Catholic
opinion in that they combined motives of national self-interest and a
_eonfidene‘e in Franco®s new Spainq-aq» |

As ‘the probability of recegnition drew nearer, America expressed
annoyance at the likelihood 'l;hat'lmjﬂ.ted‘ States recognition of France’s
govermment be contingent upon the granting of clememey to the Ioyalists,
It stated that although requests for clemency were p;rOpqr, demands fer.
the same called for a surrender of national sovereignty. America held
that moral law alone obligated the state to punish "those malefacters who
have inflicted terror, cruelty and privation upon its citizens 185

Ambassador Claude G. Bowers was believed responsible for President
Roosevelt’s "unreasonable® delay in granting recognition to the Nation-
alistss Roosevelt had been reported to have categorized Franco as an-
other totalitarian dietator like Hitler ‘am‘l Mussolini, Bowers was said
‘o haye relied on loyalist informants, thus having commnicated dis-
torted facts to. the Pr-’_es:‘l.dezsﬂ*‘m86 Amrieanﬂatholig 1saders at last ob-
tained satisfaction on April 1, 1939, three days after the final ending
of the ﬁvilﬁhr, when. the United States officially recognized Francisco

Sl'Erbended Remarks of Semator David I, Walsh, Congressional Record,
76th Cong., lst Sess., IXXXIV (March 13, 1939), Appeﬁ% 962, See
‘a&lso remarks of Rev. Joseph F. Thorning in New. York ‘I‘imes, Mamh 20, .
1939,

85Editors:',' "Comment®, Ameriea, LX (»March by 1939), po 506,

86gqi tors, "Comment®, Amerieca, LX (Marech 25, 1939), p. 578, Al-
though Ambassador. Bowers was known to be strongly pro-Loyalist and
‘had often eircumvented normal diplomatic channels to reach President
Roosevelt directly, there is no evidence to suppose that he did not use..
all the available information at his disposal. See Taylor, Urmited States.
aﬁdthﬁ §:QaniSh @1.\1’3.1 mrg ppo )4'79 939 20“’0 :
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Franco's Nationalist regime ._8'?"

.,Am_e:riganCatholie opinion rejected both the legality and constitu~
tionality of the Ipyplist goverrment. They allied themselves in large
part with the aims and achlevements .a; _F.r‘_a.neo",s Natiomalists, Such a
cast of mind precluded the possib:j,l‘!._ty of a less than rigid view toward
the ma;intename of American neutrality _legisla:tion and most important,~
the preservation of theqnbargq. Only in the ias_t year of the war did
they consider altering Amerieca's nmeutrality poliey, and then solely with
the view of accommodating Franco's victorious regime.

'aybapartment of State, Press Releases, XX, April 1, 1939.



CHAPTER III
‘PHE CHURCH MEETS ITS CRIT,IQS
The Protestent Churches

An examination of the response to its foremost critics may provide
further understanding of American Catholic opinion on the Spanish Civil
War. The liberal comitment on the part of many Protestant leaders plus
the haunting obsession of the ;Gatholic‘,chu:ch with the suf_fering of their
brethren in Spain and the threat of international Communism, form the |
backdrop for tﬁeir. clashing attitudes toward the Spa_ni_sh een_fliet. In
the 1930's Christian commentary in the United States on rereign affairs
was clamorously idealistics evenseq,uentl;y the vast complicatiens. sur-
rounding the war tended to be reduced in terms of Democracy versus Fascism
or Democracy versus Communism.

The plight of the Republic of Spain had engaged the sympathies of.
erqipent liberal Protestants. They were very much disturbed by the ani-
mosity of American Cjathqlie leaders toward the loyalists. Purthermore,
they regarded Catholic appeals to support Franco as pm-F.asci.st' inclins-
tions, Protestants, like the majority of Amerieans, were dedicated to
an uneompromising neutralism on. the Spanish situation which neither anti..
| Communism nor the exhortations of r»a_diga,l\ liberals could.alter in any
way,,-l' Many protestants therefore resented any undue Cathelie -influence

lEditors, YAmerica Mast Preserve Her Neutrality" Christian Centu s
LIIT (December 30, 1936), Ppe 17411742,

51
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favoring the Nationalist cause;z They suggested instead that.American
Catholic leadership pursue a course independent from the positions taken
by the Spanish Church and the,V;tican¢3 |

When Reinhold Miebuhr (of Union Theological Seminary) clearly de-
nounged.the Spamish Church, it proved to be a strqng‘opening salvovin a
series of heated exchanges betﬁeen Catholics and .Protestants. Niebuhr
contended that:

«oothe hierarchy and the priests of the /Spanish] Church

have been in intimate league with landlordism, monarchism,

and reaction in Spain not only before but after the Revolu-

tion. The Church in Spain is, in other words, 'a political

instrgpent, ‘and one which is committed without reserva-

tion.
While most Protestants may not have been quite so stern in their dis-
approval toward Catholicism in Spain, they clearly bglieved Franco's‘
vNationalists to be Faseist and wpuld under no circumstance consider
joiniﬁg a proposed Catholic anti-Communist crusade led by the Vatiean.5

American Catholigs would often assert that Protestant thought on the
Spanish question stemmed from sheer ignorance or a deep anti.Catholic
blas that fed on Loyalist propaganda. They were especially sensitive to
Protestant charges of §ymp§thy or alliance with Fascism.  In direct reply
to Miebuhr and other Protestant critics, Michael Williams stated a

principle often reiterated by American Catholics throughout the Spanish

2Dr, Guy BEmery Shipler, "Fascist Control of the Films", Christian
Centugz LIIT (Deeember 30, 1936), p. 1755.

3E. T. Buehrer; "Congregational Clergy Oppose Catholic Position on
Spain®*, Christian Century, LIV (March 3, 1937), p. 2963 Bradford Young,
#John Haynes Holmes warns Hierarchy", Christian Century, LVI (Jamuary 25,
1939)s po 132, :

uReinhold Niebuhr, "Arrogance in the Name of Christ", Christian .
Century, LIII (September 2, 1936), p. 1157.

SEditors, "Shall Protestants Accept the Pope's Invitatienin,
Christian Century, LIIT (November 25, 1936), pp. 1550-1552.
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Wars "That ﬁatholig] policy is not allied with Fasecismj it is not_ al-
lied with any secular absol,utism, nor can it be, for 1ﬁ gerves God aléne
instead of man, and bows d,ow‘nﬁ to no idols made by megnﬁ-,é_ Rev. John A.
0'Brien, a noted Amer:\_.cgn priest, answered the Christién Century which
had previously oppo'séd the entry of Protestants into the Pope's anti.
Commmrist erusade because of Catholicism's sﬁspectgd sympa_thy w:l.th
FasQiSmo- He said, "The editors .of the Cﬁristian;Centunx need have no fear

that the Church is secretly in sympathy with Feseism or with anything but
the contlmed perfection of the democratiec 1dea1_ to which we in America
are committed®,” 0° Brien felt that the Church was -actually oppose_d to
both Commurism and Faseism, but thét the_ former?s incessant war on re-
ligion resulted in its being singled out for the Church's strongest at-
taekga

The first principal occasion for dispute between the Churches in
America resulted from the tragic bombing of Guernica on A‘p‘rili.. 26, 1937,
The destruction of this small Basque town became a subject of lnternation-
al eorﬂ‘.i'?twer'syo9 The quarrel was initiated by an appeal to the "world's
conscience®” by Blshop Franecils ‘J‘.. McConnell of the Methodist Episcopal
Church and chairman of the North American Committee to Aid Spanish

6!ﬁ.chael Williams, ‘"The Policy of Catholicism", Cmmnenwaal, xxv
(February 12, 1937)9 PP. 423=426.

"Rev.- John A, 0°Brien, "Fighting for Social Justice™, Commonweal,
XXVI (May 28, 1937), po 119. -

BIbido 9 Po 118.

9Guerniea was savagely destroyed and its populace machinegunned by
German aircraft. The only important question remaining to be answered 1s
whether its destruction was ordered by General Mola of the Nat.ionalists,
or whether the Germans acted independently. See Thomas, Spamish Civil
Wer, pp. 419-420, In the Umited States, Secretary Hull. ‘protested against
the indiseriminate bombing of civilians. See Taylor, United States and
the §Egnis Ci‘ﬁ.l Phr, po 12?0 ' o
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Demoeracy, The appeal had been signed by seventy-six leading American
clergymen, congressmen, professors, writers, and other notab}es eon=

- demning the rald on Guernica., It was thén sent to 5,000 ministers of-all.
faiths throughout the United States with the request that 1tAb§‘regd

from the pulpits.10 On reviewing the Guernica affair, editors of the

.éathqlic Wbr;d expressed digpgy.atgthe indignation of American Protestant
ministers who so willingly signed this document of protest but»fqund no
fault "with the undeniable atroeities conmitted by the Loyalists" and
who Yeannot see Soviet sponsored erueltiesﬂa They felt that both sides
should be blamed,‘npt Just Franco'§ N§ti9na1ists,11 Rev. Jéseph Fe
Thorning, speaking at a meeting of the American Catholic Historical
Society, told his audigneevthaﬁvthe news of Guernica had been another :
striking example of false Loyalistvpropagandﬁdlzs

A consequence ofbthe_ruthless,warfaré being waged in Spain was a.
suggestion of peace proposals made‘byvtbe Federal_Counqilvof Churches ih.
Américaa‘ Catholics however, believed that in the case of Spain tﬁs
1ssue,mus§ be determined by force sinqe only a vietory by the Kationalists
could ensure peace witﬁ any guarantee of permsnency. They expreséed
confidence in.Franec?s.fuﬁure dealings with enemies and prediected that
he would act in a generéus,Christian‘manner,when building a new Spain.1’

The most serious quarrel among Protestant and Catholic leaders

1°wa York Times, May 10, 1937; Congressional:Record, 75th Cong.,
lst Sess.,. Bombing of Guernica in S Tn lhhsﬁington: Goverrment Printing
Ofﬂee 9 1937) ’ Appendix ppo 1225&122 o

Ugaitors, “The Real Problem in Spain®, Catholic: Werld, CXLV. (Juns,
1937), ppo 260-261.

120y York Times, December 30, 1937,

13gditors, "Spanish Peace Proposals", Commonweal, XXVI (July 30,
1937)s pp. 333=334.
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developed over a joint Ipastoral:.‘vlvette: prepared by the Spanish Catholic
hierarchy justifying the Franco rebellion. The pastoral letter rendered
‘the following reas‘ns for its publication: (1) the real truth of Spain‘'s
p;l.ighjb .was so obscured by.igngrance that the Church must speak qﬁt_ in
the name of spiritual and human justice; (2) the war itself must 5@
understoed as an irreeor;cilable struggle between morality, justice, re-
ligion, and the Ealien _ideolggies that came with the pchl_aiming of the
Spanish Republie in 19315 (3) even though the evils of war are realized,
its prosesution mast go on, and though the Chu‘reh disdains any part in
provoking ‘the war, it reeognizes itself as the chief vietim and claims
the right to defensive resistanee, (4) Franeo"s military rebellion must
be considered as an armed plebiscite against a Soviet-directed ,Cgmmnist_-
revolution; (5) the .Church denies the lies and historieal distortions
made against her, particularly that she is on the side of the riech., Thus
did Spanish. Catholic leavd,ejrshipv (exeepting the Basque clergy) provide
thqological sanctiqnj for the Nationalist cause 9'1’4
Although no 6fficia1. declaration of support was issued from the
Vatiean, the New York. Times speculated that Cardiml Goma, the first

signatory to. the pastoral letter, would searcely have so. acted without
prior consultation with Rome. .'Il.!he Times also had been inqumed by
various prelates that there was nothing :in ‘the pastgral lett,erdeontra-s
dictory to the views of the Vatieanols

Ameriean Gath@li@s imnediately and resolutely upheld the prineiples
outlined in the joint pastoral letter by the Spanish bishops. They

:mNew York Times, September 3, 1937; Thomas, The Spanish Civil War,
PPo nSOTglo

1New York Times, September 3, 1937.
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agreed that the conflict was one involving irreconcilable ideologies and
that Franco must rescue Christianity and civilized soc:-.‘l.-e't.yo:'*.6 It was
urged that the Spanish letter be distributed to every Aineri_ean Cathelic
parishol7 |

