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ABSTRACT 

On September 23, 1965, a small group of campesinos, teachers, and students attacked the army base 

in Madera, Chihuahua. In Mexico, this attack is widely considered to be the first of the socialist 

armed movements of the late 1960s and ‘70s, inspiring the 23rd of September League and others. 

Nearly all the existing literature focuses on the group’s turn to armed struggle—but is this what we 

should remember them for? The attack was preceded by five years of public mobilizations in 

support of the agrarian struggle and broader demands, involving vast numbers throughout the state, 

in a movement that transcended political parties and engaged in direct action. It was this broad 

social movement that nourished and gave birth to the armed movement; it was as innovative as 

Arturo Gámiz’s application of Che’s Guerra de Guerrillas to the sierra. I further argue that the armed 

struggle itself, which developed in the remote backlands, derived as much from a long tradition of 

armed self-defense endemic to the region as it did to the Cuban example. I also look at the 

participation of women, both voluntary and involuntary, in these events and the uses to which the 

assault on the base has been put in recent times. 
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Madera 1965: Obsessive Simplicity, the Agrarian Dream, and Che 
 

Introduction 

Madera, Sierra of Chihuahua. Just before dawn on September 23, 1965,1 a squad of thirteen poorly 

armed young men who called themselves the Grupo Popular Guerrillero de la Sierra (Popular Guerrilla 

Group of the Sierra, GPG) attacked an army base on the edge of this town of twelve thousand 

inhabitants. They had expected to find some seventy soldiers asleep in the barracks, instead there 

were 125, who after a brief fire fight killed eight guerrillas while five escaped with the help of 

townspeople into the surrounding mountains. Four soldiers were killed and a fifth died of wounds; 

one civilian was killed by soldiers. The bodies of the dead guerrilleros were paraded around town in 

the rain. The governor of the state, General Práxedis Giner Durán, refused efforts to remove the 

bodies and ordered them thrown into a common grave without shrouds. “¿Querían tierra? ¡Dénles 

tierra hasta que se harten!” (“They wanted land? Give it to them until they choke!)” he announced.2 

 On September 28, the governor signed an order granting 39,000 hectares to seventy-seven 

campesinos of Huizopa, affecting 1,534 hectares of Los Alisos of José Ibarra; four hundred hectares 

of El Naranjo and Arroyo Bonita, belonging to the son of Tomás Vega; and five thousand hectares 

of Dolores; along with lands belonging to Bosques de Chihuahua and the federal government.3 Ibarra 

and Vega were the principal caciques of the region and Bosques de Chihuahua (Chihuahua’s Forests), a 

timbering company, was the guerrilla’s principal antagonist. 

 On October 1, 1965, El Heraldo de Chihuahua announced the distribution of five thousand 

hectares to the Ejido Cuauhtémoc, in the municipality of Ascensión, on former lands of the 

                                                 
1 Various connections to that date have been suggested but given the improvised planning of the event, I believe it was chance. 
2 Carlos Montemayor, Las armas del alba: Novela (Mexico, D.F.: Joaquín Mortiz, 2003), 72 and Victor Rico Galán, “De la desesperación 

a la muerte,” Sucesos para todos, 13. 
3 AGN IPS vol. 450. This evidence is difficult to reconcile with that of the official agrarian registry for Chihuahua, which showed the 

first presidential resolution for Huizopa dated July 15, 1966. Registro Agrario Nacional, Delegación Chihuahua, Dirección de 
Catastro Rural, Estructura Ejidal, April 15, 1994 (RAN Chihuahua), 27. 
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latifundio Palomas.4 In 1971, President Luis Echeverría added some 252,000 hectares taken from 

Bosques to the largest ejido in the republic, that of El Largo, whose members continue to supply 

lumber to the company to this day.5 The ejidatarios included previous smallholders and some of the 

fiercest opponents of the governor and the caciques. 

 Mid-twentieth-century industrial growth—the so-called Miracle—had long put increasing 

pressure on campesinos, both landless workers whose demands for ejidos had languished for 

decades and serrano smallholders harassed by encroaching timber barons. The GPG arose from a 

sustained movement of campesinos and and students, particularly normalistas (students of teaching 

schools), who organized direct action protests to complement petitions to the Departamento de 

Asuntos Agrarios y Colonización (Department of Agrarian Affairs and Colonization, DAAC). 

Campesinos, students, and rural teachers had occupied downtown plazas, invaded land, and 

marched throughout the state during the previous five years. Their means of struggle were 

innovative and incorporated large numbers of people, urban as well as rural, whose political 

participation was not mediated by the usual forms of representation; while some participants were 

members of organizations, the organizations did not act in their stead. Prolonged coexistence and 

years of mobilizations both strengthened bonds among participants and announced to the 

bureaucrats, politicians, timber barons, latifundistas, and caciques that the protesters were political 

subjects, who continued to be present and to resist the anonymity and displacement that was their 

purported fate. “…the principle of direct action is the defiant insistence on acting as if one is already 

free.”6 

                                                 
4 El Heraldo, October 1, 1965, 1. RAN Chihuahua listed the amount of land distributed as 210,000 hectares to 105 beneficiaries. RAN 

Chihuahua, 3. 
5 Luis Aboites, Breve historia de Chihuahua (México, D.F.: El Colegio de México, 1994), 166 and RAN Chihuahua, 27.  
6 Stuart Jeffries, “David Graeber: ‘So many people spend their working lives doing jobs they think are unnecessary,’” 

http://www.theguardian.com/books/2015/mar/21/books-interview-david-graeber-the-utopia-of-rules, accessed March 20, 2015. 
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 The armed component of the struggle developed in early 1964 in the sierra of Madera from a 

long-standing tradition of armed self-defense against the aggressions of local caciques while the 

students and rural teachers, through their readings of Marxism and especially its Cuban variant, 

developed an ideological justification for sporadic episodes of vengeance that finally led to the 

martyrdom of the movement’s leaders on September 23, 1965. Recent interest in these events has 

focused on the armed component as the first socialist guerrilla, the primeros vientos (first winds). My 

interest is primarily in the public, direct action aspect of the movement. This focus requires resisting 

the teleological collapse into a narrative focused on the guerrilla, whose glamor eclipses the earlier, 

more inclusive and heterogenous movement that, unlike the armed component, included women as 

actors in their own right. One has to resist the conviction that the armed way was more 

revolutionary, more radical, and that the mass, public movement did not go far enough and look at 

what was potentially revolutionary in the land invasions, the occupations, the confrontations on the 

patio of the statehouse. The direct action strategy prefigured participatory movements from below 

associated with subsequent decades, especially Chihuahua’s Comité de Defensa Popular (Committee for 

Popular Defense, CDP) who established the Colonia Francisco Villa north of the capital in the 

1970s following a series of urban land invasions. Direct action was a break from earlier methods of 

land solicitation that focused on petitioning the government for relief; the public movement both 

relied on new methods of pressure and incorporated broader issues, such as support for Cuba and 

student demands. The campesinos ceased to be objects of manipulation by their own representatives 

and became subjects acting for their own benefit. 

 The popular movement responded to specific local events, within a series of nested contexts 

that ranged from the expansion of timbering in the sierra of Chihuahua to mid-century 

industrialization acting against the interests of Mexican campesinos to global contending forces such 
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as the Cold War and Cuban Revolution. In Chihuahua, diverse social forces ranging from serrano 

smallholders beseiged by timber barons to landless agriculturists in the Conchos valley worked 

together under the leadership of Unión General de Obreros y Campesinos Mexicanos (General Union of 

Mexican Workers and Campesinos, UGOCM), an affiliate of the Partido Popular Socialista (Popular 

Socialist Party, PPS). Rural teachers had long supported campesinos with their petitions to the 

DAAC; the teachers themselves were frequently of campesino origin and remained rooted in the 

countryside. While some teachers who emerged from this system became rural power-brokers 

themselves, many were heirs to the agrarista tradition of the Revolution of 1910 as transmitted 

through Lázaro Cárdenas’s socialist education. Chihuahua’s rural normal schools, located first in 

Flores Magón and then in Saucillo (girls) and Salaices (boys), were crucial centers of resistance and 

provided passionate foot soldiers for the campesinos’ occupations and demonstrations.  

 From late 1959 to its denouement with the attack on the base in 1965, the movement broke 

with previous limits to legality and engaged in public acts of defiance: symbolic occupations, inter-

city caravans, and refusal to respect legally constituted authority, particularly that of the governor. 

The invasions in particular were new methods; while there were precedents, such as invasions of the  

Hacienda Babícora in the 1930s, they had not been widely used. In Chihuahua during the 1960s, 

they were pioneered by UGOCM leader Alvaro Ríos, who arrived in Chihuahua in late 1959; before 

his arrival, the union had been content with petitions and delegations to Mexico City. The 

campesino movement was a school for protest that relied on the enthusiastic participation of vast 

numbers and enjoyed support throughout the state, especially from recent migrants from the 

countryside now living in the capital city. (By 1970, fifty-five percent of the state’s population lived 

in towns with more than 15,000 inhabitants.7) The movement was sufficiently strong to support two 

or possibly three progressive newspapers: El Norte, which I was not able to locate but found 
                                                 
7 Aboites, Breve historia, 161. 
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references to; the weekly Indice: Un periódico sin cadenas, founded in 1958 and edited by the attorney 

Guillermo Gallarda Astorga; and the monthly Acción: Voz revolucionaria del pueblo, founded in 1962 

and edited by the protest singer Judith Reyes, which focused on the campesino movement. 

 My own interest in this project derives from my participation in a small revolutionary 

organization, the Sojourner Truth Organization,8 when I was in my twenties and lived in Chicago. 

During the 1970s, we worked closely with the Puerto Rican group, the Movimiento de Liberación 

Nacional, which had split from the Puerto Rican Socialist Party over its support for the Fuerzas 

Armadas de Liberación Nacional, a clandestine group active in New York and Chicago.9 I lived for 

about a year in a Puerto Rican commune, endured FBI harassment alongside my friends, and 

championed armed revolutionary movements around the world. Since leaving STO in 1981, 

overcome by frustration and burn out, I have looked for ways to understand both the heroism and 

what I believe to be the wrong-headedness—the obsessive simplicity—of my former comrades.  

*** 

Since the Porfiriato, much of Chihuahua had been held by large landowners, many of them 

foreigners. In the sierra, smallholders with unsecured property rights battled local caciques allied 

with Bosques de Chihuahua. Bosques had received a forestry concession in 1952 from Miguel Alemán 

and responded to federal injunctions to divide their land by selling to a consortium of local 

cattlemen and landowners, the Four Friends, who repaid the sales by acting as thugs, driving out 

smallholders and stealing their land and livestock, through murder, rape, and accusations of rustling. 

The movement further protested the existence of expired certificados de inaffectabilidad ganadera 

(certificates of livestock inaffectibility, CIGs). First promulgated by Cárdenas and codified in the 

                                                 
8 See Michael Staudenmeier, Truth and Revolution: A History of the Sojourner Truth Organization, 1969–1986 (Oakland: AK Press, 2012). 
9 In 1978, FALN militant William Morales was arrested in New York and escaped from custody; he and his compañera, Dylcia Pagán, 

left behind a toddler, who was sent to Chihuahua and raised by the family of Alma Gómez, whose father had taken part in the 
attack on the base. See the documentary film, The Double Life of Ernesto Gómez Gómez, directed by Catherine Ryan and Gary 
Weimberg (Luna Productions, 1999). 
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Agrarian Code of 1942, the twenty-five year certificates were intended to increase the food supply by 

exempting grazing lands from agrarian distribution. In arid lands, extensions could be as large as 

50,000 hectares. By mid-century, many had expired; others covered extensions of territory greater 

than those limited by law or had been fraudulently divided among family members. Landless 

agricultural workers throughout the state, particularly in the fertile agribusiness region of the Río 

Conchos, fought for ejidos. Yet another target of protesters was the accumulation of vast tracts of 

land by foreigners, some within fifty miles of the U.S. border and forbidden by the Constitution of 

1917. The Hacienda of Santo Domingo, near Villa Ahumada and owned by an absentee U.S. 

landlord, was a particular focus of land invasions and protests. Finally Mennonites, encouraged to 

settle on lands expropriated from foreigners by Alvaro Obregón in the early 1920s, were targeted as 

foreigners, despite their citizenship. 

 The serranos revolted against modernity that took the form of an extractive industry 

expanding at their expense. The sierra had been settled by hardy pioneers, recruited to form a line of 

resistance against indigenous raids and U.S. encroachment; they had a long tradition of municipal 

autonomy and resistance to imposed authority. These ranchers, described by Alonso, Katz, Knight, 

Nugent, and Orozco10 in similar terms, fought to defend a way of life based on semi-autonomous 

rural communities in isolated hinterlands with an economy based on livestock, orchards, and 

migrant labor. No longer needed to defend the frontier and now an obstacle to progress, the 

serranos were to be swept from their homeland and engaged in wage work. Chihuahua’s future was 

                                                 
10 Ana M. Alonso, Thread of Blood: Colonialism, Revolution, and Gender on Mexico’s Northern Frontier (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 

1995); Friedrich Katz, The Life and Times of Pancho Villa (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998); Alan Knight, The Mexican 
Revolution (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986); Daniel Nugent, Spent Cartridges of Revolution: An Anthropological History of 
Namiquipa, Chihuahua (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1993); Victor Orozco Orozco, Diez ensayos sobre Chihuahua 
(Chihuahua: Doble Hélice, 2003). 
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urban: in 1965, the first maquiladora11 was established in Ciudad Juárez, one year after the bracero 

program ended. 

 Battles between smallholders in the sierra and caciques allied with state agents were face-to-

face confrontations between armed actors with specific grievances. The inhabitants of the region 

had shown a long-standing propensity for armed self-defense that easily loaned itself to the foquismo12 

then gaining currency among radicals. Unlike later armed movements undertaken by students 

frustrated by their inability to bring about social change through peaceful methods during the dirty 

war,13 the roots of the original GPG were endemic to the sierra. The attack on the base grew from 

the confluence of this endemic movement and the explicitly revolutionary ideology developed in the 

group around Arturo Gámiz, a rural teacher and leader of both public and armed movements. Once 

the decision was taken, in late 1964 or early 1965, to expand the sporadic armed actions of the 

serranos into a larger arena, participants were corralled into activities which separated them from 

their base in the countryside and which could only end in total victory or defeat. Deluded by their 

own rhetoric, young people impatient with the popular movement and maddened by the 

intransigence of state authorities hurled themselves into an adventure whose spectacular failure put 

an end to the movement itself. 

 The story of Madera 1965 is not about the dirty war, but about its prelude. With the 

exception of Guerrero, the class composition of the guerrillas of the seventies was largely urban, 

educated, and middle class; they were moved by ideological convictions and willing to act in arenas 

far from their homes. The majority of the GPG and its supporters were of humble origins; only a 

handful were university students. The indiscriminant violence unleashed on both guerrillas and their 

                                                 
11 foreign-owned factory that imports parts and exports assembled goods free of tariffs. 
12 the belief that a small group, organized in a foco or magnetic center, could through guerrilla attacks demonstrate the weakness of its 

enemy and the possibility of victory. 
13 the vastly unequal military conflict between armed guerrillas and the repressive forces of the state, between roughly 1965 and 1982. 
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innocent associates during the dirty war was largely absent, although serious abuses were common in 

the sierra. Although under surveillance by agents of the federal police, as evidenced by extensive files 

in the Archivo General de la Nación (General National Archive, AGN), no one in the earlier movement 

was disappeared or assassinated and family members were left alone—again, with the exception of 

the sierra. (Nor did the guerrilla, until they attacked the base, torture or kill their adversaries, with 

one exception.) Today, in the wake of the disappearance of forty-three normalistas of Ayotzinapa, 

the repression practiced on Chihuahua’s activists pales in comparison: a handful of detentions, one 

documented case of torture, teachers fired or transferred, and dormitories closed.  

 The state governor Práxedis Giner Durán (1962–68) refused to honor the code of protest, 

negotiation, and incorporation that was the cornerstone of rule by the Partido Revolucionario 

Institucional (Revolutionary Institutional Party, PRI, which held presidential office until 2000). Former 

head of the Cattlemen’s Association and a military general, Giner defied presidential resolutions and 

the transfer of land to ejidos, insisting that not one meter remained subject to affectation. He 

repeatedly called out troops against protests. Federal officials regarded Giner as incompetent14 and 

sent Federal Attorney General Salvador del Toro Rosales to Chihuahua on several occasions to 

ameliorate the damage. Enraged by the students’ participation, Giner closed a series of dormitories 

and entire schools and cast aspersions of promiscuity on the girl students. His vulgarity was 

legendary and he engaged in at least one shouting match with Arturo Gámiz on the patio of the 

statehouse. His recalcitrance did more than Che’s Guerra de Guerrillas to turn a mass social movement 

into an attack on the federal army. 

 The UGOCM was founded in 1949 as a radical alternative to the government-controlled 

Confederación Nacional de Campesinos (National Campesino Confederation, CNC). While it never 

acquired a base among workers, by the late 1950s it had achieved substantial influence among 
                                                 
14 AGN IPS vol. 1025. 
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campesinos, particularly in the north. The events which led to the attack on the base began in 

Madera in late 1959, shortly after Alvaro Ríos arrived from Mexico City to lead the organization. 

Ríos, originally from Sonora, was a lifelong agrarian activist. He did not participate in the armed 

actions of 1964–65 and shifted his activities to the state of Durango. Arturo Gámiz, the group’s 

acknowledged leader, was born in Durango and raised in Mexico City, where he served as a vice-

president of the Juventud Popular Socialista (Popular Socialist Youth, JPS), the PPS youth group, in 

1957. (Other officers that year included Rafael Villa Estrada, President, and Roberto Jaramillo, 

Secretary-General, who assisted GPG members when they fled to Mexico City in late 1965.15) 

Gámiz was a student at the Instituto Politécnico Nacional (National Polytechnical Institute, IPN) when 

the army occupied its dormitories in 1956; he arrived in Chihuahua shortly thereafter and eventually 

enrolled in the State Normal School in Chihuahua City. Pablo Gómez, the second-in-command, was 

a native of Chihuahua who had studied medicine in the Federal District, returned to open a practice 

that failed due to his boundless generosity, and taught at the girl’s rural normal school, first in Flores 

Magón and then in Saucillo in the Conchos Valley.  

 The Partido Comunista Mexicana (Mexican Communist Party, PCM) also had a presence which 

grew stronger during the election year of 1964, when the affiliated Frente Electoral de Pueblo (People’s 

Electoral Front, FEP) fielded a number of independent candidates. Several key figures were 

affiliated with the PCM, notably Judith Reyes, the protest singer and publisher of Acción, and 

Antonio Becerra Gaytán, a professor at the State Normal School, along with many students of 

Salaices, the rural normal school for boys. I have found no evidence that the movement was divided 

in any important way on secular lines or that conflicting ideologies played a role in debates; instead, 

as evidenced by the documents emitted by the Second Encounter of the Sierra in 1965, the 

                                                 
15 Unnumbered document included in AGN DFS, Versión Pública Arturo Gámiz, dated June 10, 1957, signed by Leandro Castillo 

Venegas for the DFS. 
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movement developed its own idiosyncratic combination of orthodox Marxism and foquismo.16 

Supporters of both the PPS and the PCM worked together on a number of campaigns, from 

support for Cuba in 1961 to the campaign to free Alvaro Ríos in 1964. Reyes ran for office on the 

FEP ticket while her newspaper supported the UGOCM; she was rumored to be romantically 

involved with Ríos.  

The Question of Gender 

The movement failed to raise any demands relating to women nor do its surviving documents, the 

Resolutions, contain any analysis specific to women. Their existence as women was not addressed, but 

their participation was crucial at every step. Women were central to the family-based support 

networks that enabled the guerrilla to operate in the sierra and the five survivors to escape the 

assault on the base. In the absence of men, women kept families and communities together. A 

number of men of the serrano Gaytán–Scobell (sometimes written Escóbel) families played central 

roles in both public and armed struggles, including successor guerrillas. Their women and children 

payed a high price, whether or not they supported the men’s decision to join the guerrilla. As Nithia 

Castorena pointed out, women took part in the movement in one of two ways: either they decided 

to participate, assuming risks and responsibilities of their own choosing, or they became involved 

through the decisions of their menfolk and suffered the consequences.17 In the years following the 

emergence of the GPG, the sierra swarmed with soldiers, turning houses upside down, stealing 

provisions, and torturing children.18 With the disappearance of adult men, women were left in 

poverty with their characteristically large families to provide for, with few opportunities for work 

outside the home. While protecting and providing for the family was a key aspect of masculine 

                                                 
16 Anonymous, Resolutions of the Second Encounter of the Sierra “Heraclio Bernal” (Chihuahua: Ediciones Linea Revolucionaria, 1965).  
 
17 Nithia Castorena Sáenz, “Estaban ahí. Las mujeres en los grupos armados de Chihuahua. (1965–1973),” Master’s Thesis, 

Universidad Autónoma de Ciudad Juárez, Instituto de Ciencias Sociales y Administracion, Departamento de Humanidades, 2013. 
18 Daniel de los Reyes, “Guerrillas en la sierra chihuahuense,” Sucesos para Todos, September 11, 18, and 25, 1964. 
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honor, disappearing into clandestinity absolved men of that responsibility without prejudicing their 

virility.19  

 Alma Caballero, Pablo Gómez’s wife, described a life of poverty with a husband who 

consistently put the needs of the movement and his patients above those of his family. She quoted 

him saying, “First my ideals, then my work, then my children, and after that you.”20 As a teacher in 

the girls’ normal school, Gómez had been surrounded by a number of very young and mostly 

adoring women. After his death in the assault, his widow was left with five children under the age of 

thirteen to care for.  

 After the assault, the wife and five children of Salvador Gaytán, another GPG member, were 

forced to hide in Mexico City, where their living conditions were abysmal. They slept on cardboard 

and blankets on the floor and moved often. Since her mother was afraid to go out, his oldest 

daughter wenr to work as a street vendor; the children did not attend school. The daughter 

remarked, “Since he began in the struggle, we no longer enjoyed him as a family. He was with us for 

a few days, then he left, and it was months before he returned. He came for two or three days and 

then disappeared again.” Her father brought Margarito González, a companion from the GPG, to 

stay with them; the girl bore his child at the age of fourteen. González met his daughter once, when 

she was two months ago, and was then captured, tortured, and killed.21  

 Women sheltered and nursed fugitives, took food to their hiding places, and served as 

messengers. They hid and transported weapons. In 2008, I spoke with Aurelia Gaytán Aguirre, the 

oldest of the Gaytán siblings, then in her eighties and living in the town of Madera. She described 

the day she presented herself before General Antonio Gómez Velasco, commander of the Fifth 

Military Zone, in summer, 1964, saying, “I hear you are looking for me. You said that on May 25 I 

                                                 
19 Castorena, 195. 
20 Carlos Montemayor, Las mujeres del alba (México, D.F.: Grijalbo, 2010), 138. 
21 Montemayor, Luz María Gaytán Interview, 6–9. 
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took him [her brother Salomón] a basket with food and a bottle of wine, fresh clothes, and who 

knows what else. Ay, I told him, listen, my general, you know this is a small town, haven’t you 

noticed that in this rancho there’s no shops selling bottles of wine and we’re not familiar with the 

basket. If, by chance, I had taken him food, it would be in a feed sack…” She neither admitted nor 

denied the accusation. In this conversation, she consistently referred to José Ibarra not by name, but 

as “the enemy.” Later that summer, her sister Felicitas accompanied a reporter and photographer 

documenting caciqual atrocities and allowed herself to be photographed outside her home, dressed 

for the occasion.22 These women were neither passive victims of caciqual abuse nor of their 

menfolk’s decision to join the struggle; they were were actors in their own right, within the 

limitations imposed by gender. 

 The agrarian code specified male heads of household as solicitors of ejidos; a widow could 

inherit her family’s portion only if there were no adult son. Women were therefore considered 

supporters and not protagonists in the struggle for land. Not every invasion included women and 

the arrested leaders were apparently all men, but when women and children did take part, the stakes 

dramatically increased. Mobilized in the hope that their presence would minimize violence, that was 

not always the case. 

 The invasions were symbolic. None of the participants expected to stay, but they enacted an 

alternative, parallel reality: the invaders performed the world where they wanted to live. The women 

cooked in field kitchens, the normalistas set up schools, the men plowed and tended the earth. The 

presence of women and children made the act of symbolic possession more comprehensive. Judith 

Reyes took part in a number of invasions and marches; she described both the hardship and 

community she found during those years. During the invasion of Santo Domingo, which dragged on 

                                                 
22 Reyes, “Guerrillas,” September 18, 1964, 59. 
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for weeks, the suffering was acute, particularly after the water was cut off. While women performed 

the traditional roles of preparing food and caring for children, they also undermined those roles by 

leaving their homes and declaring the fields they occupied to be their homes, in open defiance of the 

landowners and the state. 

 Both men and women enrolled in normal schools and became teachers; it was one of the 

few options available to girls without family resources that let them postpone marriage and take up a 

career, however poorly paid. The separation of the two rural schools by gender during the 1940s 

worked to the girls’ advantage. Unconstrained by the presence of boys who would compete for the 

right to speak and obliged to select their own representatives to student groups, leaders emerged 

among the normalistas of Saucillo and they were frequently more active than the Salaicinos. Saucillo 

consistently sent more supporters to UGOCM actions; they also collected money and food to 

support the movement. In photographs published in Indice and Acción, the girls were in the thick of 

the protests, particularly the assault on the DAAC and associated melées before the statehouse in 

February 1964. They formed the Association of Revolutionary Women, incorporating women from 

other schools and other activists. They were young, away from home, and responsible only to their 

teachers, who were themselves incubators of radicalism. 

 Aleida García Aguirre suggested that when the girls began to actively support the UGOCM, 

they acquired a certain autonomy from the men of Salaices but exchanged that for subordination to 

the men of the UGOCM, Arturo Gámiz and Alvaro Ríos.23 Why does she fail to mention Pablo 

Gómez, a teacher at the school, in this context? Guadalupe Jacott, among the most militant 

                                                 
23 Aleida García Aguirre, “Normalistas y maestros en el movimiento campesino y guerrillero de Chihuahua, 1960–1968. Experiencias 

de solidaridad y relaciones reticulares en la formación de un sujeto político,” Master’s Thesis, Centro de Investigación y de 
Estudios Avanzados, Departamento de Investigaciones Educativas, 2012, 93. 
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normalistas of Saucillo, said of Pablo Gómez: “…I adored the teacher…for all of us at the school, 

[he was the one].” Jacott also referred to those days as “my golden times,” the best days of her life.24 

 The discourse of the guerrilla was strongly gendered; the battles between Giner Durán and 

Arturo Gámiz were described as duels, likewise those between Salomón Gaytán and José Ibarra. In 

the “Corrido of Arturo Gámiz,” Judith Reyes described an incident in the sierra as follows: “Soldiers 

pursued them and Arturo disarmed them / And I’ve heard that he left them undressed / They had 

worn out Giner’s little government / Because his cause was just and because he was more of a 

man.” The rhetoric of reducing the campesinos’ struggle for land to a battle for supremacy between 

these two individuals continued through the years. (See Appendix III, “El Corrido de Arturo 

Gámiz.”) 

 The gendered dimension of the conflict between the serranos and the caciques was 

expressed in terms of rape. There were a number of accounts of girls and women raped and left 

“flung down on the ground.”25 José Ibarra and the men of his family were repeatedly described as 

notorious rapists. The assassination of José’s brother, Florentino Ibarra, by Salomón Gaytán in 

1964, was said to avenge Florentino’s murder of Carlos Ríos, an UGOCM activist, but it may also 

have been meant to avenge these violations. There was speculation that Salomón was reacting to 

Ibarra’s overtures to his sweetheart.26 The violation of the bodies of the womenfolk—there is no 

evidence of the rape of boys or men—were a means to drive the smallholders out of the sierra, quiet 

their demands for land and justice, and reinforce their subordination. The bodies of women and girls 

were tokens in a battle among men, whereby the caciques affronted the honor of men who could 

not protect their women. The assaults must have also constricted the family economy, by forcing 

women and girls to curtail their activities outside the home. While the men of the sierra had long 

                                                 
24 Montemayor, Guadalupe Jacott Interview II, 16. 
25 José Santos Valdés, Madera: Razón de un Martiriologio (México, D.F.: [n.p.], 1968), 84. 
26 Reyes, “Guerrillas,” September 25, 1964, 41. 
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been compelled to migrate for work, leaving women and girls to do their chores in pastures and 

fields, the men now disappeared without sending money home. Without them, the women worked 

double shifts, often far from home: searching for firewood, herbs, and wild foods, managing herds, 

and visiting far-flung neighbors. In these widely scattered rancherías, even staying home would offer 

no protection. Rape was an aggression that inflamed the communities, exacerbating the tension that 

exploded in 1964. 

