
Jeremy Blatter

 (Dis)enchantment with the Left

Prof. Istvan Rév

Unearthing The Spanish Earth
There is a mysterious air which surrounds the making of Dutch filmmaker Joris Ivens’ 1937 documentary, The Spanish Earth. To simply say that it is the quality of “good propaganda” which wholly accounts for the films peculiar effectiveness is insufficient. In Carlo Ginzburg’s article “The Sword and the Lightbulb: A Reading on Guernica,” by way of introduction, he opens with a quote by Picasso in which he suggests that it is “…not sufficient to know an artist’s works- it is also necessary to know when he did them, why, how, and under what circumstances…”
 My critique is simply rhetorical, but in service of my purpose it seems Picasso himself suffered from a myopic view of how to study the “creative man”; there remain those issues blurred on the periphery and how these conditions themselves may transform the “creative man” into modular and transposable parts, serving functions, inherently limited, and certainly lacking freedom.
 For not only is the notion of art as immaculate conception- the notion that artistic production is conceived in a single god-like stroke of creation- an antiquated and romantic notion, but it is exactly these precedents, the remnants of transcendent (immaterial) matter breathed life into by the history of ideas (or Picasso’s science of the creative man), which inform the artistic production and make the art and ideas pathways to historical insight. Picasso dated all of his work and notes so as to create for the historian an ideal device, a map to chart his temporal location upon and, to offer greater biographical transparency. Ivens’ work however, is shrouded by an ideology which cares far less for means as those historical nodes to an end; communist ideology, with its predetermined end is sufficient enough to legitimize the erasure of vestigial nodes or impurities clouding the teleology it professes. 
Yet to continue following Ginzburg’s lead, perhaps the most effective approach to clear the haze surrounding the film is to use as our guiding torch these basic investigative questions Ginzburg/Picasso pose- when, why, how, the circumstances of production- with a few modifications which must be accounted for considering the difference in Ivens’ medium. First, our artist here is not the obvious single creator who we would usually hold accountable for the final product. In other words, in film it seems obvious that we should engage a series of influential collaborators considered to have an impact on how the final cut is to look (however, we still must be aware of the hierarchy of creative input and influence which certainly puts Joris Ivens atop the food chain). This means not only creative input, but financial and political coercion. This is particularly important in propaganda film making where the artist acts to various degrees (in their “official” function) as an emissary of a certain ideological camp, rather than solely in the name of what they consider their own subjective artistic vision. 

Another point that should be made is that because the film is usually considered a documentary- the genre empowered by a certain pseudo-scientific authority and the rhetoric of adjectives like fair, balanced, unbiased and objective- we need to be doubly aware of the tendency with generically attributed categories to mislead rather than aid in evaluating film and art, but at the same time not altogether discard these categories as useless. The relationships between propaganda and documentary are varied and complex, however, it is not the intention of this paper to evaluate the persuasiveness of the documentary separately from that of art and propaganda. Instead, I would like, at least implicitly, to highlight the relative insignificance of these categorical attributions. 
The structure of this essay will be to use the Ginzburg/Picasso line of investigation. The labor will be divided in to four categories of inquiry. These categories however, are not mutually exclusive, they overlap and inform one another with great fluidity and therefore are more symbolic of the questions I want to highlight in the text. The first section will be the question of When and “under what conditions?” By this I mean what is the temporal context in which the The Spanish Earth was made, and how can we best place this film within a given time period. Here I must also deal with the difficult questions which arise on the battlefield of ideologies, especially as they manifest themselves in aesthetic theories of modernism and socialist realism. The attempt here is vaguely that of creating an annotated timestamp for the film on both levels of macro and micro-production.
 Next, I will inquire How the film was made. In this section I hope to clarify who provided funds for the film, and reflect upon the actual shooting of the film further supplementing the micro-production annotations in the first section. The third section will explore and ask Why the film was made. This section will look into the conditions under which Ivens was making the film- was he “Comintern agent” or “independent filmmaker”- combined with the related question of simply Why he, as an individual, was motivated to make the film? In this section I will dig deeper in to tangential historical developments which help us to understand the impulse and motivations of Ivens as individual, director, and artist. The fourth and final section, after having attempted to contextualize The Spanish Earth as well as the sources available to me have allowed for, will be a brief description of the film in light of what has been revealed. 
The goal of this paper is to lead an archaeological dig in the fecund soil from which the The Spanish Earth grew out of, for it isn’t enough to weed and water, we must know the very nature of the not only life-giving, but living soil from which art emerges. [And since our goal is rather to elucidate that fog which surrounds the The Spanish Earth, shining our headlights in to this fog (of art and war) is at once blinding and revealing.] 

