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On November 9th in Spain we will have a day of reflection, prior to 

the general elections of 10th Nov. Curious coincidence, because just that 

same day, thirty years ago, 14 years after Franco's death, the Berlin Wall 

fell. In Germany the communist party is still banned for not having 

renounced totalitarianism, but here, in Spain, we have parties, such as 

“Unidos Podemos” (United We Can) or “Más País” (More Country), that 

have not renounced it, but have collaborated, or still collaborate, with the 

Venezuelan Marxist dictatorship, or continue sympathizing with the 

revolutionary Cuba, or with the dubious democracies of Nicaragua and 

Bolivia. Did the Berlin Wall fall or only halfway? It is unquestionable that 

it was physically demolished, except for one part, which is still kept so as 

not to forget the 45 years of communist oppression that was installed in 

East Germany after the defeat of Nazism, until 1989. But what about in the 

minds of people? 

In Spain it is very much alive. Just look at the biased “Ley de 

Memoria Histórica” (Historical Memory law), which wants to ignore that 

Franco saved Spain from communism, led during the Second Republic by 

the revolutionary Marxist Spanish Socialist Workers Party. Its main leader, 

Largo Caballero, not for nothing called the ‘Spanish Lenin’, was a 

supporter of the violent revolution in order to take power in the Soviet way, 

as he tried in the coup d'etat of October 1934, which caused 1500 dead. He 

had previously warned "If you do not want, we will make the revolution 

violently" (The Socialist November 9, 1933). To defeat the bloody rebellion 

of 1934, Franco was called to lead the operations from Madrid, which 

earned him the qualification of "Saviour of the Republic". Nowadays, in 

the 21st century, intending to ignore that the Spanish Second Republic was 

following the Soviet path, means not to want to see the facts and objective 

data. The newly implanted Republic of April 1931 did not want to stop the 

disorder, the attack on the religious and private property, and tolerated, just 

a month later, the burning of numerous religious buildings in Madrid, 

Valencia, Seville, Murcia, Malaga, etc. 

The Historical Memory Law tries to ignore those unacceptable 

violent and bloody revolutionary disorders and only wants to speak about 

Franco's military coup of 1936 - the national side during the Civil War- and 
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about the repression, which was carried out after the Civil War, most of it 

through a general cause judged in court. On the other hand, this Law 

forgets that the guerrillas and terrorism, on the part of the ‘losers’, led 

Franco to continue to use weapons to end the war. There were excesses 

before, during and after, but when you look at the “sacas” and the “paseos” 

(in which prisoners or civilians were chosen at random and taken to be 

shot), the “Checas” (places of torture) and “la matanza de Paracuellos” (a 

place where 6.500 people were killed without a trial), to pretend that the 

excesses were only on the Franco side is laughable. 

And all this why? Because the right wing has not realized that the 

ideological roots of the revolutionary left wing must be totally and 

completely defeated. The right wing does not know how to affirm, 

emphatically, that it is not the private property what turns man bad, but that 

it’s man who makes a bad use of the private property. Nor does the right 

wing know how to denounce that the concentration of economic power in 

the public sector does not create wealth, but poverty. Franco left, in 1975, a 

much richer Spain economically, socially and in rights to freedom than the 

regime of Ceaucescu did in 1989, and all the communist leaders of Eastern 

Europe as well.  

The rightwing is not able to firmly tell the leftwing that dialogue, 

negotiation and democracy are the true way and that violence, street 

occupation and to consider those who do not think like them as 

irreconcilable enemies is not going to be accepted as political instruments. 

The rightwing does not know how to tell the leftwing that public health is 

not better than private health just because it is public, and that citizens do 

not care if a hospital is public or private, but if they are treated well and if 

they can have a health insurance that covers their needs. The right does not 

know how to tell the left that history is not a history of class struggle but of 

exploiters and exploited, because one thing is individual interests and 

another is the classes. The rightwing does not know how to make it clear 

that private initiative and the market are essential for employment and 

prosperity and that the regulations must be coherent. The rightwing does 

not know how to tell the leftwing that using the word capitalism to 

disqualify implies not to know anything about economics. Nor do they 

know how to tell the leftwing that all public institutions must be efficient 

and must have transparent and reasonable production costs. 

 

But the great weakness of the right, which renders them incapable of 

sinking the flagship of the leftwing navy - Marxism - is twofold. On the 

one hand, it does not know how to use Marx's phrases to challenge the left, 

and to say whether it agrees with them or not: “The communists do not 

have to keep their ideas and intentions concealed. They openly state that 

their objectives can only be achieved by overthrowing the entire existing 



social order by violence.” "The communists can summarize their theory in 

one formula: abolition of private property." "The proletariat will use the 

power to gradually strip the bourgeoisie of all capital, of all instruments of 

production, centralizing them in the hands of the State, that is, of the 

proletariat organized as a ruling class." Not to make a radical critique of 

Marxism, leaves the rightwing in an intellectually inferior position to the 

left. It is as much as saying that the so called Marxist "scientific" thinking 

is still valid. 

However, the worst thing is that the right, at best, has remained in 

Francis Fukuyama, in his famous article "The End of History", written 

months before the Fall of the Wall, in which he comes to say that modern 

human society, with its economic development, its social laws, its 

institutional equilibriums and, in short, with the universalization of the so-

called "liberal democracy", would reach its last stage.  

Fukuyama thought that the advances in the Gorbachev era "have put 

the final nail in the sarcophagus of the Marxist-Leninist alternative against 

liberal democracy", which is not true. We only need to look at China, 

North Korea, Cuba, Venezuela, Nicaragua and Bolivia, as well as at 

Iglesias, Errejón and Monedero (representatives of leftwing Spanish 

parties) and at the collapse of the Greece of Tsipras and its Radical Left 

Coalition party (Syriza).  

On the other hand, it is also true that Fukuyama's vision of the future 

world was not very exciting, since it would be limited to the challenges “of 

economic calculation, the endless resolution of technical problems, 

concern for the environment, and satisfaction of sophisticated consumer 

demands.” Here is the weakest point of the rightwing, because the New 

Man does not appear anywhere. The future ideal is reduced to a mere 

consumer society, which would perpetuate envious feelings from those at 

lower levels of consumption. This amounts to continue to grant moral 

superiority to Marxism and its alleged concern for social justice. 

Nevertheless, the ideological root of the right is its emphasis on the 

responsibility of the individual. This puts the focus on the summit of 

Maslow's pyramid, on the self-realization, and on the creation of an 

environment, of a world of harmony. Interestingly that connect with Arnold 

Toynbee's historical theory, the challenge of religion as a social integrating 

element. What is religion but the conscious perception of our authentic 

being and the awareness of the essence of harmony? The human being goes 

beyond mere obedience to the law. He needs to understand and experience 

love as an integrating, demanding and rewarding force. Love is what 

should inspire our attitude on all levels of relations, with the universe, with 

the country, with society, with the family and with ourselves. It inevitably 

requires the application of universal ethical principles that, with exceptions, 

remain far from the politicians’ behaviors which escape from the truth and 



from the application of the same standard of measure to their opponents. 

The 21st century is going to be a century of deep discoveries inside the 

human being. To the extent that this is achieved, the Berlin Wall and the 

Wall of Ignorance will definitely fall and we can create the framework of 

democratic coexistence that, so aptly our Spanish Constitution, in its 

preamble, advocates. 
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