The Rural Normal Schools 

 The rural normal schools created after the revolution still retained something of a socialist 

character, despite the turn to private enterprise and foreign investment during the mid-century 

Miracle. In Chihuahua, rural could mean isolated indeed; many teachers worked in remote 

communities in the sierra without adequate roads or bridges. Normalistas were the children of 

campesinos and remained connected to the countryside; the schools were “centers for the 

reproduction of the agrarista and nationalist ideology of the revolution…”27 The rural schools, once 

an instrument for the inculcation of Mexican national identity, became detonators for protest 

movements. In mobilizing against the state, the landowners, and the industrialists, they were 

continuing, not reversing, the legacy of the revolution. Their demands were couched in terms of the 

revolution and respect for the constitution.  

 President Lázaro Cárdenas’s rural education project of the 1930s had used teachers to 

mobilize campesinos to fight for their interests within a capitalist structure, organizing them not into 

their own autonomous groups but as subordinate units of the state.28 By incorporating workers and 

campesinos into blocs within the state, Cárdenas both honored and rendered them impotent. As 

                                                 
27 Marco Bellingeri, “La imposibilidad del odio: La guerrilla y el movimiento estudiantil en México, 1960–1974,” La transición 

interrumpida. México 1968–1988 (México, D.F.: Universidad Iberoamericana y Nueva Imagen, 1993), 56. 
28 Mary Kay Vaughan, Cultural Politics in Revolution: Teachers, Peasants, and Schools in Mexico, 1930–1940 (Tucson: University of Arizona 

Press, 1997), 6. 
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national policies changed during the following decade, the schools became islands of socialism 

within the capitalist sea, lending legitimacy to a state that did not deserve it. The revolutionary 

teachers of the fifties and sixties, by defending the interests of a campesinado each day less 

advantaged, with less space to maneuver, fought against the state itself. The constitution of 1917 had 

codified the most revolutionary demands of the fighting forces still on the ground, but the state that 

came to power did not rest on those forces. Those forces had been defeated and struggled to defend 

their achievements. The movement argued their right to land according to the constitution, but the 

state had undermined or abandoned certain aspects of the constitution, so the movement could only 

defend the revolution by defying the state.  

*** 

The relationship between the protest movement and the indigenous peoples of the sierra remains 

unexamined. Various individuals, most notably Carlos Ríos Torres, an UGOCM activist whose 

assassination in 1960 detonated a revenge killing several years later, have been described as Pima; 

Temósachic, a central venue of struggle, was a Pima population center. The Tarahumara, whose 

major population centers were to the south of Madera, were often mentioned as sawmill workers 

but I have found no mention of them as activists during these years. It would be interesting to know 

more about the relationship of Miguel Quiñónez, who died in the attack on the base, with his 

Tarahumara students in Santa Rosa Ariseáchic. The question remains for further investigation. 

 These were the 1960s, an era of social effervescence: the Cuban Revolution had triumphed, 

the Algerian independence movement had driven out the French, and the Vietnamese were holding 

out against the U.S., where opposition to the war and the black civil rights movement caused 

massive unrest, particularly among students and African-Americans. The memory of recent defeats, 

such as the overthrow of Jacobo Arbenz’s government in Guatemala, was eclipsed by the image of 
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the laughing, triumphant barbudos entering Havana on tanks, an image which proved irresistible to 

tens of thousands of young people, inspiring them to risk their lives for the prospect of a better 

world. Since the Gramna landed at Playa Colorada in 1956, there has not been a time when a 

revolutionary armed group has not been operating somewhere in Latin America.29 Their attempts to 

apply the Cuban model to a variety of circumstances in various countries resulted in disaster. 

 The guerrilla of Arturo Gámiz was among those failures. With obsessive simplicity, Gámiz 

himself seemed to have believed the Cuban myth, which he had studied in Che Guevara’s Guerra de 

Guerrillas, first published in Havana in 1960 or 1961.30 “We consider that the Cuban Revolution 

contributed three fundamental lessons to the conduct of revolutionary movements in America. They 

are: (1) Popular forces can win a war against the army. (2) It is not necessary to wait until all 

conditions for making revolution exist; the insurrection can create them. (3) In underdeveloped 

America the countryside is the basic area for armed fighting.”31 The GPG, unwilling to wait for 

maturing conditions, took the leap between themselves being convinced of the necessity for armed 

struggle to believing the same masses who mobilized for land invasions were waiting the signal to 

rise up in arms. The results were tragic.  

Agrarismo 

The agrarismo enshrined in Article 27 of the Constitution of 1917 and institutionalized by post-

revolutionary governments contained a contradiction: the campesinos’ tenacious struggle for land 

had been enough to enshrine collective landholding in the constitution but not enough to prevent a 

capitalist regime from constituting itself from elements of both new and old power. According to 

Armando Bartra, the state “was obligated to juridically recognize the campesino’s right to land, 

legalizing a kind of rural class struggle that questions nothing less than the sacred principle of 

                                                 
29 Jorge G. Castañeda, Utopia Unarmed: The Latin American Left After the Cold War (New York: Knopf, 1993), 69. 
30 Montemayor, Refugia Carrasco and Herminia Gómez Interview, 6. 
31 Ernesto Guevara, Guerrilla Warfare (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1998), 7, online, accessed November 25, 2014. 
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capitalist private property.”32 The result was two sorts of agrarismo: revolutionary, based in the 

struggle of workers, both urban and rural, for autonomy, and the official agrarismo of the revolution 

made into a government. Land distributed to ejidos still belonged to the state, not to the community, 

and its expropriation was conducted by a cumbersome bureaucracy. The Sonoran dynasty that came 

to power in the 1920s favored large land extensions oriented towards entrepreneurial export 

agriculture and, while celebrating the reform in theory, avoided it in practice. They claimed to be 

balancing the need for agricultural efficiency and economic recovery after a decade of war, 

dislocation, and scarcity, with the need for legitimacy. The land that went to ejidos was frequently of 

poor quality, insufficient to support a family, and served as a locus for the reproduction of seasonal 

labor destined to work in commercial agriculture, while land intended for large-scale development 

remained in private hands. The state was caught between the insatiable land hunger of the rural poor 

and the need of the rural bourgeoisie for secure tenure and social stability, a stability that could 

only—paradoxically—be guaranteed through periodic distributions. In the new regime, the state 

mediated between the campesino and the landowner. 

 Lázaro Cárdenas came to power during a world depression and after three years of civil war 

in the country’s breadbasket. The export sector languished and the internal sector was insufficient to 

meet growing demand. In the combined crisis, the countryside rose up demanding land and those 

ineligible to receive land demanded unions; strikes and land invasions swept the country.33 Cárdenas 

responded with expropriations and distributions; moreover he advocated a new, more dynamic, 

collective agrarian unit, capable of competing in commercial markets with private landholders.34 His 

support for the rural poor exacted a price: the incorporation of the campesinos in an arm of 

                                                 
32 Armando Bartra, Los herederos de Zapata: Movimientos campesinos posrevolucionarios en México, 1920–1980 (México, D.F.: Ediciones Era, 

1985), 27. 
33 Bartra, Chapter Five. 
34 Bartra, 17–18. 
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government, the Confederación Nacional de Campesinos, founded in 1938 to embody official agrarismo, 

threatening the destruction of autonomous movements.    

The Mexican Miracle 

During the Miracle years, 1940–1970, when annual growth reached astonishing rates, this expansion 

took place at the expense of the countryside. Industry relied on cheap natural resources and the low 

wages of urban workers, whose ranks swelled with refugees from the countryside, subsidized by low 

food prices. The era saw a massive transfer of resources from country to town. The urban 

population doubled by mid-century, making Mexico a predominantly urban country.  

 Cárdenas’s radicalism, culminating in the petroleum expropriation from foreign companies 

in 1938, provoked a reaction in the 1940s; the pendulum swung to the right and has yet to return. 

The ejido, plagued by inefficiency, corruption, soil exhausted by years of overproduction, and 

demographic increase, proved insufficient even for subsistence; ejidatarios were forced into the 

labor market to enrich the profits of their entrepreneurial rivals. Others abandoned the countryside 

for the cities or immigrated to work as peons in the U.S.; migration was facilitated by the U.S. 

Bracero Program from 1942 to 1964, which gave Mexican workers legal contracts under substandard 

conditions. Agricultural resources were funneled into the export sector, revitalized by World War II, 

and into high-end domestic consumption for the elite. A favorable balance of payments reduced the 

need for food imports. What little support the state did grant to the ejidos—credit and advising 

agronomists—increased their dependence without improving their overall situation.35 As Bartra 

pointed out, “like authentic wage workers, [the ejidatarios] lack autonomy, but unlike wage workers 

they must assume the risks of production.”36  

                                                 
35 Bartra, 18–19. 
36 Bartra, 20. 
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 The failure of the ejido system was obvious long before the dissolution of Article 27 in 1994 

and cannot be blamed solely on internal problems. The ejidos assumed an impossible burden: to 

provide social justice and a livelihood to their members, to feed the growing cities and their march 

to industrialization, and to provide the state with a mechanism for the political incorporation of 

campesinos.37 As an island of socialism within a capitalist sea, they shared the larger political culture 

of greed and corruption. Their establishment did not take into account demographic pressure on 

lands that were often marginal to begin with. The ejidal plot is no guarantee of independence; it is a 

remnant of a bygone era, which perhaps never existed. At best, it is part of a mixed strategy for 

family survival: illegally rented out or marginally farmed and combined with wage labor, migration, 

handicrafts, and small-scale retail sales, it provides an additional source of income or food.  

 But the beleaguered countryfolk still demanded land, despite abundant evidence that it rarely 

if ever provided a dignified living. During the late 1950s, a wave of land occupations, especially in 

the north, coincided with the strikes of urban electrical workers, doctors, railroad workers, and 

teachers in Mexico City. The miseries of wage labor must have been among the incentives to 

embrace farming. In Chihuahua, working conditions in the expanding lumber industry were grim; 

accident rates were high in both the forests and the sawmills. In the outback, workers camped out 

for weeks, far from their homes, in danger from animals, falling trees, and equipment injuries. In 

town the work was more secure, although poorly paid and dangerous as well.38 Conditions in mining 

were even more perilous, tightly controlled, and isolated.39 The majority of migrant workers 

remained caught in a cycle of seasonal migration, with low wages, family separation, and periodic 

deportation, unable to get ahead.  

                                                 
37 Thanks to Christopher R. Boyer for this formulation; he added ecological preservation to the list. 
38 María Guadalupe del Socorro López Álvarez, “Poder, desarrollo y medio ambiente en el ejido forestal ‘El Largo’ y sus anexos: 

Chihuahua (1971–1994),” Master’s Thesis, Universidad Autónoma Metropolitana, Unidad Xochimilco, 21–36. 
39 John M. Hart, in The Silver of the Sierra Madre (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 2008) discussed the working conditions in the 

Batopilas mine, just south of the Guerrero District. 
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 The destruction of latifundia laid the basis for modern Mexico as it freed capital to flow into 

industry. But the miracle years were followed by the crisis of the 1980s, when the overextended 

economy plummeted downward, opening the country to neoliberal reforms imposed from without. 

Again, the campesinos have been among the hardest hit, forced to join the vast belts of misery 

which surround the capital cities or migrant to the U.S.  

 The struggle for land enacted by a handful of young people embued with revolutionary 

mística was the tragic result of a myth of the revolution—that land would bring them freedom, 

dignity, fulfullment of their hopes and dreams—a myth which devoured its adherents by binding 

them to the state. 

“Ellos sabían por qué”40 

The current upsurge of interest in the guerrilla movements of the 1960s and ‘70s has been animated 

largely by the need of former participants and their families to vindicate the memory of struggles for 

social justice left unresolved, including not only the guerrilla movements but more broadly the social 

movements of the late 1950s through the massacres of Tlatelolco in 1968 and Corpus Cristi in 1971. 

Tens of thousands of people took part in the protests of that era, along with the hundreds who 

joined the armed clandestine movements, two of which, the Zapatistas and, to a lesser extent, 

Guerrero’s Ejército Popular Revolucionario (Popular Revolutionary Army), are active today. A generation 

of largely young people willing to risk their lives perished or suffered serious damage in the 1970s. 

The fate of many will never be known; they “disappeared” into clandestine prisons and anonymous 

graves. Much of the research emerging now has been guided by the desire to finally and simply 

know, decades later, what happened.  

 The opening of the archives of the national security services in 2002 and the appointment of 

a special prosecutor during the administration of former President Vicente Fox played a crucial role 
                                                 
40 “They knew why,” a slogan of the movement of commemoration. 
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in the timing of the movement for recovering the memory of past social movements. While the 

information revealed in the archives is incomplete and reflects the incapacity for analysis that 

characterized the intelligence services,41 it has been a gold mine for those who know how to read it.  

 Carlos Montemayor, who wrote a well researched trilogy of novels about the events,42 has 

described his motivation as that of vindicating the reputation of those whose struggles for freedom 

and social justice were characterized by the regime in power as “criminals, gunmen, and cattle 

rustlers.”43 This has been the aim of most of the work about Madera, from José Santos Valdés to the 

most recent survivor memoirs: to explain the cause, to emphasize the heroism, to justify the 

sacrifice, to people today for whom the extreme nature of taking up arms to storm the citadel 

remains beyond comprehension.  

Note on Sources 

My primary sources included contemporary newspapers, particularly Indice and Acción, published in 

Chihuahua and found in the Hemeroteca de la Nación at the UNAM, and other journalism; the files 

of the DFS and IPS in the AGN; documents in the Chihuahua state archives; the interviews 

conducted by Carlos Montemayor, transcribed and donated to the Universidad Autónoma de 

Ciudad Juárez, along with his novels, and other interviews; and the growing number of memoirs and 

articles written by participants and family members of the guerrilla and their supporters. For 

secondary sources, along with literature about Chihuahua, about agrarian issues, about normalismo, 

and about mid-century Mexico, there is a growing body of work on the armed movements of the 

1960s and ‘70s. There have also been several doctoral dissertations and master’s theses focused on 

these and related events in recent years. 
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43 Monica Mateos-Vega, “Existe otro México clandestino más peligroso que la guerrilla: Entrevista con Carlos Montemayor,” La 

Jornada, February 28, 2007, online, accessed May 29, 2008. 
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 I stopped conducting my own formal interviews because the federal funding I received 

forced me to comply with the requirements of the Human Subjects Protection Program, a federal 

agency concerned with protecting the rights of subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research, 

applied to ethnographic research at the discretion of the sponsoring institution. I found the 

procedures to be unduly burdensome and inexplicable to my subjects. I did conduct several initial 

interviews under its auspices, only one of which is quoted in this work. The need to obtain 

signatures on a form that raised the issue of risk and supervision by the U.S. government 

engendered suspicion of my project that was difficult to overcome, especially among serranos 

already leery of any government and unfamiliar with the academic milieu. I withdrew from that 

procedure in 2010 and I believe my work should not have been constrained by its requirements. I 

realize that the lack of interviews will invalidate my conclusions in the eyes of certain readers, but  

the extensive interviews conducted by others, along with published first-hand accounts, more than 

make up for any interviews I might have done with the same subjects.  

 I have lived in Chihuahua on several occasions and visited frequently since 1989; my closest 

friend remembers members of the guerrilla visiting her father only days before the attack on the 

base. Many other friends and acquaintances have shared their experiences and interpretations. The 

Anthropologist Augusto Urteago, until he died in late 2008, was an invaluable source of suggestions 

for conversations, particularly with people whose perspective went against the grain. I was surprised 

by the number of people with some connection to these events: the owner of a small hotel in the 

sierra where I stayed in 2008 had worked for Bosques and been present at the guerrillas’ burial; my 

godson’s childhood best friend’s family had been related to a guerrillera.  

 Indice, which began publishing in 1958, and Acción, begun in 1962 and more narrowly focused 

on the campesino movement, published accounts of events as they took place, along with editorials 
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and columns reprinted from national publications. The two papers were not rivals but allies; Acción 

was printed on Indice’s press. The collection of Acción at the Hemeroteca is incomplete; many pages 

are missing throughout and the last available issue is dated October, 1964, although it continued 

until 1966. The editorials of Judith Reyes in particular exhibit a delicious sarcasm; she referred to the 

state attorney general, Hipólito Villa, son of Pancho Villa, the centauro (centaur) of the north, as the 

minitauro. Indice reprinted the series of articles by Daniel de los Reyes, first published in Mexico 

City, which contain both interviews with Gámiz and detailed accounts of the torture being visited on 

the communities of the sierra. These two papers enabled the construction of a chronology and 

provided a wealth of contextual information. I was unable to find copies of El Norte.  

 Sergio Aguayo has described the work of the security forces, the Dirección Federal de Seguridad 

(Federal Security Directorate, DFS) and the Dirección General de Investigaciones Políticas y Sociales 

(General Directorate for Political and Social Investigations, IPS), particularly during the years in 

question, as accumulating a vast amount of information without subjecting it to critical analysis. He 

noted that investigators were prone to exaggerate the strength of their enemies to justify their own 

importance.44 While some of the reports in the archives are ludicrous, such as the description of 

horsemen invading the graveyard to desecrate the tombs of the soldiers killed in the attack45 or 

sightings of Che Guevara in the sierra,46 much of their information accords with the versions in the 

newspapers and first-hand accounts. Among the police reports are a number of documents 

produced by the movement itself, such as those of the First Encounter of the Sierra, previously 

unknown. I also consulted the archives in Gallery Three of the AGN (Presidents) and the Secretaria 

de Relaciones Exteriores (Department of Foreign Relations). 

                                                 
44 Aguayo, 91–92. 
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 The archives of the Registro Agrario Nacional (National Agrarian Registry, RAN) would have 

been an important resource for the project. In 2007 I consulted the file on Cebadilla de Dolores, an 

ejido that played a central role in supporting the guerrilla, but unfortunately the Chihuahua archives 

were closed for the holidays when I tried to return in 2008–2009 and in 2011 had been boxed up to 

be shipped to Mexico City. I did obtain a copy of the list of Chihuahua ejidos published by the state 

delegation in 1994 with the dates of the corresponding presidential resolutions and executions and 

the land area covered. Even this source has been called into question by inconsistencies with other 

published sources, regarding the ejidos Doctor Belisario Domínguez, Huizopa, and others; 

discrepancies are noted in the footnotes. 

 The Chihuahua state archives were destroyed on several occasions, most recently in 1955 

when the Teatro de los Heroes burned. They are now housed in a new building on the Universidad 

Autónoma de Chihuahua campus under the auspices of the Instituto Chihuahuense de la Cultura. 

Since 2010, the Archivos Históricos have maintained a blog where they answer queries regarding 

research and resources.47 In 2011 as I finished my research, archives were being gathered from 

municipalities around the state and organized on the grounds of the former ASARCO smelter at 

Avalos, south of the capital. I found several treasures in that vast sea of disorder, including the 

report of the outgoing Mayor of Madera in 1964 and reports to the State Inspector General of the 

Police, dated 1963–65. From the archives of the state supreme court, consisting of bundles of files 

in no particular order, I found the arrest record of Arturo Gámiz and the file of a student arrested 

and tortured in 1964. At the State Normal School, I found the attendance records and grades of 

several protagonists.  

Montemayor collected dozens of interviews of participants and family members; they form 

the basis of his trilogy: Las armas del alba (The Weapons of Dawn), about the attack; La fuga (The 
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Escape48) about Ramón Mendoza’s escape from prison; and Las mujeres del alba (The Women of Dawn), 

published after his death in 2010. Montemayor had a personal interest in these events; he was from 

Parral, Chihuahua and had met Gámiz and some of the others while working on Acción when he was 

a student in preparatory school. He was studying in Mexico City when the attack took place and 

learned about it in the press, where the attackers were portrayed as delinquents and cattle rustlers.   

In Montemayor’s view, his work differs from standard historical novels based on the actual 

record because no historical record yet existed. All that existed in circulation about Chihuahua was 

the sympathetic account written in 1968 by José Santos Valdés. Based on interviews with survivors 

and family members,49 along with other research—Montemayor had clearly read Salvador del Toro 

Rosales’s memoir about his time in Chihuahua50—he intended his trilogy to capture the truth of the 

events portrayed in order to counter the official version. Trained in literature, he wrote a 

nonsequential narrative, embellished with descriptions that some readers might find overly poetic. 

Not trained as a historian, he omitted any mention of sources. In a speech entitled “Literaure is the 

Human Dimension of History,” at the Autonomous University of Juárez, he explained the 

relationship between literature and history as follows. “The historian is obsessed with historical 

events, the writer for the living humanity that made those events possible. Literature is one way to 

know reality, not a form of avoiding it. When the works of the historian and the novelist relate to 

one another, get close to one another, this is not because of the passion for history but the passion 

for human reality, passion for the human.”51  

                                                 
48 While this book has not been translated, the title was initially translated on the Barnes & Noble website as The Leak, since fuga can 

also refer to a gas leak; it has since been corrected. 
49 The initial interviews that informed Las armas del alba are not available; the bulk of the interviews now in the archives were 

conducted in 2003 and 2004, mostly in Chihuahua. Several others were conducted later.  
50 Salvador del Toro Rosales, Testimonios (Monterrey: Sindicato de Trabajadores de la Universidad Autónoma de Nuevo Leon, 1996). 
51 Ricardo Vigueras Fernández, “Las mujeres del alba: Lectura,” September 24, 2010, online, http://madera1965.com.mx/edits.html, 

accessed January 14, 2015. 
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He was challenged to write Las mujeres del alba by Alma Gómez Caballero, the daughter of 

one of the protagonists and an activist and former guerrilla herself, who questioned the absence of 

women in Las armas del alba.52 Montemayor’s initial response was that no woman had taken part in 

the assault on the base, but he agreed to write about women involved through their relationships 

with male guerrillas. The book recounts the experiences of sixteen women, in their own words, 

during the days following the attack on the base, more or less in chronological order. Thirteen are 

the mothers, daughters, sisters, and wives of guerrillas, one is the wife of the photographer who 

captured the grisly images of the dead guerrillas, and one from a family who protected an injured 

escaping guerrilla; only one, Lupe (Guadalupe Jacott, a normalista and militant), appears in her own 

right. In several interviews, women spoke of their own political convictions, among them Laura 

Gaytán and Clara Elena Gutiérrez, a close friend of Lupe Jacott; their interviews were not included 

in the book. Alma Gómez has been a lifelong activist, but the book focused on her sorrow and rage. 

While many of the women were introduced to the struggle by their menfolk, the same was true of 

the men; many protagonists belonged to family networks, such as the Gaytán/Escóbel, 

Gómez/Ornelas, and Gámiz families. In an interview conducted in 2004 in the home of Laura 

Gaytán, Hermila (Hermila Quiñónez), whose brother was a rural schoolteacher killed in the attack, 

recounted her mother’s grief on hearing the news, to which Montemayor responded, “That’s what 

brought me here, to hear that.”53 While he does provide a lively portrait of the indomitable Doña 

Herculana, a poor countrywoman who carried food to prisoners, the overall tone is elegiac. 

Montemayor reproduced an ancient stereotype: women are emotional and only act in the shadow of 

their menfolk; their role is to mourn the dead warrior.  

                                                 
52 Jesús Vargas Valdes, Epilogue to Las mujeres del alba, 225. 
53 Montemayor, Clara Elena Gutiérrez and Laura Gaytán Interview, 8. 
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Two survivors have published memoirs of the GPG, Florencio Lugo54 and Francisco (Paco) 

Ornelas.55 Judith Reyes wrote a chapter about Chihuahua in her autobiography, particularly valuable 

for her description of the campesino caravans and land invasions she took part in.56 The federal 

attorney general sent to Chihuahua in 1964 and again after the assault wrote perceptively of his 

interviews with both Arturo Gámiz and Governor Giner Duran; though a representive of the federal 

government, he frequently showed sympathy for the protesters.57  

 I have found numerous contradictions in these disparate sources. For example, on page one, 

I described the distribution of ejidal land within days of the attack, in an implicit argument that the 

attack was not only suicidal but that land distributions were indeed taking place. Looking for another 

example, I found this story on the first page of El Heraldo de Chihuahua: on that day, five thousand 

hectares would be granted to one hundred beneficiaries of the ejido Doctor Belisario Domínguez, in 

the municipality of the same name.58 Yet  RAN Chihuahua listed three amplifications for that ejido, 

all granted in April, 1964.59 In Sueños de Libertad, Ornelas reprinted undated newspaper articles 

published immediately after the attack along with headlines referring to the distribution noted above 

to Belisario Domínguez and another article noting the creation of the Ejido Huizopa, with 39,000 

hectares, in the Madera region. Alongside the article concerning Huizopa, he wrote this note: 

“Various hours would not pass…the cadavers were still warm, of soldiers and guerrillas; when the 

press publishes the distribution of land…thousands of hectares in different regions.” [his ellipses]60 

                                                 
54 Raúl Florencio Lugo Hernández. 23 de septiembre de 1965: El asalto al cuartel de Madera. México, D.F.: Universidad Autónoma 

Chapingo, 2006; first published anonymously in 2002. 
55 Francisco Ornelas Gómez, Sueños de libertad (Chihuahua: n.p., 2005). 
56 Judith Reyes, La otra cara de la patria (México, D.F.: Talleres Gráficos de México, 1974). 
57 Toro, Testimonio. 
58 El Heraldo, October 1, 1965, 1. 
59 RAN Chihuahua, 15. 
60 Ornelas, 195. 
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From this one might conclude that the creation of the Ejido Huizopa occurred days after the attack. 

But according to RAN Chihuahua, the ejido was created on July 14, 1968 with 53,529 hectares.61 

Many other discrepancies exist in the literature. The ejido Cebadilla de Dolores is frequently 

confused with the former mining town and sectional municipal head, Mineral de Dolores; each 

played an important role in this story but they are separated by a deep barranca. Montemayor 

contributed to this confusion by publishing a map of the region which omits Mineral de Dolores 

altogether.62 In February 2006, the Fiscalía Especial para Movimientos Sociales y Políticos del Pasado (Special 

Prosecutor for Social and Political Movements of the Past), an office created in 2002 by President 

Vicente Fox to investigate human rights crimes, published a Draft Report; Chapter Five, “Inicios de la 

guerrilla moderna en México” (“Beginnings of the Modern Guerrilla in Mexico”), included a study of the 

GPG of Chihuahua.63 The authors, Alberto López Limón, José Luis Moreno Borbolla, and Agustín 

Evangelista Muñoz, made frequent reference to the work of one of themselves: “Un 23 de Septiembre 

en Chihuahua.”64 They, too, recycle the confusion in place names, naming Salvador Gaytán as 

municipal president of Cebadilla de Dolores.65 

 My aim is to make sense of the discrepancies as best I can and to provide a critical analysis 

of the movement in its entirety. I wrote a version in 2008 for my Master’s Thesis, using many 

sources I now regard as unreliable; I later published versions of that initial work in an anthology 

published by Routledge66and in El Diario de Chihuahua,67 while I was still collecting archival material. 

The final version required the solution of a jigsaw puzzle and the integration of disparate sources 

into an existing narrative.
                                                 
61 RAN Chihuahua, 27. 
62 Montemayor, Las armas, opposite 9. 
63 The entire report is available at http://www2.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB /NSAEBB180/index.htm. 
64 José Antonio Reyes Matamoros y José Luis Moreno Borbolla, “Un 23 de Septiembre en Chihuahua,” Expediente Abierto, 

CIHMAS, No. 1. 
65 Inicios, 12. 
66 Fernando Herrera Calderón and Adela Cedillo, Challenging Authoritarinism in Mexico: Revolutionary Struggles and the Dirty War, 1964–

1982 (New York: Routledge, 2012). 
67 El Diario de Chihuahua, March 11, 18, 25, and April 1, 2012. 
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Chapter One: The Miracle and the Revolution 

“Estoy solicitando parcela / los años fueron pasando / Cárdenas daba la tierra / y Alemán le va quitando.” (“I 
am soliciting land / the years go passing by / Cárdenas gave land / and Alemán takes it away.”) 
Judith Reyes, “Solicitando parcela.” 