' After a month of silence, the Spanish pastoral letter was denounced
in a eircular prepared under the direction of Dr. Guy Emery Shipler, .'
~editor of the Churchman, an independent Episcopal Jjournal. Herein were
1listed the signatures of one hundred and fifty Protestant leaders of
various denoming‘bions‘ and professiops, among whom were Bishop. James
Chamberlain Baker, a Methodist; Bishop Robert L. Paddock, an Episcopalian
and president of the American Friends to Ald Spanish Democracy; Vand the
Reverend Harry Emerson Fosdiek; Among the main points expressed were
the followings (1) the Spanish hierarchy had shown its contempt for
prineiples of popular govgfnment, freedom of worship, and separatipn of
Church and States (2) most Catholics do not share the opiniens of the
Spanish hierarchy and should be encouraged freely to commnicate their
own views on the subject; (3) the war is "a cle#r conflict between the
forces of democracy and sccial progress on the one hand and the forees
of special privilege and their Faselst allies on the other”. Protestant.
leaders further wondered if the ideas set forth by the Sganish bishops
had the approval of the A;qeriggn hierarchy itself, for f.he fact remained
that as yet "no leaders of the Catholic Church in America have raiseci |
their voices in repudia‘bi@n of the position taken by the Spanish hier-
archy", 18

léEditors, "The Spanish Bishops", Commonweal, XXVI (September 11,
1937)s pp. 530-531; Editors, "Pastoral Letter of the Spanish Bishops",
Catholie mrldg CXLW (%t@ber’g 1937)9 PPo 107@108 - )

17Ediﬁors, "Comment!, America, I.VII (September 11, 1937)9 Po 5300

18yew York Times, October k, 1937,



There was no immediate offieiaj.i;éeply or comment from the Amerilcan
herarchy to this Protestant challenge, tut within forty-eight hours
four prominent American Catholics came to the defense of ‘the Spanish
bishops, thus helping to indicate the Catholic reaction. .The‘ Reverend
Franeis X, Talbot, editor of America, led off with a remonstrance
against the signers, accusing them of a "perverted attempt to.‘li,nk
Catholicism with undemocratic and un-American prineiples®. and eiéiming
that their loyalist -sympathies wﬁre based on misinformation and lying
prepaganda‘°19- -Tﬁe Reﬁrerend_ John laFarge, associate editor of America,
said that the signers myst have been ignorant. ofl the facts or else "they
would realize the ressonableness éna logic of the Spanish Bishops®
lettern,20 John J, O",Ccnner,; acting managing editor of Commonweal, de-
clared that the'signiers must have been "heodwinked ceompletely® if ‘t.hay.
believed that the Span:i_.sh ‘conflict was one pitting progress against
special privilege. Q”GOnnerialso expressed astonishma_nt' because the
signers were confused as to the American -Qatholie stand on this matter.
He referred them to the editorials of the American Catholiec press, where
he assured them it would be amply explained.?l The most vigorous reply
in defense of the pastoral 1etter came from Monsignor Michael:.d. Ready‘,
General-Secretary of the Nation,al Cathelic Welfare Conference, who
¢laimed that the asserbions contained in the Protestant cireular were
“nothing more than a rehash of irresponsible charges long since dis-
credited,n22

IQM_”YOTI( Times, October 5, 1937.
20Tkid.
Zl1pid,
22¥ew York Times, October 6, 1937.
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Further doubt on the American Catholic attitude shrank immeasurably
when a few days later, one lmndred and seventy-five leading Roman Catho-
lic elergymen and laymen made a public statement defending Franco's ef-
forts, thus by implication further substantiating the views of the
Sparish hierarchy. The signers represented virtually.allfknown Catholic
newspapers and periodicals published in the United States and included 2
large mumber of the higher clergy and educators as well. In similar
vein to the Spanish Bishops® letter, it expressed the follawing con
victionss (1) Franco was not a Fascist, nor was he ensnared in a
Faseist alliance; (2) Franco acted on behalf of the principles of re-
~ ligious freedom and eivil libertys; (3) Franco’s'Nhtionalists,forestalled
the establishment of a Commnist dictatorship in Spaing (4) accounts. of
Rebel atrocities were lagrgely;myalist.propaganda.;z3 The question of en-
.dorsement on behalf of the Ameriecan hierarchy was,refer:ed to as follows:

This Catholic body is a carefully chosen cross-section and

represents the rank and file leaders of Catholieism in the

United States. Undoubtedly if it had been consulted, the

Americen hierarchy would have endorsed the reply; The

Bishops of the United States have confidence in the one

hundred and seventy-five signatories and permitted them

to express the Catholic ansggr to the bitter assault of

the Protestant signatorieso
One may thus conclude that the Catholic reply to the Protestant letter
reeeived at‘lqast the taeit approval of the American hierarehya

On November 18, 1937, two months after the statement of the Catholic
leaders, the American Catholic hierarchy itself addressed a message of

-complete suppoert and sympathy to the Spanish Bishopsb2§ It read as

23 New York. ‘Times, October 14, 1937, For the names and positions of
the 175 Catholic leaders, consult Appendix.

Z“Editors,pﬂcemment", America, LVIII (October 23, _1938),p° 50,

25Rev. Raphsel M, Huber, Qur Bishops Speak, pp. 219-221; Editers,
"The American Hierarchy", Commonwead, TXVIT {December 3, 1937), ps 143,
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follows:

In your effort we want you to know that in common with the
Catholic bishops of the world we stand beside you and thank
you for your clear, calm, dignified statement on the con-
dition of the Church in Spain., Without leaving your field
of action as the pastors of the flocks given to your care,
you have dene a great service by your pastoral letter.

The very restraint of its wording and its clear statement
of facts by qualified witnesses, gives the lie to the as-
sertions of propagandists of atheistic systems and should
compel all:right-thinking men to appreciate your work for
all men and thank you for high courage and resolution....
As Americans we owe you .a great debt of gratitude. In
our Far south, South-west, and West there still is told
the story of the heroic Spanish priests and friars wheo did
a work which is part of our naticnal glory. Once before,
the hierarchy of Spain helped to save the Western world
from the menace of Islamism, God grant that once again
you may be a powerful force to stem the tide of atheism,
translated into social language and disguised with dia-
bolical ingermuityi?

The statement of the one lmundred and seventy-five Catholic leaders and
the message from the hierarchy to the Spanish bishops, illustrates the
attitude of the American Catholic Church foward the Spanish confliet.

It is also noteworthy that their apclogies are a good composite of those
arguments advanced by prominent individual Catholies throughout the
Civil War,

The last majer dispute between American Catholics and Protestants
followed the nsws of the severe around-the-clock bombings of Barecelona
in March 1938, Seventeen air raids at three-hourly intervals affected
all parts of the eity. The fierceness of these bombings caused qqnstera

nation all over the world.27

26The message was signed for the hierarchy by Emmet M. Walsh,
Bishop of Charleston and Dennis Dougherty, Archbishop of Philadelphia.
‘Rev. Raphael M. Huber, Our Bishops Speak, P 221,

27Bareelona was the site for "terr@r" raids ordered directly by
Mussolini, At least 1300 were killed and 2000 injured. Military tar-
goets did not appear to be the cbjectives. There is evidence that Franco
knew nothing of the character of these bombings. On hearing of them he
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In Axnefriea,' sixty-one EpiSeopal and Methodist Eplscopal Bishops re-
presenting Churches in thirty-six states, directly appealed to the Ameri-
can Ca@mlie hierarchy to *bring ‘the; might of your influence to bear on
General Franco in an effort to prevent further bombing of non-combatants:
in Spain®, Bishop Robert L. Paddock made public this letter which in.
‘cluded among its signers Bishop Hemry St. George Tucker of the Eplscopal
Church and Bishop Francis J. MeConnell of the Mothodist mpiscopal
Clu,;:“t."l'toz8 Most Catholics were silent on t_his__.latest open letter by the
Protestants, thqu'gh meny of them believed that Protestants were too one-
sided in their solicitude for the Spanish people and that left-wing
propaganda prevented them from reeeifviﬁg news of atrocities perpetrated
by the Loyalists.

William Cardinal 0°Comnell of Bosten and Patrick Cardinal Hayes of
New York flatly refused to believe that France was. capable of such
savagery and admogﬂ.shéd the Americ\san people generally for their pro-
Loyalist tendencies.?? Bat it was Dr. Joseph F. Thorming, well known
Catholic educator-priest and staunch crusader for Franco, who severely
eriticized the Protestant bishops for their action. He brusquely set
aside the concerns of the bishops whoy, in his opinion, were being made
#the unwitting allies of the atheistiec, anarchistic, communistic, elements

ordered their immediate suspension. In the United States, Secretary
Cordell Hull expressed his distress on bshalf of the American people.
See Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp. 523-524:; See also, statement issued
by .Sesretary Hall on March 21, 1938, Papers Relating to the Foreign Re-
lations of the United States, 1938, pp, 165-166;

28New York Times, March 21, 1938, p. 143 Bradford Young, "Protestant
Bishc)aps’fﬁge‘ﬁ “to Catholies in Spain®, Christian Gentury, LV (March 30,
1937), po 412 ‘

29 Now York Times, March 19, 1938s New York Times, March 2k, 1938,
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in the Umited States and Spain",>°

American Catholicism and American Protestantism were quite conscious
of their diversity in attitudes toward the Spanish Civil War, Protestants
contended that Catholic leadership was the sole bloc support for Franco
_in the Umited States.l Catholics pointed to the harmony of views among
the editors of Protestant journals whose fear of a "Fascist" victory in
Spain blinded them to the possibiiity of a Commnist conquest.’2 A re-
curring theme of American Catholic eriticism was that Protestants will-
ingness forsook and outragéd Christian fellowship by accepting the anti-
Christian propaganda served by the Comminists,33

The American Press

 The reporting of news regarding the Spanish Civil War reflected a
preoccupation with ideological considerations. The impulse to take sides
seemed ifresistible. Some journalistic writings were brilliantly done in
that they contained facts along with color, drama, and a sense of the
great tragedy that denotes civil war. MNost, howéver, incorporated suf=-
ficientvinaccuracies to deserve nq.better than inclusion in the category

of propaganc'ia.3’+ Attempted coverage of the Spanish Civil War introduced

ey

30Bradford Young, "Bishops Attacked for Appeal to Pope", Christian
Century, LV (April 16, 1938), p. 440.

3lp, A. Saunders, "Liberals and Catholic Action", Christian Century,
LIV (October 20, 1937), p. 1295.

32Editors, "Comment", America, LIX (May 7, 1938), p. 98.

33Rev. Wilfrid Parsons, "Tailor-Made Lies", Catholic Digest, I (Sep=
tember, 1937), pp. 33-34; B. L. Masse, "Christian Liberals - To Whom are
they Allied?”, America, LIX (June 11, 1938), pp. 226-227,

3’+Ralph D. Casey, "Pressure Groups and the Press", in N. C. Meir and
H., W. Saunders, The Polls and Public Opinion (New York: Henry Holt Co.,
1949), p. 1323 O. W. Riegal, "Press, Radio, and the Spanish Civil War", .
Public Opinion Quarterly, I (January, 1937), pp. 131-134. See also
Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp. 235=236.
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into the United States a host of press services, both official and une
offiéial, each one attached to either Nationalist or loyalist Propaganda .
bureaus. Consequently, suspigion of blas in news reports eaused indig-
nation among certain groupsos5

With few exceptions, American Catholic leaders subjected the Ameri-
.ean press to a severe barrage of eritieclism throughout the Spanish con-
fliet. They were highly eritieal of the American press for what they
considered a deliberate failure in reporting the facts and the falsifi-
cation of issues surrounding the conflict, They agreed with the Pope
that the news of Spain was satufate§ with "persistent and most astute
pr@paganda"o36

The attacks directed against the American press were generally of
the nature recorded in a statement by the Rev. John A. Toomey, associate
editor of Amerieca (and 1atér to lead a Catholiec press counter-offensive).
It read as followss

The American Press has aimed a mortal thrust at the very esse

[being] of the Church in Spain....From the very inception of

the Spanish War, American newspapers have misrepresented the

situation in Spain....American newspapers have employed every

artifiece known to propagandists to paint the Red clique as

though it were not a Red cligue, but a band of simpley; inne-

gent lovers of democracy. The American Press has deliberately
played down the murder of priests and muns, the burning of

35The two principal propaganda agencies in the United States which
pertained to the Spanish Civil War weres the Peninsula News Serviee In-
corporated, which identified the Ioyalists with Commnism, and the
Spanish Information Bureau which was pro-loyalist. Both were situated
in New York City. See Iouils Minsky, "Propaganda Bureaus as ’News
Servieces®, Public Opinion Quarterly, II (October, 1938), pp. 677-678.