When and Under What Conditions: 1931-1936

Before the making of The Spanish Earth Joris Ivens had already established himself as an experimental avant garde film maker.  However, with a proclivity for the Left, Ivens was anything but an unlikely candidate to find himself nibbling the bate of the Soviet film company Mezhrabpom who waited confidently and patiently to reel in the talented director. First however, The Mezhrapbom studio’s very peculiar emergence should not go without note. “Despite Lenin’s Nationalization decree of 1919, the Soviet Film industry operated under a…decentralized market system through the 1920’s, with various production and distribution companies competing for shares of the Soviet market.”
 Congruently, The Workers International Relief (WIR) was organized after the Russian revolution to raise money abroad, as is self-evident from their name, for the workers impoverished by the human and economic devastation incurred by the Russian Revolution. The Soviet Union, realizing the potential of their new organization to bolster Soviet policy abroad through the pretext of being a humanitarian foreign aid fund, seamlessly refocused its energy on the recruitment of talented filmmakers for the purpose of documentary propaganda. Soon, WIR was making arrangements to collaborate with Rus’, a relic film studio of pre-revolutionary Russia with a penchant for conservative politics.  By 1924 Mezhrobpom-Rus’ took form with the explicit intention to be, as was stated in their corporate charter “…for the joint production and similarly the joint exploitation of cinematographic pictures.”
 Rapidly expanding, Mezhrabpom jumped on the first opportunity to kick out their bourgeois business partner whose contributions were limited to attracting accusations of anti-revolutionary capitalist practices. By this time complete nationalization of all industries under the First Five-Year Plan kicked in to gear, and Mezhrabpom was inexplicitly allowed to continue work as a semi-autonomous agency. 
From the success of the Mezhrabpom studio and production company, which was led largely by Willi Münzenberg’s organizational and tactical genius, came the establishment of two branch companies under the auspices of Mezhrabpom- Weltfilm and Prometheus. Prometheus, managed by Münzenberg, soon found itself distributing films on a vast international scale. One such film was Ivens’ The Spanish Earth. Rather abruptly though, WIR was officially eliminated at the Seventh Congress of the Comintern in 1935 only to pave way for a Popular Front policy. Institutions tend not to vanish over night however, and how the residual influence created by the WIR network would later play out is perhaps beyond the ambitions (or ability) to explain in this paper.
With this information at the fore of our thoughts, by May of 1931 Joris Ivens had made his way to the Soviet Union to shoot a film about the heroic workers of Magnitogorsk; a film which he dedicated to “the struggle of the proletarian youth.”
 The bill was picked up by the Soviet Union via the Mezhrabpom Studio, Willi Münzenberg’s brainchild. These were still very much formative days for Ivens however, and the affiliation to Mezhrabpom was most probably in his mind a convergence of interests between the two, yet not necessarily perfect visionary congruence. The sharp division between the Left and the Right had not made its way to Holland before 1928-1929, and only at this point did Ivens officially join the Communist camp.
 Ivens was also not well versed in the most basic Marxist texts nor was he particularly interested in the ideology’s philosophical dimensions. Thus, extent of his solidarity, loyalty, and devotion to the party and the party line were deeply tested in a physical rather then philosophical sense, under the rugged conditions in which the film was made.  On another level however, the trying environment he was exposed to while making the film was not only physically tough, but artistically restricting. Mezhrabpom was not passive about asserting official party policies on art, and was particularly interested in being clear with Ivens that they shared a common vision, giving censorship rather the sound of mutualism and agreement. Supported by the famed music of Hanns Eisler, Ivens’ film was finally released as, among other titles, Song of Heroes. 
Controversies related to the film caused the delay of its release until January 2, 1933, almost two years after its completion. This was largely due the lyrics to one of Eisler’s songs written by the former Siberian futurist movement admirer (or more than admirer) Sergei Tretyakov. By the time the Spanish Civil War broke out in 1936, when warring ideologies were claiming thousands of lives, Song of Heroes was swiftly bowdlerized in to oblivion because of the possible futurist sympathy somehow encoded in the film subtext. Sergei Tretyakov would be arrested and executed on September 10, 1937 after having been arrested only months earlier by Stalin’s NKVD (the People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs). Almost simultaneously, Ivens and Hemingway were screening The Spanish Earth in the lavish homes of Hollywood’s most Leftist celebrities. 