During the mid-century Miracle, economic growth exceeding six percent per year was fueled by 

industrial expansion at the expense of the countryside for the production of consumer goods, 

although import substitution reached its limits in the constricted spending ability of most paychecks. 

The socialist labor leader, Vicente Lombardo Toledano, was replaced as the head of the CTM by the 

conservative charro68 Fidel Velázquez, hobbling the workers’ movement. Wages were slashed and 

legislation made strikes more difficult. Industrialization was largely financed by U.S. capital, 

continuing the binational elite partnerships begun by Miguel Alemán. Financial, tax, and tariff 

policies favored business and provided incentives to both domestic and foreign capital; the 

government made major investments in infrastructure development, including highways, irrigation 

works, and tourist destinations. Impoverished campesinos flooded the cities, where they built 

expanding belts of misery and competed for substandard wages. In 1960, the urban population 

outnumbered the rural population for the first time.  

 Miguel Alemán, president from 1946–1952, amassed an huge personal fortune in office, 

while overseeing the turn from Cárdenas’s policies of social reconciliation to aggressive capitalist 

expansion. Allied with elite industrialists, including the Monterrey Group, and the growing urban 

middle classes, Alemán reversed many of the reforms won during the Revolution. Adolfo Ruíz 

Cortines (1952–58) and Adolfo López Mateos (1958–64) enacted moderate reforms, including 

increased funding for education, the implementation of social security, and the formation of 

                                                 
68 Charro means cowboy and is used despectively for swaggering union officials. 
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Conasupo, a price-support system for basic foodstuffs. None of these measures changed the 

country’s fundamental economic direction.   

 By the late 1950s, the social costs associated with development had provoked a substantial 

protest movement with strikes by doctors, railway and telephone workers, schoolteachers, 

electricians, telegraph operators, miners, students, and Pemex workers. Demands that initially 

involved narrow sectoral interests rapidly expanded to include broader social visions. Students 

played a prominent role, particularly those of the IPN, founded by Cárdenas as an alternative to the 

then conservative Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México (National Autonomous University of 

Mexico, UNAM). Othón Salazar Ramírez, a normalista from Guerrero, organized the Movimiento 

Revolucionario del Magisterio (Revolutionary Teachers’ Movement), was imprisoned in September 1958, 

and released following massive protests and strikes.  

 Also in 1958, on the eve of the Easter holiday, the railroad workers rebelled and initiated a 

series of escalating strikes whose immediate demands were a raise in wages to compensate for 

inflation. With the assistance of telegraph workers, they struck for two hours and, when their 

demands were not granted, four hours the next day, six hours the following, and so on. The actions 

by more than sixty thousand workers were nearly unanimous and demonstrated their mastery of 

time, an important achievement for former countryfolk whose ancestral rhythms were task-oriented, 

synchronized by the sun and seasons. They followed up by electing new union leaders. When 

subsequent negotiations broke down, the leaders announced a new strike, amid media accusations of 

red-baiting. That strike was crushed, the leaders arrested, and the charro union returned to power. 

Demetrio Vallejo and his close associate, Valentín Campa, were sentenced to sixteen years in 
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prison.69 The importance of railways to commerce had been undermined by ambitious road-building 

projects that diverted cargo to trucking. 

 The workers’ movements in the Federal District had important repercussions in Chihuahua. 

Leading actors had lived in DF; Pablo Gómez had studied medicine at the UNAM and Arturo 

Gámiz had been one of the scholarship students dislodged when the army occupied the dormitories 

of the IPN in 1956 following a prolonged strike.70 

 As industrialization at the expense of the countryside continued, militant rural movements 

responded in turn. The UGOCM came to lead the campesino movement in the northern states of 

Durango, Sonora, Sinaloa, and Chihuahua. This organization gave rise to the GPG in Chihuahua. 

Other agraristas, corralled in the CNC and mobilized only to legitimize the state, suppported the 

failed presidential campaign of Henríquez Guzmán in 1952. Agrarian struggles not always 

recognized as such included the movement against obligatory military service and against campaigns 

to exterminate foot and mouth disease.71 In Morelos, former Zapatista officer Rubén Jaramillo led a 

prolonged campesino struggle, sometimes in the electoral arena and sometimes of armed 

guerrilleros; he was kidnapped and murdered along with his family in 1962. His death sent shock 

waves throughout the republic; prominent author Carlos Fuentes journeyed to the region a few 

weeks later and quoted a local campesino as saying, ““They killed our leader. Now we are all 

Jaramillos.”72  

 In 1959, the Cuban Revolution reverberated throughout the world, demonstrating new 

forms of insurgent activity and mounting a challenge to the traditional Marxist parties. In March 

1961, former president Lázaro Cárdenas organized the Latin American Conference for National 

                                                 
69 Evelyn P. Stevens, Protest and Response in Mexico (Cambridge and London: The MIT Press, 1974), 108–126. 
70 Jesús Vargas Valdés, La patria de la juventud: Los estudiantes del Politécnico en 1968 (Chihuahua: Nueva Vizcaya Editores, 2008). 
71 Leticia Reina, Indio, campesino y nación en el siglo XX mexicano (México, D.F.: Siglo Veintiuno, 2011), 70–71. 
72 Carlos Fuentes, Nuevo tiempo mexicano (México, D.F.: Aguilar, 1995). 
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Sovereignty, Economic Emancipation, and Peace in response to U.S. threats against Cuba; he also 

founded the domestic Movimiento de Liberación Nacional (Movement for National Liberation, MLN). 

The MLN united members of the UGOCM, PPS, and PCM with independent activists and civic 

organizations to fight for economic sovereignty and defense of Cuba, attempting to reverse 

changing economic and political structures. It was an uneasy coalition and soon dissolved. The 

founders included Narciso Bassols, Heberto Castillo, Carlos Fuentes, Eli de Gortari, Lucio Cabañas, 

Genaro Vázquez, and Victor Rico Galán.  

 When the U.S. attempted to invade Cuba in April, 1961, mass protests erupted throughout 

the republic, including a march through Mexico City led by Lázaro Cárdenas. Thousands of young 

people clamored to join international brigades to defend Cuba. In response, President Adolfo López 

Mateos, although he termed himself a member of la izquierda atinada (the sensible left), dispersed a 

second pro-Cuba demonstration, not led by Cárdenas, with tear gas and organized anti-communist 

demonstrations in Puebla and Mexico City.73 

 With the Cuban Revolution, the Cold War between the U.S. and the Soviet Union was 

displaced from Europe to the periphery, where the U.S. claimed to find Soviet agents operating 

within every social justice movement. Cuba’s turn to socialism intensified that search, although Cuba 

never supported revolutionary opposition to the Mexican state. Sergio Aguayo has documented the 

cooperation between Mexican and U.S. intelligence services during the mid-twentieth century.74 

Mexico relied on U.S. training for its own agents and allowed U.S. operatives to work on Mexican 

soil. As far back as 1939, Lázaro Cárdenas permitted an FBI agent to to remain in the country. 

Aguayo cited “indirect evidence” for Miguel Alemán having consulted with the CIA and modelled 
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the DFS on the FBI and gave further examples of cooperation.75 Following the U.S. lead while 

failing to question its influence, the Mexicans adopted its rhetoric and blamed every protest 

movement on “internal subversion supported by Cuba.”76 Had their analysis been better, they might 

have realized that Cuba was indifferent to its Mexican supporters; the Mexican left was punished for 

a relationship from which it received little benefit.   

 Mexico hid its relationship with the U.S. under a nationalist cover: the PRI’s perennial claim 

to revolutionary nationalism; the long-term tariff barrier and restriction on investments; its 

hospitality to dissident exiles; and President Luis Echeverría’s flamboyent support for Salvador 

Allende and la nueva canción, folk-inspired protest music. Echeverría (1970–76) attempted to 

overcome his role in managing the massacre of Tlatelolco in 1968 by presenting himself as an 

exponent of Latin American Revolution, everywhere but at home. 

 The chief characteristics of the intelligence forces, the DFS and the IPS, were paranoia and 

an inability to analyze the vast amount of information collected by agents in the field. Since their 

existence depended on powerful enemies, they exaggerated the strength of opposition in order to 

increase their importance and share of the budget and were thus incapable of providing a realistic 

assessment of the relative strength of the regime and the opposition. Without institutional controls 

or civic oversight and confronting an enemy weak in resources, their intellectual poverty went 

unchallenged.77 Their secrecy, lack of accountability, and impunity culminated in an wave of 

extraordinary brutality during the dirty war. 

 In 1965, the DFS still had fewer than 120 agents in the field78 and their reports from 

Chihuahua now available in the AGN revealed a pedestrian reporting of journeys, caravans, strikes, 
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meetings, internal difficulties within the UGOCM and the student movement, some confusion 

about affiliations as when Gámiz is said to be member of the FEP,79 complaints to the DAAC, and 

reprinted fliers. The IPS archives contain several detailed reports on conditions in Chihuahua, such 

as the thirty-one-page “Estado de Chihuahua,” dated August 21, 1964, which contained a serious 

and detailed analysis of the state government, the agrarian situation, the student movement, and 

other issues facing the state.80   

 The actions of the GPG took place in an earlier, more innocent time, just before the state 

strengthened its security apparatus. In September, 1965, Miguel Nazar Haro, director of the DFS 

from 1978–82, was in Washington, DC, attending a training session that led to the founding in 

November of the Group of Special Investigations C-047, formed to combat the guerrilla.81 

*** 

Cuba provided an ideal and an example to revolutionaries, but never material support. The Cubans 

did not take the Mexican revolutionaries seriously, even as they called for continental revolution.82 In 

1973, the Frente Revolucionario Armado del Pueblo (People’s Armed Revolutionary Front) exchanged the 

U.S. consul in Guadalajara for several dozen imprisoned guerrilleros, including two sisters of Arturo 

Gámiz, who were flown to Cuba, where they complained of maltreatment and of not being viewed 

as revolutionaries but as enemies of a “democratic regime.”83 The Cubans refrained from supporting 

either the armed or any other leftist movement in Mexico, in return for Mexico’s support in the 

international arena and maintenance of diplomatic ties.84 An additional factor was the lasting 

friendship that Fidel Castro had formed with Fernando Gutiérrez Barrios, director of the DFS under 
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Gustavo Díaz Ordaz and Luis Echeverría, during his sojourn in Mexico in 1955–56.85 Despite the 

high level understanding, agents on the ground acted on paranoia and persisted in blaming 

dissidence on Cuba.  

 The Cuban Revolution of 1959 mounted a challenge to the traditional Marxist parties, the 

PPS and the PCM. Communist groups around the world had taken their leadership from Moscow 

since 1917. The orthodox parties had long given up on social revolution in their lifetimes and 

advocated a strategy based on successive stages. According to this analysis, Latin America’s mode of 

production was semi-feudal and must first evolve into capitalism with an industrial proletariat to 

create the necessary conditions for the battle for socialism. Before the working class could seize 

power, the progressive national bourgeoisie would lead a bourgeois–democratic revolution, 

eliminating the last vestiges of feudalism. This strategy tied the masses and their vanguard party to 

an alliance with sectors of the industrial and commercial elites, while emphasizing the importance of 

the urban working class over the rural workers and subsistence farmers who were the majority of the 

population. It also asserted the need for a vanguard party which alone could channel and direct the 

inchoate strivings of the proletariat in the proper direction. 

 The orthodox parties have consistently participated in elections, unless banned. The 

bankruptcy of their electoral strategy has been demonstrated repeatedly, as triumphant candidates 

have turned on their former allies to demonstrate their allegiance to more powerful sectors of 

society, while the loyal opposition maintained its dogged support for the PRI. The parties have been 

content with survival, with the small favors of sustained influence among trade union sectors, 

universities, normal schools, and disaffiliated intellectuals. As Régis Debray once remarked, the 

communist parties’ vocation was not to assault power but to resist assaults from power.  
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 The Cuban Revolution would not have happened without the handful of guerrilla fighters 

based in the rugged mountains of the Sierra Maestra who acted despite the initial opposition of the 

traditional communist party, which only reluctantly offered support in 1958 when faced with a fait 

accompli. It also would not have happened without the mass organizations of workers and students in 

the cities and canefields, whose contribution has been downplayed in the official myth espoused by 

Che, Fidel, and Régis Debray.86 But it was the barbudos (the bearded ones) from the sierra and not the 

party leaders who entered Havana on tanks in a triumphal procession and their achievement opened 

the way for a new formulation of revolutionary strategy.  

 While the initial overthrow of the United States-backed dictator, Fulgencio Batista, and the 

capture of state power by the 26 of July Movement in 1959 sent waves of euphoria throughout the 

progressive world, it was Cuba’s second revolution and the announcement by Fidel Castro in 1961 

that the revolution was socialist and had always been socialist that allowed Cuba to assume the 

leadership of Latin America’s revolutionary movements. The Soviet Union, locked in Cold War 

rivalry with the United States, had no choice but to back Cuba with markets, technical assistance, 

and military aid, compelled to overlook the Cubans’ insistent advocacy of theories developed in 

opposition to the Soviet-endorsed model.  

 Cuba not only provided an example of successful guerrilla warfare, it demonstrated 

revolutionary reforms in action: mass education drives, land reform, and expropriations, going far 

beyond Mexico’s own earlier reforms, circumscribed by the persistance of private property. After 

1961, the Cubans declared themselves Marxist-Leninist and allied with the Soviet Union in defiance 

of the United States, becoming the only Soviet ally in the hemisphere. The Cubans had a continental 
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vision: they proclaimed their intention to spread the revolution throughout Latin America, 

polarizing the left, forcing it to choose between their methods and those of the past.87 

 With foquismo, Latin America became a source and not an importer of ideas; other exports 

have been Liberation Theology, la nueva canción, and dependency theory. The theory held that a small 

band of dedicated revolutionaries could plant themselves in the mountains or jungles and through 

armed guerrilla actions demonstrate the vulnerability of the elite and the possibility of successful 

struggle and could grow into a magnetic center—a foco—capable of attracting campesinos, students, 

workers, and foreign journalists, eventually maturing into a people’s army that would take state 

power. The initial conditions were unimportant, what mattered was the subjective element or 

revolutionary will; as Fidel proclaimed, the duty of every revolutionary is to make revolution. In 

Latin America, the struggle would evolve in the countryside, not the cities. This theory, derived from 

the myth of the Cuban experience, received its definitive explication in Revolution in the Revolution? 

Armed Struggle and Political Struggle in Latin America,88 written by the French philosopher and journalist, 

Régis Debray, who had visited the barbudos in the sierra and then settled in Havana in the mid-1960s. 

Based on interviews with Fidel and first published in French in 1967, it was translated into Spanish, 

English, and a number of other languages and became a primer for revolutionaries around the 

world. An earlier formulation of the foquista strategy had circulated among members of the GPG in 

Chihuahua in Che Guevara’s Guerra de Guerrillas.  

 An essential element of the foquista strategy was the notion that prolonged experience within 

the struggle itself would create cadres capable of directing the post-revolutionary society and that the 

transition to socialism would begin before and not after victory. This formulation owed much to 
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Franz Fanon and his study of the Algerian Revolution in The Wretched of the Earth,89 first published in 

1961, which itself owed a debt to Mao Zedong and his notion of prolonged people’s war.   

 Foquismo implied a dramatic break with existing practices and beliefs. The Cubans located the 

terrain of struggle in the countryside, confining the role of urban workers, students, and intellectuals 

to supporting the foco with supplies, information, and recruits. Within the foco, military leaders would 

assume political leadership as well; there would be no distinction between the two. By insisting that 

the revolutionaries themselves could by their own actions bring about the necessary conditions for 

the mobilization of forces sufficient to bring the U.S.-backed dictatorial regimes to their knees, the 

foquistas posed a direct challenge to the orthodox communist doctrine which required the 

revolutionaries to wait for the maturing of objective conditions. It also posed an explicit challenge to 

the role of the vanguard party, by insisting that the vanguard would emerge in the course of struggle.  

 The GPG followed the strategy learned from Guerra de Guerrillas. From February, 1964 

through September, 1965, they secured a base in the mountains near Madera, made sporadic attacks 

on caciques and army and police detachments, and maintained contact with supporters in the cities. 

Had they retreated as planned after a lightening attack on the base, they might have gained recruits 

and grown instead of being annihilated.  

 The version of the Cuban Revolution put forth by Fidel and Debray downplayed the 

importance of the urban student movement and the workers’ strikes in bringing the July 26 

Movement to power. It also downplayed the importance of one of Debray’s own insights, that the 

revolution revolutionized the counter-revolution, or that the United States, caught unaware by rapid 

developments in 1958 and not foreseeing Fidel’s turn to communism in 1961, might not be so 

lenient or unobservant the next time. Indeed, from 1961 on, the primary objective of U.S. policy in 

Latin America was to prevent another Cuba. 
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 Cuba’s support for regional movements became more pronounced as the U.S. blockade 

tightened in the early 1960s and Cuba had less to lose. The noted exception was Mexico, the one 

Latin American government which defied the U.S. in its refusal to join the Organization of 

American States’ boycott of Cuba. The Cuban refusal to support Mexican revolutionary movements 

contributed to the blanket of silence which muffled the Mexican experience for many years, even 

among activists aware of torture and repression in Brazil and the Southern Cone (Argentina, 

Uruguay, and Chile). None of the theoreticians of armed struggle of the 1960s and ‘70s mention 

Mexico except in passing.90 In the early 1970s, only the North Koreans agreed to train members of 

Mexico’s Movimiento Armado Revolucionario (Armed Revolutionary Movement, MAR).  

 And yet the relationship between Mexico, Cuba, and the U.S. was not as simple as it seemed. In an 

Electronic Briefing published in March 2003 on the Georgetown-based National Security Archives 

website, Kate Doyle revealed Mexico’s double dealing with regard to Cuba. Now declassified 

documents from both countries provide evidence of a secret agreement between Mexico and the 

U.S. While publicly supporting Cuba, Mexican ambassadors would provide information to U.S. 

officials. Doyle gave a number of examples of espionage.91  
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Chapter Two: El Estado Grande 

“To harass a Chihuahuan serrano is much more dangerous than unjust and it is pointless to try to impose any sort of 
authority on him.” José Fuentes Mares 

In mid-century Chihuahua both commerce and livestock favored the central plains over the sierra, 

still a sparsely settled frontier where the indigenous Tarahumara (also known as Rarámuri) practiced 

nomadic agriculture and smallholders raised a few skinny cows and clung to their independence. 

Popular wisdom holds that Chihuahua’s terrain and climate make it suitable only for concentrations 

of land, where immense herds can graze its arid plains. (See Map, Appendix II) This argument has 

been used to justify the enormous latifundia that have engulfed the region since colonial times and 

has failed to address the possibility that those large holdings might be collectively worked.  

 The Sierra Madre in the western and southern parts of the state consists of a heavily forested 

system of mountain ranges and canyons. While mostly foreign entrepreneurs have exploited 

important mineral deposits there since colonial times, the sierra remained isolated until the mid-

twentieth century. Much of the rest of the state consists of high desert basins, which require massive 

hydraulic investments to produce anything but livestock. There the first big estates formed in the 

eighteenth century on land grants from the federal government. In the southeast, the Río Conchos 

and its tributaries form a fertile corridor connecting Delicias, Saucillo, Camargo, and Jiménez and to 

the west, in the foothills of the sierra, the Río Papigochi waters the Guerrero District. The 

northwestern plains, near Casas Grandes and San Buenaventura, were eventually irrigated by the 

Terrazas clan who held the largest privately owned domain in Mexico.92  

 The first mestizo population had arrived during colonial times in search of gold and silver in 

the triangle formed by Santa Barbara, Parral, and San Francisco de Oro in the southern part of the 

state; haciendas and pueblos grew up nearby to supply the mines. The indigenous Tarahumara and 
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Tepehuan, who had inhabited the fertile river valleys before the Spanish, revolted five times during 

the seventeenth century against Jesuit attempts to concentrate them in villages under their tutelege. 

Abandoned in 1767 when the Jesuits were expelled from New Spain, they fled to the sierra and took 

up transhumant herding, moving seasonally between the deep barrancas and mountain highlands. 

Beginning in the mid-eighteenth century, raiding indigenous tribes93 pushed south and west as the 

U.S. population moved west, subjecting the area to more than a century of warfare. The Spanish 

responded by creating a series of fortified settlements: Janos de la Frontera, Namiquipa, Casas 

Grandes, Galeano, and Cruces. Military settlers were given land grants, Spanish citizenship, and 

exemption from taxes as inducements to settle under dangerous circumstances in inhospitable 

territory.94  

 Indian raids intensified throughout the nineteenth century as the U.S. population expanded 

into the Southwest, pushing indigenous people south across the border. Chihuahua’s population was 

sparse well into the twentieth century; the mines and haciendas had to attract workers from central 

Mexico. In the Guerrero district on the Indian frontier, called the longitude of war by Fernando 

Jordán, the federal government continued to award small land grants to individuals in return for 

military duty as long as the threat continued.95  

 These mestizo smallholders exhibited a propensity for armed resistance to any encroachment 

on their autonomy. Remote from the battles of the War of Independence of 1810, they felt 

abandoned when the weak central government that emerged from a decade of conflict failed to 

provide even the minimal aid Spain had once offered. The colonial policy of pitting indigenous 

peoples against each other was likewise abandoned as new state governments pursued 
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uncoordinated and often contradictory policies, making independent treaties and leaving the 

serranos to fend for themselves as best they could.96 The system of peonage that had existed on the 

vast haciendas and in the mining districts was likewise weakened as the Spanish withdrew and local 

strongmen replaced them. The payments in rations and liquor that the Spanish had granted the 

indigenous peoples to induce them to settle, bringing a shaky peace to the region at the turn of the 

nineteenth century, stopped as well. In 1831, indigenous incursions swept the state, devastating the 

haciendas and overrunning the sierra. The federal army was occupied in the center of the country, 

where post-colonial governments formed and were overthrown in quick succession. The serrano 

settlers battled the raiders as best they could. 

 In mid-century, as U.S. invasion threatened, a cholera epidemic swept the state. The U.S. 

threat was particularly alarming since the border inhabitants would be the first to suffer a land 

incursion. The federal government did nothing, both unable and unwilling to act.97 By then the state 

had lost considerable population and was in danger of ceasing to exist.  

 In 1846, the U.S. invaded, crossing the border at Texas, and in February, 1847, the 

Chihuahuan forces, devasted by simultaneous Indian incursions and having received no aid from the 

central government, lost the Battle of Sacramento to U.S. troops; adding insult to injury, the federal 

government accused the Chihuahuans of abandoning territory to the enemy.98 Mexico City was 

occupied, the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo ended the war, and Chihuahua lost its northern reaches. 

In 1853, President Antonio López de Santa Anna sold an additional combined 80,000 square 

kilometers of Sonora and Chihuahua to the U.S. in the Treaty of La Mesilla, known in the north as 

the Gadsden Purchase. 
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 During the mid-nineteenth century wars of the reform and the French intervention, some of 

the serrano communities, particularly the military pueblos of Namiquipa and Temósachic, motivated 

by resistance to a modernizing and encroaching state, sided with the conservatives and the French, 

putting the interests of their own patria chica in the foreground. When the fighting died down, the 

state government forgave them since it needed their weapons against the indigenous.99 These same 

Namiquipans turned against Pancho Villa and aided Pershing’s punitive expedition in 1916, 

exhausted with Villa’s exacting depradations and again putting their own interests above those of the 

abstract nation state.100 The state government provided additional inducements by providing land to 

serranos who joined the anti-Villista local militias.101 During the War of Independence, many had 

fought on the side of Spain, which had granted them land, citizenship, and support against the 

Indians.102  

 During the 1860s, the Juárez government consolidated its hold on power and, fearful of 

another attempt by the U.S. to annex more territory, renewed the battle against the Indians, sending 

troops, handing out more land grants, and enticing hacendados to return.103 The serranos knew the 

terrain and had learned guerrilla warfare from their adversaries; they regarded the federal soldiers as 

worthless. 

 A gendered sense of honor predominated among the peoples of the frontier. The 

communities were organized in family units, kinship determined land ownership, and the heads of 

households exercised patriarchal rights over their descendants.104 The reproductive function of 

women made them bearers of racial honor, consistent with notions of blood purity which derived 

from the Old World’s battle for “white” Catholic supremacy over Moslems and Jews. The honor of 
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the male warrior rested on his fighting skills and ability to defend his family, particularly the women, 

who might be raped, impregnated, and forced to cohabit with the “savage” enemy.  

 The serrano fighters had organized themselves into irregular units whose leaders arose from 

among the ranks and were characterized by flexibility, informality, and fiercely guarded autonomy. 

Within the strictures of gender, frontier society was more egalitarian than that of the center; military 

prowess granted prestige, and relative wealth could alleviate the stigma of mestizaje or birth in 

poverty.105 As the Indian wars continued, conflicts between regular federal and irregular units 

increased, along with conflicts between hacendados and peons as prolonged warfare interfered with 

production and commerce and peons fled to the sierra to escape being drafted to defend hacendado 

interests. During the late nineteen-century, the mountainous Guerrero district of northwestern 

Chihuahua, populated by sturdy pioneers and free of the latifundia that dominated the plains, 

continued to defend its autonomy. It was the smallholders of the sierra who finally succeeded in 

pushing back the frontier and achieving an uneasy peace.  

The Frontier Became a Border 

In 1880, soldiers led by Colonel Joaquín Terrazas defeated the Apache leader Victorio in the battle 

of Tres Castillos and the wars came to an end. The truce between smallholders and hacendados 

ended as well as the haciendas sought to expand, now free of the threat of invasion, and the 

rancheros defended their independence. The class alliance that had united them against the Indians 

broke down and land prices, kept low by the indigenous threat, began to soar. Population in the U.S. 

Southwest was growing. The completion of the railroad linking Juárez and El Paso with Mexico City 

led to an export cattle boom and an even greater rise in land prices, harming smallholders and 

communities.106 As John Coatsworth said, “[The railroads] bound the country’s future, despite the 
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democratic impulses of the great revolution, to the contradictory processes of modern dependent 

capitalist underdevelopment.”107 

  The pueblos resented the railroad, which expropriated land, cut down trees, took resources 

out, and moved in troops. But the railway brought benefits as well, facilitating movement in and out 

of remote areas. The railway workers were militant and bore the germs of unionism and socialism, 

bringing the backwoods rancheros and peons into contact with international labor insurgency and 

contributing to the social unrest which led to the revolution of 1910.108 But the railroads, compelled 

by topography to benefit the investors, ran north and south, carrying the nation’s resources out of 

the country. 

 During the Porfiriato (1876–1911), both land concentration and foreign investment 

accelerated, thanks to new land laws, the work of surveying companies, and policies welcoming 

foreign capital. While Luis Terrazas had the largest landholdings in the state, thirty-nine foreign 

proprietors owned more than one hundred thousand acres each; five land companies alone 

controlled more than one million acres. The American Smelting and Refining Company (ASARCO), 

owned by the Guggenheims, maintained a near-monopoly on smelting operations, employing fifteen 

percent of the state’s mining workforce in 1909. Colonel William C. Greene, owner of the copper 

mine at Cananea, Sonora, mined gold and silver in the Chihuahuan sierra, where he also held 

important lumber and railroad interests centered in Madera. The Sierra Madre Land and Lumber 

Company employed two thousand workers in the early 1900s.109 The Palominas Land and Cattle 

Company, on the state’s northern border, had 775,000 hectares.110 The family of newspaperman 

William Randolph Hearst acquired the Hacienda San José de Babícora with 370,000 hectares in the 
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Guerrero District in 1887 and held on to a portion of it until 1957. Cargill Lumber and Company 

had some 170,000 hectares in the sierra.111  

 Beginning in 1884, the federal government began to survey enormous tracts of unclaimed 

public land, land to which titles had not been issued although the smallholders had long used it as a 

commons for grazing, hunting, and collecting firewood and other resources. Many tracts were sold 

to large landowners, while the surveying companies kept as much as one-third of the land they 

surveyed; the rest was sold to investors, many of them foreign.112 In 1904, Governor Enrique Creel 

passed the Municipal Land Law which provided for the survey and sale of municipal lands, 

intensifying social tensions. The elite gradually enclosed the commons, depriving smallholders of 

essential resources; landowners then sought to expand into the holdings of the military colonists. A 

political assault joined the economic threat: in line with Porfirio Díaz’s centralizing policies, the 

governor abolished local elections and replaced local leaders with appointed political bosses with 

expanded powers, backed by the armed force of the state.113 The appointment of these political 

bosses was among the causes of a number of rural rebellions, among them the one at Tomóchic. 