36Editors, "The Pontiff Prays for Spain®, Amerdea, IV (September
265.1936)9 po 5893 Rev, W1lfrid Parsons, "Tailor-Made Lies", Catholic
Digest, I (September, 1937}, pp. 33-343 Rev. Joseph F; Thorning, Tihy
the Press Failed on Spein®, Catholie World, CXLVI (December, 1937), pp.
289-2913 Bdward H. Knoblaugh, "The Ioyalist Propaganda Machine", Catholie
World, CXILVI (Jarmuary, 1938), pp. 479-48l. Of the above, only Knoblaugh
ad been a correspondent in Spain.
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churches, and the assault on religion, It has done every-
thing to aid the Spanish Reds and eonsequently & g;y'bhing
it could to destrey the Catholie Chureh in Spain.

These reasons had alse been ‘the prineipal ones that prompted Michael

unethical Journa,ﬁlismﬁs
General eondemnations of the press often reached shrill proportions,
.as the above and fqllcming representative declarations .‘reveals

Examine the newspaper reperting of the Civil War in Spain.
Never since the World War has our American Press exploited
falsehood to such an extent, and never has it permitted
itself to be exploited so meretriciocusly;...American edi-
tors with few exceptions have failed to present squarely
what faets they have been given. They have distorted the
Spanish facts, they have suppressed the Spanish facts

and they have misled the American newspaper . readerso3§

The American Press is being sabetaged from within its
rapidly erumbling walls by a miscellaneous set of radical
fanaties, radical rascals, and congenital ignoramses or
troacherous ‘foreign correspondents?, and a rifforaff of
badly edueategé underpaid and miserably mistreated ‘re-
portersooos o

Ameri_@an Catholies were angry and dissatisfied with what was clearly
generalized as "the American Press" for the same reason as that which
underlay eriticism of American Protestantism - a resentment pf the manner

in which the Loyalists were viewed as a threatened democracy while France’s

37Rev. Mr. Toomey’s remarks . deslt with the American press as a whole.
His specifiec mention of the New York World Telegram and Asseciated Press
were only meant as illustrations, John A, Teomey, "Pointing a . Finger at
Press Propaganda", Ameriea, I.VIII (November 6, 1937), pp. 105-106,

BBMiehael., Williams; "Open Letter to Iaadem of the American Press on
Spain®, Commonweal, XXVI (May 7, 1937), pp. 33=37. In a later article
under the same heading, Williams named the following New York newspapers
as untrathful in their reperts on Spains Times, Herald Tribune, . Post,
and World Telegmm, See C@moma‘l (June 5,719373, pp. 151-153.

3%ditors, "Comment", Ameriea, LVI (April 3, 1937), p. 602.

HO0mighael Williams, “The Trath About Spain'; Commomweal, XAVI (May
28 1937)9 p" 1130
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Natlonalists were demounced as Fescists. They expressed great indigns-
tion toward the Associated Press who they believed folsted the term
"Faselst" on all Spaniards who opposed the loyalists. That Fascists did
exist in Nationalist ranks was admitted, but that they dominated Franeco's
armies was stoutly den:l;ed_e-"’l The guilt of American newspapers in ex-
aggerating the role vof»Itéli_a:;s ‘and Germans in Nationalist victories was
also believed to have further associated France's forges with European
Fasecism in the minds of its readers,‘i’z _This proved particularly gelling
when one noted the conspicuous silence regarding French aid to Loyalist
6p_ainoz’3 Among the rumber of unfounded rumors which American Catholies
claimed ordginated f‘rain the American press; the ones that rankled them
most were those intimating that Franco was veering toward a formal
Faseist alignment with Hitler and Mussolini. Such reports ‘Were believed
to be the epitome of i:fresponsible je;urml:_i._sm, for asecounts of this
nature would Ina‘lmrally be of utmost concern to Americans, who were not
anxious to see any greater widening of totslitarianism in Europe."m'
Most American Catholie spokesmen strongly opposed any suggestion
from the American:press that loyalist sentiment pervaded Spain, and that

41Editers, "Comment®, America, LVI (October 17, 1936), p. 26. United
Press and Associated Press, “the two largest news syndicates, used the
terms "Spanish Government Forces" and "Insurgents”" when referring to the
loyalists and Nationalists respectively. Individual newspapers altered
the dispatches and substituted the epithets "Red" or "Faseist", Well-
known newspapers such as the New York Times, Christian Science Monitor,
Washingten Post, and New Orleans Times-Picayune, did consistently refer
o the Nationalists as "Faseists", On the other hand, the Catholiec press
and the Hearst press referred to the. Inyalists as_ "Red" or "Commnist®,
See Taylor, United S'bates and the - Enis Civil War, pp. 117-118.

42pditors, "Commentn, Ameriea, LVII (Mey 15, 1937), pp. 122-123.
43Editors, "Comment®, Ameriea, LIX (April 16, 1938), p. 26.

%di‘bers, “Comment™, Ameriea, LX (March _L'l', 1939), po 507
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Franco’s rebsllion had been a transgression on Spanish demoeracy. They
seem;eél more in sccordance with E. R, “Pivngda of Coménweal-‘ who reported
that "the immense majority in Spain is with Franco despite statistlcal
caleulations; despite the reports of experts, and the observations of
distinguished writers and eorrespondents, Developments will show that
the strength and universality of Catholicism are determining factors in
Spanish life"o-45 American Catholic displeasure inereased when it was re-
ported that the American Newspaper Guild héd passed an anti-Franso reso-
Jutden with only mir;ér' opposition, In order to accentuate its differ-
ences with the Guild, Commonweal quoted part of the resolution.-"The
American Newspaper Guild reaﬁzing that Fascism rust be defeated in Spain
to halt the anti=labor foreces in thelr lawless attacks on freedom and
democracy; hereby registers its vigorous protest against these anti-
labozfg" anti-democratic forces to prevent thelr ascendancy here and ex-
tends its support and encouragement to the heroic peopls of Spain, who
are now offering thelr lives in defense of organized labor and demo:nsz:t*’aey.y'.""'6
Gommonweal® s deprecation of the American Newspaper Guild®s position is a
good example of Amerilaan Catholie Welfare cpzﬁ?ereme‘?s ‘axa.,speration with.
the supposed naiveté of the American Press on the matter of Loyalist
"dem@@raey?!zo |

The subjests of atroeities and bombings of defenseless civilians by
the Nationalists, prineipally those of Guernica and Barcelona, were

g, &, Pineda, "Is Spain WAth the Loyalists?", Commonweal, XXVI
(May 219 1937)9 Po 910 “,-

46Michsel Williams, "The Truth About Spain", p. 231. The American
Newspaper Guild was a union labor organization whose main purpose was to
act as a collective bargaining ageney for its members. Founded in De-
cember 1933, it had delegates from thirty leading citles and proxites frem
twenty-three others, See Frank L. Mott; Ameriean Journalism (New Yorks
Haemillan ceog 1950)9 po 6?70
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issues that had plagued Catholiec-Protestant relations and which also oc-
casioned disputes between American Catholiecs and the American press. It
was said that the American press had acquired a false notion of the
events at Guernieca que to aeceptance withbut_verifieatiqm of news rew
»1ea8es by the Valencia government. America' declared the steries of
Guernica being gutted by a Nationalist air-raid t§ be a brazen lie, and
that further investigations two days later had shown Basque Communist
auxiliaries to have dynamited the city when forced to retreat before ad-
-vaneing Naﬁionalist._eolumnsau?’ Gault MacGowan, writing in Commonweal,
agreed and stated that reports of neutral military experts proved the
destmetioh of Guernica to be the work of Communist ihcendiaries and not
of PFranco’s airfor@;e‘a“’a America later éeceiated the findings of Merwin
Ko Hart, President of the New York State Economie Council, as final.,
While admitting the presence of France’s airforge at Guernica, Hart's
report asserted that the targets had been limited to a half dozen
buildings and affirmed that nearly all the ruin had been caused by the
loyalists before evaeua_ti@rpoug

Reports of bombardments by Nationalists on Loyalist towns, including
that of Bareelona, were believed to have been given deliberate..eoloring

zWEditorsg fComment”; America, LVII (May 15, 1937), p. 123. The
M"Basque Communist c;iynmn:i.’i;ersxii interpretation has since been proven false.
One of mmercus conflicting statements released by the office of Nation-
alist propaganda at Salamanca, attributed the totality of destruction of
Guernica to the storage of dynamite in the town’s sewers by its defenders.
See Thomas, Spanish civil Wr, p. 420,

uaGault MwG@mn, YRed Vulture of the Pyrenses", Commonweal, XXVIT
(February 18, 1938), p. 459, Mr. MacGowan does nov idenm the neutral
military experts in questiono

L"%ditaors, "Comment", Anmerica, LX (Nevember 19, 1938), p. 147
Merwin K, Hart was one of the Teading organizers of pro-Franco activity
in the United States. See Gutimann, Wound in the Heart, pp. 21~22..
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by American journalism. For example, America: pondered "Why the bombing
of defenseless towns and villages by the B:t°iti$h govermuent in Indi.a
should be relegated to inside-page news without a head, and vsimi:la,r' air-
plane raids on the Spanish peninsula, especially of the Loyalist towns;
to the front page with headlines, is diffieult to justify",o-% Catholics
made no attempt to j\;s'bify any possibie use of aeri_al bombings or
atrocities as wpapgns to terrorize the loyalists into submission.
Rather, theoy contended that Franco’s forces had restricted the:l_rf ob-
jectives to military targets.5l: In turn however, they dencunced the
American press ass "Bogus lovers of freedom who howled at alleged hqrrprs
in Franco’s Spain, but felt no righteou‘s; spasm at undeniable atrbeitieé
in Negrin®s er Caballero’s Spain"e52 |

American Catholics claimed aceuracy and lack of bias in t.hqin T
porting of the Spanish Civil Wer. The events surrounding the fall of
,Ba_r,eeiona s and the strife existent among thé Ipyaiist, defenders during
the last days of the _Hadrid goverment; appearqd to them to. vindié;.te
their contimed gff*arts %o call attention to the presence of Communism
as the directing force behind the Loyalists and to thevfi_qti_emlnature,
of the demoeratic republis. |

The campaign in Catalonia; lasting from December 1338 te Pebruary
1939, heralded the end of the Spanish Civil War. Bareelona fell on
Jamary 25, 193_9_053 The collapse of the loyalist armies which led up

SOEditors_,' fComment®, Ameriea, LVIIT (March 5 1938)y po- 506°
Sl1bad, |

52pastors, MGetting Wise to Pascismt, Catholic World, CXLIX (April,
1939), po 1o Since most American. journalis%g were proaLoyalist, they
minimized. the atrocities committed by the loyalist side. Ses Taylor,
Umited States and the Spanish Givil War, pp. 118.128; Thomas, Spanish
3 warg Po ana

53Thomas, Spardsh Civil Wer, pps 565-573.
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to the surrender of Barcelona was partiecularly revealing to American
Catholie opinion. For example, Gault MacGowan stateds: "The fall of
_Bamelorpa has brought down with a2 crash the carefully constructed propa-
ganda of the Marxist emissaries that has dictated for so ‘io_ng the
Spanish news piee.-"°5"-’ The American press, which just prior to Franeo's
entry had praised the city as solidly Loyalist, had been proven wrong as
Bareelona greeted Franco’s amieé with unreserved enthusiasm. Franco’s
reception was then understoad to be "A concincing answer to the lies and
other types of calumnious propaganda offered to the newspaper-reading
public in regard to the Spanish Nationalists and General .F&»aneo"o55

The final phase of the Spanish Civil War comprised what Hagh Thomas
and other scholars have termed "the civil war within the Civii War®,
This eentered arcund the question of contimed struggle against the
Nationalists and marked the passing of the resistance movement in Madrid
to Commnist control >0 Some Ga@hblies were confident that the reve=-
lation of the Communist r:olé in prolonging _the war would cast aside any
linge_ring pretension that the loyalist gqvérnment was the demoecratic re-
public so often alleged by the American ,pre35657 Commonweal quoted the

New York World Telegram in support of what they believed would result in

: %Gault MacGowan, "Festering Barcelona as the Stooge of Stalin",
America, LX (February 11, 1939), po 439

55Editors, "Barceloma Again Returns to Spain®, America, LX (February
11, 1939), p. 435, Actually, Franco’s army entered a city of "silent and
empty streets", At lsast a half million persons had escaped to the North.
Only a small minority of the citizens of Barcelona (those who had secretly
supported the Nationalist ea‘use) gave Franco a joyful. reeeptiono See :
Thomas, gparﬁ,sh Civil War, ps 573 :

56Thomas s Spanish Civil War, p. 596.