 While Ivens was battling his asthma in the bitter cold shooting Song of Heroes, another important development was occurring in the Soviet Union. In 1932 Socialist Realism became official policy under Stalin’s decree. For Ivens, this meant no turning back- modernism and the avant garde were no longer legitimate forms of artistic expression, especially if Ivens was to be a hardliner Communist. Certainly this was a limiting factor for all Ivens’ future projects however, the Communist vision and the Ivens vision were one in the same after all, hybridized in to a perfect harmony, a taught rope of synchronous ideology. Ivens came out of Song of Heroes with more faith in his Communist beliefs than ever before. 
Then how do we account for Ivens collaboration with Dos Passos on Spain in Flames the first Spanish project mostly the product of edited newsreels? The same Dos Passos who was once an admired in the Soviet Union as a writer, only to fall out of favor and become officially condemned att the Soviet Writers Conference of 1934 where Dos Pasos’ modernism was written off as antiquated and counter-revolutionary in light of the Stalin’s new decree of socialist realism. All this begs the question then about what was the nature of the Ivens and Dos Pasos relationship. Was Dos Pasos blinded by his naïveté and manipulated by an Ivens secret agenda? Certainly the Comintern would not have found it hypocritical to undertake a grand public relations campaign which would seek liberal allies, for their name and celebrity, and exalt them as supporters and collaborators to deepen Soviet legitimacy in the West. As a tactic this would have foreshadowed an integral part of what became the Popular Front strategy. When Dos Passos arrived in Spain sometime in mid-April of 1937 his celebrity reached in all time high with his face gracing the cover of TIME. But Dos’s old buddy Hemingway was better yet for the job of Popular Front spokesman; a rationalist who liked the clear logic of the hunt, bold moves, and strong self-assured beliefs. No danger existed in Hem falling in to the chaotic allure of Anarchism which Dos seemed susceptible of doing. 
Meanwhile, in New York the Nykino production company was formed in 1934. A true testament to the beliefs of a group of American intellectuals and filmmakers whom were increasingly enchanted by the era of the Popular Front, inspired by soviet filmmakers like Potamkin and his dialectical theory of filmmaking
, and were able to legitimize their beliefs by the maxim “there can be no effective propaganda without good art”
; all this helps to further reveal the temporal context we are dappling in. The enchantment with the Left was hardly isolated in the Soviet Union.  Joris Ivens was one of the great inspirations to Nykino "a production group within the Film and Photo League for the purpose of making documentary-dramatic revolutionary films--short propaganda films that will serve as flaming film-slogans, satiric films, and films exposing the brutalities of capitalist society." 
 Nykino, a somewhat transitional group by nature, took its final form under the name Frontier Films of which Ivens- without much active involvement- was a member. Nykino, Frontier Films and the Film and Photo League all were to greater and lesser degrees connected to and influenced by Weltfilm, an offshoot under the umbrella organization of Mezhrabpom.
While Mezhrabpom, Ivens’ former production ally, was officially disbanded on June 5, 1936, Ivens made contact with Nykino during their transition in to Frontier Films. But to make the The Spanish Earth Ivens along with Hemingway, Dos Passos, Archibald Macleish, and handful of other notable American intellectuals, formed Contemporary Historians Inc., all of whom but Hemingway were Communist Party members. Yet despite the founding of an ostensibly independent production company which he himself helped to form, Ivens continued to send “…reports straight to the head of the Soviet Film Industry, Boris Shumyatsky…”
 It is worth noting here that “…Münzenberg’s specialty in the 1930’s was the creation and funding of magazines, movies, books, conferences, and newspapers, seemingly independent and ostensibly staffed by liberals, progressives, and unaffiliated radicals, which invariably parroted the Soviet line”
(but not necessarily with complete Soviet consent- he was a bit more independent than he himself might have liked to admit at the time).
How?: 1936-1937- How was the film made, who raised the money for it, and most importantly as Hans Schoots asks in his biography of Joris Ivens “What was the state of his contractual obligations with Moscow?”
 What we do know as I have already stated was that Mezhrabpom by June 5, 1936 was disbanded. Thus, the Spain project would have to find support elsewhere. Contemporary Historians Inc. was responsible for raising the eighteen thousand dollars needed to produce such a project, but more was at work. In Schoots’ biography he claims that “Ivens maintained tight control over Contemporary Historians and worked in close consultation with the party and Comintern functionaries.”
  However, working with not only big celebrities like Dos Passos, Archibald MacLeish, and Hemingway, but opinioned artists with equally big personalities, it seems unrealistic that Ivens could maintain such tight control so as to administer the company as a sort of proxy party propaganda mechanism. These were individuals who were enchanted by the same ideas and, at least for the moment, were seeing things similarly. The real connection was that one party was benefiting more than the other, or as the film’s editor Helen van Dongen’s perhaps warily quibbled the words in an interview much later in her life, “It was important at the time to get ‘names’ connected with the film.”
 Echoing van Dongen in the acknowledgments page of Stephen Koch’s The Breaking Point the same point is clarified for us in an interview with the widow of Gustav Regler who claims he “…pointed out to me…the Comintern’s passionate preoccupation in securing Ernest Hemingway as a spokesman for the Popular Front.”