 In 1892, some three hundred villagers of Tomóchic, a remote village west of Guerrero, 

chafed under the rule of a local cacique imposed as political boss. The villagers, long opposed to the 

local Catholic clergy allied with the elite, rose up in arms against the Two Powers, the church and 

the oligarchy. The Tomochitecos were not Protestant but followers of a peculiar charismatic 

Catholic sect, whose motto was, “No government but that of God and no laws but those of His 

Divine Majesty.” They were devoted to a young woman with healing powers in the nearby sierra of 

Sonora, Teresa Urrea, who became known as Santa Teresa of Cabora. Her followers had formed a 

cult that the leader of the Tomóchic rebellion interpreted in his own fashion, assuring the villagers 
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that God would protect them. The rebellion was sparked when the political boss rerouted the annual 

transport of silver from the foreign-owned mine at Pinos Altos to the capital, implying that the 

villagers were not to be trusted. He then requested the aid of federal troops to suppress a series of 

tumultuous demonstrations. The villagers succeeded in repelling the troops several times; a year after 

the first federal assault, some 1,200 federal troops massed and laid seige to the town and after two 

weeks massacred all but a handful of women and children.114  

 Teresa Urrea fled to the United States after the uprising, although innocent of any 

involvement. Heriberto Frías, a young army officer from Mexico City, had participated in the seige 

and was so appalled at its savagery that he sent a series of written reports to a journalist who 

published them in the Mexico City paper, El Demócrata, and brought them to the attention of the 

entire nation. His reports were deeply sympathetic to the villagers; he turned them into the novel, 

Tomóchic, first published in 1893 and widely distributed throughout the republic.115  

 Other rebellions wracked the district: Santo Tomás in 1893 and Temósachic a year later. 

During the Indian wars, the people of the serrano frontier had been viewed as the embodiment of 

civilization in contrast to the semi-human Indians. They assumed the bravery and brutality of those 

same “savages” and adopted the native practice of collecting scalps, including those of women and 

children, for which the Mexican government paid a bounty. Once the Indians who defined the 

serranos’ identity as civilizers were gone, the serranos themselves, in their recalcitrant resistance to 

authority, became the obstacles to progress. Now the elite no longer needed their military 

capabilities and an expanding economy coveted their land as prices rose. Their land was close to the 

border and attractive to U.S. investors. In the words of Friedrich Katz, the frontier was becoming a 

border.  
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 The serranos were poor and egalitarian and their frontier democracy depended on a weak 

state. The culture of armed resistance forged during centuries of warfare continued to animate them 

while the consolidating Porfirian state sought to impose a monopoly on violence.116 An economic 

downtown in the beginning of the 1890s squeezed the rural population further; miners were laid off 

while drought and crop failures forced food prices to rise.117  

 Mexican hacendados and entrepreneurs prospered through their connections to foreigners 

and thanks to general economic growth. The elite functioned as intermediaries and not rivals with 

foreigners and were anxious to preserve a stable situation for investments.118 The central 

government in turn provided military support for the suppression of popular and workers’ 

rebellions, many of them in the sierra. Among the most powerful elites was Luis Terrazas, frequent 

governor of the state and one of the country’s largest landholders, with banking and commercial 

interests that made him the wealthiest man in Mexico. His cousin Joaquín Terrazas had been famous 

for his skill as an Indian fighter and was greatly admired by the serranos. Don Luis had originally 

been seen as an ally by the pueblos as he used them in his power struggles with the Díaz regime, 

acting as the traditional patriarchal patrón. By the beginning of the twentieth century, he had no 

need of that alliance and encroached on pueblo lands.  

 Drought, population growth, economic recession, and unemployment contributed to the 

crisis that would erupt in 1910.119 The Mexican Revolution began in the village of Cuchillo Parado in 

northeast Chihuahua, when villagers revolted in favor of Madero and his Anti-Reelectionist Party 

one week before November 20.120 Revolutionaries occupied the district capital of Guerrero in 

December 1910. While Sonora provided a dynasty of presidents to the revolutionary nation, 
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Chihuahua became the battleground where war raged continuously: the Battle of Juárez, which 

forced Díaz to resign, in 1911; Pascual Orozco’s rebellion in 1912; Pancho Villa’s Division of the 

North with its victories in 1913–1914; the Pershing Expedition sent after Villa in 1916–17; and the 

long drawn-out series of battles between the remnants of Villa’s forces and federal troops allied with 

the Defensas Sociales or citizen militias until 1920.121  

 The Guerrero District was the epicenter of the Revolution. The inhabitants of the former 

military presidios had been hardest hit by cyclical economic recessions, periodic drought, and the 

loss of land to encroaching hacendados. Alan Knight listed four causes for the intensity of serrano 

rebellion: their forced submission to the combined political and economic domination of the 

Terrazas/Creel elite; the recent origins of that domination and the memory of independence; the 

elite’s espousal of progress and modernity, which undermined the pueblos’ established notions of 

dignity and justice; and the serranos’ acute perception of both the injustice being done them and 

their own ability to resist.122   

 The forces who went to war varied in their social composition and showed considerable 

class fluidity. Friedrich Katz described Pancho Villa’s Division of the North in its early days as not 

an army but “a folk migration,”123 composed of cowboys, smugglers, and rustlers as well as workers, 

hacienda peons, rancheros, and soldaderas. The people of the countryside lived on their land and 

called themselves campesinos or rancheros but were not the peasantry of the central and southern 

villages, rooted in centuries of communal life and resistant to encroaching modernization. The land 

of the northern smallholders, being marginal and far from markets, could not sustain them and they 

worked as part-time wage laborers in mining, railroad, and lumber industries, and as farmworkers on 

local haciendas and in the U.S. Their class identity was fluid; they had extensive links with both rural 
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and nonagricultural society.124 Rebellions against imposed political bosses and the modernizing state 

behind them often united local notables with the poor, just as the Indian wars had united 

hacendados with rancheros and peons. The serrano rebels also included a number of bandits, among 

them the legendary Pancho Villa.125  

 While the Maderistas and middle classes fought for political liberty and freedom from 

foreign intervention, the masses who did the fighting demanded land. Emiliano Zapata, whose home 

base lay in the fertile central state of Morelos, distributed land to his followers and they continued to 

wage a guerrilla war while cultivating the fields. In the arid north, Villa confiscated the property of 

oligarchs who fled. Haciendas were to be kept intact; only upon the conclusion of the fighting would 

they be distributed to the campesinos and former troops. Their cattle were consumed by his soldiers 

or sold in the U.S.; the revenue paid military and other expenses and was administered by the 

Administración General de Bienes Confiscados (General Office for Confiscated Goods). He also gave 

pensions to the widows and orphans of his soldiers.126 He refused to distribute land, fearing his army 

would melt away and disperse to their new properties. When the Constitutionalists came back to 

power, they returned land to the former oligarchs, believing the gentry most likely to achieve 

economy recovery while providing themselves with allies.127 Among them were Luis Terrazas, who 

returned from exile in 1920.  

 The Sonoran generals faced a dilemma: they had to balance the need for economic 

reconstruction after a decade of war with the agrarian yearnings of those who had done the fighting 

and whose support they needed. Chihuahua’s land reform of the 1920s obeyed political necessities, 

reflecting both its contribution to the revolution and political expediency. Half a million hectares 
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were distributed between 1921 and 1924. Many pueblos that had lost land during the Porfiriato and 

joined the revolution early were beneficiaries. Lands were distributed to veterans of Villa’s División 

del Norte; Villa himself was awarded a hacienda in northern Durango. Distributions increased with 

the De la Huerta rebellion and enabled the governor to raise campesino troops, but the pace slowed 

after De la Huerta’s defeat.128 The reform picked up again briefly with Calles’s appointment of 

Governor Luis L. León in 1929. León vigorously pursued land distribution in the form of private 

smallholdings and not collective ejidos; his policies were continued by his successor, Francisco 

Almada. In 1926 and 1927, the original military colonies of the northwest, Galeana, Casas Grandes, 

Namiquipa, and Las Cruces, recovered 112,000 hectares each of their original lands usurped by 

encroaching Porfirian haciendas.129 

 Like Obregón, Ignacio Enríquez, governor from 1920 to 1924, supported private and not 

collective or communal property.130 Article 27 of the federal constitution stated that the nation is the 

owner of the soil, subsoil, and waters but gave the states authority to regulate its distribution, either 

by restitution or dotation of communal ejidos or by dividing latifundios into small private holdings. 

The Chihuahua land law was formulated in May, 1922. Its emphasis on smallholdings over 

collectives was consistent both with the policies of the Sonoran dynasty and with longstanding usage 

in Chihuahua, which lacked the communal Indian villages of the center and south. In 1934, a new 

provision in federal law made ejidos available, at least in theory, to any self-constituted group of 

solicitants, the population nucleus. This resulted in periodic and persistant conflicts between 

smallholder colonies and ejidos who asserted claims against their lands.131  
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 Distribution frequently laid the basis for reconstituted Porfirian wealth. 2.7 million hectares 

of the vast Terrazas holdings had been purchased by the federal government after a plan to sell five 

million acres to the U.S. businessman, Arthur J. McQuatters, fell through due to popular protests. 

Included in the deal with McQuatters was his investment in massive irrigation projects that did not 

go forward. Of that 2.7 million, 500,000 were repurchased by the Terrazas family, 500,000 were 

transferred to smallholder colonies, and 1.6 million remained in the hands of the Caja de Préstamos 

para Obras de Irrigación y Fomento de la Agricultura (Fund for Loans for Irrigation and Agricultural 

Development), the government holding company. Former Terrazas properties purchased from the 

Caja by elite families, including the Almeidas, Borundas, Russeks, and the Terrazas themselves 

formed the basis for the recovery of the cattle industry in the 1930s.132  

 During the debate whether to sell the Terrazas holdings to U.S. investors, the federal 

government obtained 90,000 hectares of the Hacienda Bustillos from the Zuloaga family, near what 

would become Ciudad Cuauhtémoc (formerly San Antonio de los Arenales), and sold it on easy 

terms to a colony of Mennonite farmers who began arriving from Canada in 1922.133 This was in line 

with Obregón’s plan to colonize the north with foreigners, itself consistent with the Porfirian dream 

of thwarting U.S. ambitions by implanting other foreigners. The Mennonites were exempt from the 

military draft and had the right to determine their own educational, religious, and economic 

practices. Despites initial difficulties, including conflicts with agraristas who disputed their lands, the 

Mennonites prospered and numbered nearly 10,000 inhabitants by 1940.134 Smaller Mormon 

settlements, founded in the late nineteenth century, are located near Nuevo Casas Grandes. 
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 Despite various difficulties, by 1929 there were nearly one million hectares in ejidos and ten 

years later just over three million hectares.135  

 In the desert north, water was as important as tenancy. In 1926, the Calles regime had 

created the National Irrigation Commission, with two goals, besides the long-standing one of 

populating the desert: to augment agricultural production and to divide latifundios and create 

smallholder colonies and thus fulfill the nineteenth-century dream of an agricultural middle class. In 

1927–28, the federal government began building canals in the valley of the Conchos River; the area 

was already served by La Boquilla, a dam constructed by Canadian and U.S. investors and finished in 

1915.136  

 Enhanced irrigation brought a boom in cotton production. Anderson, Clayton and 

Company, U.S.-based cotton dealers, expanded their operations from Juárez to the Conchos Valley 

and a new town, Delicias, was founded in 1933, as the administrative center of Irrigation Zone Five. 

Luis Aboites described Delicias as “the new homeland of private beneficiaries of public investment 

and of the workers.”137 This created the need for seasonal wage workers, especially for harvesting, 

leaving laborers unemployed the rest of the year. The cotton industry was supported by U.S. 

agronomists promoting new methods of pest control; cotton brought Chihuahua into a complex 

international network where prices were set in New York.  

 The cattle industry, devastated during the Revolution, had begun to recover when U.S. 

cattlemen were given permission to pasture their herds in Chihuahua during the drought of 1922–

23, presumably because Chihuahua’s rangeland had seen less recent pressure from grazing.138 The 

depression of 1929 brought a halt to exports. 
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 The depression caused falling prices in agricultural products, along with a crisis in mining, 

much of which was in foreign hands, and the expulsion of hundreds of thousands of migrant 

workers from the U.S., many of whom remained in the border states seeking work in agriculture. 

Unemployed miners and urban workers migrated to work in irrigation works on the Río Conchos; 

others solicited ejidos. The end of prohibition in 1933 caused massive layoffs in Ciudad Juárez, just 

as the city was being flooded by repatriated farmworkers.139 

 Between 1887 and 1898, U.S. senator George Hearst, father of the newspaper magnate 

William Randolph Hearst, had acquired 360,000 hectares in the municipalities of Madera, 

Temósachic, and Gómez Farías. The Hacienda Babícora was repeatedly sacked during the 

Revolution and threatened with expropiation; Hearst responded by publishing anti-Mexican tirades 

in his newspapers.140 Between 1917 and 1942, fifteen ejidos, consisting of grazing lands, were 

wrestled from the Babícora, while Hearst divided the remainder into eight lots, each with a 

certificate of livestock inaffectibility protecting it from expropriation.141 In 1939, white guards in his 

employ killed agrarian militant Socorro Rivera and his companions in a shootout as Rivera 

attempted to lead an invasion. In 1954, President Adolfo Ruíz Cortines canceled the certificates and 

expropriated the lots; they became agricultural and livestock colonies, not ejidos.142 

 The mid-twentieth-century miracle took the initial form of agricultural expansion in 

Chihuahua. From 1940 to 1960, the production of cotton, basic grains, and livestock increased 

dramatically while agrarian dotation diminished.143 What was distributed tended to be pasture and 

not farmland, while irrigated lands remained in the hands of large entrepreneurs. Meanwhile, the 

federal government continued building dams, drilling wells, and draining the lands around Ciudad 
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Juárez for the benefit of private business, though not to the same extent as in Sonora, Sinaloa, and 

Baja California. The 1950s saw a dramatic increase in cotton cultivation, due to rising prices during 

WWII and the decline in U.S. production. While numbers of workers migrated as braceros, the 

cotton boom kept some of them in Irrigation Zone Five. 

 According to Aboites, the extension of the agricultural frontier with the opening of former 

grazing lands to rain-fed agriculture by smallholders and ejidatarios augmented the production of 

basic grains, such as corn and beans, in the 1940s and ‘50s. An example was the division of the 

Babícora, in 1954, when 250,000 hectares were divided among thirteen colonies, who sowed corn, 

beans, and oatmeal in the former cattle ranch.144 Aboites proposed a regionalization distinguishing 

between rain-fed and irrigated agriculture and described fourteen municipalities of the northwest 

where corn and beans farming grew as cattle-raising declined.145 In this region, and in Irrigation 

Zone Five, were found the principle protagonists of agrarian struggles in the early sixties, perhaps 

because earlier economic expansion was frustrated as Bosques de Chihuahua appropriated land from 

smallholders and because extreme exploitation continued in the large commercial farms around 

Delicias. 

 In 1956, responding to U.S. dumping of its reserves, the price of cotton began to fall; in 

1959 the fields were attacked by weevils and worms; 1963 saw torrential rains, flooding, and fungus 

disease. Production never achieved its previous high levels.146 Soil exhaustion must have also played 

a part in diminishing returns, along with the growing market for synthetic fabrics.  

 The mid-century economic expansion favored large landholders, who were either foreigners 

or members of the commercial and financial elite who dominated state government. Commerce and 

services expanded as well and, by 1951, fifty-one percent of the Chihuahuenses lived in cities and the 
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border town once called El Paso del Norte had surpassed the capitol in population. U.S. 

involvement in World War II and its demand for migrant workers played their part in expanding the 

population in the border states as well. In 1952 the last stretch of Panamerican Highway was 

finished, connecting Ciudad Juárez and Chihuahua along the route traced by Juan de Oñate on his 

way north in 1598 and continuing south to Mexico City.147  

*** 

Forestry, with its ready market in the U.S. and existing system of rail communication, offered an 

excellent opportunity for investment in post-revolutionary Chihuahua. Roughly one-third of 

Chihuahua’s surface area consists of the Sierra Madre Occidental, once covered with pine and oak 

forests. The forests became an important source of lumber during the late nineteenth century, as 

alarms were raised in the U.S. at the rate of overcutting there; original extraction went to the U.S. 

market. Industrialists saw the forest as a vast resource to be exploited, regardless of its ability to 

reproduce and despite its Tarahumara inhabitants, whose way of life depends on the trees that 

connect heaven and earth.148 

 The defeat of the Indians opened the sierra to Porfirian exploitation and, with the removal 

of the menacing savage, the military colonists lost their role as defenders of civilization. Now subject 

to taxes and the draft, they protested the region’s exploitation by outsiders avid for gain, who saw 

only the vast extension of twenty million hectares of virgin forest. The local economy came under 

the sway of the cyclical fluctuations of speculative extraction for a global market; the smallholders 

were obliged to sell their produce through junior partners of the state elite. The region was rapidly 
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transformed, both socially and ecologically; investments arrived and profits departed, alongside 

those serranos reduced to migrant labor.149 

 Railroads moved the trees to markets. Financed by foreign capital, they facilitated the export 

of commodities and the integration of former backlands into a world market. Financiers bought up 

land near the rails as prices rose; the concentration of land further facilitated the exploitation of 

mining and timber resources. The entire region came under the control of unstable export markets.   

 The Guerrero District had been in the forefront of the Indian wars; its resources were also 

the principal target of Porfirian investments. In 1888, four years before the rebellion, the forested 

area around Tomóchic was acquired by the Limantour Brothers, in exchange for lands in Baja 

California. In 1886, the Hearst family bought the Hacienda Babícora from the Valenzuela surveying 

company. The Río Grande, Sierra Madre, and Pacific Railroad, based in New York, built a line from 

Juárez to Casas Grandes in 1897 and continued south. The Chihuahua to Pacific Railway (Chepe), 

based in New Jersey and including Enrique Creel among its partners, ran a line from Chihuahua City 

to Temósachic in 1905. Colonel William C. Greene, owner of the copper mine in Cananea, Sonora, 

completed a line from Temósachic to Madera in 1907 to serve his timbering interests there. Other 

lines soon connected the capital city to Juárez, Madera, and Sonora. 

 In 1904, Governor Enrique Creel sold to the U.S. entrepreneur William C. Greene the 

timber concession which led to the establishment of the industry headquartered in Madera, formerly 

the Ciénaga de San Pedro, acquired from the Hearst properties. The concession included exemption 

from local and state taxes for a number of years and the right to establish a company store. The 

Sierra Madre Land and Lumber Company installed sawmills in both Madera and Pearson, now Mata 
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Ortiz, near Nuevo Casas Grandes.150 In 1906, Mexican workers at Greene’s Sonoran mine went on 

strike, demanding equal pay with U.S. workers and an eight-hour day. The strike turned into a riot, 

rebellious miners burned company installations, and several people were killed. In response, Greene 

called on a mob of U.S. vigilantes led by Arizona Rangers and subdued the strikers. The scandal 

associated with the strike exposed the shaky underpinnings of Greene’s incipient empire, based on 

speculative expansion; he went bankrupt in the recession of 1907.151 In Madera, two thousand 

workers at his mills were laid off after months without pay; operations were suspended and the town 

seized by Greene’s creditors. Greene’s property in the Sierra passed into the hands of the state 

government, who sold some of it to U.S. investors. These vast holdings, together with those of the 

Hacienda Babícora, were fought over for decades by local campesinos, many of them former 

smallholders dispossessed by expanding haciendas and railroad construction in the late nineteenth 

century.  

 Madera began as a company town, with a store, hospital, primary school, bank, hotel, and 

casino; the company housed Mexican and U.S. workers separately in disparate conditions. In 1909, 

the Northwest Railroad of Mexico signed a contract with Creel, still governor, to exploit the forests, 

exempt from taxes for twenty years, and organized the Madera Company, Ltd. The company built 

new sawmills, with enormous capacity, the most modern of their day in all Latin America, their 

output destined for the U.S. market.152 In 1911, Madera City was made head of a new municipality 

taken from Temósachic; this allowed outside merchants to challenge the monopoly of the company 

store and required the company to release the land under the town center and the residential 

neighborhoods. In early 1913, days before Francisco Madero was assassinated, the company 
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suspended operations due to insecurity; they then claimed millions of pesos of damage from 

Victoriano Huerta incurred since the revolution began in November, 1910.153  

 Vast numbers of pines were fed to the industry. Those that did not go to the sawmill were 

consumed in the kitchens of thousands of families or in the motors of the locomotives carrying the 

lumber; they also fueled the operations of the sawmills themselves. Other timber went for railroad 

ties. The forestry laws enacted in 1926 required logging permits and plans approved by the federal 

government; during the Cárdenas years, Miguel Angel de Quevedo established an independent forest 

service, promoting conservation over production. New regulations passed in 1943 and 1948 favored 

entrepreneurs, who were granted concessions called Unidades Industriales de Explotación Forestal 

(Industrialized Forestry Units, UIEFs) which gave them exclusive access to forests regardless of 

ownership, in return for road-building, social services, and conservation measures.154  

 The forests were clear cut, the area around Madera first, until today less than one percent of 

Chihuahua’s original old-growth forest remains.155 Other centers of timber extraction existed further 

south in the sierra, in San Juanito, Bocoyna, Urique, Guachochi, and Guadalupe y Calvo. In the early 

1930s, the Madera industry belonged to three Mexicans: Gilberto Armendáriz, Rodolfo Terrazas, 

and Antonio Guerrero. The first union was organized in 1933, the National Union of Railroad 

Workers, Madera Section, and in 1935, the Union of Lumber Workers of Chihuahua. When the 

business went bankrupt, the union took it over, forming a cooperative, Production of Lumber and 

Its Derivatives. Despite its success, the former owners burned the sawmill, offices, and store, and 

took it back.156 
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  In 1934, Eloy Santiago Vallina García, the son of a Spanish exile, having married into the 

elite and acquired banking experience in both the U.S. and Chihuahua, founded the Banco Comercial 

Mexicano (today Comermex) on the site of the old Creel–Terrazas-controlled Banco Minero. The 

new endeavor, consolidating capital of both Porfirian and post-revolutionary origin from various 

regions of the state, created a cohesive bloc, capable of competing with outside financial interests. 

Within it were contradictory elements, due to the diverse social origins of its constituents: both 

dynamic economic interests embued with entrepreneurial nationalism and bureacratic forces linked 

to popular struggles, ready to enact social reforms and confront the U.S. By the end of the 1950s, 

the group had achieved national influence, with sixty bank branches, including twenty-eight in 

Mexico City, and controlling interest in several telephone companies. In Colonia Anáhuac, near 

Cuauhtémoc, they founded several wood processing industries; Celulosa de Chihuahua processed 

sixty percent of the nation’s cellulose and Plywood de Mexico supplied the growing furniture 

industry. Italian and U.S. companies provided technology and capital for Viscosa, the rayon industry 

that developed at the expense of Chihuahua’s cotton fields.157 Some of the demand for wood pulp 

resulted from changes in the paper manufacturing process, in response to booming literacy after 

World War II.  

 Previous timber extraction had been on a small scale, exporting raw lumber to the insatiable 

U.S. market by depleting the forests near the Chihuahua to the Pacific Railway. In 1946, a group 

including Eloy Vallina and the Mexico City banker and industrialist Carlos Trouyet, known as the 

Coyote, bought the Northwest Mexico Railroad, an initial step in creating an integrated productive 

consortium, from transportation to sawmills to the fabrication of moldings, boards, and plywood. In 
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1952, the Grupo Vallina formed the company Bosques de Chihuahua, headquartered in Madera City. 

The founders of Bosques included Vallina and Trouyet; Miguel Alemán; General Antonio Guerrero, 

former commander of the Fifth Military Zone and an owner of the industry in the 1930s; Teófilo 

Borunda, governor from 1956 to 1962; Tomás Valle, empresario and state senator; and members of 

the powerful Terrazas and Almeida families. During the final days of the presidential term of Miguel 

Alemán, Bosques received a fifty-year UIEF concession covering some 560,000 hectares to supply 

Celulosa de Chihuahua, Industrias de Madera, and Maderas de Pino Industrializadas with raw 

materials.158 At the same time, the national forestry service enacted a ban on logging in the depleted 

zone surrounding the Chihuahua to the Pacific Railway, from La Junta to San Juanito and Creel, to 

the detriment to the small- and medium-size entrepreneurs active there, who transferred their 

operations farther south and east.159 

 Bosques owned nearly 260,000 hectares outright in addition to the right to receive lumber 

from private and ejidal owners included in the concession, who were to be compensated for their 

trees at prices mutually agreed upon.160 Lands not susceptible to logging were to remain dedicated to 

livestock; Bosques sold some of this land to cattlemen although some of what they sold was not 

theirs, having been settled for generations by families who had never obtained the titles they had the 

right to. Aleida García Aguirre pointed out that these sales led to a triangular conflict: Bosques 

asserted property rights it did not have; upon purchase, the cattlemen sought the dispossession of 

the land’s right owners; and the campesinos demanded that their property rights be recognized and 

that Bosques be divided into New Centers of Population (NCP), for either crops or livestock.161 The 
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NCP, codified in the Agrarian Code of 1942, was a means for persons otherwise ineligible to form 

an ejido and could be created far from their place of origin. 

 Tomás Vega Portillo, Roberto Schneider, Alejandro Prieto, and José Ibarra Ronquillo 

formed the livestock company, Four Friends, in 1956, with more than two million pesos.162 Among 

their purchases was Los Guerigos, with 14,000 hectares, from Bosques. Of the four, only José Ibarra 

had not previously been a well-established landowner in his own right. An unsigned and undated 

document entitled, “Estado de Chihuahua: Estudio” described José Ibarra and his brother 

Florentino as the “protectors” of the other partners, dedicated to “repressive actions against the 

small cattlemen of the region, applying systems of torture and terror, and pillaging their goods and 

livestock, going as far as imprisonment and murder…”163  

 Another document described the Ibarra family as the “cause of discontent” and even hatred in the 

region, and José as having committed “an infinite number of arbitrarities, robberies, and murders.” 

It described José as being from Tejolócachic,164 Chihuahua, although other accounts said 

Temósachic, where he killed a peon and was forced to flee to Mineral de Dolores, Huisopa [sic], 

Cebadilla, Agua Amarilla, Yepachi, and Tutuaca, and that in all those places he manufactured 

clandestine sotol.165 In the ranchería Agua Amarilla, he met Raúl García, hiding after having robbed 

the Bank of Parral; he recognized, robbed, and killed García, and used the proceeds of the double 

robbery to establish a “tienda de raya,”166 in the Mineral de Dolores to make even more profits from 

his sotol workers. (In another version, he shot García through the heart when he came to his 

store.167) He bought livestock with the profits from the store and the clandestine sotol. In 1942 he 

was accused of murdering Rafael Contreras of El Carrizo. In 1948, he was accused of killing the 
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North American Roberto Koox [sic], by sending him a poisoned, stuffed turkey at Christmas. The 

American died, alone, with no one to witness or avenge his death; Ibarra took his land, the Rancho 

San Augustín, his belongings, and his livestock.168  

 In 1956, he joined the Four Friends. With no significant capital of his own, although he continued 

to buy land in his own name, he functioned as a “socio-industrial,” a sort of junior partner. The 

association with established hacendados assured him the backing of state and municipal authorities, 

including the DAAC, and was the beginning of “an era of terror and caciquismo” in the 

municipalities of Madera and Temósachic. Despite the wishes of Bosques, as expressed by its 

general manager, Victor M. Arreola, that smallholders be protected, Ibarra burned their houses and 

stole their livestock, beating and terrorizing them until they abandoned their homes. In 1958, he 

killed the cowboy Reynaldo Solís. At this final atrocity, Roberto Schneider, the principal partner, 

called for the dissolution of the Four Friends and the livestock and lands were sold. The report 

remarks that both Schneider and Alejandro Prieto were known to be morally upright but that Tomás 

Vega was the brains behind the Ibarra brothers. Ibarra, his relatives, and his supporters were 

permitted to carry arms as agents of the state police.169 Although the Four Friends had been 

dissolved, they were persistently blamed for troubles that came later. 