57Editors, "Whe's Red Nowi", Commormeal, XXIX (March 2%, 1939), p.
591. .
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a revisiomist attitude on the part of the discredited American presss
"ooowhen impartial history comes to be written it will almost certainly
record that Spain®s democratic republic was crushed from within rather
than by Franeé“s forees from withoutw, 58 \

The Ameriean Catholic dissatisfaction toward the secular press in-
cluded such leading newspapers as the New York Times, New York Herald
Iribune, St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Washington Post, Philadelphia Record,

and the New Orleans ﬁmasePieaxuneﬁ? The New York Times, (with the

noted exception of W, P, Carney) although admitted for the most part to
be the best newspaper in the United States, was partioularly eriticized
for its unfair editorials on France, It was especially reproved for
misrepresenting the Guernica affair and exaggerating the role 61' foreign
troops in the Natlonalist armies.’0 Herbert L. Matthews and Lawrence A.

Fernsworth (a Catholic), were singled out as little more than spckesmen

58_“Ixnpar’tia1 history" grants that internal strife was the chief
factor in the defeat of the loyalists. It no longer readily accepts the
idea that foreign intervention in itself was decisive. But historians
also recognize the fact that it was the Nem-Intervention poliey which
impelled the Republic to inereasing reliance on Soviet aid., In turn,
foresign influence not only altered the nature of the war, but operated
most unevenly on the two sides., While Franco ably retained a uniquely
Spanish character in his Nationalist movement, the Loyalists became prey
to a relentless Comminist deminance which gradually undermined their
unity, What good the Cemmunists may have gained for the loyalists in
military effieiency, they lost for them by perverting their cause, See
Frank P, Chambers, % of Conflict (New Yorks Harecourt, Brace World Ines.,
1962), pp. 420421, 423-K2l; B, Stuert Hughes, Contemporary Burcpe (New
Yorks Prentice Hall Ine., 1961), pp. 289, 292-293; Payne, Falange, po
1943 Thomas, Spanish Civil War, pp. 610-614,

: 5%ev, John A. Toomey, "Press Propaganda Tinctures the News",
America, IVIII (Desember 11, 1937)s pp. 225-226, The editors of Catholic
Ectien of the South warned the New Orleans Times—Picayune that its pro-
Toyaiist sympathies were offensive to Catholies., See Taylor, United
States and the Spanish Civil War, p. 151. '

60Rev, John A, Toomeys "Press Propaganda Tinctures the News®,
Amerdica, LVIII (December 11, 1937), pp. 225-226.
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for the loyalist govermment whose aceounts appeared ridiculous when come
pared with later dispatches by the United Press and other wﬂ.re servieesgél
Two Catholics, W. «P.,. Carney of the New York Times and Edward Ho
Knoblaugh of the Associated Press, were among the few noted Jjournalists
who . sarned American Catholle approval. Carney was sald to have caused
such discomfiture on the part of American "liberals® that distribution
of reprints of his articles was wrefused by the .Times so as not to
alienate the large body of its loyalist sympathizers. Knoblaugh re-
ceived praise for exposing the workings of lLoyalist pmpagandauéz
American Gathalics expressed dismay over the attempts of the
liberal weeklies, Ha‘h‘lon and Hew. Re blie, to label the Church as pro-
Fasoist. In particular, they aceus;ed leo ILehmann of the Nation and
George Seldes of the New Republiec of irresponsible 'j,cm.rn‘a.l:!.svzi;o.'63 The

_Iia_t_:}_gp_: was said to have ende‘avorekd to 1ink the American hierarchy itself
with Fascism, thus engendering distrust in Catholic leadership for
reasons utterly unfounded in'faetwéu tl«ﬁ@hael‘.mmams? .suceinet retort
to. the liberal press’s .asoeﬂiatﬁ.ng of Catholicism with Faseism was
solidly representative of basia American Cathelic opinion. He replied
to these allegations in the following terms: Fascist regimes grant the

61Editors, fComment", Amerisa, LVIIT (March 26, 1938), p. 5795 New
York Iimes, June 25, 1939o .

62Miehael Williams, "The Truth About Spain®, p. 153, Father Joseph
Thorning also had a high regard for Carney and Knoblaugh. After the
Civil War, Garney received an award for distinguished journalism from
the Knights of Columbus, ' See New York 'Iimes, December 30, 1937; Naw
York Times, September 11. 1939o

@I'ﬁ.ehael Wiliams, "News and Reviews", Commonweal, XXIX (Deeember
309 1938), po 2680

6UEdd tors, "The ?Nation’, Citation of the °Commonweal’"™, Comomal,
XXIX (Jenuary 20, 19397, ppo 336:»33%
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- absolute minimum requirements of the Church - its existence as a living
body; Fasecism is not approved, but tolerated, because it tolerates the
Church; a victoery for Franco is desired in the interests of the Church
é:lnce his d_efeat would entail the e,stabl:l._shme_nt of an anti.Catholic
govermuent.v65

American Catholies fully appreciated the power of the press as a
means of influencing public opinion. Perturbed and irritated by what
they belleved to be a contimous stre#m of pro-loyalist propaganda, they
decided to apply corrective truths to some of the reported events of the
Spanish Civil War. Their main purpose was to effect a united Catholic
front toward the gensral American press.

The first call for counter-measures was in 1936 when Archbishop
James Beckman of Dubuque pleaded for the establishment of a national
Catholic daily newspaper in view of "the biased crusade against right
and truth in the handling of the Spanish Civil War®,56 FPrank H. Spear-
man, well-known Catholic authér’, glso called attention to the necessity
of a Catholie daiiy to controvert "Ameriga's Red Press".67' ‘Bishop John
F. Noll, founding editor of Ameriea's most noted Catholic family paper,
Our Sunday Visitor, wrote a pamphlet entitled "It is Happening Here® in
which he encouraged Catholics to write their local newspapers expressing
the Catholle view as occasions warranted. He designated these letter
writing ecampaigners as "mimite men".~68 Michael Williams published

65}ﬂ.chael Wlliams, "News and Reviews", cemonweal, XXIX (November
18 1938), PPe 99-1000

’66Editors, "Corment", .Ameﬁda,-. LVIII (November 6, 1937), p. 98.

67Rev. Frank H. Spearman, "They Mist Not Get Away With It", America,
LVI (November 21, 1936), p. 152,

N ‘68Anthony Beck, "Mimte Men", America, LVII (May 8, 1937), pp. 102-
103. '
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ar;bther "Open Ietter to Ieaders of the American Press on Spain” in answer
to what he deemed "biased and tendentious journalism", He relayed its
contents to several hundred news agencies and newspapers in the United
States and volunteered to gulde them and furnish faetual information on
Spain. His endeavors, however, were largely lgnored by the American
pre‘s,s,oég

America's editorial staff assumed primary leadership in the attempt
‘to dispel pro-loyalist influence among members of the Catholic faith and
beyond. The Amefiea press was notab;ly active in this effort. One major
attempt to augment its persuasiveness tock place in the summer of 1937
when Améﬂea_ sought and thainsd a serlies of articles written by José
‘Maria Gil Robles, the leading Spanish Catholic political figure before
the Civil War. He was heralded as posééssing "the clearest, most up-
right, noblest record of any statesman of slua:l.n"..‘70 America considered
his contribution to "constitute the most just and sanest analysis of the
Spanish conflict yet published in the United Statest.”l Gil Robles'
- writings were largely mild-tempered reflections on interpretations of
events and ideas long fa.miliar to readers of the American Catholie press,
but were, however, distinguished by the inelusion of descriptive pro-
posals for a vertical type "organie democracy®s This "organic democracy"
for Spain was to be a Catholic corporate state deliberately differentia.
ting it from a secular Paseism. America forwarded Gil Robles' articles

69Pﬂ.chae1 Williams, "Open letter to leaders of the American Press on
Spain®, conmenweal, XXvI (May 7, 1937)- Pe 33.

703086 Maria Gil Robles was the former leader of the Accién
Catélica (Catholic Action) Party in Spein., He wrote the above mentioned
articles from exile in Portugal. Editors, "who's Who?", Amer,iea, LVII
(May 15, 1937), po 121, ' '

nEdi_tors,v "Notations", Ameriea, LVII (June 5, 1937), p. 193.
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to more than one hundred newspapers in the United States, but Robles®
~efforts disappointingly recelved little or no att.entionﬂz

Tn 1938 America translated the Nationalist government periodieal
ggg_i_n for its American Catholic readers. The Rev. Franeis Comnolly as-
sﬁmed the editorial direction of Spain, providing it with introduections by
Franco himself, 1isting decrees and social legislation said to be al-
ready achieved, and otherwise deveting its pages entirely to the inter-
ests of Mationalist Spain,”>

1938 was also the year when American Catholic cooperation and
organization markedly asserted itself. This success was achieved through
the conselidation of press committees of many Catholic socleties and
agencies under the direction of America's Jesuit leader, the Rev. John
Ao Toomey. = Toomey’s view had been as followss

For one and a half years we have stood helplessly by while

American newspapers. and magazines hurled mud at Spanish

soldiers who were spllling their life-=blood to keep our

Church alive...with misinterpretations sailing about us

day and night, our protests are relatively few and

scattered...- The objeetive of these crmmitiees is not
to turn secular newspam into Cathol;fg newspapers but

to turn them into trut newspapers.
The general procedure established for the committees was to approach and
negotiate with offending newspapers or magazines only when the question
at issue was deemed to be a serious o,nen'-75 To provide a working model,
the first such cormitiee went into operation in New York City. It was

called the United Catholic Organization Press Relations Committee, New

72104d,

73Editors, "Who's Who?", America, LVIII (February 5, 1938), p. 4093
Editors, "Comment", America, LIX (August 6, 1938), p. 410.

: 7L‘Rev‘o. John A, Toomey, MCatholic Cooperation Can Free Secular Press”,.
America, LVITI (Jamary 22, 1938); pp. 364=365,

75Tbdd. s po 365
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York Division and consisted of separate sub-committees assigned to
contact every dally newspaper in the metropoliso;76

Reports that Father Toemey had been besieged with requests from
every section of the country to ferm press relations committees of their
own, attracted the attention of Bishop John Mark Gannon of Erie,
Pennsylvania. Bishop Gannon, also é..voc:i..ferous foe of proem:yalist.
propaganda and ehai:main of the mm Press Committee, (representing the
nation’s largest Peligiouseinterest news service ) had independently
created Press information Bureaus in every American diocese with a
central offies in Washington, D.C, He cordially weleomed Father Tgemey's
committees to serve as a major component in his ecrganization. The United
Catholie Organizations Press Relations Committee was then absorbed into
Bishop Gannon®s everall ‘p‘lan'.‘77

The work of Father Toomey and Bishop Garnon was belisved to have "
suceessfully fulfilled the z;eed for aI permanent argazﬁzatien to represent
Cathelic interests before the American press. Father Toomey, in parti-
eular, regarded its growth as phenomenal since its beginnings eight

menths previeusly.”S

76Am®ng the first members of this Press Relations Committee weres
New York Chapter of the Knights of Columbus, Catholic Daughters of
America, Nationsl Catholie Alumni Federation, Guild of Catholic Phy-
sicians, Catheliec Actors? Guild, Fordham Alumnae, Guild of Catholic
lawyers, and Cathelic Public Schocl Teachers of New York, John A. Toomey,
"Planned Vigilance to Make the Press Fair®, America, LVIII (Hareh 26,
1938), pp. 583-58%4.

7 7Edit@rs,- "Comment®, America, LIX (July 30, 1938), p. 386.

78pather Toomey claimed that Catholic press relations committees
were active in such diverse localities as McAllen; Texas, Meadville,
Pennsylvania, Berkeley, California, and Conneaut, Ohio. Rev. John A,
Toomey, "Press Relations Group Wards Off Attacks om Church®, America, LX
(October 8, 1938), pp. 10<11l, There have since been eomplainE against
the Amer‘l@an Catholie Church for having used unethical methods in ex-
erting pressure on the American press during the Spanish Civil War. This
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Dissent Within the Church

Though American Catholic thought never exhibited complete unanimity
on the Spanish Civil m_r,;dj:gsenting opinion was on the whole politely
ignored and did not appear to have eaused the Church any undue em-
barrassment. The only oceasion of mar_ke‘d concern to majority Catholie
spokesmen was the change in editorial policy by Commonweal in June
1938.79

At the outset of the war, some noted Catholics took issue with the
*Commurist-conspiracy? thesis as the principal cause of the Civil War,
Instead, they b'blamed both the lack of seelal Justice associated with
former regimes and failure of positive action by the Church itself.