At any rate, the money was quickly raised including a four thousand dollar contribution by Hemingway; the largest donation given by any individual to the project. This was perhaps more significant than one might think. Arthur Koestler was quick to recognize the obvious and ingenious logic that “Münzenberg had hit on a new technique in mass propaganda, based on a single observation: if a person gives money to a cause, he becomes emotionally involved in that cause.”
 In the meanwhile Ivens was propositioning John Fernhout
 to do be his cameraman with a telegram that stated “Magnificent opportunity can you come to Spain January and February poor wages important film telegraph answer Joris.”


Before anyone had ever set foot on the crumbling Spanish earth, MacLeish and Ivens had worked on a script for the film; together they wrote out approximately three to four pages outlining the course the film was to take by way of complex scenarios which were ideally to be staged and filmed in real-time documentary fashion alike. Ivens quickly was forced to realize though, that on site “there is no place…for directing…the direction is in the hands of life and death.”
 Ivens did seek advice from two of his influential soviet comrades, Michail Koltsov who would later astonish Hemingway with his scathing intellect at the Hotel Gaylord, and the ruthless Vittorio Vidali (also known as Commandant Carlos). Koltsov was a Comintern agent as well as Pravda correspondent in Spain who was frequently reporting back directly to Stalin by phone as often as twice a week. Koltsov advised Ivens to “not just show war but to show ordinary life as well.”
 Three years and a half hour trial later, Koltsov’s days were numbered. Vidali had a much more prosperous post-war career in the communist party and offered the advice to Ivens “to focus on the struggle of the Spanish people as a whole for parliamentary democracy.”