 The report also mentions “an innumerable number of rapes of women of campesino families” by 

Ibarra.170 Given that rape was the ultimate dishonor, it is not surprising that the archives contain 

little documentation; there were, however, persistent accusations against both José and Florentino.   

 José Ibarra was accused of being behind the murder of the Madera schoolteacher, Francisco Luján, 

in 1959. In 1960, Florentino Ibarra killed Carlos Ríos Torres in front of Ibarra’s store in Mineral de 
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Dolores. Both Ríos and Luján were campesino leaders and members of the UGOCM and these two 

murders had long-lasting consequences.  

 Ibarra was motivated by greed and lust for power; he ascended when the sierra was in flux as 

industrialization put pressure on traditional patterns of land tenure and inserted himself into battles 

between local inhabitants and larger forces, as in the murders of Luján and Ríos, mentioned above. 

He frequently accompanied agents of the rural (state judicial) police in their harassment of serranos, 

positioning himself as an ally of both the state and the large landholders, and became a primary 

target of the guerrilla struggle that erupted in 1964. He allied himself with the powerful against the 

powerless, but there is no reason to suppose that he acted as a conscious agent of Bosques, clearing 

the sierra of recalcitrant campesinos to facilitate the more efficient extraction of logging profits.  

 Here it may be useful to look at Alan Knight’s discussion of Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of 

habitus, a system of internalized conceptions and practices that determine what we consider normal, 

and apply it to the milieu of political violence in the sierra.171 Knight suggested that political violence 

is endemic at the local level, a key element of the habitus, despite the turn to civilian leaders at the 

national level, and sees this not as a psychosocial phenomenon but as a legacy of the generalized 

violence of the Revolution.172 In these terms, the habitus of the sierra was one of small-scale, face-

to-face violence, shared by Ibarra and his antagonists. In his very personal reign of terror, in the 

cycle of revenge killings between his family and the Gaytáns, in his arbitrary disregard for the rule of 

law, in his accumulation of wealth in land and livestock, Ibarra resembled those serrano smallholders 

far more than he did representatives of the impersonal industrial regime now being implanted. But 

although he had made himself a local authority, originally through his store and sotol manufacturing, 

and was widely referred to as a cacique, his power was volatile and short-lived and he did nothing to 
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mediate between the community and outsiders. Beyond a handful of hired gunmen, there is nothing 

to indicate he had clients. The indigenous Pima who worked his distilleries were virtually enslaved. 

Ibarra and his performative violence could be seen as an instance of political, and ultimately 

economic, violence—the imposition of an economic system of resource extraction—pushed down 

to local levels.173 

   Marco Bellingeri described the armed movements as revealing the fundamental lawlessness 

of the state and the lack of a clear boundary between violent and nonviolent forms of action.174 The 

police credentials carried by Ibarra and his associates blurred the line between official and 

nonofficial violence. Those credentials, from the state (also known as rural) police, were carried by 

Ibarra as he rode with Lieutenant Coronel Roberto Martínez Noriego harassing serranos in 1964.175 

Paul Vanderwood has described how the bandits who proliferated during the prolonged disorder of 

the nineteenth century were assimilated into Benito Juárez’s Rural Police Force in 1861 and how 

outlaws and lawmen complement one another.176 Despite his long history of illegal activities, Ibarra’s 

violence was useful to the state in terrorizing its opponents. 

***   

A demand central of the UGOCM campaign was the investigation into fraudulent or expired 

certificates of livestock inaffectability. Cárdenas had promulgated the exemption from agrarian 

partition in 1937, later codified in the Agrarian Code of 1942, to replenish the food supply 

devastated by the revolution. The certificates exempted a landowner from agrarian partition for 

twenty-five years, granting him the right to anywhere from three hundred to fifty thousand hectares 

of land, depending on how much livestock he had and soil fertility and climate. They required a 
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minimum of two hundred head of cattle, excluding most smallholders. The Code stipulated that they 

not be granted to landholders subject to agrarian solicitations dating back at least six months or in 

regions where agrarian need had not been satisfied, a stipulation that was frequently, if not always, 

violated. 105 concessions had been granted in Chihuahua between 1939 and 1958, mostly in the 

north and northwest.177 Those granted in 1939 would expire in 1964. 

 In an IPS report entitled “State of Chihuahua,” dated August 21, 1964, the author cited 

“official figures of the DAAC” for a total of 201 concessions in Chihuahua, covering the same dates, 

and a surface area of close to four million hectares or one-sixth of the state. Whatever the correct 

figure might be, many holdings exceeded that surface area; other landholders held their excess land 

in the names of family members and associates. The same report gave the figures of 615,062 

hectares as the original size of Bosques de Chihuahua; 239,276 hectares as the forested acreage now 

being exploited; 56,242 hectares having been affected for “definite ejidos grants”; 63,973 hectares 

donated by Bosques to resolve agrarian solicitations; and 255,570 hectares sold to “small cattlemen 

and agriculturalists having possessed and used it for more than twenty years.”178  

 Another cause for discontent were the large number of presidential resolutions favoring 

ejidos that slumbered in the state archives with no action having been taken.  

 Another demand was the enforcement of the prohibition, enshrined in Article 27 of the 

Constitution, forbidding private ownership of land within one hundred kilometers of the 

international border. Among the foreigners with land in the border zone were the Jeffers family, 

accused of running ten thousand head of cattle on one hundred thousand hectares in Casas 
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Grandes.179 Protesters often targeted Mennonite communities as foreigners, although their tenure 

was legal and they were citizens.  

 An anonymous letter described the frustration and land hunger of the serranos. It was the 

affront to their dignity, as much as the demand for land, that fed the revolt which eventually turned 

into an assault on the state itself. “They trample us, take down our fences, burn our homes, kill our 

companions, and all because we do not want to leave our lands. And why should we leave if we were 

born here and have lived here all our lives? When we arrived, it was all abandoned, our fathers and 

some of us fought against the Apaches who came from the north and defended with our blood what 

they now want to take from us. What right have Don Carlos Trouyet, Don Carlos Serrano, the 

Vallinas, and others who have been enriched with the sweat of the poor to take what has cost us so 

much effort and sacrifice?” The author went on to say they had spent years trying to obtain titles to 

their lands.180 Hundreds of rancheros lived in similarly precarious conditions. 

*** 

The UGOCM led the mass campesino mobilizations throughout Chihuahua beginning in the late 

1950s. This organization was allied with the Partido Popular Socialista, founded in 1948 by Vicente 

Lombardo Toledano. The PPS functioned as a loyal opposition to the ruling regime, supporting its 

electoral candidates while espousing socialist ideals. This apparent paradox can be ascribed to their 

analysis of the nation as a semi-colonial, semi-feudal country with a progressive national bourgeoisie, 

in accord with the myth of the PRI as the embodiment of the gains of the Revolution of 1910. The 

socialism the party ultimately aimed for should be subordinated to the need for economic 

development and modernization, in order to first free the country from U.S. domination. One 

consequence of its policy of supporting the regime while fighting on behalf of workers and 
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campesinos was its creation of independent mass organizations and subsequent subordination of 

these groups to the corporatist formations of the state; another was its failure to support 

autonomous labor organizations that developed in the heat of battle against the entrenched and 

corrupt official unions.  

 Despite its failings, the PPS’s “creative opportunism,” particularly its support for the Cuban 

revolution and the revolutionary nationalism of former president Lázaro Cárdenas, permitted the 

group to gain substantial members among urban students, public sector employees, and skilled 

workers. The mass base of both the PPS and the UGOCM was frequently more radical than the 

national leadership.181 Both the PPS and its principal rival on the left, the PCM, had powerful 

influence within the movements of teachers and students in the Federal District in the late 1950s, 

who began by raising economic demands and rapidly moved to calls for union democracy and an 

end to charrismo or corrupt union leadership.182 Events in Chihuahua were influenced by PPS 

members who had studied in Mexico City, particularly Arturo Gámiz and Pablo Gómez. 

 The UGOCM never gained success as a workers’ organization but did become important as 

an alternative to the PRI’s campesino organization, the CNC, particularly in the north. The 

UGOCM occupied a space opened up as the old corporatist model broke down. After the 

revolution, the state had gathered its citizens into sectors, the most imporant being workers and 

campesinos, and incorporated them in organizations that became part of the regime, ensuring their 

support by granting concessions through, and only through, their corporations. By the mid-century 

this model came under attack, particularly in the case of the campesinos, as the state was no longer 

able or willing to devote the resources necessary to satisfy their basic demand for arable land and the 

resources needed to make that land productive. This inability resulted from larger structural 
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economic changes that were making the small communities of agricultural producers exemplified by 

the ejido system obsolete. In 1965 the first maquiladora was established in Ciudad Juárez, pointing 

the way to a new future. 
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Chapter Three: From the Unión General de Obreros y Campesinos de México to the First Encounter of the Sierra 

“It is the hour of the furnace and we will see only light!” José Martí. 

In Chihuahua during the mid-twentieth-century, tens of thousands of campesinos asserted their 

right to land and existence through direct action protests; they marched, sat-in for weeks before state 

offices, invaded large landholdings, and filled the pages of two opposition newspapers. Students of 

both the rural and state normal schools joined them. The protests took on a global dimension and 

became more than the sum of their parts as they maintained a steady rhythm from late 1959 through 

the end of 1965, combining demands, campaigns, and issues, and demonstrating a spirit of 

nonsectarian cooperation. The invasions had been made a federal crime in 1960, permitting the state 

to call out the army against the paracaidistas, which they did again and again.183 They were 

accompanied by occasional strikes by workers in the cellulose and related industries. The campesino 

movement was two-fold in location and identity, but united under the leadership of the UGOCM 

and in their demands for ejidos. In the sierra of Madera, many were smallholders with insecure titles, 

often cattlemen, vulnerable to an expanding timber industry and rapacious local caciques; some of 

those families eventually formed one of the largest forestry ejidos in the republic, El Largo. Around 

Delicias, in the watered plains, petitioners tended to be landless agricultural workers and enjoyed the 

enthusiastic support of the two rural normal achools in neighboring towns. In addition, there were 

long-lasting struggles near Villa Ahumada under the leadership of the revolutionary war veteran, 

Dionisio Sánchez Lozoya. 

 Judith Reyes was born in Tamaulipas in 1924 while her father was a migrant laborer in the 

U.S. and her mother did laundry and sold tortillas. She began singing at a young age and toured as 

La Tamaulipeca, often composing her own songs. After an unfortunate marriage, several children, 
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and several years singing on the radio in Mexico City, she arrived in Chihuahua in 1959 or early 1960 

and went to work as a journalist for El Monitor de Parral. In her autobiography, La otra cara de la patria 

(The Fatherland’s Other Face), she described her first meeting with the campesino movement in the 

march of more than five hundred campesinos, walking more than thirty kilometers a day, in 

November, 1960 to present their demands to visiting President Adolfo López Mateos. This was 

where she met Alvaro Ríos for the first time. She described the wretched crowd, with many women 

and children sleeping under the stars and the coffee boiling in ten-gallon pots for those who kept 

watch. She returned from the encounter deeply moved and determined to write not only journalism 

but songs about the agrarian situation.184 She described the campesinos’ living conditions: women 

and children without shoes (but presumably with crude, homemade sandals), homes of straw and 

adobe with dirt floors, without doctors, electricity, water, sewers, or schools after the first four 

grades. They worked for large landholders for miserable wages or had only marginal parcels 

insufficient to support a family and were treated with disdain by the Agrarian Department, filing 

petition after petition and making countless, fruitless attempts to obtain their agrarian rights.185  

 Later she joined an invasion of a latifundio she called El Ocote City, near Parral, where she 

described the rules promulgated by Alvaro Ríos: No alcohol, playing cards, fights, or arguments; no 

damage to the hacienda or to animals and crops; respect for women, old folks, and children; no arms 

of any kind; no confrontation or argument with the army and its officers; only selected leaders to 

speak to the press or the authorities. During the invasion, participants should discuss their own 

situation and national and international problems. The invasions were intended not only as struggles 

against the landowners and the agrarian authorities, but as steps in the construction of an alternative 

way of life. In this case, they invaded at night, with banners that read, “The land belongs to those 
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who work it,” and “Viva Zapata.” They erected a Mexican flag among their banners and slept on the 

ground around it. Reyes described the happiness she felt at dawn, waking among people working to 

recover their dignity, drinking coffee and eating tortillas with cheese and chiles around a campfire.186 

The army arrived later that morning. Reyes acted as spokesperson and the dialogue ended in a lively 

exchange of insults with an unnamed general. While he went for instructions, Reyes called for her 

guitar and entertained both the campesinos and the troops with corridos. When the general 

returned, the invaders were driven off and their abandoned belongings destroyed. Reyes was ordered 

to report to the Fifth Military Zone in Chihuahua City; she asked for and received a ride, was 

dropped at the doorstep of the headquarters, and entered and left by another door, on her way to 

report to the newspapers. She immediately departed for another invasion. She calculated fifty-four 

invasions, nearly simultaneous, at this time, and thirty thousand campesinos in motion.187   Agrarian 

law sanctioned the invasions as a means of pressuring the state to fulfill its obligations under Article 

27 of the Constitution of 1917, which mandated the distribution of land, regardless of prior 

ownership, to any group of campesinos with demonstrated need. Along with interrupting business 

as usual, the occupations of public space, the marches by the side of highways, and the land 

encampments were also ways of saying, “Here we are, the campesinos, and we are here to stay.” 

They asserted their own simple existence and the rights inherent in their condition as campesinos; 

they became political subjects.  

 The strategy was aimed at building participation. Earlier agrarian movements had relied on 

petitions directed to the state and sending representatives to offices in capital cities. While 

continuing to push the necessary paperwork, this movement built a grassroots base, concentrating 

on the long-term development of a potentially more radical challenge to the state itself. By 

                                                 
186 Reyes, La otra cara, 103–104. 
187 Reyes, La otra cara, 108–10. 



 81

 

concentrating on marches and occupations, the movement relied on direct participation, not 

mediated through its leaders. In his interview with Carlos Montemayor, Alvaro Ríos spoke of raising 

the consciousness of the campesinos so they would continue to struggle even after having been 

granted their own land. In the same conversation, he spoke of two processes, one legal and the other 

a preparation for armed struggle.188 At times the movement approached what Eric Hobsbawn called 

“collective bargaining through riot,” particularly during the occupation of the DAAC and several 

tumultuous demonstrations in 1964.189 

 Simultaneous invasions had been pioneered by the UGOCM in the northern states of Baja 

California, Nayarit, Sinaloa, and Sonora, where they targeted the latifundia of the Cananea Cattle 

Company among others. Invasions had also been used in the Babícora in the 1930s, where Socorro 

Rivera and his companions had been killed while invading Las Varitas, whose final dotation had 

been suspended by Lázaro Cárdenas.190 

 In her examination of Chihuahua’s invasions, Aleida García Aguirre quoted Sergio Reyes 

Osorio, who calculated an average wait of fourteen years and two months between the date of first 

solicitation and the survey, indicating imminent distribution. She noted that in some cases, only a 

short time elapsed between the initial solicitation and the invasion—between the legal and illegal 

act—from which she concluded that these petitioners acted in response to a state that engaged in its 

own kind of violence, institutionalized and unremarked, in its violations of their constitutional right 

to land. “The decision to invade or the threat to do so demonstrated their inconformity with the 

violence signified by the monopoly holding of land and the negligence of the authorities and 
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bureaucrats of the DAAC …; that is, it was not a response exclusively concerned with the status of 

the agrarian file.”191  

***   

Francisco Luján Adame, a retired Madera schoolteacher, had spent years helping the local 

campesinos with their petitions for ejidos, including the amplification of Cebadilla de Dolores, some 

sixty kilometers southwest of Madera, where he had been the registered agent since 1949.192 That 

community would become a stronghold of the opposition. On November 26, 1959, Luján was 

stabbed three times in the chest, in the presence of his wife, by Encarnación García Muñoz, who 

was eventually sentenced to eight years for homicide, although the sentence was not carried out.193 

The UGOCM attributed Luján’s assassination to José Ibarra and organized a caravan protesting his 

murder; some eight hundred people (the figure seems high) marched on foot down Highway 39 then 

east to Chihuahua City.194 The murder of Professor Luján, known and loved throughout the region, 

began the cycle of protest and repression which eventually led to the assault on the base.  

 Alvaro Ríos Ramírez was born in the small Sonoran town of Oputo, now Villa Hidalgo, to a 

family of poor campesinos. His father eventually found work on the Abelardo Rodríguez Dam 

which watered the Yaqui Valley.195 The older Ríos was a union organizer; their home was full of 

workers and political discussions. Alvaro worked in California’s Imperial Valley without papers, 

picking cotton, and was deported several times, becoming aware of the injustices committed against 

undocumented workers in the U.S. He began to read history and went to work on the dam with his 

father.196  
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 The workers solicited the new lands that would come into cultivation with the dam they 

were building. They joined a group allied with Jacinto López, another Sonoran and leader of the 

UGOCM. The lands were promised, the wait was prolonged, the solicitants began to disperse. Ríos 

was delegated to go on their behalf to Mexico City. (The case was not resolved until 1976, when 

Echeverría distributed some of the Yaqui lands.) Rios spent five years in Mexico City working with 

López, learning about the agrarian reform, and studying at the PPS’s Universidad Obrera (Workers 

University). He came to believe that all the UGOCM did was to file papers, that they were not 

organizing people on the ground, and that the PPS was only concerned with theory and not working 

for fundamental social change. Ríos went to Chihuahua, where he could put into practice his own 

way of thinking, without conflicts with the PPS or the UGOCM’s national leadership.197 

 He had decided to come to Madera before the death of Francisco Luján, after long 

conversations with the Chihuahuan David Estrada, Jacinto López’s assistant and a former disciple of 

Luján; the family had ejidal rights in Huizopa, Madera, the site of some of the fiercest battles and 

worst repression. Madera contained some of the biggest latifundia in the country: Bosques, the 

Hacienda Sírupa near Cebadilla de Dolores, and the lands of the Four Friends. “It was a region 

where the campesinos could be helped to raise up a powerful struggle, to put an end to the 

latifundios and the injustice there…” Ríos came to prepare a social struggle from which an armed 

movement would emerge. “I came with the conviction that if we were to be revolutionaries, we 

should be real ones, and prepare ourselves in every way, on every level, in every form of 

revolutionary struggle.”198  

 Alvaro Ríos arrived in Madera late in 1959, at the age of twenty-five or so. He worked 

initially with Leonel Luján, son of the murdered schoolteacher, who helped to organize the first 
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caravan, although Luján eventually moved away from such activities. Ríos created a group of 

activists, “all campesinos,” although one suspects there were schoolteachers among them as well.199 

Javier Contreras Orozco, quoting Jesús Vargas with no citation, listed the first campesino activists to 

work with Ríos as Jesús Estrada, Manuel Ríos, Carlos Ríos, Salvador Gaytán, Alberto Bustillos, and 

the indigenous Alberto Vargas, and the first school teachers Ríos associated with as Ernesto Lugo 

and Alberto Ramírez. Contreras, again quoting Vargas, placed Guillermo and Eduardo Rodríguez 

Ford and Arturo Gámiz, all students at the State Normal School, alongside Pablo Gómez, at the first 

protest meeting in Madera in January 1960.200  

 In 1962, Ríos participated in a struggle in a community called Santa Rita, in Temósachic, 

where the Ejido Conoachic, composed of land where the community had been living for 

generations, had received a presidential resolution in March, 1960. The community had sent word to 

Madera that they were being threatened with eviction and a group organized, gathering ammunition 

and guns and provisions, “as if they might be risking their lives.” They spent nine days and nights 

waiting for the authorities and making up battle plans, although they were not attacked. In 1970 the 

resolution in favor of Conoachi was executed, other parcels were sold to members of the 

community, and others joined El Largo. Ríos described events at Santa Rita as a test which people 

passed with enthusiasm and determination.201  

  Ríos told Montemayor that he had concluded that the struggles he was then engaged with 

would lead to armed conflict, since peaceful efforts returned no results. He thought of who in the 

movement should be prepared militarily and came up with Arturo Gámiz and Pablo Gómez and, 

from the campesino struggle, Salvador, Salomón, and Juan Antonio Gaytán. Ríos brought Salomón 

and Juan Antonio to Chihuahua City to finish primary school. The group rented an office in the 
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capital, where they gathered maps and documents and began to discuss the armed struggle. Ríos 

began to visit his old contacts in Mexico City. He spoke of leading two processes: the legal 

movement, which continued to grow, and the other, armed movement.202 Pedro Uranga mentioned 

overhearing talk of an incident in the sierra, when Gámiz and a small group stumbled upon a larger 

group led by Alvaro Ríos, presumably engaged in guerrilla training.203 When the GPG did emerge in 

1964, however, Ríos did not join them, but continued organizing broad campesino movements in 

the neighboring state of Durango. 

 Montemayor asked him if people went on fighting after constituting an ejido or did they 

retreat to their ejido and forget about it? Ríos responded, usually the second. But in some cases, 

having done a lot of work on the need to stay organized and work for greater social change—

without specifying the taking up of arms—people had achieved a certain consciousness, and some 

stayed on. Montemayor pushed him, asking if there had been more commitment on the part of the 

hard-fought ejido in Santa Domingo for example, and Ríos said, No, nor in Saucillo. He spoke of a 

nucleus of people in Huizopa, willing to defend other struggles for ejidos. “Our policy was to elevate 

the consciousness of the campesinos to make them aware of the need to unify the whole class, the 

majority…” Montemayor asked if, after the attack on the base, the movement came to a halt, and 

Ríos said, Yes. The repression spread throughout the region, the base disintegrated, and they could 

no longer work as before. By then, Ríos had distanced himself from the others and was working in 

Durango. He spoke of a meeting sometime after the assault with members of the public movement, 

when they agreed to move ahead and not be discouraged by the failure of the assault, which they 
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considered badly planned, although, Ríos added, the attack might have had some “strategic 

justification.”204 

 In an interview published in 2002, Ríos, accompanied by Salvador Gaytán, spoke of the 

assault on the base as a “tactical military error,” unplanned and not part of a long-term strategy. 

Both men explicitly denied any knowledge of the attack until it was over; in Ríos’s case, that was 

probably true. Gaytán stated, “For me, who had been studying with them, I was surprised that there 

were two strong commandos, two armed forces,” one of which he had led, according to his 

interview with Montemayor. (“A mí, que estuve en estudios con ellos, me sorprende que a esas alturas había ya 

dos comandos fuertes, dos fuerzas armadas.”) Ríos attributed the attack to the divergence between the 

intellectual leaders of the movement, the students and teachers, and the campesino leaders. He 

pointed to ejidal dotations in Huizopa, Cuatro Vientos de Cebadilla, and Conoachi as evidence that 

the mass protests had achieved certain concessions and that “we had legal reason, moral reason, and 

historical reason on our side.” He pointed out that it was the campesino leaders who brought the 

intellectuals into the movement, and not the intellectuals who brought “consciousness” to the 

campesinos. The campesinos were more practical, focused on specific and tangible gains, such as the 

defense of land they had always considered theirs; the students bore not only the impetuousness of 

youth but were socialists, with a broader vision of struggle, unattached to material possessions, and 

so more generous, more pure.205  

 On February 27, 1960, Indice published an article describing the meeting of more than three 

thousand campesinos in Madera, to formulate a petition to López Mateos, expected in November, 
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to expropriate some of Bosques’s 1,200,000 hectares [sic] of forest. They also demanded 

punishment for the murderers of Professor Luján Adame.206 

 The paper also reported that Section 16 of the Workers of the Paper, Cardboard, Cellulose, 

and Raw Materials Industry in Anáhuac, site of the pulp processing subsidiaries of Bosques, were 

threatening an imminent strike, demanding a seventy-five percent pay raise, the suppression of illegal 

rent payments, and reforms to contract clauses favoring industry. In a letter to the editor, the author 

called Eloy Santiago Vallina, a major investor in both Bosques and several telephone companies 

whose users complained of rising costs, the “Sephardic shark,” and compared his financial dealings 

to the robbery of the Banco Minero; an earlier cartoon had portrayed him as an octopus lamenting 

that, “The Chihuahuans do not understand my sacrifices.”207 Vallina was killed in a bizarre incident 

later that year, when a retired army major whose daughter had been romantically involved with 

Vallina’s son came to his door and shot him for insinuating that his daughter was not good enough 

to marry a Vallina.208  

 On April 3, Indice published a letter signed by Hipólito San Martín Rodríguez, of El Maderal, 

that stated that early in 1953, Bosques had paid gunmen to kill Pedro Aldana Quiñones of Madera for 

demanding the partition of six hundred thousand hectares belonging to Bosques and three hundred 

thousand from the Babícora. The author accused Bosques of having commissioned Ramón Rascón, 

a hired gun; Rascón was found dead in his truck a few days later, riddled with bullets, presumably by 

campesinos of the sierra.209 While I have found no additional evidence backing this claim, it points 

to the level of animosity being freely expressed and the widespread conviction that Bosques itself was 

behind some of the violence. 
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***  

The first land invasion, in 1960, was led by Dionisio Sánchez Lozoya, on the Hacienda Santo 

Domingo, property of U.S. citizen William Stevens, located some thirty kilometers southwest of 

Villa Ahumada (itself 125 kilometers south of Juárez) and comprising some 166,000 hectares with 

thermal springs and artesian wells. The property was rented out. The land was being solicited by two 

groups: the NCP Santo Domingo, associated with the Liga de Comunidades Agrarias (League of 

Agrarian Communities, LCA) associated with the CNC and the PRI; and by the NCP Villa 

Ahumada and its affiliates, El Porvenir and Ejidos Unidos Constitución de 1857 Segundo, associated 

with the Villista División del Norte Front and the UGOCM, who invaded in May–June, 1960 and 

again in February, April, August, and October, 1961, and May, 1962.210 In 1953, the División del 

Norte Front, made up of sons of veterans of the 1910 Revolution and named for Pancho Villa’s 

legendary army, had petitioned for its distribution. Sánchez, a former Villista lieutenant, now in his 

seventies and a resident of Ciudad Juárez, often worked with the UGOCM but maintained his 

independence.211  

 Ríos described coming from one of several caravans protesting Luján’s murder and hearing 

that Santo Domingo had been occupied and that soldiers had arrived to dislodge the protesters. He 

arrived with the teacher Jesús Luján Gutiérrez and then went on to Parral to organize support for 

the occupation, where he met Judith Reyes and Salustio González, an attorney who supported the 

movement.212 Reyes dated her first meeting with Ríos to November, 1960, and the march to meet 

Adolfo López Mateos later that year.213 In his long-running series of historical anecdotes, La Fragua 

de los Tiempos (The Forge of Time), Jesús Vargas Valdés included the report dated October 7, 1958, 
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by the agronomist Benjamín Herrera Vargas, commissioned by the National Commission of 

Colonization, later part of the DAAC, on the conditions of Lots Nine and Twelve of the Hacienda 

Santo Domingo. Herrera Vargas had discovered that none of the cattle on the property belonged to 

the owner, although he held a CIG based on his own livestock, and that the property contained 

abundant artesian water although the owner had been plugging up the springs to make the property 

less attractive to colonization. His report also indicated the extent of former production, including 

hundreds of fruit trees, a dovecote with room for twenty thousand pigeons, and a meat-packing 

plant that once sent exports to the U.S.214 

 Reyes described her participation in the occupation of Santo Domingo as follows: “On May 

22, 1960,215 184 campesino families of the División del Norte hurled themselves into the occupation 

of the barrio known as El Triste (The Sad One), which corresponded to the main house of the 

former hacienda of Santo Domingo… I arrived with eight tons of food collected by going door-to-

door in Parral…I was harassed by the police and soldiers who tried to take my things. When I finally 

arrived where the people were, a lieutenant tried to delay the handing out of food, but knowing how 

hunger hurts, I insisted on doing it immediately. By the end of the day my fingers hurt and my hands 

were bleeding…from handling so many boxes and from putting so much grain into sacks and tying 

them up with fibers.” In 1961 she would compose and sing the “Corrido of Santo Domingo.” This 

invasion was dislodged on June 10 and the campesino leaders jailed for some twenty days.216  

 A verse from the Corrido of Santo Domingo: “Son las armas de la Patria contra de los campesinos, 

/ las mujeres, los ancianos, y como 300 niños. / Linda gente de Parral, linda la Ciudad de Juárez /nos trajeron 

alimentos a pesar de los pesares. / Año del sesenta y uno en la prensa se leía / la repartición de tierras que López 
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Mateos hacía. / Pero sólo eran noticias lejos de las realidades / porque la Reforma Agraria es demagogia en 

cantidades.” (“They are the arms of the country against the campesinos, / the women, the old folk, 

and some three hundred children. / Lovely people of Parral, lovely people of Ciudad Juárez / 

brought us food in spite of their hardships. / It was the year of sixty-one and one read in the press / 

of the distribution of lands that Lopez Mateos made. / But it was just news, far from reality / 

because the Agrarian Reform is a matter of demogogy.”) 