They called attention to a shocking indifference to the papal encyclicals
‘which expressly pertained to social justice in the context of the private
ownership system « leo XIII's Rerum Novarum (1891) and Pius XI's
Quadragesimo Anno (1931). The Rev. Iaurenee. K. Patterson, a Jesuit
leader, also referred to the grievances of urban laborers and exploited
peasants whose plight remained unrelieved by the exigencies of a ruthless
capitalism and the unconcern of a selfish landed .gentry.-,so The Rev. R.

ineludes a resort to censorship; economic boycotts, and direct pressure
on individuals. For example sees. Heinz Eulau, "Proselytizing in the
Catholic Press", Public Opinion Quarterly, XI (Summer, 1947); pp. 189-
1963 James H. Iﬁeh@isg Dsmocrae "and the Churches (Philadelphias West-
minster Press, 1951), p. 252, 260 ‘

79Tay101° and Guttmann have named prominent Ameriean Catholie dis-
senters (not mentioned in this study): Kathleen Norris, Anne Fremantle,
Westbrook Pegler, and Shaemas 0°Sheel, Among rank and file American
Catholics, both Taylor and Guttmann believe that pells showing at least
30% as pro-Loyalist is reasonably correct. Yet reliable polls also PO
veal Catholics as comprising the largest single majority supporting
Franco. See Taylor, United States and the gﬁ% Civil War, pp. lid,
152-153, 161fns Guttmamnng Wound in the Hear 03 Mldred Strunk,
Public Opimion 1935-1936 (meﬁn Univers: f‘by Press, 1951), Ppo 808

BoRevo Llaurence K. Pattersong "Right and Left Battle for Spain®,
Ameriea, A (August 8, 1936), p. 413,
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A, MacGowan, secretary of the NCWC, and Paul Kinlery, distinguished
Catholic layman; expressed similar sentiments and demanded a future
Spardish state based on social justice in the spirit of the social en-
cyeliealsoal' Monsignor Jghn A. Ryang eonsiQered the most liberal Ameri-
can Catholic leader Gf:, the time, ﬁés‘ reported to have stated that Spanmish
Church leadership had long been allied with the enemies of social
jus;tiee,& The Christign‘g;m understood this declaration to be il-
lusﬁm'hive of the fact that not all Catholic leaders were sympathetiec to
‘papal aims regarding Spaino-83 Rev, John A, 0?Brien, one of America’s
cutstanding priests, also claimed that the lack @f» Catholie leadership
in social justice was a main e,?a_"ase for the Spanish crisis. He then urged
a frank and honest acknowledgment of negligéme by rulers of the Spanish
Clﬁreho_& |

During the pregress of the war, dissenting Catholic opinion focused
on General Francisco Francoo ;éemonweal"s liberal policy of ineludi_hg
diverse views ﬁemitﬁed the largest dissemination of Catholie disagre,ament
with the strong pro-Franco views expressed by‘most Catholies., However,
the everall compesition of Commormieal remained pro-Nationalist until late
June of 1938, Interspersed within its pages were the noteworthy anti-

Blkdit@rsg “Catholie Laader Igolds In:]‘ust%ee Rez];onsible for Reves
lution®, Christian Cen o LITT (September 16, 1936),; p. 12323 Paul
Kindery, "ihe Catholie Answer to Commrdsm®, C;tholi@ vorld, CXLIV
(Oetebem 1936), pp. 659=6“ _

82pditors, "Shall Protestants Aceept the Popeis Invitation?",
‘Christian @ m ITII (November 255 1936), Po 15504

81pid,

&’Revo John A, O'Brien, "Fighting for Soecial Justice", Commorweal,
XXVI (Juns &, 1937), ppPo 1%1500 0%Brien also quoted statements
Monsignor John A. Ryan, Rév. Wilfrid Parsons, and Rev. R. A, MacGowan in
support of his peint of view.
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Franeo opirnions of Barbara Carter, George N. Shuster, and John A, O’Brien.
Barbara Carter, an English Catholie author, offered reasons why she
thmaght é large rmumber of EBuropean Catholic leaders were against anc:o."rs
iebelliono;- She said that they dencunced Franco®s insurrection as a vio-
lation of Catholic moral theclogy and therefore could not condone his
-actions as part of a "Holy War". Furthermors, she herself could find no
foundation for a rebellion that contradicted the precept of obedience to .
constituted auth@rityoes George N Shusﬁerg a well=known Catholie
apolegist, strongly disagreed with those who were confident that France
would imﬁgumt@ a bensficial and progressive social order and reminded
Catholicsg "...they ecannot ignore the manifest brutality, reactionary
political method, and intellectual simpliecity of the Franeeites!',% The
Rev, James A. Magner, a frequent contributor to Commonweal, veoiced his
apprehension of Franco and hoped ﬁhat he would not establish an op-
pressive faseist-typs state in the near futureoa7 Commonweal was also an
outlet for the ideas of Jacques Maritain, prominent French philosepher
and theelogian. In one artiele C. J. Bustace, noted Cathelic autheor,
equally perturbed as Maritain by the hysterical enthusiasm which they be-
leved Franco’s cause had engendered among so many Catholies, proceeded
to cutline Maritain’s views on the alliance between Catholicism and
Frango. They both agreed that this unfortunate alliance must not result
in the endowment of Franso's cause with the providentiel and religious

853arbara Carter, "Buropean Catholies and Spain", Commonweal, XXV
" o “ w
(Mareh 5, 1937), ppo 516<517,

866@@2@@ N. Shuster, "Some Reflections en Spain®, Commonweal, XXV
(April. 2, 1937)s ppo 625-626, —

87 James A, Magner, "Alternatives in Spain", Commonweal, XXV (Juns
11, 1937)s po 175



78

status of a Catholic crusade,S®

Few Catholic dissidents appeared to have received a direct response
to their eriticism by the majority of American Catholies, Barbara Carter
and George No Shuster were among those who did, America and Commonweal
dismissed Miss Carter’s views on the lack of European Caﬁholic solidarity
for Franco as resul‘bipg from the overuse of highly selective sources and
false knowledge of moral theology. In refutation of Miss Carter’s view,
Bernard Grinley forwsrded the traditional argument of the Catholic
Chureh’s moral right of self-defense against regimes that degenerate inte
tyrannies, inﬂi@ting long and contimued injury on the Cathelic com-
mnityoe-g George N Shuster"s series of articles on Spain resulted in
the first sharp dispute betwsen America and Commonweal, the two leading

Anmerisan Cathelic periodicals. America’s eriticism of Shuster’s writings
was plain - he knew m@h about Germany but too little abeout Spain, and
had therefore mi@unders*&w@d Spaip due to his preoccupation with Nazi
Gennanyo It further felt _'that aeeeptfame of Shuster’s »ideaé showed that
Gommonwesl had fallen into the snares of prepagandistsogo Franeis X
Talbot, senior editor of Ameriea, denied that Shuster’s opinions indi-
cated a poessible split in Amsri@an Catholic opinion on the Civil Waiﬁo
Talbot stated the :Gaﬁh@li@ position as followss

Most American Catholie spokesmen have declared themselves

uncompromisingly against the Leftist junta, now es-
tablished in Valencia, and against the Cemmurdst-controlled

8¢, g, Bustace, "Maritain Looks at France", Camnonweal, XXviI
(February &, 1938), pp. 40240k,

898di ters, "Comment®, America, IVI (Mrch 13, 1937), ppo 530-531;
Bernard Grimley, "Burepean C ath@ﬁ@s and Spain®, Commenweal, XXV (March
19, 1937)5 p. 585. e

PORev., Franeis X. Talbot, "Some Reflections on the Spanish Situna-
tion", Amerieag LVIT (April 10, 1937), pps 910,
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goverment of Barcelona, They may net have accepted in
its totality the side of Nationalist Spain, but they have
unequivoeally defended the right of Nationalist Spain te
assert its elaims, and with few exceptions, have admitted
the justice of a recourse to arms.

America repeatedly asserted that American Catholic opinien was vigorous
and unified, with the exceptions of the "new" Commorweal and two minor

journals - Cathelic Worker and New World. 2

On June 24, 1938, without change in editorship, Commonweal declared
to its readerss "...the information available is so genserally character-
ized by prepaganda that knowledge of the whole situatien is impossibleo"93
Its editors further notified them that it would adopt a new poliecy of
®positive impartiality® so that both sides could be treated with sanity
of judgmento9h c@mmanmeal then took this ocecasion to reprove Franco’s
reogime despite his support of the Church, stating the following reasonsg
disregarding the Pope’s protests, Franco bombed defenseless civiliansg
France’s ent@urage‘were given utterance to totalitarian views similar te
ones which the Church had already condemned in other countriesj Franco’s

Fascist alliances with Germany and Italy wers too deep and implicating.

91%3-&59 Po '90

92Eaitors, “Comment®, America, LVIIT (Oetober 23, 1937), po 505 .
Editors, "Comment", Amevica, LX (October 22, 1938), p. 51. The Catholic
Workew was a small New fork anarchist-pacifist journal. It proved to be
the only pro-loyalist Catholic periedical in the United States.  The New
- World, officisl organ of the Chicago archdiocese, although axpressing
great sympathy for Catholics in Spain, favored neutrality toward Franco.:
Ses Taylor, United States and the Spanish Civil Wary, p. 155,

93Bditors, "Civil War in Spain and the United States®, Commomweal,
XXVIIT (June 24, 1938), po 229, Michael Williams had been made special
editor en April 15, 1938, No other echanges in the magazine, personel or
otherwise, were reported. See Editers; “Editorial, Commonweal, XXVII.
(Aprdl. 15, 1938), po 673=67%.

i
J Editors, "Civil War in Spain and the United States", Commonweal,

XXVIII (June 24, 1938), p. 230,
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Commorwesl reminded its readers that the Catholic Church must not bind
itself to any specific temporal form of _g@vernment¢95 Lﬁ.ehaei mniamsjta‘
founder and now special editor of Commenweal, quickly disengaged himself
from the new policy, believing it to be positively harmful when based on
the comparative merits of both sides in the Civil Waro_g's

:Améﬁeag the influential Jeéuit organ, speaking for the majority of
American Catholie spokesmen, denounsed Commonmweal for its change in _
policys It accused Commenweal of eithe§ editorial incompetence or wille
ful ignorance in the following termss !'Ipfomti@n,- aceurate and plenti-
ful is available to those editors who seek it...Commerweal has thereby
split itself off from the sclid Catholie thought in the United States and
has tended towdrd the opinions of the non-Catholic majority."97 America
also announced that -G@mmnﬁeal_ had no support from the diocesan Catholie
presss "The diocesan news wesklies, almost with one aceord, have edia‘
torially rebuked the p@sitﬁe impartialists, The met result among Catho-
1des, 4s that of a greater s@lidarity against the loyalist regime and a
desper sympathy toward the Nationalists®.%8 The Catholic minority view
i3 pefhaps best characterized as Eéing ‘lzess of a difference in substamse
and more of a mere departure f’rém the pesitive self-assured outlook of

their colleagues,

95To4d. , pp. 229-23C.

96Michasl Wlliams, *News and Reviews", Cormonweal, XXVIII (June 2i,
1938)9 Bo 2&10 '

97Editors, "The Commonwesl and the Spanish Civil Wer®, Ameriea, LIX
(July 2, 1938), po 293.

9BEaitors, “Comment®; Ameriea, LIX (July 23, 1938), p. 364, The
diocesan weeklies, being af;fiﬁ- lated with the NCWC news service, usually
spoke with one voice on the matter of the Spanish Civil War, See
Miehols, Demecracy and the Churches, p. 260.




CHAPTER IV
JUSTIFICATION FOR FRANCO AND THE NATIONALISTS
Defense of Christianity

Most American Catholie 1eaders assumed an undeviating pro-Franco at-
titude on the Spanish Civil War. The justification for their position
lay mainly in three interrelated,reasonss the defense of Christianity,-
the threat of Communism, and the belief,that_Franco?suuationglists"eould.
-establish a new Spain based on Roman Cathelic ideals.

Although by and 1arge.Ameriean_Ca£helic thinkers accepted and upheld
the principles of separation between Church and State, they believed it
to be largely inapplicable to Spain due to its Catholie tradition. His-
torical experience seemed to indicate that in eertéin ngtions, separatien
of Church and State eventually resulted in an anti-religious State.
American Catholiec opinien therefore stood firm to,deféndvthe threatened
interests of Spain’s Catholle Christianity and its new found pfateetor =
Franciseco France.