By the first of January Joris met Fernhout among others in Paris. One of the other people who he would meet was Luis Buñuel, an important player in the Ministry of Propaganda for the Spanish Republic. At their meeting Buñuel presented Ivens with a contract presumably signed by Ivens that stated all the footage shot in Spain would be checked and cleared by him before it was brought back to the US.
 In Schoots’ biography of Ivens he takes the liberty to presume that at this time Ivens also met with Willi Münzenberg. Not a far-fetched conclusion, unverifiable, but noteworthy. 

By early February Fernhout and Ivens had already shot much of the film. Hemingway would first meet up with Ivens mid-March to assist him in shooting some of the final scenes which Dos Passos barely made it in time to witness. The importance of Hemingway being in Madrid with Ivens is more significant than his time as a film assistant. In a sense it was an opportunity for Ivens to promote the Comintern policy in Spain and rest assured that Hemingway would write the right narration for the film. Hemingway got an insider’s tour of the Gaylord Hotel, the Soviet headquarters in Madrid, as well as an opportunity to meet some of Ivens’ important friends from Moscow like Koltsov. Ivens remarked about the exclusive tour he gave to Hemingway “…I had a plan for Hemingway, and I think I used the right tactics. For this kind of man. I knew how far he could go and that he was not a traitor. I didn’t introduce him to Russians when he first asked me. But after four weeks I thought, now, he is ready to make that step, and it worked.”
 Ivens’ biographer Schoots goes on to quote from Hemingway’s For Whom the Bell Tolls in a passage which seems to reaffirm what Ivens thought that he had accomplished his mission: “It was there you learned how it was all really done instead of how it was supposed to be done…At the start when he had still believed all the nonsense it had come as a shock to him. But now he knew enough to accept the necessity for all the deception.”

Why? 1937-1938
Why did Joris Ivens make The Spanish Earth, what accounts for his artistic impulse to come to Spain? The knee-jerk response would be that as a devoted Communist he was concerned for the struggle of the working class wherever such a struggle was taking place. This of course is true. It is also true that Ivens really knew nothing about Spain. In a sense Ivens knew about as much of the nature of the Spanish Civil War as Hemingway really knew about Communism. However, Ivens did understand with great clarity Soviet motivations for being in Spain which had to do with a very real threat the spread of Fascism posed to Communism which was not exactly to be equated to empathy for the Republic of Spain nor exactly strategic opportunism. One example highlighting Ivens’ minimal understanding of the nuances of Spanish culture was in the music arranged for the film. The folk music of Catalonia is played over the images of Fuentedueña, which lies in Castille. And although Hemingway put in a great effort to have their film screened in Spain this never happened. Perhaps no one involved in the making of the film ever noticed this grave insult to Castilian regionalism and their unique cultural integrity. 
There is of course no reason one can singularly call upon to explain “why” Ivens made The Spanish Earth. Very seldom does such singular reasoning motivate one to undertake such an ambitious project, unless the terms were strictly employment which we can say was at least not “strictly” the case for the son of great inheritance. What we do know is that upon screening the film to seventeen of Hollywood’s finest, almost all of who were members of the Communist Party or the Anti-Nazi League, Ivens and Hemingway raked in seventeen thousand dollars in donations. All of which was contributed toward the purchase of seventeen ambulances which “Ivens and Hemingway personally ordered the chassis from Ford in Detroit, and the bodywork…[from] Spain.”
 The only one not compelled to hand over his wallet was the womanizer Errol Flynn, who slipped out the bathroom window escaping the charitable opportunity. In less than a year Errol Flynn would be a star on the silver screen acting as the chivalrous and heroic “steal from the rich and give to the poor” Robin Hood. Flynn would also star exactly twenty years later in the adaptation to Hemingway’s The Sun Also Rises.