 The struggle for Santo Domingo continued for years. The invasions became permanent and 

included families who had nowhere else to go. On July 19, 1960, Stevens died. On November 24, 

the federal government acquired part of the property and presidential resolutions were signed 

turning over land to nine NCPS, eight associated with the LCA and one with División del Norte. The 

NCP Villa Ahumada and Dionisio Sánchez condemned this distribution and continued to invade the 

property until 1962.217 However, the RAN Chihuahua Report provided the figures of 15,000 

hectares for the NCP Santo Domingo and 11,840 for the NCP Villa Ahumada, both executed in 

1961; these figures do not accord with an eight to one division, although they do fail to account for 

the vast majority of the original 166,000 hectares.218  

 On January 14, 1961, Sánchez Lozoya met with Jacinto López in Mexico City to report that 

the day before a platoon of the twentieth calvary had attempted to dislodge four hundred 

campesinos representing one thousand heads of family, who were in possession of the center of 

Santo Domingo.219 In February, Indice reported that the army had repelled a fourth attempt to invade 

on January 31.220 Also in February, Carlota Murrieta de Estrada, a member of the UGOCM, sent a 

telegram to Eva Samaniego, the wife of Adolfo López Mateos, signed by four hundrd women, 
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asking the army to permit medicines and food to enter Santo Domingo to relieve a bronchitis 

epidemic of which four children had already died.221 Indice reported that López Mateos had ordered 

Roberto Barrios, director of the national DAAC, to write to Governor Teófilo Borunda, asking him 

to meet with Dionisio Sánchez.222 On May 8, campesino leaders complained that the army had cut 

the water supply to Santo Domingo and was not letting them approach the wells.223  

 On May 29, the NCP Santo Domingo was executed in favor of sixty-six beneficiaries. On 

August 21, the NCP Villa Ahumada was executed in favor of 190.224 Most of the solicitants 

remained without land and the invasions continued. 

 Sánchez Lozoya remained his own man with an independent base; he denounced both Javier 

Rojo Gómez of the CNC and Jacinto López of the UGOCM, saying “nobody fights for the 

campesinos.” In September, Indice reported that Roberto Barrios had admonished Chihuahua DAAC 

Director Elfego Piñon Cordova in front of Sánchez Lozoya for failing to support the movement.225

 A number of other agrarian conflicts simmered in the state. Sánchez Lozoya published a list 

of ejidos and communities in dispute, without detailing what the conflicts were: Ejido La Cruz, 

Municipio La Cruz; Ejido Nombre de Dios; Ejido Nonoava; Regional Campesino Committee of 

Parral; Ejido Anáhuac; Ejido Carbonera; Ejido Los Angeles in Balleza; Poblado Carbajal de Arriba 

and de Abajo; Ejido El Aguila; Ejido Carboneras; Ejidos El Cairo and Francisco Madera; Ejido Las 

Fuentes; Ejido Casas Grandes; Ejidos San Isidro, Jesus Carranza, Zaragoza, and Salvador Juarez, all 

in Municipio Juárez; and Ejido Ascensión.226 While this list would be difficult to verify, it indicates 

the extent of problems within the state. 
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 He went on to report on problems in Ejido Ignacio Zaragoza in Casas Grandes: “…for 

seven years there had been no accounting of funds, either for the rent of pastures or from forestry 

contracts. For seven years, the four sawmills of the Timber Company of the Northwest, property of 

Deputy Teófilo Borunda [Borunda was governor from 1956 to 1962] had produced forty thousand 

feet of lumber daily. Yet its workers were paid with chits for the store belonging to the president of 

the ejidal commission, as if it were a company store. In seven years the company has processed 

seventy thousand pines, or forty-eight thousand square meters, twenty million feet with a value of 

twelve million pesos. The latest forestry exploitations were realized without contracts or forestry 

studies despite repeated orders from the federal DAAC to the agrarian delegate of the state, to 

change the ejidal commissioner, to no avail.” He finished by remarking that the invasion of the 

Santo Domingo had been dislodged.227 

 On March 18, 1960, Florentino Ibarra killed Carlos Ríos, an indigenous Pima and member 

of the UGOCM, in the Mineral de Dolores. Ibarra was sentenced to eight years in prison; freed on 

bail, he appealed and his sentence was revoked in November, 1963.228  

 The assassination of Carlos Ríos provoked widespread protest. Armed self-defense was a 

natural corollary of the continual state of violence imposed by the caciques and their gunmen; the 

rule of law did not exist, since neither local nor state courts protected civilians. In retaliation, on 

August 13, 1961, José Ibarra was assaulted in Río Dolores; Manuel Rascón, Manuel Torres, and 

Guadalupe Ortega were arrested but released for lack of evidence.229  

 A number of acts of violence were reported in the sierra, believed to have been committed 

in order to expropriate land or livestock. José Ibarra’s gunmen had assassinated the campesino 

Anselmo Enríquez Quintana on June 12, 1959 outside a cantina in Matachic, a small town south of 
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Madera City, and taken his property; Ibarra was indicted and an arrest warrant emitted but not 

enforced. On September 4, 1959, Rubén Ibarra Amaya, José Ibarra’s son, had wounded the 

schoolteacher Armando Mendoza Orozco in Matachic. He was indicted in February, 1960 and set 

free on bail. An arrest warrant was issued on February 27, 1962, on Rubén Ibarra for having 

assaulted Abelardo López Vega. On November 17, 1963, Jesús Ibarra, nephew of José Ibarra, had 

wounded Eleuterio Olivas, a solicitant for the NCP Huizopa.230 Salvador Gaytán claimed that it was 

José Ibarra, Jr. who had shot Olivas, living him crippled, and that Fernando Solís, the police 

commander in Dolores, had arrested him, gaining the emnity of the Ibarra clan. Ibarra was soon 

released and rewarded with a state police credential.231 In August, Indice mentioned the murder of 

Francisco Luján, along with that of “the son of María L., widow of Ortega, whose intellectual 

authors were the Vallinas, the Arreolas, the Almeidas, and the Vegas, represented by José Ibarra.”232  

 In February, 1961, Fortunato Gil Valenzuela accused Rosendo and Salvador Gaytán of 

rustling; they were ordered to trial. In September, 1963, Gil again accused Salvador and Rosendo 

Gaytán, Ramón Mendoza, and Luis Estrada of robbery and theft of land. The warrant against them 

was revoked when it was found that the land in question was being solicited by NCP Huizopa.  

 In May, 1960, Indice reported the imminent arrival of Jacinto López to organize the Federación 

de Obreros y Campesinos del Estado de Chihuahua (Federation of Workers and Campesinos of the State of 

Chihuahua, FOCECH), the state committee of the UGOCM, to free Chihuahua’s “ejidatarios, 

colonists, smallholders, cattlemen, and other agricultural workers…from the claws of official 

organizations.” The article also mentioned the depredations of the Four Friends.233 This was some 
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six months after Alvaro Ríos had arrived as an UGOCM representative. The demand for justice for 

the murders of Luján and Ríos persisted. 

*** 

Arturo Gamíz García, who became a leader of the UGOCM and later the Grupo Popular Guerrillero, 

arrived in Chihuahua during the late 1950s. He was born in Suchil, northern Durango, in 1940, 

attended primary school in Mexico City, and entered the third year of middle school at the Instituto 

Politécnico Nacional in January 1956, where he lived in the dormitories with a scholarship of sixty 

pesos per month. On September 23, 1956, federal troops evacuated the dorms at gunpoint after a 

prolonged strike. Gamíz had joined the Juventud Popular (Popular Youth, JP), the youth group of the 

PPS, and been a member of the strike committee at the IPN. When the IPN was occupied, he 

followed his family to Chihuahua where his father worked for Celulosa, a wood-pulp producing 

plant in Anáhuac, near Madera.234 In 1957, Gámiz obtained a teaching position in La Junta, a small 

logging town, where he taught for two years, then he applied for admission to the State Normal 

School where he studied for two years.235 In December 1958, in Nuevo León, he was elected a 

national vice president of the JP.236 According to the DFS, Gámiz was sent to Germany for six 

months to study Marxism Leninism, a reward for his work with the JP in 1962; I have found only 

one other reference to that journey, in Vargas, above, where Vargas says Gámiz arrived in Mexico 

City but the trip to Germany was cancelled “when difficulties were presented.” Vargas added that 

Gámiz was not allowed to return to the Normal to complete his final year, having accumulated too 

many absences.237 
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 An examination of Gámiz’s State Normal School records indicated that he transferred a 

number of credits from 1954–56 and was enrolled in 1960 and 1961, although he attended no 

classes in 1961 but did take exams in certain subjects.238 His absences are not surprising, given the 

scope of his organizing activities. All accounts have described him as brilliant, quiet, serious, 

charismatic, and a fiery orator.  

 Pablo Gómez Ramírez was another central figure in the movement. Born in Saucillo, he and his 

brother Raúl had studied at the State Normal School and were members of the PPS and leaders of 

the UGOCM in Delicias, in the irrigated agricultural district along the Río Conchos. A third brother, 

Simón, was involved to a lesser extent. They came from a family of poor campesinos; his widow, 

Alma Caballero, described the sacrifices they made while all three studied at the State Normal 

School. Alma Caballero and Pablo Gómez were married in Mexico City in 1950, where he went to 

study medicine and complete his studies in the Normal Superior and where he became involved with 

the PPS. On their return to Chihuahua, Pablo Gómez did his obligatory social service in 

Buenaventura, where he worked with the surgeon Luciano Ramiro Rosal and taught at the rural 

normal school for girls, then located at the ex-hacienda Carmen in nearby Flores Magón. While 

Gómez treated patients and taught, his wife established a drugstore. His daughter Alma remembered 

being harassed at school when anti-Communist hysteria intensified after the Cuban Revolution, 

indicating that her father’s sympathies were well-known. She also recalled her father going to El 

Paso to buy a short-wave radio and inviting the neighbors to listen to Radio Habana; that students 

dressed as “barbudos” for the parade on Day of the Students; and that the Cuban delegation showed 

a film she guessed might have been Lucía although it was not released until 1968. In 1961, Pablo 
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Gómez attended the Latin American Conference for Peace, organized by Lázaro Cárdenas, as the 

local delegate. The family moved to Saucillo following the relocation of the school. 239  

 Both brothers ran for office on the PPS ticket in the elections of 1964; Pablo ran for 

substitute federal deputy for the region of Delicias and lost. Later in 1964, in retaliation for their 

work with the PPS/UGOCM and their students’ participation in land invasions, both brothers were 

assigned to districts far from their areas of influence: Raúl to Ojinaga, on the Texas border, where he 

took his family, and Pablo to Perote, Veracruz, an assignment he did not accept.  

*** 

When the strike at Celulosa in Anáhuac broke out, in February, 1960, this halted the operations of 

Plywood Ponderosa and Viscosa for lack of raw material. Students at the State Normal School, the 

Normal Night School, the Technical School (La Escuela de Artes y Oficios, where men learned various 

trades, including carpentry, shoemaking, binding, soldering, radio and television), and the Technical 

School for Young Ladies (La Escuela Industrial para Señoritas), organized a support committee for the 

workers; they held a rally on March 6 in front of the cathedral and distributed leaflets in what a 

witness described as an atmosphere of general solidarity. The student also demanded the partition of 

Bosques de Chihuahua and its division among the campesinos of Madera and Temósachic and justice 

for the murder of Francisco Luján. After nineteen days, the workers had won enough demands to 

call off the strike and return to work. This was the first time the students had announced their public 

support for workers and campesinos soliciting land.240 
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 A year and a half later, workers at Ponderosa Plywood were back on strike, led by the 

Confederación Revolucionaria de Obreros Mexicanos (Federation of Revolutionary Mexican Workers, 

CROC) in a battle for recognition; three weeks later they had won most of their demands.241 

 On January 4, 1963, the workers at Celulosa organized a union in three factories associated 

with Bosques de Chihuahua: Celulosa, Ponderosa, and Triply, but the new union officials were fired 

after refusing management bribes. Indice accused Rafael Vallina of terrorizing the workers; Vallina 

retaliated by closing the plants and accusing the workers of sabotage. He cut off lights, water, and 

sewers to company houses, along with access to the hospital and primary school, advising the 

workers to move to Chihuahua City.242 Six months later, the union announced their support for the 

campesinos of Madera.243 In January, 1964, Indice reported that workers with union connections had 

been fired, including the leader of the 1960 Celulosa strike, Jesús González Sánchez. Indice then 

quoted Article 123 of the Constitution of 1917, which guarantees the rights of workers, including 

the eight-hour-day, the right to strike, the right to rest one day a week, protection for women and 

children, and the right to indemnification in cases of unjustified termination.244  

*** 

In November, 1960, President Adolfo López Mateos visited Chihuahua. A delegation of some six 

hundred campesinos from Madera, organized by the UGOCM, came on foot to welcome him and 

request the expropriation of Bosques de Chihuahua and punishment for the murders of Francisco 

Luján and Carlos Ríos. Joined by students, they followed the official November 20 parade with one 

of their own, marching under freezing rain and carrying banners that read: “The CNC has become 

the worst brake on the national agrarian reform,” and “The millions that the assassins of Luján have 
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should not stop the working of justice.” They presented López Mateos with a lengthy written report 

about conditions in Madera, signed by Jesús Manuel González Raizola, Alvaro Ríos, Carlos Muñoz, 

Francisco Márquez Valenzuela, and Leonel Luján.245 The campesinos camped on the outskirts of the 

capital near the Chuvíscar Dam, while women students collected food for them.246   

*** 

The Constitution of 1917 mandated education which is secular, free, and obligatory for all Mexicans. 

The schools created after the Revolution intended teachers to serve as conduits, linking the poor 

and marginal with the state and creating a national identity. They were sites where cultural forms of 

belonging and practice were negotiated between local communities and regional and national 

directives. The rural schools would make citizens of far-flung indigenous villagers, teaching them 

Spanish, hygiene, and science. Despite their fierce anti-clericism, the schools were embued with a 

devout sense of mission. In the 1930s, Cárdenas created schools that were socialist, collective, and 

anti-clerical, where teachers were community leaders and “intellectuals of the poor.”247 The schools 

were an essential element in the Cardenista plan to incorporate the nation’s campesinos and workers 

into blocs that would support the state against its enemies: large landholders, the emerging industrial 

elite, foreigners, and the church. Teachers became advocates both for workers seeking to enforce 

the right to organize and for campesinos demanding land reform. But the Cardenista project used 

teachers to mobilize campesinos and workers within a capitalist structure; they were organized not 

into their own autonomous groups but as subordinate units of the state.248  

 When Avila Camacho replaced Cárdenas in 1940, the tide began to turn: among the reforms 

imposed on the rural normal schools were the shift from an emphasis on scientific to national 

                                                 
245 Indice, November 26, 1960, 1 and December 12, 60, 1 and Arturo Gámiz, “Participación de los estudiantes,” no. 24. 
246 García Aguirre, 88. 
247 Joe Foweraker, Popular Mobilization in Mexico (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 19. 
248 Vaughan, 4–6. 



 99

 

revolutionary socialism, the purging of communists (only partially successful), and the segregation of 

boys and girls in dormitories and schools. There were also more insidious moves to isolate the 

schools from the surrounding countryside, with the elimination of agriculture from their curriculum 

and the attempt to reduce their influence on nearby rural primary schools. Finally, the SEP imposed 

a uniform curriculum with that of the state normal schools. This reorientation was in line with the 

general turn from countryside to city, but it did not break the tradition of social activism that 

continued to animate the rural normal schools.249  

 The rural schools, along with the ejidos, were socialist islands within the capitalist sea, where 

the agrarian dream lived on, lending legitimacy to a state whose priorities had changed. Cárdenas had 

incorporated the campesinos and workers, both honoring and rendering them impotent. The 

revolutionary teachers of the mid-century, by defending the interests of a campesinado every day 

less advantaged and with less space to maneuver, found itself fighting the state itself, using the 

language of the Revolution on which the state was founded. The campesinos argued their right to 

land according to the constitution, but the existing state did not rest on the forces that in 1917 had 

managed to codify the most revolutionary demands of the fighters still on the ground, and so the 

movement could only defend the revolution by defying the state. Initially employed as vehicles of 

consensus, by the mid-century teachers and, by extension, normalistas were just as frequently agents 

of social change, who sought to uphold the legacy of the revolution by opposing its betrayal by 

contemporary politicians.  

 The rural normalistas were the children of campesinos; many had grown up in the midst of 

agrarian struggles and their family histories had involved agrarian battles. They entered the schools 

as young as twelve, after graduating from primary school; candidates were selected by their own 
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teachers and often came from families who had joined collective actions. The students lived in 

dormitories, conditions were austere and discipline rigorous; there they formed lifelong bonds. Their 

food, clothes, and medical care were provided for, so that despite the hardship, many students lived 

better than they had at home. While salaries for rural teachers were abysmal, they were at least a step 

out of extreme poverty and the teacher was respected, particularly in the countryside. The rural 

normal schools provided social and economic opportunities, particularly to women, who could gain 

authority and independence through teaching.250 They also provided the state with a safety valve, by 

giving the most ambitious children of the countryside a path to social mobility, while the countryside 

was being abandoned. 

 The normal schools (both rural and urban) developed their own highly politicized culture. 

Many of their teachers were Marxist and some were graduates of the normal schools of the 1930s, 

formed in the heyday of socialist education. By the early 1960s, under the leadership of Luis Urías 

Belderráin, the State Normal School of Chihuahua “…was becoming an institution where 

discussions and analysis of the Cuban Revolution, the Soviet Union, yankee imperialism or the 

agrarian reform were part of everyday life.”251 Students studied the Agrarian Code and counselled 

solicitants. García Aguirre described the atmosphere in the rural schools in the early sixties: 

“…political discussions and arguments occurred daily. The assemblies, the democracy of majority 

rule, and the preparation of speeches to present arguments were resources learned and reproduced 

from the 1930s.”252 The students frequently interrupted everyday routine, striking to remove 

teachers or administrators or to obtain better living conditions and scholarships. In 1964, they 

undertook a prolonged strike to protest the governor’s closure of dormitories in the capital. 
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 Many of the students were themselves members of the Juventud Comunista, the youth group of 

the PCM, or the rival JP of the PPS, but there were numerous examples of their putting aside 

sectarian differences to work together.  

 The heritage of socialist education and the persistent politization within the schools, their 

poverty, and their common class position with the campesinos, led them to join the campesino 

movement then gaining force. They were radicalized not only within the schools and political 

parties—taught from above—but also from below, by their daily experience in struggle itself, by the 

energy and enthusiasm of the movement and the corresponding recalcitrance of the state 

government and brutality of the armed forces. 

*** 

Two weeks after his visit to Chihuahua, Adolfo López Mateos announced the cancellation of “all 

fictitious forestry concessions,” including Bosques de Chihuahua; he had previously cancelled the 

permit for the forestry company Río Septentrional for violating federal forestry law.253 On December 

21, 1960, Antonio Guerrero, president of the state Forestry Association and a founder of Bosques, 

accused the president of “encouraging communism and stimulating professional agitators” in a 

telegram to the Secretary of Agriculture. The Association was later compelled to deny their 

comments regarding the cancellation. In February, Indice reprinted an article from the national 

journal Política, reporting that Bosques was attempting to sell its stock to its employees; copies of 

Política were prevented from circulating in Chihuahua. Despite the order of cancellation, Río 

Septentrional was cutting more than ever the following summer.254 The Bosques concession was not 

cancelled at that time. 
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 When the U.S. invaded Cuba at the Bay of Pigs, in April, 1961, the PPS distributed a 

pamphlet entitled, “To defend Cuba is to defend Mexico and Latin America,” calling for volunteers 

to defend its sovereignty on the ground; Pablo Gómez apparently travelled to Cuba in 1961.255 The 

organization Friends of Cuba and the State Normal School called for a demonstration in the Plaza 

de Armas on April 24 and the student association of Salaices obtained a truck and driver from the 

school. While Alvaro Ríos and Antonio Becerra Gaytán, a PCM member and teacher at the State 

Normal School, stood on the speakers platform, the meeting was attacked by Catholic conservatives, 

molotov cocktails were thrown, and five students and one professor were arrested.256 Several years 

later, Ríos was accused of homocide in the death of one of the anti-communist protesters and jailed 

for some six months. According to García Aguirre, this was the first time students from Salaices, the 

State Normal School, the Normal Night School, the prep school of the university, and the Technical 

School had joined the same activity, although they had not organized it together. It was also their 

first experience of repression, as police moved in to subdue the protesters.257  

 Reports of agrarian battles continued. In Madera, the prosecutor arrested Alberto Durán and 

Carlos Yáñez to force them to relinquish their lands, protected by an injunction from the Secretary 

of Agriculture and Livestock. Bosques had sold the land to Juan Alvarez, Ramón Molina, and José 

Ibarra, giving Durán and Yáñez ten days to leave and assessing a substantial fee for the use of its 

pasture.258  

 The campesinos of Santa Rita in Temósachic refused to pay the rising rents demanded by 

Bosques; they had been on their land for forty years and had the right to legalize possession after ten 

years. Threatened by gunmen, the leaders had fled to Mexico City. They accused Eloy Vallina, 
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Miguel Alemán, and Carlos Serrano of causing the troubles. The community had received a 

presidential resolution to form the Ejido Conoachi in March, 1960; it was not executed until ten 

years later.259 Weeks later, the repression in Santa Rita intensified. The rural police arrived at the 

home of Esteban Olivas, who was not there, evicted his wife and nursing infant, and destroyed the 

house and everything in it to satisfy a new owner who had purchased from Bosques. An article in 

Indice went on to claim that when the community arrived, more than twenty-five years ago [the 

above paragraph said forty years], their land had been national property, and they had paid rent to 

the Rent Collector in Temósachic. In 1952, Bosques had arrived and ordered them to leave. In 1953, 

the campesinos had petitioned the agrarian authorities for an ejido. In 1956, Bosques had simulated 

land sales to outsiders.260 

 In September 1962, the girls’ rural normal school moved from Flores Magón, due to the 

deteriorating conditions in the former hacienda where it was housed, to a new building in Saucillo, in 

Irrigation Zone Five and close to the boys’ school at Salaices. The young women began taking part 

in invasions and collecting food for the campesino movement. According to Aleida García, Arturo 

Gámiz visited the school on various occasions but never visited the school at Salaices.261 Pablo 

Gómez probably influenced these students’ participation. Clara Elena Gutiérrez, among the most 

militant, explained that the UGOCM would invite the student association to choose students to 

participate in invasions according to their experience and would distribute them around the state.262  

 Days later, Indice accused the director of the state office of DAAC of extortion and threats in 

the case of the indigenous community of Panalachic in Bocoyna, another logging area. They also 
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reported on problems in the Ejido Carlos Pacheco in Balleza, where unidentified outsiders had taken 

illegal possession.263  

 The end of Teófilo Borunda’s term as governor in 1962 was marked by financial scandal, 

focused on his construction of the canal channeling the Río Chuvíscar through the capital city. A 

year before, he had declared the treasury empty and suspended public services, stopped public 

works, and ceased to pay teachers and office workers; he had fired five hundred state employees. 

Borunda had been closely associated with Miguel Alemán, while the incoming governor General 

Práxedis Giner Durán, the former head of the cattlemen’s association, was close to the ranchers. In 

his final report as governor, Borunda took credit for various projects financed by the federal 

government.264  

 On October 20 and 21, the UGOCM regional campesino congress met in Delicias, with 

1,200 in attendance.265 In November, the UGOCM met in Casas Grandes and founded the 

Federacion of Workers and Campesinos of Northwestern Chihuahua; Jacinto López attended the 

ceremony, which included denunciations of the neo-latifundio of Palomas; the group sent a telegram 

congratulating Fidel Castro.266  

  In December, the Federation of Workers and Campesinos of the region of Madera, another 

affiliate of the UGOCM, demanded that Bosques de Chihuahua and the Four Friends be expropriated 

for charging rent and evicting people from NCPs they were soliciting from DAAC. While the Four 

Friends had been dissolved several years before, their notoriety lived on. The article listed Cebadilla 

de Dolores, El Serrucho, El Largo, Junta de los Ríos, and El Oso as communities who had received 
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presidential resolutions that had not been executed, although both El Largo and Junta de los Ríos 

had been executed in 1960.267  

*** 

In October, 1962, Judith Reyes founded the independent semi-monthly newspaper, Acción: Voz 

revolucionara del pueblo (Action: The People’s Revolutionary Voice). According to her biographer, the 

publication continued until 1966, although “a gringo had borrowed all the copies after 1964 from 

the hemeroteca.”268 October 28, 1964 was the last copy I found at the hemeroteca of the UNAM 

and various pages throughout the collection were missing. Reyes herself in her autobiography tells of 

going to the hemeroteca and asking for the paper, to be told confidentially by an employee that “two 

North Americans had come to take photos of the paper” that was now entirely missing from the 

archive.269 Acción was printed in the plant owned by Gallardo, who published Indice, the other 

progressive paper, and focused on the agrarian movement. The composition of its team of 

collaborators varied with every issue; it frequently included the crusading agronomist, Victor Manuel 

Bueno, who directed López Mateos’s Office of Complaints; the school inspector José Santos Valdés; 

Arturo Gámiz; and for a period of time named both Carlos Montemayor Aceves, author of Las 

armas del alba, who signed his articles, “Bloque revolucionario de la preparatoria” (“Revolutionary 

Block of the Preparatory School”), and his father, Carlos Montemayor Díaz.  

 Initial issues carried a series of articles about the Cuban revolution, generally reprints of 

speeches by Fidel or Che, extolling their progress and attacking the U.S. None of the articles 

referred to the theory of foquismo that soon became important. There was a series of unsigned articles 

on the history of the revolution, extolling Pancho Villa. There were long essays, particularly from 
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José Santos Valdés, on a variety of political issues; from Bueno on agrarian concerns; and later by 

Pablo Gómez, Arturo Gámiz, and Alvaro Ríos, who analyzed the crisis in the state.  

 Every issue contained a column by Judith Reyes, called “Taconazos” (blows from a high-

heeled shoe); these were short entries attacking politicians and landowners, written with delicious 

sarcasm. Other articles described battles in the ongoing war between campesinos and landowners, 

emphasizing the collaboration of state officials with latifundistas.   