As previously mentioned; Ameriean Catﬁ@lic leadership was angered by
the stream of allegéd atr@eities in 1936. They asserted that fhe loyalist
~government completely ignored the pleas and remonstrances of the official

Vatican newspaper (Osservatore Romano and took no action to prevent or

punish this constant attack on the Spanish Churehal The persecution of

lgditors, "Communism at Bay in Spain®, America, LV (August 29, 1936),
po 4920 ‘ . e

8L
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the Spanish c¢lergy was believed to be apgther ugly manifestation of:
"liberalism", similar to what had been happening in Mexico and Russiaéz
Like most Catholics, thekRévo_John P: Delaney felt constrained to permit
ne further countenance of the persecutions. He stated: "It.is the
simplest of issues. A civilization that will admit God or else a Ged-
hating, government-destroying Commmunism. Neutrality for a Catholic
Spaniard is unthinkable®,3 Archbishop McMicolas®? vehement demnciation
expressed in a diocesan letter and included in an America editorial,
typified the attitude of America’s higher Catholic leadership: "The
fiendish cruelty of blood-thirsty Commurists, anarchists, and misguided
youths taught to hate Ghrist and to engage in antl-God orgies sickens the
Christian»heart”hu'

American Catholicism then justified the use of forece in the Spanish
confliect in defense of Franco’s rebellion against the Loyalist government
in July 1936. America reconciled this use of force with Catholic meral
theology as stated in the followings

oootheologians and moralists in our times unequivocally

condemn the resort to war against even a manifest ag-

gressor as long as every conceivable means of concilia-

tion and arbitration has not been exhausted. But what
of defense against a domestic aggressor?...But what is

zEditorsg_"Spanish 1iberalism®, America, LV (September 5, 1936), p.
516, .The Catholiec viewpoint becomes clearer when one considers that the
concept liberalism almost invariably denoted anti-clericalism. On the
continent of Europe and in latin-American countries, anti-clericalism was
and is considered by Catholies to be but an euphemism for anti-Catholicism.
See John A, Ryan and Francis Jo Boland, Cathelie Principles of Politics
(New Yorks Macmillan Coo, 1960), PP 161=

) 3Rev. John P, Delaney, "Catholic Spaniards Have Only One Choiee"
America, LV (Septemb@r 12, 1936); p. 536.

uEdit@rsg "Minarchy in Spain®, America, LV (September 19, 1936), p.
5643 Editors, "Cincimmati Archbishop is Propagandist for Franco®,
christian,Centuzz LIV (Jammary 27, 1937), p. 102.
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to be done when the aggessor is from within, when the
constitutional agencies of a reforming govermment, bent.
upon righting the wrongs of the past and duly elected
by the people, have been seized by an armed group that
has no interest but the subjection of the whole nation
to an arbitrary tyranny, destructive of the very founda-
tions of religion and morality? May force be used then
to organize military expeditions to resist such usur.
pation of power; or should Christians bow their heads

- wnd meekly accept persecution in the hope of conquering
violence by love? For there is no tribunal, national
or international, to which such civil aggression can be
referred.

All doubt as to the identity of the aggressor and the
heinousness of his aggression vanishes once violent
hands are laid upon the altar of God Himself, In the
face of this certain fact the individual can prefer
martyrdom to resistance. But is the community or eiti-
zens as a body obliged to forego armed defense against
a certain domestic aggressor bscause of the excesses
to which such srmed defense is 1likely to go? This is
the crucial question in the present calamity....our
answer is no. So long as humanity is not collected
into some super-State and so long as our rulers are
themselves not always under the rule of conscience and
the moral law, some human quarrels must cccur which
call for the arbitrament of force.>

This well illustrates how the threat of Communism and the defense of
institutional Christianity were interwoven in the American Catholic mind.
Franco®s rebellion, according to the above quotation, was justified on
the grounds that Communism had so dominate& the Loyalist government that
it no longer represented the Spanish people and further had illegally
and immorally abrogated the spiritual rights of practicing Catholies,

The Rev. John C. Murray, one of the most noted American Jesuits; de-

precated the oft-spoken dictum of the Spanish Civil War as a struggle

5Editorsg "Is Use of Force Justified?" America, LVI (November 28,
1936); p. 181, Catholie theelogians over the past have laid down general
conditions to which a contemplation of war must comply in order teo remain
within the demands of Christian morality and justice. The above quotation
coincides with the official Catholic comcept of "just war" as outlined in
the Catholie Code of International Ethiss. See John A. Ryan and Francis
Jo Boland, Cathclic Principles of Politics, pp. 251261, .
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pitting Faseists against Communists. Rather, he believed the issue to
be an irreconcilabile conflict of different opposites = traditional
Christian principles and doctrine versus the anti-God materialism of
Marxism.6
American Catholics were increasingly prone to view the prineipal
theme of the Spanish Civil War as above all, a struggle for the sur-
vival of Christianity. Fordham University officials warmly received
Hilaire Belloc, England's leading Catholic writer and propagandist of
the time, and his interpretation that the Spanish strife engaged Catho-
lic Christianity against anti-religion.” Prof. E. Alison Peers of
Iiverpool University, England, and auﬁhor of The Tragedy of Spain, was

commended for his brilliant interpretatién of how Communist influence
had worked complete havoc with Spahish religious life.8 Other notables
who helped to shape thé.thought of American Catholics by emphasizing
the precarious situation of the Church in Spain were: Gil Robles of
Spain, Don Iuigi Sturzo of Italy, Aileen O'Brien of Ireland, Paul M-
Guire of Australia, Robert Sencourt and Gertrude Godden of Great Britain;
With the possible exception of Peers, they all demanded a commitment to
positive action and wefe all staunch pro;Franco advocates.”

The Spanisﬁlhierarchy reasoned that if Franco should fail it would "

mean the end of Christianity in Spain,10 The American hierarchy upheld

6Rev. J. C. Marray, "Conflict of Opp051tes" Catholic World, CXLIV
(December, 1936), Pe 356-358,

7E. T. Buehrer, "Belloc Speaks for Rebels", Christian Century, LIV
(MaI'Ch 31, 1937)9 P 436'

8Michae1 Williams, "Degradation of Democracy", Commonweal, xv
(April 9, 1937), p. 656. ‘

9Guttmann, Wound in the Heart, pp. 32, 34=37, 47.

10y, 1. Scott, "The Spanish Situation", Commonweal, XXV (March 26,
1937), p. 614 — -



85

the contention of their fellow Spanish bishops, praising their pastoral
letter for explaining the condition of religious life in Spainoll
Cardinal 0'Connell unreservedly eulogized Franco as the defender of
Christian eivilization,12

Rev. Charles P, Bruehl, a contributor to Commonweal, spoke for
American Catholic leaders who had a more somber view of Franco as a
champion of Christianity and yet considered his aid as absolutely es-
sential for its survivael. Bruehl wrote in defense of the Spanish hier-
archy who had cast their lot with Franco. He understood the alliance
with the Nationaliéts as predicated on the following: Franco®s move~
ment appeared to represen£ the best nationgl traditions whereas the ex-
isting government had taken on a Communist complexion which was directly
hostile to Catholicism; the Church is sometimes obliged to use human in.
struments, inéluding sinful men, to achieve her overallvmissiqn; the
Spanish hie:archy had acted within the framework éf Catholic politiecal
princip198013

American Catholic,leaders resclutely supported their Spanish
brethren. They respected the pfpvious-close association of;Chn:ch and
State, a relationship that had been disastrously broken when the power
of the State no longer stood in defense of the Church. Whether out of

»11Editors, “The American Hierarchy", Commonweal, XXVII (December 3,
1937), po 143§ Editors, "Comment", America, LVIII (December %, 1937), p.
1943 Raphael M. Huber, Our Bishops Speak, pp. 219-221; sze also my
Chapter ITI. ‘

12New York Times, March 19, 1938.

13Rev. Charles P:. Bruehl, "A Censor of His Age", Commomwesl, XXIX
(March 3, 1939), ppo -515-518. To center his discussion, Father Bruehl
criticized the peint of view expressed by George Bernanos, the French
intellectual, who had condemned the Spanish hierarchy for having
identified itself with the Nationalists.
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enthusiasm or a choice involving the lesser of two evils, the just-war

notive inevitably led them to side with Franco's Nationalist movement.
Right of Revolution Agaihst Comrmnism

Most American catho].;’l.e'leaders viewed the Spanish Civil War in the
context of an attempt at world revolution by the forces of international
G,omhmnism.;l‘* Some considered revolution against Communism in Spain to be
a "sai;_erad“duty"glf‘ John IaFarge, senior editor of »Amer#.ca, agreed with
Pius XI that counmn_ismﬁgs the supreme danger. and absolutely incompatible
with Christianityalé Bishop John Francis Noll of Fert Wayne, Indiana,
earlier attempted to forge a united anti-Commnist front but failed due
to Protestant reluctance to follow what they ultimately believed to be
Vatican leadership. Gonséquentiy, the American C}ajt.holic Church felt
markedly alone in its adwcgcy of the right of revolution against world
Commurri sm, 17 -
| By the mid-1930's, many Americans viewed the difﬂculties of domestic
and foreign affairs as conducive to the rise of rival totalitarian
systems = _CQmmnism and Fasciazm, The criels years of t.hé depression left
a profqundv sense of ineffectuality. As this feeling conjbinﬁed it some=
times lent support to. a growiné contention that Ameﬁca itself must

eventually face Commurism, Fasecism, or chaos., Although essentially

I”Editer, "The World Revolution", Commonweal, XXIV (August 1k, 1936),
PPo- 373=37k,

15g, Recouly, "The Hour Has Struck", Catholic World, CXLIII (Septem-
ber, 1936), po 743,

16Rev. John la Farge, "Fascism or Commnism", America, LVI (October
10 1936)9 PPo, Lkv5o

17E. G. Homrighausen, "Catholic Appesl for United Anti-Communist
Front", Christian Century, LITT (December 9, 1936), ps 1660,
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irrelevant to realities, the drama of the Spamish Civil War added to the
emotional fervor which caused Americans to cast at each other so indis-
criminately the epithets "Communist" or "Fascist®, The disturbed world
of BEurope nﬂ.rr,credb mnore elqarly their own anxieties, Granted, that in
more temperate minds, the anti-Commmnist and anti-Fascist inipulse was.
reassoned and sincere, yet in others it was shrill and impassionedols

The American Catholic Church, being a member of a larger authori-
tarian religious body and conspicuous in its militant anti-Communism,
found itself squarely in the middle of this Communist-Fascist dilemma.
While American Catholics almost unanimously expressed agreement on the
threat of Communism in Spain, their ouﬂook varied widely on the matter
of Faj.seismo’ It was a.question of wari_mss and due concern f.o ’some, the
lesser of two evils for others, and for still others Fascism was deemed
non<existent in Spain. At this time American Catholic leaders were es-
pecially conscious of their commitment as Americans to the democratic
ideal and therefore they highly resented any notion that loyalty to
Catholicism meant sympathy or aMmee with Faseism. Mach of American
Catholic insistenei'e' on Spain's ﬁgh‘t of revolution against Communism was:
mollified by gttgmpts to minimize the importance of Fasciam.-

Commonweal’s editor, Michael Williams, warned in 1936 that a victory
against the anmmﬂ.‘s.ts would not necessarily result in a secure position
for the Church. He cautioned against the establishment of a Faseist re
gimes

Spanish Faseism will be the antithesis to the radical

social demands made by the revolutionists. Superﬂcially
it will also oppose anti-clericalism because Fascism is