This is not enough to explain why Ivens shot the film. Contradicting this charitable effort of Ivens was his quick change of heart and interest. By the end of 1937 Ivens had decided that his next project was in China, despite the fact that the conflict in Spain raged on. Hemingway took this as great personal insult to their joint efforts on the film and believed their efforts should be far from over. Exclaiming in a letter to Ivens, Hemingway wrote, “So, you’re going there! It’s all over with Spain, the Third International is turning its attention to China!”
Why would Ivens be in China shooting again early in 1938? First, the Sino-Japanese War broke out in 1938 which put great pressure on the Soviet Union. The new pressures can largely be explained by the Anti-Comintern Pact which sought to create an alliance between Germany, Italy and Japan. China and its Communist movement found itself under great threat of being destroyed taking down with it an important ally for the Soviet Union to protect in the face of a power shift in Asia in the direction of the Japanese. Ivens replied to Hemingway’s exasperated letter, “…such a sudden change in assignment, a shift to another front, is not easy…Had to shift my work to China…my job to get the money and organize the project…” Hemingway was more than a tool to Ivens, he was a friend. Ivens did not have to divulge this information, and in fact he should not have. The letter ended with “…confidential of course, tear this letter up.”

(Re)Introduction of The Spanish Earth and Concluding Remarks:

The Spanish Earth opens with a landscape shot of foreboding and heavy-bottomed clouds lingering over the bucolic rolling hills and countryside of Valencia. The expectant clouds are what we see, however, with a small effort of imagination we can feel the static-electricity raising the hair off our arms. That sensation of the palpable future which begs us to imagine the moment when those very clouds will reign down with an indiscriminate air-raid of lightening, scarring and burning permanent shadows of terror upon the face of the Spanish earth. The archetypical Sancho Panza-like rural peasant, upon the back of his sturdy burro, meanders across the indiscernibly fallow or barren field; not ignorant as much as ignoring the ominous scene overhead. Two elongated shadows of men meld with the dark edged cracks of the Spanish earth into black holes of empty space (just as Fascism and Communism alike had cast their ideologies like shadows upon the Spanish earth) – as if in intervention between God and creation or between the earth and its sole source of life-giving light. From the two mannequin shadows, two men of substance fill the screen and converse over the future of their drought-ridden land in the communalized village of Fuentedueña.


In the fifty minutes that it takes The Spanish Earth to elapse, the audience is drawn back and forth between the struggle of the villagers to build the irrigation canals in Fuentedueña, and the fighting or rather defense of the Republican Soldiers and International Brigades against the “rebel forces” of Franco, who is importantly recognized not only in his Fascism but as an aid-recipient from Germany. The connection between these two narratives is made in two ways. First, in the words of Hemingway’s narration we discover that “the village is on the Tajo River and the main highroad that is the lifeline between Valencia and Madrid. All food for Madrid comes on this road. To win the war rebel troops must cut this road.” From the description it is clear that the significance of the village is one of symbolic and literal importance. The symbolic importance is in how the village stands in as a symbol for the struggle of Spaniards in communal effort fighting for their land, just like those soldiers in defense of their land against the “rebel forces.” Hemingway reminds us “the land will be irrigated, brought back to life to provide food for the Defenders of Madrid.” The very literal and immediate significance of the village is defined by the fact of its location which is of direct strategic importance. So what we watch is partially a village building the irrigation canals and personifying the struggle of the Republican Army, as well as a sort of network theory of interdependence, a place where rhetoric and reality meet. The village is an essential artery which feeds life in to the heart of Spain. 

However, there is yet a third narrative strewn through The Spanish Earth, the story of the young Republican soldier from Fuentedueña, Julian. Julian acts as the ultimate personification of the Spanish Civil War by bringing the two narratives together through the life of a single individual. Julian is from Fuentedueña, is fighting for the Republic of Spain, and in doing so is also fighting to protect his home, family, and village. Whenever the war becomes abstract, he serves to make it human again, when the struggle becomes too human, he reminds us of the politics which are greater than the individual life. And this is the stripped down description of the basic structure and general features of the film which culminate in the dramatic moment of the completion of the irrigation project in Fuentedueña and the urgent if not optimistic message that the fight for Spain is at once for the defense of the Republic against fascism and the revitalization of the Spanish earth.  