 The language of Acción was frequently sarcastic but never vulgar; the editor never used sexual 

insults as a form of class aggression. The overwhelming focus of the rhetoric was that the class 

enemies, Bosques de Chihuahua, the cattlemen, and the politicians, had subverted the constitution and 

its promise of agrarian reform and that they were the real usurpers, the real trespassers and land 

invaders. Acción demanded equality before the law, complaining of the use of the army to dislodge 

campesinos and demanding that it be sent against outside cattle grazing on ejidal lands. This was a 

discourse focused on respect for law, not on a future revolution but on the one already fought, as in 

Pablo Gómez’s often reprinted article, “‘Paracaidismo’ in Chihuahua / It is not the campesino who 

invades the land he received from the revolution, but the latifundista who once again steals it, 

frustrating the application of the agrarian reform.”270  

 Against the persistent cold war rhetoric employed by the official press and politicians, 

accusing land invaders of being reds, Reyes replied: “We did not import this idea from the Russians 

who are conquering space; it was born here, in the Chihuahuan countryside, where we see the 

campesinos perish before the indifference of our government.” When the occupation of 

Somberetillo was violently dislodged by the army, Reyes attacked the commanding general for failing 
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to salute the enormous flag the protesters carried, asking if the flag were meant only for PRI 

propaganda.271 

 In January, 1963, Arturo Gámiz published an article entitled, “Conocimientos del que no 

sabe” (“Knowledge of one who does not know”), where he described an UGOCM meeting in Parral 

and urged activists to learn from the campesinos instead of teaching them, remarking that although 

they were barely literate and had not read “Plato or Hegel or Marx or Lombardo,” they understood 

the dialectic. He quoted Jesús Vega, a janitor for the bakers’ union, arguing that although society 

needed a total transformation, the movement should not attack the church directly, since it already 

had more than enough enemies; and a worker named Ruelas, who stated that the ruling class wants 

us to better ourselves as individuals but not as a class. His insistence that it is the popular masses and 

not the vanguard who make history was somewhat contradicted when he followed with a discussion 

of the need for theory, “ever more solid knowledge,” along with action in concert with the poor.272  

 Indice, founded in 1958, was the other oppositional newspaper, edited by Guillermo Gallardo 

Astorga, who was briefly imprisoned by Giner Durán in September, 1965. Gallardo’s focus was 

broader; he wrote about government ineptitude and corruption, defended the interests of the 

indigenous, and supported striking workers and students as well as agraristas. He was vociferous in 

his denunciations of Eloy Vallina, a major investor in Bosques de Chihuahua, Teléfonos de México, and 

Comermex.    

*** 

In the first edition of Acción, Reyes reported that in Casa Colorado in the municipality of Madera, 

campesinos complained that Emilio Portillo, the brother of Enrique Portillo, had cut down three 
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thousand pines on land they had been soliciting for many years; those trees were protected by 

agrarian law.273  

 In the same edition, she published an article by Victor Manuel Bueno accusing the state 

DAAC of allowing the latifundista Emilio Pinoncely, the French Consul in Chihuahua, of grazing 

his cattle on the lands of the Ejido Los Sauces in the municipality of Chihuahua during a drought 

year. The campesinos had petitioned, saying, “We have six thousand hectares for fifty people; 

Pinoncely has two hundred thousand in various places,” without result; they had then taken their 

petition to the Federal Office of Complaints, on August 21, 1961, saying, “We know that the DAAC 

has used public force to get rid of campesinos, they should use it now to get rid of the latifundista’s 

cattle, in the name of equality before the law.”274  

 In December, she welcomed the new director of the state DAAC, Eduardo Juárez Santos 

Coy (sometimes written Santoscoy), exhorting him to “be loyal to his task, understanding of its 

problems, just and active in his intervention and to resist the temptations of the latifundistas with 

integrity, to refuse their bribes.” She went on to say that over the last four years, forty presidential 

resolutions involving more than a quarter of a million hectares for ejidos had languished, despite 

López Mateos have ordered their swift execution three months ago. She added that the agrarian 

delegation had done nothing, especially in the case of forested properties where they allowed 

timbering, even clear cutting, to continue, only relinquishing the properties when the trees were 

gone. The campesinos were obliged to migrate in search of work and solicit more land; they did not 

abandon their lands willingly. The foresters were also timbering on ejidal lands. In the case of Bosques 

de Chihuahua, with its quarter of a million hectares, the campesinos were prevented from soliciting 

lands and were sometimes driven off. Bosques fooled some of them with promises of small private 
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properties, but the contracts were never formalized and the solicitations mysteriously disappeared. 

To prevent fraud, the DAAC should make it clear that Bosques is not permitted to rent or sell 

properties. She concluded by hoping, in accordance with López Mateos, that national lands would 

be distributed as ejidos.275  

*** 

On December 7, 1962, Salvador Gaytán won election as sectional president of Dolores as a 

candidate of the PPS against the local boss, Leonardo Olivas, who had held that office for eighteen 

years. Following Gaytán’s election, the community wrested control of its school, reservoir, and 

communal orchard away from the caciques. They built basketball and volleyball courts and initiated 

vaccination campaigns against diptheria, tetanus, and measles. They built a bridge over the Sírupa 

River. They renewed their petition for the amplification of the ejido, which had languished for a 

number of years in the hands of the agrarian bureaucracy.276  

 On December 11, 1962, Arturo Gámiz arrived to give classes without pay to some eighty-

five children; he had not graduated from normal school and this was not a formal appointment. 

Dolores had been without a teacher for some twenty-eight years; Gámiz had met Salomón Gaytán in 

Chihuahua City in the movement. He initially gave classes in the plaza, while the community rebuilt 

the school, naming it for Francisco Villa.277 Dolores was close to the Sonora border and nearly 

inaccessible due to lack of adequate roads and bridges.   

 Rosendo Gaytán had arrived in Dolores in 1925 from Moris, also in the sierra, and was said 

to have fought with Socorro Rivera for the Babícora. His grandmother was of Apache descent. 

Members of the family had been secretaries and carpenters at the mine, employees of the Lee 
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Companies.278 279 Salomón and Juan Antonio Gaytán, along with their nephews Antonio and 

Guadalupe Scobell Gaytán, lost their lives in armed actions; a third brother, Salvador (Chava), 

participated in both the GPG and in the 1968 guerrilla led by Oscar González Eguiarte, and 

returned to Chihuahua in 1992, where he was among those leading the battle against renewed 

mining in the old Mineral de Dolores. He signed leaflets, along with Ramón Mendoza, deceased in 

January 10, 2008, as “ex-guerrillas, sobrevivientes de viejas luchas” (“former guerrillas, survivors of old 

struggles”).280 Salvador was killed in a hit-and-run accident in Sonora, in April 2011, while on a 

speaking tour. 

 Cebadilla de Dolores has often been confused with the Mineral de Dolores; the Mineral, and 

not Cebadilla, was the sectional head of the municipality of Madera where Salvador Gaytán was 

sectional president and Arturo Gámiz founded a school. The community, now organized in the 

Ejido Huizopa, has been battling Minefinders, a Canadian corporation, who renewed mining 

operations in 2005, for cyanide spills and other water contamination, labor violations, and violations 

of property rights.281 Cebadilla de Dolores is a small hamlet that became an ejido in 1948; it was the 

site of the First Encounter of the Sierra Pancho Villa in 1963 and came close to constituting a 

guerrilla foco, or center of armed resistance, in the sierra. A deep barranca separates it from the 

Mineral de Dolores some thirty kilometers to the west; a foto entitled “Mina de Dolores desde Cebadilla 

de Dolores” can be found on google earth.282 No paved road has ever linked the two locations. When 

I travelled to Cebadilla in June 2007, it took us five hours to cover the fifty-eight kilometers of 

logging road from Madera City in a pickup truck.  

                                                 
278 Franklin Lee Cleavenger arrived in Chihuahua in 1900 to work as new superintendent for the phone company, the Compañía 

Telefónica de Chihuahua (http://www.emersonkent.com/history_notes /franklin_lee _cleavenger.htm, accessed December 13, 
2014); I also found a reference to James Lee & Company, dealers in cyanide (The Mining World, April 20, 1907, via Google 
Books, accessed same date); these are the only references I have found to a Lee Company. 

279 Montemayor, Salvador Gaytán Interview IV, 14. 
280 “Proyecto Minero Dolores,” June 4, 2007, www.ecoportal.net/content/full/69681, accessed June 23, 2007. 
281 “Ejidatarios de Chihuahua exigen revisar caso de la minera,” La Jornada, December 31, 2011, on-line, accessed December 31, 2014. 
282 http://www.panoramio.com/photo/75696107, downloaded January 27, 2014. 
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 The nucleus of the ejido was formed in 1948, when the community sought to regain land 

which had been taken by Francisco Portillo to form the Hacienda Sírupa, which was granted a 

twenty-five-year certificate of inaffectability in 1946. In 1955, a presidential decree granted the 

community one thousand hectares of grazing land taken from Bosques; they continued to press their 

petition, claiming the land was too steep and rocky and pressing for the better land occupied by the 

hacienda. The community repeatedly invaded those lands and over the years won possession of 

parcels of various sizes. In August, 1963, President Adolfo López Mateos formally granted them the 

fifty hectares under the community center; in September, 1964, they received another three 

thousand hectares from Bosques. In 1970, 34,840 hectares of the former Sírupa Hacienda were 

finally distributed to the community with the expiration of the certificate of inaffectability.283 The 

populated center was abandoned in the 1970s as families moved to Madera for schools and the 

community is now engaged in small-scale logging. 

 On August 5, 1964, Leonel Chávez Reyes, Treasurer of the Municipality of Madera, reported 

on the achievements of his adminstration from October, 1963 to June, 1964, including a report of 

work done from October 10, 1962 to June 30, 1964.284 The prisoners of the town jail cleaned up the 

municipal cemetery and the city erected crosses on the graves of Socorro Rivera, Manuel Jiménez, 

and Crescencio Macias, “martyrs of the struggle for the partitioning of the former Hacienda 

Babícora.”285 Under the heading, “Various Public Works in the Municipality,” there is a section on 

the Ex-Mineral de Dolores. First, the sectional president was changed after eighteen years “although 

it seems unbelievable,” during which time no public works had been done. The school, which had 

not functioned for some twenty years and had fallen into ruin, was rebuilt with private donations 
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totaling 9,600 pesos and volunteer labor. The state Department of Education, after repeated 

requests, sent a teacher in January 1963, paid by them [sic: Gámiz arrived in December and came on 

his own as a volunteer]. At the beginning of the term, there were eighteen children and by the end, 

sixty-seven. The road from Madera was repaired, again with volunteer labor and donated materials. 

A new hanging bridge was constructed over the Río Dolores [sic: should read Sírupa], to replace one 

long out of service; the new bridge was forty meters long and three wide and the materials brought 

by mules. A dam was repaired. The townhall and plaza were repaired, again at no cost to the 

municipality.286 In the section called “Education,” the final item is “Teachers.” Here the author notes 

that eight teachers had been sent to various locations and that five more were needed, “to totally 

resolve the problem, avoiding thus the arrival of teachers paid by outsiders, who only come to 

propagate foreign ideologies, the cause of the recent events in the Mineral de Dolores.”287 The 

treasurer praised the work initiated by Salvador Gaytán and Arturo Gámiz, without naming them 

since they were then publicly known to have taken up arms and, in the same report, warned against 

them.  

 The report ended with a section called “Agrarian Matters,” which stated that because of the 

number of parcels distributed locally, the UGOCM had lost influence, its numbers descending from 

688 at its beginning in 1958 [sic: should read 1960], to sixty-four today.288 Among the parcels 

included in the report are the following: the NCP Four Winds of Cebadilla and its additions, Casa 

Colorado, Moctezuma, Jesús García, and Ranchería El Norte: 64,000 hectares donated by Bosques de 

Chihuahua to DAAC. The report notes that all of the 228 [according to RAN Chihuahua, 298 

recipients] had been members of the UGOCM but joined the CNC upon receiving their lands. On 

June 15, 1963, Bosques donated 4,500 hectares to fifty-six persons in Cebadilla de Dolores and the 
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Hacienda Sírupa donated two hundred hectares, but the owners still had not signed the final 

documents.289 The RAN document indicated an initial dotation of three thousand hectares in June, 

1963, to thirty-six ejidatarios and an amplification of thirty-five thousand in 1970, of which only half 

was actually surrendered.290  

 In March, 1964, Bosques gave an undisclosed amount of land consisting of clearings in the 

forest and some pasture to twenty-two inhabitants of the Arroyo Las Moras. Bosques gave five 

hundred hectares to eight families living in Las Lajas. The cattleman Ramón Molina gave four 

hundred hectares to twelve families in the arroyo La Gazapa in El Durazno. Bosques de Chihuahua was 

renting approximately sixty thousand hectares of pasture within the forestry concession to one 

hundred small cattlemen, charging an annual rent that was “modest, almost to be called symbolic” 

and “making notable the magnificent relations existing between the Company and the tenants.”291  

*** 

In January, 1963, the UGOCM led dozens of land invasions throughout the state; they were evicted 

by the army. Acción argued that the land invasions were intended to awaken the public, public 

attention being the campesinos’ only weapon. The invasions would not give them definite 

possession but they were the only way to insist on justice and legality, in the face of the marked 

illegalities committed by latifundistas and state agents. They showed that conditions in the 

countryside could not continue—neither the unemployment nor the hunger—and that if the 

problem were not solved peacefully, violence would erupt before long.292 I would argue that they 

were also the campesinos’ way of positing an alternate reality, in which they could act and not always 

be acted upon, in which they were not forced to wait for a remote, unsympathetic bureaucracy to 
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proceed on their behalf. They asserted their own interpretation of legality and justice through direct 

action, frequently acting on their own, choosing their own leaders among themselves. During the 

invasions they lived communally, in an alternative reality, however precarious, forging ever tighter 

bonds. 

 On January 4, an El Paso newspaper published the following article:  

“Reds Leading Invaders / Hundreds Camp On Ranches. In Northern Mexico Thousands of 
squatters, Assertedly Communist led, were on the move in several sections of Chihuahua 
and Durango states today. They seized at least three ranches, including one owned by a U. S. 
citizen, in the Casas Grandes area. The squatters, called “paracaidistas” (parachutists), 
evidently were part of an organized movement and were preparing to occupy other ranches, 
in defiance of owners and local authorities. A large body of the invaders was moving on the 
Canutillo Ranch in Durango near the Chihuahua border. This is the famous Pancho Villa 
ranch, which he received for free in return for laying down his arms during the Mexican 
Revolution. The Herald-Post correspondent in Chihuahua said that a 110,000-acre ranch at 
Old Casas Grandes, owned by an American named Otis Jeffers, was occupied by squatters 
yesterday. This ranch, named El Cuevo (The Crow), had been ruled immune from 
expropriation by the government, but the squatters claimed they are entitled to it under the 
Mexican agrarian laws. About 300 families, possibly 1000 persons, were camping on the 
ranch. Their leader said they would remain until the Mexican government gives them their 
shares of the land. The nearby Santa Anita and La Morita Ranches, with 200,000 acres, also 
were occupied. They are owned by Hilario Gavilondo, well-known in Juarez. All three 
ranches are about 100 miles southwest of El Paso. The Chihuahua correspondent said the 
squatters are led by Jacinto Lopez, head of the Union General de Obreros y Campesinos, 
which has agitated for expropriation all over Mexico. He said Lopez is a known pro-
Communist. Other bands of “parachutists” were preparing to “drop” on farms and ranches 
at Villa Ahumada, 90 miles south of Juarez, and at Janos, Ascension, San Buenaventura, 
Galeana and Parral. Military officials said under the law troops can do nothing, unless 
assistance is requested by the state government. The squatters were unarmed. (Governor 
Praxedes Giner Duran of Chihuahua was in Mexico City, presumably called there by the 
crisis.) Acting Governor Saul Gonzalez Herrera said he is trying to persuade the squatters to 
negotiate and follow Mexican law. He flew to Madera where he was successful in halting an 
invasion of one ranch.”293  

The United States was afraid of communists on their doorstep and, having no understanding of 

Mexican agrarian law, saw only danger in the “unarmed” “squatters.”  
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 Acción reported that in January, the army had been called out against campesinos invading 

latifundios in Guadalupe y Calvo, in the remote southern reaches of the Sierra, where few other 

incidents of agrarian unrest were reported during these years. Seven protesters were killed.294 García 

Aguirre reported nine properties with certificates of inaffectability, among them Terrenates in 

Buenaventura, Peñitas, El Madroño, Ojo Peñuelas, and La Morita, invaded in January by four NCPs: 

Terrenates in Buenaventura, Profesor Francisco Luján Adame, Guadalupe Victoria, and Pancho 

Villa; she offered no citation for these invasions.295  

 On January 14, Interim Governor Saúl González Herrera met with Alvaro Ríos and sent 

Lieutenant Coronel Roberto Martínez Noriega and Licenciado Daniel Luna to confer with the 

campesinos. They reported that, “… the members of [the UGOCM], found in various places across 

the state to carry on the invasions, do not do so because of instructions from their leaders but when 

they see some land empty, they invade as they see fit.”296 This offered evidence for the self-activity 

of the protesters. 

 The next day, González Herrera sponsored a trip to Mexico City for UGOCM members, 

including Alvaro Ríos, Ricardo Ruelas, Sánchez Lozoya, and Nepomucena Vargas; there Ríos 

promised an end to existing invasions and no more in the future. The delegates requested that the 

president send agronomists to comply with existing presidential resolutions, to take censuses, and to 

revise certificates of inaffectability.297 

 In Chihuahua, the UGOCM led a protest against the Mennonite communities around 

Cuauhtémoc, whom they accused of evading taxes.298 On January 26, Indice published an article 

attacking Anderson, Clayton, the U.S.-based cotton corporation and a major landowner in Irrigation 
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Zone Five, claiming the company was bankrupting small- and medium-sized cotton ginning interests 

and forcing their owners to emigrate.299  

 On the same day, Indice reported that Victor Manuel Bueno, the former director of López 

Mateos’s Office of Complaints, was now in jail in Chihuahua, accused of fraud. Bueno had accused 

the state director of DAAC, Eduardo [Juárez] Santos Coy, of lying about his inspection of the 

Haciendas La Morita and Peñuelas, property of Hilario Gavilondo in the municipality of Janos. They 

had twice received CIGs, in August 1940 and August 1949, and moreover contained double the 

amount of land allowed by law.300  

 The Mexico City journalist Roberto Blanco Moheno, who visited Chihuahua in 1964, insisted that 

the root of the conflict was corruption in the DAAC, whose officials were blackmailing the state’s 

latifundistas with the threat of expropriation, taking regular bribes to protect their properties, and 

distributing worthless arid lands to comply with the resolutions of López Mateos. He cited the 

example of Santo Domingo, where some two hundred families had been left in impossible 

conditions, finally abandoning the NCPs. Another example he cited was that of Charco de Piedra 

(probably should be Peña), where eighty colonists had received property more than twenty years ago 

on land that would not support any more, but where the DAAC then brought more than one 

thousand more campesinos, instead of taking land from the four haciendas in the surrounding area 

which they extorted instead of dividing. In Palomas, hundreds of campesinos had received worthless 

land. Blanco Moheno named the latifundistas in Irrigation Zone Five: General Antonio Guerrero, 

with half a million hectares of good land; Esteban Almeida; Emilio Pinoncelly; Roberto Schneider; 

the former governor Alfredo Chávez; the family of former governor Quevedo; the family of Eloy 

Vallina; Enrique Hernández Gómez, state treasurer; former governor Teófilo Borunda; and the 
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widow of Muñoz, with more than forty lots near Delicias. In all, eight million hectares were in the 

hands of three hundred families. Blanco Moheno also blamed the conflicts on Giner Durán’s lack of 

political tact and his announcement that, “All this agrarismo is bullshit. The lands should go back to 

the hacendados.”301   

 In January, a number of Chihuahua banks wrote to López Mateos, requesting his 

intervention because, given the level of agitation and the invasions throughout the state, the banks 

were reluctant to offer credit to cattlemen since their lands could not longer serve as guarantees.302  

 In February, Indice accused Esteban Almeida, a partner in the Banco Comercial Mexicano 

and scion of a former governor, of selling the Hacienda Santa Rita to Mennonites. He had 

previously obtained a CIG for forty-thousand hectares of that property, although it was farm and 

not pastureland.303  

 In February, Indice published a letter signed by Arturo Gámiz as the Secretary General of the 

Municipal Committee of the PPS, claiming that two hundred NCPs had initiated agrarian 

solicitations some twenty years ago and remained unresolved; he blamed official “tortugismo” 

(moving like a tortoise). Gámiz summarized the agrarian situation as follows: four hundred 

latifundistas owned eight million hectares while sixty thousand campesinos had no land.304 He 

demanded that the CIGs be revised and that land near the U.S. border be expropriated. He provided 

a list of ejidos, some previously promised by López Mateos, along with others that had lost their 

water rights to encroaching hacendados. He demanded that the Tarahumara of Urique be given their 

ejido, now years in process, and finally punishment for the killers of Carlos Ríos and Francisco 

Luján.305  
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 In February, Pablo Gómez published his article, “El paracaidismo en Chihuahua,” (paracaidismo 

means parachuting, a term applied to land invaders) which began with a clear statement of the 

legality of the movement. “It is not the campesino who invades the land given to him by the 

revolution, but the latifundista who once again takes possession of it, frustrating the application of 

the agrarian reform.” He accused cowards who had hidden in the U.S. (for example, Luis Terrazas, 

who returned in 1920) of plucking the fruits of the revolution, fought by Zapata and Villa so the 

campesinos might have a bit of land once the (Porfirian) regime, “creator of great socio-economic 

difference,” was defeated. The promises of Article 27 and the Agrarian Code had been put aside, 

except during the regime of General Cárdenas. In Chihuahua, which lacked sufficient agricultural 

lands due to its aridity, the problems included: the theft of water from the Río Grande by its 

northern neighbor, destroying the agriculture of the Juárez valley all the way to Ojinaga; the 

monopoly accumulation of land in the hands of a few, citing the case of one owner in Delicias who 

held forty lots, displacing economically active families; and demographic increase. The problems 

were even more acute in the case of forests and pastures in the hands of bankers, businessmen, 

industrialists, and government functionaries, who used fraud and worked in complicity with 

government officials and against the wishes of the agrarian reform, with the unbelievable connivance 

of the CNC, itself put in place by the bourgeoisie in power. The most frequent frauds involved 

certificates of inaffectability for livestock that covered only one-fifth of the actual property. The 

forests had been clear cut, damaging the water table.306 Lands had been fraudulently divided, as was 

the case of Ori Jeffers in Casas Grandes, who deeded some of his land to his wife. The Spaniard, 

Marcario Pérez, owner of vast extensions in Chihuahua and northern Durango along with a coffee 

plantation in Brazil, was vulnerable to application of Article 33 which prohibited landownership by 

foreigners. The majority of agrarian petitions were set aside for more than ten years. He accused the 
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cattlemen of hiding springs so as to not awaken the campesinos’ desire for land. He condemned 

constitutional violations, the misery of the people, economic inequality, and the betrayal of the 

campesinos by the CNC and agrarian authorities. “These cases were not invasions? This is obeying 

the law? Can these gentlemen not be accused of being perennial paracaidistas? Can they not be 

accused of the crime of dissolution social?” This, he concluded, was why latifundios were invaded 

and why the campesinos had joined the UGOCM.307  

 Meanwhile, in accordance with national protests, members of the Partido de Acción Nacional 

(Party of National Action, PAN) stoned the building housing section eight of the teachers union, 

protesting López Mateos’s provision of free textbooks whose version of national history did not 

accord with the teachings of the Catholic Church.308  

 In April Acción asked what the UGOCM had received thanks to the January mobilizations 

and replied, “Promises, insults, persecution, and jail.” Natividad Pérez and Rafael and Feliciano 

Chacón had now been in jail for three months in Guerrero City. Carlos and Alberto Durán of El 

Naranjo had been threatened by the Mayor of Madera, who said they should abandon the lands they 

had occupied for years or accept one thousand hectares and five thousand pesos for betraying their 

comrades. Meanwhile, the community of Cebadilla de Dolores was being harassed by the same 

caciquillo of Madera who says that the DAAC and the President’s Office of Complaints “meant less 

to him than a bread roll because in this region there is no law but his…”309  

 The agrarian campaigns received widespread support throughout the state; Gámiz published 

a series of articles in La Voz de Chihuahua, a small radical newspaper,310 in May, June, and July, 

reprinted in Indice a year later, under the headline, “Professor Arturo Gamis [sic] explained why they 
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took up arms.” At the turn of the century there had been two thousand miners and one hundred 

mules at the Mineral de Dolores, mining gold and silver; now maybe fifty inhabitants remained. 

When they closed the mine, twenty years ago, the company carried off its wealth and left behind 

ruins, clear-cut forests, and nostalgia. The desolation was also due to the caciquazgos of José Ibarra 

and Tomás Vega, who stole lands, ranches, and cattle in the region between Sonora and 

Temósachic. Ibarra exploited the workers manufacturing sotol for him and did not pay them. “The 

evils portrayed in movies of the Old West are nothing compared to them.” With the support of 

Bosques, they burned ranchitos, for example those of Timoteo Castellanos in El Salitre and of Olivas 

in Las Varas. They had killed inhabitants of Agua Amarilla, Carrisitos, Dolores, Temósachic, and 

others on the highway and sent others to jail; they had beaten and robbed women. They had 

supported the same mayor in Dolores for eighteen years; they were friends of former governor 

Borunda and other important people. They were the cause of the decadence, anxiety, and injustice in 

the sierra where they saw no reason to make improvements.311  

 He cited the events at Santa Rita a year ago, when Alvaro Ríos had led armed campesinos to 

defend the community, as evidence of a new stage. The UGOCM had now been in Chihuahua for 

three years. They had overthrown the Sectional President of Dolores in December and had 

disorganized the Four Friends. They had built a school for sixty-five children, now incorporated in 

the state system, with basketball and volleyball courts; they had carried out vaccination campaigns. 

They had inaugurated a bridge that was forty meters long and thirty meters high, with a concrete 

base and metal structure. They were soon to build a church and a house for the teacher. The 

campesinos had lost their fear, they were organized and fighting for ejidos as their primary objective. 

The hour had struck for the cacicazgos and latifundismo.312  

                                                 
311 Indice, July 25, 1964, 3, reprinted from La Voz de Chihuahua, May 12, 1963.  
312 Indice, July 25, 1964, 3, reprinted from La Voz de Chihuahua, May 12, 1963. 



 121

 

 During the first days of May, Rosario Prieto and other members of the UGOCM, along with 

campesinos from the ejidos Zaragoza, Buenaventura, Galeana, and Benito Juarez, invaded La Morita 

and Ojitos, property of Hilario Gavilondo and the heirs of Carlos Villarreal. They arrived in a group 

of fifty families with a large number of children; their immediate eviction by the authorities was 

expected.313  

 On May 27, campesinos invaded six ranches: San Miguel, San Ambrosio, Terranates, Las 

Varas, Agua Nueva, and La Morita.314 On May 30, the army was called in to evict the invaders. On 

the same day, they invaded the Rancho San Carlos, property of Carlos Muñoz Leyva in Delicias; 

General Efrén Sámano Hernández convinced them to leave without incidents.315 On May 27, 

Andrés Gastelum, national UGOCM leader, denied any knowledge of the invasions. Two days later, 

Gastelum denied accusations by the Cattlemen’s Association that he had known of the occupations 

of Agua Nueva and San Ambrosio. On May 31, the UGOCM executive committee blamed the 

invasions on the DAAC for not keeping their promises.316  

 Juan José Salas, of the NCP Pancho Villa in Casas Grandes, announced that within one month four 

hundred women representing eight hundred ejidatarios would leave in caravan for Mexico City to 

meet with the president. For the last four years, they had been asking DAAC to survey La Morita 

and Ojos de Peñuela, property of Hilario Gavilondo, who lived in the U.S. although he held a 

certificate of inaffectability for 19,666 hectares. The women accused Gavilondo of having purchased 

the agronomists who came to do the survey. Salas added that the women would send a document 

with all the details to the president and the secretary of government (gubernación), complaining that 

the owner was using good agricultural land for grazing. They asked the president to resolve the 
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problems without going through DAAC, since DAAC would only visit the landowner, take his 

money, and return to the office without having seen the land.317 Later that month, Salas announced 

that three agronomists had arrived, sent by the president to investigate the situation.318  

 In June, troops of the Twentieth Cavalry dislodged the occupation of Sombreretillo, in 

Matamoros, a large property owned by the Chávez family, which had been divided among fictitious 

owners, some of them family servants; Acción published a photo of soldiers standing behind the 

campesinos, who were walking away with a huge Mexican flag. Alfredo Chávez had been governor 

of the state from 1940–44.319  

 In June, Raúl Gómez Ramírez was removed from his post as Director of School Number 

Eighty in Delicias, following the invasion of the nearby property of Arturo Grifel. Acción accused 

Francisco Javier Alvarez, state director of education, of firing him for the “crime of sympathizing 

with the campesinos…and being a communist and dangerous source of exotic ideas,” while also 

suggesting that the leader of section fifteen of the teachers’ union, Adaucto González, might have a 

motive for firing anyone who could compete for his position in the union. Gómez announced his 

intention to teach adults at the night school in Delicias as a volunteer.320 According to the DFS, the 

governor had ordered both Raúl Gómez and his brother Simón fired and Pablo transferred as 

punishment for the wave of invasions; arrest warrants for Raúl Gómez and Alvaro Ríos had been 

issued. Félix Caro, accused of being the leader of the invasions, had been arrested in Camargo for 

robbery and criminal association.321 

 Judith Reyes contrasted the attitude of General Liborio Olivera Salazar, in charge of troops 

at Sombreretillo, with that of Major Jorge Garzón, who had dislodged campesinos from the 
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latifundio Agua Nueva, property of Federico Sisniego, the grandson of Luis Terrazas, with “energy, 

courtesy, understanding, and respect for the white flag with the legend Tierra y Libertad.” She 

mentioned the arrival of General Antonio Gómez Velazco, the new Commander of the Fifth 

Military Zone, in Chihuahua.322 A year later, Gómez Velasco would evict the cacique José Ibarra 

from Madera and Temósachic. On June 22, Indice reported that Judith Reyes had been beaten the 

month before by two gunmen who had followed her for two days.323 Reyes herself published 

nothing about the attack in her paper. 