18y thur M. Sshlesinger Jr. vividly portrays the uncertainties be-
setting Americans in the 1930°s and the recriminations that emsued. See
Arthar M. Sehlesinger Jr., The Politics of Upheaval (New York: 'The
Macmillan Co., 1960), pp. 69-96.
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traditionalistic and there is only the Catholic tradition

in Spain. But it will not liberate creative Catholie

social energies, which have struggled to emerge during

hundreds of years. ' We cannot see any reason for strident-

ly applauding the present rebels. The lessons of history

are too plain for that,1l9 '
George N. Shuster denied the possibility that any part of the world
Catholiec body was allied to Fasclsw "I do not see h@w anybody can read'
the writings of Pope Pius [?i.us X;_[j from the decision concerming L"Action
Francaise to the latest encyclisal to the Mexican Church without feeling
that they constitute a strong warning sgainst that temptation®,”’ The
Rev. John A, 0'.B:°iezi,' while condemning COnmunis_zﬁ,s identified the Ameri-
can Catholie chgreh with the American ideals of democracy and individual
freedom, which he believed would be jeopardized by elther Commnism or
Fascismozl Paul Kiniery protested against the idea that the Catholiec
Church was upholding Fascism in its historical opposition to Cormmmunism.
He admitted that the Church had signed a concordat with Italy in 1929 and
with Germany in 1933, tut implied that a clearer understanding of a
concordat would reveal evidence of friction between Church and State,

rather than symbolizing harmonious relations. Kiniery spoke for many

19Michael Mlliams, "Marder in Madrid®, Commonweal, XXIV (August 28,
1936)9 Po 4140

zeGeerge N. Shuster, "Some Further Reﬂeetions on Spain", Common-
weal, XXV (April 23, 1937)s po 717, Shuster refers to Pius XI's en-
cyclicals directed against Action-Francaise, a rightist movement, and
Mexican govermment policies in December 1926 and Marech 1937. respectively.
(Firmissimam Constantiam was the latest of three encyclicals regarding
Mexico since their 1917 Revolution and should not be confused with the
more notable Divini Redemptoris issued the same month.) Both encyclieals
cautioned against subjecting the interests of the Church to politiecal
aims, See Eugen Weber, Action Francaise (Stanford University Press,.
1962); pp. 234-2363 Es E. Y. Hales, The Catholie Church in the Modern
World (Doubleday & Ce. Inse, 1958), ppo 2 261-262;

Zlﬁ.evo John A, 0'Brien, "Fighting for Social Justice", Commonweal,
XXVI (May 28, 1937), po 119,
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many American Catholic thinkers when suggesting that the Church had not
accepted Fascism as an approved political system, but could best ensure
her spiritual mission through comiliation with the resultant state of
affairs in a nation.22 His own personal opinion was that the Clmrch had
~no assurance that it could thrive in a Faseist Spain¢23‘

Many American Catholic leaders believed that Communism was the
greatest danger and Faseism therefore the lesser of two evils.,zb‘ Fascism
appeared less of a threat since it was considered the system least likely
to lend itself to exportation, Maile Faseism might be removed by in-
creased soeial__gqnsﬁot;sness; Grﬁ.sm was tenacious and irremovable
short of military fqree025 The RevVe Vﬁ.lfrid' Parsons, then professor of
political sclence at Georgetown Umiversity, surmised that Fascism did not
arise as a separate and independent movement, but accompanied an inevi-
table reaction to the peril of Commmnismg if Comrmunism was destroyed
Fascism would then disappear, lacking its raison d'etre. The temous |
link between the Church and_Fascism could only be forged by the threat of
Commnismezé To Francis X, Talbot the prospects of Church life 'undqr a
Faseist Spain was at least speculative, under "Commmmist" Spain it had

become a record of cruel p,erseeutiomZ?" Bishop Noll summed up the

22pam1. Kinlery, "Equals in Evil; Comrmnism and Fascism", Catholic
World, CXLV (August, 1937), ppo 524=525.

23Tvid. s pe 530.
24Bditors, "Comment", Arﬁgrica, IVI (October 10, 1936), p. 2.

25Rev. John laFarge, "Faseism or Conmmnism" America, LVI (Oetober
10, 1936), pp. 4=5.

26Revo Wilfrid Parsens, "Popular Front and Catho]ies", Comnonweal,
XXV (Febmary 19, 1937), po 465,

27Rev. Francis X, Talbot, "Further Reflections on the Spanish Situa-
tion", Ameriea, LVII (May 1, 1937), p. 77-
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attitude of many prominent American Catholics when he proposed that the

Catholic Church could actually succeed with its work under any form of

28

govermment except that of Commmunism. Monsignor Michael J. Ready re-

iterated Bishop Noll's viewpoint when he cited an encyclical letter of
Pius XI regarding Spain dated June 3, 1933, part of which he submitted
as forwarding a key to the official Catholic attitude: "Everyone knows

that the Catholic Church never prefers one form of govermment over ane
other, All the Catholiec Church demands is that, whatever the form of
government, the rights of God and of conscience be respected".29

A number of American Catholics found Fascism versus Communism to be
a highly inadequate explanation of the Spanish conflict. For example,
the Rev, Laurence K. Patterson accepted the idea that Spain was in
reality two nations, an alignment of Right and ILeft, yet found the po=-
litical spectrum within each to include such a variety of factions and
interests that it did not merit such a common simplification. Patterson
viewed the Right as largely centrist in political makeup and aspirations
upholding the ideals of a moderate republic. He ascertained the only
Fascist group to be the Falangists led by Primo de Rivera, son of the
late dictator; Phe extreme right was claimed to be the Carlists, whose
goal was a Catholic monarchy. The Left ranged from various bourgeois
parties to extreme firebrands dominated by Cormmnists.30 He agreed, how=
ever, with most of his colleagues that the conspirational activities of

the USSR were responsible for plunging Spain into a Civil Wér.Bl

28p, A. Saunders, "Liberals and Catholic Action", Christian Century,
LIV (October 20, 1937, p. 1295.

29ew York Times, October 6, 1937.

3ORev. Laurence K. Patterson, "Right and Left Battle for Spain",
America, LV (August 8, 1936), pp. 412-413.

J1lTvid., p. 429.
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The highly individualistic temperament of the Spaniard®s character
was often mentioned as an impediment to his succumbing to Commmnism or
_Fascism. Once certain basic ills were remedied, it was understood that
he would revert to what psychologically suited him best - & constitue
tionsl monarchy.>? -

The Rev, John Courtney Murray®s concept of the Civil Wer as Marxism
against Christianity minimized the importance of Fascism. He cansidgred_
it to be at most btut a temporary’ phenomenon'ereated by the threat of
Russian-led Conmmnimna Murray insisted t.hat the Faselsts in Franco's
amies did not control the Nati@nalist movement, 33 fThe Rev. Albert
Whelan, an assoeia‘be editor of Ameriea, stated that the e:d.gemies of
c¢ivil war demanded the coerdination of the military; economiec, and po.s-
litical resources under single control, but that this necessitating
factor should not be construed as the coming of 'F.ascismqau The Nation.
alist movement was believed to be a return to the primiples of the past,
a reaction to the disruptive idéas of nineteenth century Libera]:lsm and
twentieth century }hmsrr;;, and a manifestation of something genuinely
Spamish.>” HNationalist Spain was judged to be a nation of elan and

.sourage; not the dire repression assosciated with a Fascist state°36

32Revs Ts Lo Riggs, "No Surprise in Spain", Catholie World, CXLIV
(N@V@mber‘, 1936)9 Po 1590

33rev, & » Co Marray, "Confliet of Opposites", Catholic World, CXLIV
(December, 1936), p. 356

34Rev, Albert Whelan, "One Neble Writer®, America, LIX (June 4,
1938), p. 201.

35Revo Francis X. Conolly, "Fascist State is not Emerging in Spain®,
Ameriea, LIX (September 24, 1938), p. 5803 Rev. Francis X, Coneolly,
#Spain Renmews Itself in the Nationalist Movement®, America, LX (October
22, 1938), pp- 52-5k,

36Rev° Joseph F; Thorming, "Franco!s Spain", Catholic World,
CALVIII (Pebruary, 1939); p. 573. -
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In defending the right of Franco’s rebellion, American Catholie
leaders did not ally themselves with Faseism. They contimally en-
deavored to avoid being man’euvereé into supporting __Fascisni beé#use of
their opposition to Communism in Spain.

Embodiment of a New Catholie Spain

Iittle of any consequence was actually expressed on the part of
American Catholies regarding Franco®s goals or Nationalist ideologyo
They failed to comstruct a broad theoretical justification for the
Nati.erjalist movement (as for example did Gil Robles in exile in Portugal).
Ameri_ean Catholic spokesmen upheld the Nationalist cause on the grounds
of world anti-Communism and the survival of Catholic Christianity.

The basis for hope in a new Catholic Spain was embodied in the.
person of Franciseco France. The Rev. Francis X. Talbot amonmg a mamber
of other’v imporﬁant American Catholics, celebrated the prospect of an |
authoritarian Spain. He believed that the majority of the Spanish
people had readily submitted to Franco's leadership for he was said to
command the allegiance of Monarel}istS;' Faseists, Centrists, Republicans,
and peasants - all except the minoriﬁy. groups of Commnists, Anarchists,
and the industrial preletariat.’’ The Rev. Edward J. Ferger, editor of
Buffalo’s Cathelic Union and Times and representative of the American

Spardsh Relief Fund in Spain, also reported a great confidence and love.
that Spaniards supposedly had for the honesty and kindness of Franco.
He stateds "Franco has developed for himself a love in the hearts of

people that one is una_ble to deseribe; his name is on every lip., His

37Rev, Francis X, Talbot, "Some Reflections on the Spanish Situa~
tion", Ameriea, LVII (April 10, 1937)s p. 10.
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a mbitions and hopes are that of every Spaniard in Nationalist-held
Sp‘ain"g,38 On June 19, 1937 the last remnant of Basque independence ended.
when thelr chief c¢ity, Bilbao, fell to the Nationalists,>? Ferger used
this occasion especially to praise Franco’s conduct of the operation and
to characterize him as a benign and just administrator of public affairs,
Franco was sald to have expended all his energy after the capture of
Bilbao on implementing justice and safeguarding its citizens from venge-
ful reprisalso“'o

Owen B. MeGuire; another influential American Catholic, testified
to the peace, order, and justice that prevailed in Franco=held territory.
He contended that the orderly success replacing the previous anarchy
under the Comnu;ﬂ.sts could not have taken place unless Franco enjoyed
the trust of Spaniards and their view of him as a hberatordu'l MeGuire
also affirmed that Franco’s justice was tempered with mercy to his
former enemies and that an honest study of Franco®s career led to the

38Rev. Edward J. Ferger, "A People Intent on Winning the War®,
America, LVII (July 2{&, 1937), po 366,

39mgh Thomas, The Spanish Civil War, p. 447.

MRQVQ Edward J. Ferger, "Normaley Restored to Bilbao with Advent
of Franco", America, IVIT (August 7, 1937), pp. 415-416, Thomas comments
favorably on the conduect of Franco’s armies immediately following the
capture of Bilbao. France forbade the "senseless shootings" which had
previously taken place after the fall of Malaga. However, there is
sufficient evidence indicating that the Nationalists undertook a campaign
of systematic pacificatiom against the North after the conquest of Gijon
in the fall of 1937. See Thomas, nish Civil War, pp. 447, 482-484;
de Ia Soucheére, Explanation of Spagn, PPo

ol o

Hlowen B, MeGuire, "Peace in Spain", Commonweal, XXVII (August 27,
1937), ppo 414415, The greater part of the pepuﬂﬁon remained hostile
to the Nationalists. Despite much of the uncompromising nature of the
Civil War, inereasing mumber of peasant landholders. and members of the
middle elass, although formerly pre-loyalist, willingly cooperated. with
Franeo’s promise of a new order. See de Ia Souchdre, Explanation of
Spain, pp. 188-201.
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eonclusion that he was f‘undamenté:l.ly a constitutional demoecrat, wh:lch he
thought was confirmed by Franco’s refusal to aid in establishing a dic-
tatorship after the miners' rebellion in the Asturias region in 1934,*2
Rev. Francis X. Connelly, impressed by the broad social and. economlic re-
forms which he believed eharacterized Franco's leadership, c@ncluded-
"Franco is said to be establishing- a state that is no Leviathan, but one
anxious to steer a middle veour,se‘ between mst collectivism and
laissez~faire capitalism, a state which regards its citizens as persons
of inalienable moral dignity rather than as servants of its will”_;zB
The many unstinted pfaises for Franco as justiciar and reformer were,
however, mixed with the nndersta_:.xding, that he represented the forées of
Catholicism in Spa_inom
Three days before the end of the Civil War, the editors of Amerieca,:
expressed their gratifigation over Cardinal Goma's conviction that the
general trend of Spain’s new legislation was guided by a Catholie spirit.
They rejoiced "that the highest authori‘!iy. in the govermment wishes to:
make Spain Catholic®,*> This statement typlified the deep-felt realization

. )"%wen B. McGuire, "The New Spain”, Commomwesl, XXVII (October 29,
937), P°

"’3Revo Franeis Xo Connolly, "Spain’s New Charter®, America, LIX
(May 7, 1938), po 101, This is a reference to the 'Labor Charter for New
Spain® to which Connolly himself had appended a preface. It consisted of
a rudimentary skeletal orgamization of syndicates which encompassed all
workers and all branches of production. Although there are said to be
important technical differences between the Labor Charter and say the
Italian model. of the corporativist state, all direction is supplied from

a "ministry" above., See Guttmann, Wound in the Heart, pp. 33=34; Payme,

%6, PPo - 186-=190o

Wipas tors, "Comment®, America, LIX (July 16, 1938), p. 338; Bernard
Jo Monks, "Franco of Spain" Catholic World, CXLVII (September, 1938), p.
6743 Rev, Joseph F, Thorning, "Franco’s Spain™, Catholic Werld, CXVIII
(Rebruary, 1939), pps 568573