However, this description sounds more like that which Joris Ivens read. If I am to have accomplished anything I hope in these final remarks, in the very least, to shed a little light upon what I think Joris evens may not have mentioned in describing what is captured in his film. In a sense my hope is to highlight the ambivalent moments masked in directorial confidence and certainty.

First, as I mentioned in my description, the role of Julian is integral to the film. By following Julian we move from the countryside to the frontlines and back again, giving us a great sense of holistic understanding. What I didn’t mention is that when watching the film, Julian is strangely an elusive character to follow, and it is even difficult to be certain at times that the young Republican soldier we are following is the same person time and again. One explanation we get comes from Schoots’ indispensable biography where he clarifies that in fact Ivens had “...allocated a role in the film to Julian, a young man from Fuentidueña who goes to fight near Madrid and returns home on leave. Unfortunately the crew was unable to locate him in the trenches and they were left with the flimsiest of storylines, thus repeating one of the flaws of Song of Heroes.”


Another interesting aspect to the film comes about half way through at what seems to be an important meeting of high officials from the Spanish Republic. Hemingway goes through and introduces each impassioned speaker as a story of great success and upward social mobility, from printer to parliamentarian, stone mason to military commander and so on and so forth. What we aren’t told is in fact this is one of the initial scenes filmed by Ivens and Fernhout alone, upon arriving to Spain. The meeting was called to in effect disband all party militias in favor of one unified Republican Army. And although none of the speakers are misnamed, they are perhaps misrepresented. Our stonemason turned commander is in fact Enrique Líster Forján, a true stonemason raised in Cuba who finding his calling as a soldier training at the Frunze Academy in the Soviet Union. Where his loyalties lied can be of no question. After the fall of Spain to Franco, Lister fled to Moscow and served as general in the Red Army during World War II.
Gustav Regler, our writer, had also arrived straight from Moscow. Although, deeply enchanted, like many intellectuals drawn to fight in the International Brigades, he too would turn his back on the party in later life. La Pasionaria or Dolores Ibárruri, our passionate voice of the people and a member of the central committee of the Communist Party of Spain(PCE), a comintern agent for Moscow and new member to the Cortes in 1936. She too fled for Moscow after the war. José Díaz was also a member of the PCE and was quite influential at that. Meanwhile he was also acting as a comintern agent with Dolores Ibárruri, but was perhaps more motivated by the defense of Spain itself rather than defending Spain and promoting the communist line simultaneously. He suffered a mysterious death by defenestration in some accounts or an accidental/suicidal fall from a window in others. After his death he was succeeded by Ibárruri in his leadership role as the PCE party leader in exile. Lastly, we have Vittorio Vidali. Vidali was most certainly a comintern agent, “accidental death” specialist, and like most of the others found refuge in Moscow after the war, but in Vidali’s case he is known to have joined the NKVD.  We also may remember that Vidali was one of the two especially noted sources of advice to Joris Ivens. 

Art is made by decisions conscious and unconscious alike, and it is the convergence of the two which make films like The Spanish Earth interesting for us to watch. Ivens had access to places certain filmmakers at the time would have never had access to, but access in the same breath is also a sort of restriction. Special access means special rules, and Ivens was certainly not free to move exactly as he pleased. What he pleased however, we may never know. I began this paper by introducing the question posed by Picasso and Ginzburg about what would it take to understand the creative individual and the art they create? In another essay by Ginzburg on clues and the historical method he introduces the important method used by Franco Morelli originally used to authenticate paintings in the 19th century. The method calls to ones attention not “…the most conspicuous characteristics of a painting, which are the easiest to imitate…we should examine, instead, the most trivial detail…”
 But in returning to what I had hoped to emphasize in my reading of the The Spanish Earth, sometimes, especially in film, the unconscious acts in art are the conscious decisions of others. And in reading the The Spanish Earth, and in attempting to understand the Spanish Civil War, we must make great efforts to see the gravitational pull of power, politics, and ideology, upon the individual and its consequent manifestations in the art as product of the individual calibrating her/himself with and against these forces. 
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