U5Ba4 tors, "Chromicle", America, LX (March 25, 1939), pe 592
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among leading American Catholics that the hope of a new Catholic Spain

was vested in the hands of its new leader - Franco,

The American Catholic position throughout the Spanish Civil War re-
mained decidedly proak;.moo Pro=loyalist American Catholies had no
eminent spokesmen. No visible ferment took place among Catholies in the
United States as in France, where important men such as Cardinal Elie
Verdier, Geo#ges Duhamel, Jacques Maritain, and Francoise Mauriac were
prominent Loyalist sympathizers, American Catholic leaders often ex-
hibited certain qualities more resdily associated with Catholic leader-
ship in other countries - an emphasis on doctrine and diseipline directed
against a secular world that is for the mest part essentially hostile.
One can almost detect a sought-for "separatism" oﬁ the Spanish question
by perusing Aﬁeriea, catho]ﬁ_.c, World, mest issues of Commonweal, and the

pronouncements of ranking Catholies as reported in the New York Times

and the Chrisﬁan Century. Only Catholies, it was implied, because of
their persecution really understood what was at stake in Spain, what was
true or untrue, and what was Christian and uanhristiang-

The shock resulting from the Gatholiqperseeut.ion early in the Civil
War had helped to evoke a traditional conservatism in the American C‘hureho
Most American Catholic spokesmen viewed the disturbing changes agitating
the 1930%s as stemming from a dangerous world-wide Communist conspiracy.
America and Europe were now supposedly reaping the whirlwind of liberal-
ism which, under the guise of socialism, séeﬁlardsm-, and modernism,
ercded its most precious heritage - Christianity.

Cathelies then felt compelled to close ranks and strengthen the
whole Church against this intermational threat. They readily accepted
the version of recent events in Spain as outlined in the Spanish hier-
archy’s pastoral letter;, thereby uniting themselves with Vatican pelicy.
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The traditional Catholic argument that all authority flows from Ged, His
teachingé, and the instmgtion of His Church, was reiterated in almoest
every article or speech dealing with the Spamish conflict. Many of the
cross~currents surrounding the Spamish question centered around the
matter of social reform, Although séme distinguished Catholics of-
liberal convictions such as Monsignor Ryan, Father 0'Brien, and George
Sehuster, gave more than tacit endorsement to social reform, most.
leading Catholics as represented by Cardinals Hayes and 0'Conmell, and
Fathers Thorning, la Farge, and Talbot, were more inclined te favor a
Church in Spain that could betler preserve Catholic unity by maintaining
traditions rather than promoting ,sae;igl innovations. The 1at‘ber group .
of Catholies were prone to view as presumptucus such men as "New Dealers",
To this majority group, social reform at that time had too much affirity
w:!.th left-wing r;a/c;!iealz‘i.sm and full scale assaults on ecclesiastical
rights. Furthermore, they felt that the Church could not trust "Liberals®
to defend Its rights during "reform" bescause, as had been recently demon-
strated in Spain from 1931, they were allegedly more than willing to
promote, epépérate, or acquiesce in anti-clericalism.

The American Catholic pro-France view was based on the concept of
Just war, They believed that Franco’s Nationalist movement weuld insure
the survival of the Church and the defeat of Commnism in Spain, This
defense of Franco often resulted in gross oversimplifications and glib
generalizati@ns which would gnly oceasionally strike close to the truth.
In their anxiety, there were few American Cathelies who gave more than
grudging admssion of the Church’s shorteomings in Spein, They also
failed in attempting to discern the variocus interests within the politi-
é-al spectrum of the Anierican or Spanish left., The errors committed in
'ﬁmeservedly compounding Commurists, Republicans, Socialists; and
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Anarchists in Spain and Commnists, Soeialists, and liberals in America,
resulted in commentary that was only marginally relevant to the com-
plexities of the Spanish Civil War, While American Catholics would often
call attention to the. Spaniand,'.S' 1@‘@ of liberty, his umompromisiﬁg
idealism, or in brief the Spanish "mystique®, they strangely ovez:lcgked
the fact that this same spontaneity could be directed against the Chureh.
For after all, as Haugh Thomas, Elena de Ia Souch\ere', and others remind
usy; the Church burnings and mob attacks, however abominable, were not
committed by middle-class liberal ideologues but by poor illiterate work-
men who presumably had once been part of a devoutly Catholic peeple.
| From the very beginning American Catholicism held that Spain’s
Popular Front govgrnment was but a screen concealing the ﬁorkings of
Soviet imperia]is}mob They centimually denied the pessibility that the
Loyalist government at Madrid, Valencia; or Barcelona was ever a moders
ate demosratic-republican govermnment either in essence or aspirations.
American Catholic opinion tegarded Franco®s Nationalist movement as one
whose prompt action prevented the esfbéblishment of a Sovietized Spain and
the eradication of Christiamity. As Franco's armies rolled from viectoery
te victory these American Catholics hoped that revelations of the actual
state of affairs would be commnicated to the secular pr@Inya]ist
American press and the American Protestant clergy for wider distribution,
Amprican Catholic leaders supported the contimuance of President
Roosevelt’s neutrality policy and the maintemance of the embargo on war
materials. They e:endue'!;ed a wider program ef Spanish relief than they
believed previously existed so that neglected non-coembatants of both
sides as well as Nationalists in general could avail themselves of it.
The American Catholie press coordinated its efforts to mount a counter=
offensive against American Journalism; which it considered to be wholly
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one-sided in its presentation of the news, Finally, repeated efforts
were made to have thq Franco regime reeoénized and accepted with good
grace by the United States.

Taken in sum, and despite some examples to the contrary, the pro-
Franco attitude on the part of leading American Catholics appears to
have been more in the sense of a .defengi;re posture rather than one of
full assurance qnd énthnsiasmo:- Thei_f grave concern over the plight of
Catholic Christianity as a"whole and the existence of the Catholic
Church in Spain in particular, overwhelmingly pervaded their outlook on.
the Spanish Civil War.
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APPENDIX

The names of the 175 leading American Catholics who signed a public
statement defending Franco's efforts and supporting the views of the
Spanish hierarchy are as follows: (excerpt from the New York Times
(October 14, 1937)

The Rev. Brother Albert, President of St. Mary®s College, California;
Dean leopold F. Arnaud, Columbia University, New York; O°’Brien Atkinson,
President, New York Catholic Evidence Guild; James P, Aylward, Kansas
City; Simon A, Baldus, Assistant Editor of Extension Magazine, Chicago;
R. Baudier, Assistant Editor of Catholic Action of the South, New
Orleans; The Right Rev. Mgr. John L. Belford, Nativity Church, Brooklynj
The Rev. J. I. Bergin, Editor of the Canadian Messenger, Torontoj Harry
lorin Binsse, Editor of Iiturgical Arts, New Yorks The Rev. W. Howard,
Bishop Rector of St. Martin®s, Ohioj The Rev. Hyacinth Blocker, 0. F. M.,
Editor of St. Anthony Messenger, Cincinnatij The Rev., John J. Bonner,
Superintendent of Schools, Philadelphia; The Very Rev. Mgr. Boylan,
President of Dowling College, Des Moines, Iowa; The Rev. L. M. Boyle,
Editor of The Catholic Messenger, Davenport, Iowaj Dr. Goetz Briefs,
Georgetown University, Washingtony John Brunini, Editor of Spirit, New
Yorks; W. I. Butler, New York; James Byrne, Chancellor of the University
of New York; The Rev. James A. Byrnes, Executive Secretary National
Catholic Rural Life Conference, St. Paul, Minn.; Thomas H. Cannon, High
Chief Ranger, Catholic Order of Foresters, Chicagoj; Martin H. Carmody,
Supreme Knight, Knights of Columbus, New Haven, Conn.3 James T. Carroll,
Editor of Catholie Columbian, Columbus, Ohioj The Rev. Patrick J.
Carroll, C.S.C., Editor of The Ave. Maria, Notre Dame, Ind.; The Rev.
Thomas F. Coakley, D. D.s, Rector of Sacred Heart Church, Pittsburg;
Daniel F, Cohnlan, New York; John B. Collins, Editor of The Pittsburg
Catholic; The Rt. Rev., Mgr. Joseph M. Corrigan, President of the Catholic
University of America, Washington; The Very Rev. Harry B. Crimmins, S. J.,
President of St. Louls University; The Rev. Edward Ipdge Curran, Editor
of lLight, Brooklyn; John L. Darrouzet, Galveston, Texasj; John M. Dealy,
National Commander, Catholic War Veterans, long Island City, N. Y.3 The
Rev. Francis J, Deery, Editor of the Providence Visitor, Providence, R.
I.3 H. E. Desmond, Editor of The Catholic Herald Citizen, Milwaukee;
Richard L. G. Deverall, Editor of The Christian Front, Villanova, Pa.}
John Donahue;, Editor of Columbia, New Haven, Conn.j; The Rev. J. P, '
Donovan, Professor of Sociology, Kendrick Seminary, Webster Groves, Mo.}
The Rev. Bernard F. Dooley, Editor of The Catholic Sun, Syracuse, N. Y.
The Very Rev. Mgr. Thomas S. Duggan, Editor of The Transcript, Hartford,
Comn. 3 The Rev. John Dunne, Editor of The Tidings, los Angeless The Rev.
Robert J, Dwyer, Editor of The Intermcuntain Catholic, Salt Lake City;
Benedict Elder, Editor of The Record, Louisville; Dr. Aurello M.
Espinosa, Romance Language Department, Stanford University; Thomas H.
Fahey, General Manager of the Church Wbrld, Portland, Me.; John E. Fenton,
National President, Ancient Order of Hibernians; The Rev. Edward J.
Ferger, Editor of the Catholic Union and Times, Buffalo; The Rev. Henry
P. Fisher, Editor of the Epistle, New Yorks The Rev. A: M. Fitzpatrick,
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Editor of the Catholic Press Union, Cleveland; Vincent De P. Fitzpatrick,
Editor and Manager of the Catholic Review, Baltimore; The Rt. Rev.: M.

Jo Poley, Editor of the Western Catholic, Quincy, Ill.3 The Rev, Paul J.
Francis, 5. A., Editor of The Lamp, Garrison, N. Y.; The Rev. Dr. Edward
A. Preking, Editor of the Catholic Telegraph, Cincinnati; Very Rev.
Robert I. Gannon, S, J., President of Fordham University; The Rev.
Harold A. Gaudin, S. J., President of lLoyola Universityy, New Orleans;
The Rev. P. J. Gilligan, S. T. D., Professor of Sociology, St. Paul
Seminary, Minnesota; The Rev. James M, Gillis, C. S. P., Editor of The
Catholic World, New York; The Rev. Francis P, Goodall, Editor of The
Bengalese, Brookland, D. C,; The Rev. John J. Gorrell, Editor of The
Catholic Light, Scranton, Pa.; The Rev. Dr. Peter Guilday, Editor of The
Catholic Historical Review, Cathelic University, Washington; The Rt.
Rev, Richard Jo Heberlin, D, D.,, Vicar-General, Archdiocese. of Bostons
Frank A. Hall, Director, Press Department, National Ccatholic Welfare
Conference, Washington; Dr., Thomas B. Hart, Editor of The Catholic
Telegraph, Cincinnatis Dr. Carlton Hayes, Columbia University, New York;
Jo. Jo Haverty, Atlanta" W;'Llliam F. Heckenkamp Jr., National President,
Western Catholic Union Supreme Gouncils David J. Heffernin, Civil Court
of Record, Miami, Fa.; The Rev. Thomas J. Higginsy S, J., President of
St. Joseph's College, Philadelphias Dr. Ross J, Hoffmann, New York Uni-
versity; The Rev. Edward L. Hughes, 0. P., Editor of The Torch, New York;
George K. Hunton, Editor of The Interracial Review, New York; The Rev.
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Anselm M. Keefe; President, St. Norbert's College, West DePere, Wis.; -
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Louis Kenedy, National President, National Council of Catholic Men, New
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Editor of -The Catholic Herald, St. Louls; The Rev. John LaFarge, S. J.,
Associate Editor of America, New York; Maurice Lavanoux, Secretary,
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Vicar-General of the Archdiocese of New York' The Rev. William laVerdiere,
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