*** 

The Federación de Estudiantes Campesinos Socialistas de México (Federation of Campesino Socialist 

Students of Mexico, FECSM), was founded in 1935, with the goal of politicizing future teachers and 

maintaining a presence in every rural normal; they closed their assemblies singing the world 

communist anthem, the “Internationale.”324 In May, 1961, there was a split in the national FECSM, 

when the group led by Lucio Cabañas Barrientos, then a student at the rural normal in Ayotzinapa, 

Guerrero, defeated the group led by Antonio Valtierra of Salaices by one vote. The organization 

divided into groups called “the north” and “the south” until November, 1964. García Aguirre 

attributed the conflict to several members of Cabañas’s group being members of the PRI, although 

Cabañas himself belonged to the PCM, and the rejection of any sort of party militance by the 

Salaicinos.325 The Salaicinos were notably less involved in the wave of land invasions and eventually 

declared their opposition to armed struggle, although Miguel Quiñónez, killed in the attack on the 

base, was a Salaices graduate. Students in Chihuahua formed their own organization; the Federación 

Estudiantil de Chihuahua (Federation of Chihuahua Students, FECH) was inaugurated in May, 1962 
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with more than three thousand delegates from normal, secondary, and technical schools around the 

state.326  

 In her account of the relationship between students and campesinos, García Aguirre noted 

that members of the Juventud Popular helped the campesinos with their petitions and communications 

with the DAAC, along with UGOCM members. They also supported the invasions, providing beans 

and flour for tortillas and forming a network to connect the campesino nucleuses with one another. 

The first students, and some teachers, to join the invasions did so as members of the UGOCM or JP 

and not as representatives of their particular schools. As leaders, they were responsible for planning 

invasions, setting up regional organizations, and meeting with agrarian officials.327 Later the schools 

acted on their own. García Aguirre pointed out the importance of study groups among the 

movement’s leaders. Students at the State Normal and Normal Night Schools conducted their 

discussions within the JP; she named Arturo Gámiz, Eduardo and Guillermo Rodríguez Ford, 

Hildebrando Gaytán (not related to the Gaytáns of Madera), and Saúl Chacón in this connection.328  

 In early June, 1963, the FECH presided over a rally of some three hunded people in the 

Plaza Hidalgo, supporting the campesinos and protesting the arrest warrant for Alvaro Ríos and the 

firing of the Gómez brothers.329  

  Simón and Raúl Gómez were reinstated in their positions, although Raúl was threatened 

again shortly thereafter. On June 8, Indice published an advertisement signed by section fifteen (the 

federal, or rural, teachers) of the teachers’ union, praising the three Gómez Ramírez brothers as 

being among the “world’s great teachers,” alongside a front page editorial thanking the governor for 

their release. They also ran full page ads, purchased by the Cattlemen’s Association, warning of 
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subversion and illegal acts by agitators. In the same issue, Alvaro Ríos published an article accusing 

Giner Durán of defending the latifundistas and being an enemy of the campesinos, having sent 

soldiers against the campesinos occupying Santo Domingo when he was Commander of the Fifth 

Military Zone and turning it into “a concentration camp.” He added that Giner, before becoming 

governor, had helped the campesinos living on lands within the Bosques concession from being 

dispossessed. But after his election, the same campesino leaders he had previously supported were 

met with “rudeness and insults,” while the governor stated, “The problem is not agrarian but one of 

agitators.” Ríos further remarked on the existence of a “fantasy commission of surveyers and 

technicians” meant to execute president resolutions.330  

 On June 1, Indice published a front-page editorial from Alvaro Ríos, “leader of the men 

without land in the state,” pointing out that Chihuahua had been the state with the largest 

concentrations of land before 1910 and that this had precipitated the Revolution; that any country 

whose economic basis was agriculture would be poor, and that industrialization required the internal 

market that Mexico lacked, since seventy percent of the population were campesinos who needed 

land of their own. DAAC had become an instrument of the latifundistas. Three hundred landowners 

had eight million hectares.”331 His seventy percent figure was exaggerated, since half the population 

was urban by mid-century.   

 In June, Acción asked the Cattlemen’s Association when they would return the camera taken 

from their reporter, Arturo Gámiz, in Delicias. They accused the “gachupín” (Spaniard), Macario 

Pérez, of illegally holding land in the state of Durango as well as in Namiquipa in Chihuahua. “We 

did not import this idea [agrarismo] from the Russians who are conquering space but it was born 
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here, in the Chihuahuan countryside, where we see the campesinos perish before the indifference of 

our government.”332  

 Acción indicated the existence of a power struggle between Giner and his predecessor 

Borunda: despite his campaign promise to sweep away elements of the former regime, Giner did not 

notice that Borunda had a whole gestapo of spies within the state government, who appear to 

support the governor, but actually are only loyal to Borunda and operate throughout the state in 

favor of alemanismo and its supporters.333 There were serious conflicts between Giner and Secretary 

of Government Enrique Hernández Gómez, discussed below,334 but their impact on the movement 

is unclear, and I found no evidence of either faction intervening on behalf of the campesinos. There 

may be some significance to repeated claims that Borunda was “alemanista” and therefore allied with 

Bosques, representing the state’s industrial future, while Giner, as former head of the Cattlemen’s 

Association, a distinction he shared with several other governors, was sympathetic to the more 

traditional economy of large ranching. 

 In the same issue, Judith Reyes reported on her encounter with General Manuel Mendoza 

Domínguez, Chief of the State Judicial Police, and his attempt to give her a “lesson in journalism” in 

the governor’s waiting room, saying what she did was “not journalism but agitation” and threatening 

to put her in jail. Reyes quoted Article Four of the Ten Principles of Journalism: to put the interests 

of society before those of the individual and those of the fatherland before those of its government, 

adding that, in Chihuahua, the campesinos are society, and those who govern are the latifundistas, 

most of them “mafiados” in the Cattlemen’s Association. She singled out Alfredo Chávez, the 

families of Tomás Valles, José Luis Siquieros, Carlos Muñoz Leyva, Vallina, Gavilondo, and Macario 

Pérez in this connection and added that there were not only domestic latifundistas but also foreigners, 
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some of whom held land within one hundred kilometers of the border. 145 families have four 

million hectares while one hundred thousand ejidatarios hold three and a half million. There were 

eighty thousand solicitants for land in the state, some with twenty-seven years in process. “The man 

in the street has begun to condemn the pro-latifundista attitude of the state government, since his 

place is not with the arrogant millionaires but with the humble disinherited campesino.”335  

 In another meeting in Mexico City with DAAC officials, Alvaro Ríos agreed to suspend the 

invasions provided Santos Coy brought eight agronomists to begin the execution of existing 

presidential resolutions. If the work were not begun by the end of June, the invasions would start up 

again.336  

 In July, Acción published an article by Alvaro Ríos, probably a reworking of his article 

published on June 1 by Indice. Ríos explained that Mexico was underdeveloped, with low agricultural 

production not oriented to popular needs but to monoculture, a low level of development in nearly 

everything, a foreign policy that follows the yankee imperialists, a system of justice that hardly exists, 

and no planning. He blamed proximity to the U.S. for Mexico’s low internal development, as 

Mexico’s role was to supply raw materials and a market. The most reactionary sectors did not want 

Mexico to industrialize. In order to create an internal market, the living standards of the campesinos 

would have to be raised. Monopoly landholding was the principle reason for misery and 

backwardness while the principle enemy was yankee imperialism.337 This article reflected the PPS’s 

contention that U.S. imperialism, and not domestic reaction, was the principal enemy. 

 In July, the governor attempted to alter the state agrarian law to change the requirements for 

obtaining CIGs, in response to pressure by the campesino mobilizations. His reform reduced the 

amount of land to be held from forty thousand to twenty thousand hectares while doubling the 
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number of animals allowed on that land from five hundred to one thousand. As he himself held 

thirty thousand hectares, he then changed the two to a three when signing the proposal. The 

congress decided not to pass the changes until after September.338 There was no indication they were 

ever passed.  

 On July 7, the Secretary-General of the CNC, Javier Rojo Gómez, convened a forestry congress in 

Chihuahua, to organize the Tarahumara to use “powerful ejidal organizations” to defend their 

forests. Acción remarked that powerful interests constituted an impassible barrier for one man to 

overcome in such a short period of time, but that until they were betrayed, the campesinos could 

still hope. They needed sufficient and timely credits to exploit the forests where they had been born. 

In the next issue, Acción accused Rojo of using the congress as part of an electoral campaign and of 

appointing Refugio Rodríguez as head of the state Forestry Association, although “he knows 

nothing about trees.” Rojo Gómez flew back to Mexico City on the same plane as leaders of the 

Cattlemen’s Association. He only came to tell the campesinos not to make so much trouble.339  

 In July, both Indice and Acción printed a letter from Madera, possibly from one of the Gaytán 

family, where serranos were being threatened with immediate eviction. “Here comes a supposed 

lieutenant or colonel, a pimp for Bosques, and his gunmen threaten us, tell us that the governor gave 

instructions that we have fifteen days to leave, when we have lived and worked here for more than 

forty years…Here we have our little houses, our ranchitos, the lands we opened to cultivation, the 

schools that cost so many sacrifices…We can’t believe the governor gave such an order, since when 

we went to see him in a caravan on foot, he promised to support us and said he was one of us. 

Leaving Agua Prieta with Villa’s defeated army, he passed through here and saw only humble 
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campesinos; Vallina, Trouyet, and Bosques were still unknown. For years we have tried to legalize our 

titles and we will only leave in a coffin.”340  

  Another letter appeared a few days later. “A few days ago everyone who lived inside their 

lands was given ten days to leave by Bosques. We are not leaving. Those who should go are the 

gachupín exploiters and userers, the Vallinas. The exploitation of the forest only benefits the owners; 

the workers are now living in conditions that are worse or as bad as before they arrived. We are the 

real owners of the forests; look how they leave them clear-cut. They say they opened industries and 

provided jobs for thousands, that is true but the workers now live in misery. We were better off 

before they arrived, there was work, money, not so much crime and harassment, and we all lived 

better despite our poverty. They began by taking what we all considered ours, our lands, our water, 

our forests. They imposed rent on those who did not want to leave. When we refused, they made us 

leave by force with their white guards, judicial police, and army; they burn our homes, pursue us, 

threaten us, put us in jail, and if that doesn’t work, they kill us. All this has been constant since 

Bosques and their gunmen took over this region. But we are organized to defend ourselves—if they 

could not evict many before, they will evict fewer now. We ask the authorities, why they don’t 

uphold the law and not force us to defend ourselves? We do not want to resort to violence, we have 

suffered enough. We want the DAAC to legalize possession of the lands we have had for fifty 

years.” The editor referred to the DAAC as the “university of ignominy.”341  

 These letters, which may have been written by the same person, admitted they have been in 

the area for some forty or fifty years, well beyond the ten years required to legalize title, but certainly 

not “from time immemorial” as declared elsewhere. Those forty or fifty years would correspond to 

when the Gaytáns arrived in Dolores, one of the innumerable displacements of the Revolution. The 
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serranos called on the sympathies of Giner Durán, recalling his time as a defeated soldier retreating 

through the sierra in late 1915; by 1963, this call would be disingenuous, since by then Giner’s 

adamant refusal to act against the state’s elite would be well known. The caravan they referred to 

would be one of the first, in 1959 or 1960, while Giner was Commander of the Fifth Zone before 

becoming governor; he might well have received them at that time and promised to help them, 

hoping for their support later on. Finally, the serranos repudiated the notion that the jobs provided 

by Bosques had improved anyone’s life. 

 Acción reported that Alvaro Ríos was being followed by an FBI agent hired by the local 

police, who wore false beards as disguise and went door to door in the capital asking for Ríos and 

saying, “Fidel [Castro] wants him at the police station.” They had been instructed to identify him by 

a mole behind his left ear and been given magnifying glasses the size of frying pans and told to look 

behind everyone’s left ear. Reyes added that when Mendoza Domínguez had fought in the 

Revolution, he had been so young and hapless that when he heard the command to Fire, he lit a 

cigarette.342  

 Acción accused the Cano family of attempting to dam the Río Santa Isabel, one of the few 

perennial rivers in the state, to make a lake and a private water park in Jacales, near the town of 

General Trias, formerly Santa Isabel, contravening Article 27 of the Constitution that decreed that 

the waters belong to the nation.343  

 In August, Indice published an editorial complaining that Giner was sending the campesinos 

to live in the desert, believing it was enough to simply distribute land, but that without the means to 
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work it, the land was good for nothing. They cited Santo Domingo as an example. The same issue 

carried a letter of support from the unions of Anáhuac to the campesinos of Madera.344  

 Acción published an article about a conflict in the Ejido El Porvenir, without specifying the 

municipality, stating that the ejidatarios were being threatened with the division of their lands as the 

result of an “illegal reclamation” by the Bazúa family, who had abandoned those lands some twenty-

five years earlier. The ejidatarios had been working those lands since 1922, with a presidential 

resolution in their favor, but the judge of the Second District Court in Juárez had ruled against them 

and jailed their leaders twice and authorized the claimants to put up a fence. Their possessions had 

been destroyed and their harvests trampled, but they had reacted “with serenity, with confidence in 

the federal government, and without violence.”345  

 Perhaps to demonstrate that its interests were not sectarian, Acción published an article 

signed by the Ignacio Ramírez Group of the School of Economy at the National Autonomous 

University of Mexico (UNAM) and the Twentieth of November Group of National Preparatory 

School Number Three of the UNAM. Under a headline saluting the “organic unity” of the PPS and 

the Partido Obrero Campesino Mexicano (Worker Campesino Party of Mexico, POCM, an offshoot of 

the PCM), the authors criticized the MLN as reflecting the “unstable and desperate petty 

bourgeoisie, both urban and rural” and the CCI (the Central Campesina Independiente, Independent 

Campesino Central, founded by the PCM in 1963 as an alternative to the CNC and the UGOCM) 

for their disparate membership. They accused the Frente Electoral de Pueblo (People’s Electoral Front, 

FEP), an affiliate of the PCM, of engendering confusion under the banner of the left and 

exemplifying demagogery and opportunism and, like the PAN, of forming an opposition for its own 

sake. The PPS, PCM, and the POCM were the authentic left, based on historical and dialectical 
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materialism, and would unite the workers of the city and the countryside in the MLN, the vanguard 

party of the great patriotic front, against U.S. imperialism, the principle enemy. Industrialization 

would occur through state capitalism.346 This is curious, both for its muddle—both criticizing the 

MLN and lauding it as the solution, and for its espousal of both the PPS and the PCM but its 

rejection of two of the PCM’s creations, the CCI and the FEP. In 1964, Judith Reyes ran for office 

on the FEP ticket. 

 On August 18, Acción again reported on the case of Juan and Alberto Durán and Carlos 

Yáñez, still in jail in Guerrero after the federal office of DAAC had asked Giner to intervene on 

their behalf. They had been accused by Bosques, “through their puppets, Ramón Molina and Juan 

Alvarez,” of invading land in Los Aguajes and El Durazno in Madera, accused of damages in the 

amount of one hundred fifty thousand pesos. Acción pointed out that Molina and Alvarez could not 

legally possess land that Bosques could not have legally sold, since it had only “an unconstitutional 

forestry permit” and that the accused had lived for more than forty years (Yáñez) and twenty-six 

years (the Duráns) on the land in question. Acción demanded that the state attorney general, Hipólito 

Villa Rentería, take action on their behalf.347 The DFS report on the case added that they had been 

arrested by the Lieutenant Coronel Roberto Martínez Noriega, “who received his salary from 

Bosques.” They also mentioned the case of Ubaldo Olivas, “arrested some time ago although he had 

lived for sixteen years within the limits of what the company claims.”348 

 In late August, Rafael Hernández of the UGOCM had attempted to lead an invasion of Casa 

Colorada, Cobriza, and San Mateo in the municipality of Santa Barbara; they were prevented by the 

Twentieth Cavalry Regiment under General Liborio Juárez Olvera, who arrested fifteen campesinos 

and their leader, then released the campesinos. The invaders demanded that the authorities permit 
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them to plow lands intended for imminent delivery, an end to official repression against leaders of 

the UGOCM, and that the government stop treating them as criminals. They warned that if their 

demands were not met by September 15, they would sit in at the offices of the DAAC.349  

  In Cebadilla de Dolores, Francisco Portillo destroyed the ejido’s corn fields, sending goons 

to cut them down with machetes, so that he could build a fence on ejido land which would keep the 

ejidatarios from watering their livestock at the artesian waterhole and would extend the Hacienda 

Sírupa by some thirty-four hectares. The Acción article stated that the campesinos had been there 

since 1905, while Portillo had only appeared “eighteen years ago.”350  

  Raúl Gómez was once again in danger of losing his job. Protests broke out against Javier 

Alvarez’s decision to replace some fifty primary and secondary school teachers, in many cases 

without assigning them to new schools and removing them without warning. Three hundred parents 

of students at School Number Eighty in Delicias supported Raúl Gómez, along with the NCP 

Twentieth of November, the cotton workers union Section Thirty-two, and the teachers’ union 

Section Forty. Acción asked if the schools were preparing Mexicans to confront the problems of the 

nation or just teaching them to be braceros.351  

 On the morning of September 2, not waiting till the announced deadline, eighty campesinos, 

most of them from Delicias, occupied the street in front of the offices of the DAAC, announcing 

their intention to stay until their demands were met. Their banners called for the disappearance of 

the latifundias and the distribution of land. “The cattle get eight hectares [the amount calculated to 

sustain one animal] and the campesinos, how many?”352 They were led by Raúl Gómez and Rosario 

Prieto, leaders of the UGOCM in Delicias and Casas Grandes, and advised by the students Saúl 
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Chacón and Arturo Gámiz.353 President Adolfo López Mateos was expected to visit the state at the 

end of the month. Protesters obtained an interview with the director of DAAC and presented him 

with an eleven-point petition. On September 3, Gámiz, standing in for Alvaro Ríos who was not in 

Chihuahua, led a commission of campesinos to speak with the interim governor, Saúl González 

Herrera. The State Judicial Police remained on alert, requesting cooperation from the Fifth Military 

Zone. The businessman Lázaro Villarreal had offered protesters the use of the offices of the 

Authentic Party of Mexican Revolution (PARM), the PRI’s loyal opposition, across the street from 

the DAAC at Ojinaga 617.354 Villarreal, who owned a large furniture store, bankrolled a number of 

the movement’s activities. 

 Among the cases presented to DAAC was that of the Ejido Casa Colorada, in the 

municipality of Santa Barbara (there were other ejidos with the same name in the state), where the 

campesinos had worked the land for some years and had generated conflicts among themselves that 

could only be remedied by its amplification.355 According to RAN Chihuahua, it was never amplified. 

 On the afternoon of September 3, the campesinos left the DAAC to march to the state 

house, a few blocks away, then returned in an orderly fashion, led by Arturo Gámiz and Raúl and 

Pablo Gómez. Along the way they handed out fliers, explaining that they had been demanding land 

for years and gotten nothing but promises. In Delicias, the teacher Dolores Armendáriz called a 

meeting to gather more campesinos for the sit-in before the DAAC. The sit-in would remain for 

nearly a month, while dormitory students saved part of their meals for them. 

 The State Coordinating Committee of the UGOCM published an open Letter to the DAAC, 

the governor, and the attorney general with a list of demands. All NCPs within Bosques de Chihuahua 
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should immediately receive land, along with others—La Nueva Esperanza, Renovación, Terrenates, 

and Pancho Villa—affecting the latifundios of Federico Sisniega, Roberto Schneider, Edward 

Payton, Eugene Smith, and Hilario Gavilondo, cancelling their CIGs. The NCPs in the regions of 

Cárdenas, Meoqui, Delicias, Saucillo, Camargo, and Francisco de Conchos, in Irrigation Zone Five, 

should be satisfied immediately, while Colonia Cárdenas should be made an ejido. The charges 

against Raúl and Pablo Gómez should be dropped and they should remain in their jobs. Immediate 

unconditional liberty should be granted to Natividad Pérez, Rafael and Feliciano Chacón, Carlos 

Yáñez, and Alberto and Juan Durán, all in jail in Guerrero, some of them held against the specific 

orders of the DAAC for their release. The NCP Conoachic and its additions, Oquirachic and Santa 

Rita, should receive their land. The administration of Ejido Galeana should be put in the hands of 

authentic ejidarios. The amplification of Tres Ojitos should be acted on. Without repressive force, 

evictions, cancellations of agrarian rights, discrimination against those who were not members of the 

CNC, or any other arbitrary measures, the DAAC should resolve all outstanding petitions. Only 

then would the campesinos suspend their mobilizations.356  

 In the governor’s first Annual Report, he claimed to have distributed two hundred thousand 

hectares but these dotations had been executed before he took office. Ninety-five percent of the 

agrarian petitions had been rejected. Sixty-four thousand hectares of Cuatro Vientos de Cebadilla 

had been rejected as a New Center of Population, although the state had only to act on the 1961 

presidential resolution.357 Sierra Oscura, in Madera (not on the list of RAN Chihuahua), had not 

been resolved yet either, but Giner took credit for its distribution.358  

 Arturo Gámiz, on behalf of the organizing committee for the UGOCM, wrote a letter to 

Roberto Barrios, director the Federal DAAC, complaining of the following: in the Ejido Galeano, a 
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Señor González and others were grazing their cattle on ejidal lands with being ejidatarios or paying 

rent. He complained that the Mormons of Colonia Levarone (Lebaron) were foreigners and 

encroaching on ejidal lands. (The Mormons were Mexican citizens.) A Señor Anchonda was selling 

calves that belonged to the ejido without accounting for the cash received and the community 

considered that robbery. Other ejidos had the same problems; the agrarian authorities acted against 

the wishes of President López Mateos. Although the ejido consisted of 112,000 hectares, its 

members had no milk for their children. They demanded a new census, the autonomy to choose 

their own leaders, an accounting for the sale of livestock and pasture rentals, and finally credit to pay 

for livestock and other necessary expenses.359  

 On September 14, campesinos, students, and teachers held a rally before the statehouse; 

among the speakers were Cristina Hurtado, Director of the Abraham González School; Antonio 

Becerra Gaytán; Jesús Luján Gutíerrez of the PPS; and Ramón Sánchez. Their principal target was 

Director of State Education Javier Alvarez; they reiterated their support for the campesino 

struggles.360  

 More than twenty days after the sit-in began, President López Mateos granted a meeting to 

five leaders of the UGOCM, Alvaro Ríos, Arturo Gámiz, Jesús Orta, and Raúl and Pablo Gómez; 

this was the only meeting he had with popular forces during his brief trip to Chihuahua. The 

meeting took place in the state house, while the campesinos waited for the president to return from 

a banquet celebrated by the Cattlemen’s Association. The UGOCM denounced the recalcitrance and 

refusal to negotiate on the part of the governor. The president promised to study and resolve the 

situation, saying, “Count on all my support, sympathy, and affection.”361  

The First Encounter of the Sierra 

                                                 
359 Acción, September 18, 1963, 2. 
360 Contreras Orozco, 82. 
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On October 7 to 15, the Juventud Popular organized the First Encounter of the Sierra Francisco Villa 

in Madera, where seventy-five young enthusiasts discussed world and local events and formulated 

strategies. The meetings took place in Cebadilla de Dolores, where a group including delegates from 

Tlaxcala, D.F., Durango, Coahuila, Sinaloa, Nayarit [and Sonora] was welcomed by Alvaro Ríos. 

According to the IPS—this is unlikely and tells us more about the IPS than about the students—on 

arriving in Madera, before walking to Cebadilla, the students were told to set aside their weapons, 

which they refused to do. They sang corridos to Fidel Castro and then detonations—presumably of 

their weapons—were heard outside town; they then divided into groups, among those were ones 

named “Lenin” and “Francisco Villa.”362  

 The IPS files contain an apparently original onionskin copy of the Encounter’s “Statement 

of Political Context,” signed by five students but not Arturo Gámiz: Oscar González Eguiarte, a 

student at the preparatory school of the UACH; Clara Elena Gutiérrez, a student at Saucillo; 

Filiberto Ontiveros; Miguel Manuel Miramontes; and Rosalba Abarca, of Saucillo.363 They 

foreshadowed the Five Resolutions passed by the Second Encounter in 1965. Like the later 

Resolutions, they seem to have been copied or at least strongly influenced by formulations written in 

a different context; except for the last paragraph, they failed to address the specific problems that 

faced the movement in Chihuahua. An abridged summary follows, with my comments in brackets.  

 The International Situation. We live in times of great change, of the struggles of peoples and 

especially workers for peace, for disarmament, national liberation, economic emancipation, 

democracy, and socialism. A third world war has been postponed, thanks to the vast mobilizations 

of those who fight for peaceful coexistence, but while there is imperialism, there is danger of war. 

[The emphasis on disarmament and the danger of a third world war, a Soviet preoccupation but one 
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never mentioned in any of the movement’s other statements, rang a dissonant note in the Chihuahua 

backlands, as did the emphasis on workers and not campesinos.] There are three sorts of nations: 

socialist, who need peace to continue to develop; capitalist, who represent exploitation, misery, and 

injustice, oppose popular revolution, and take part in wars of plunder to save their economies from 

chaos; and dependent, who live in misery and hunger, injustice and ignorance, and fight for liberty, 

democracy, and socialism.  

 In Latin America, the Cuban Revolution marked the beginning of the second great Latin 

American Revolution for socialism and economic freedom. Armed movements are marching against 

imperialism in various countries. [The declarations reflect the triumphalism, the exhortation to join a 

rising tide, of the years after the Cuban Revolution that reached a crescendo in the 1970s. It was in 

the Encounters, and not in the mobilizations to support the campesinos, that the leaders made the 

explicit move to recruit to their own variant of revolutionary armed socialism.]  

 This epoch is characterized by youth. Youth has sad memories of war because it is youth 

who go to war. The resistance to the Nazis was carried out mostly by youth. When the war was over, 

the youth formed the World Federation of Democratic Youth and the International Students Union, 

to lead the new generations in their struggle for peace, disarmament, and national liberation. The 

organized participation of youth is decisive today. [Who in Chihuahua remembered the Second 

World War, and how? It brought more benefits than hardship, among them the Bracero Program 

and the expansion of Fort Bliss in El Paso, along with enhanced export markets. The Federation of 

Democratic Youth, headquartered in Budapest, included the JP among its members, along with the 

Communist Party USA. The International Students Union was also formed immediately after the 

Second World War. The two organizations were broad attempts to bridge the Iron Curtain and form 

alliances in opposition to the Cold War.]  
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 The National Situation and the Presidential Succession. We are still dependent on the U.S. and just 

a few products, such as cotton, constitute most of our exports. Prices are fixed for the benefit of big 

yankee monopolies. Youth will unite to abolish the exploitation of man by man. The world wars 

create fear, insecurity, and lack of confidence in the future. But the only way out is social ideals, the 

school doors will be opened to all, the people will own the natural resources of the factories and will 

control its own destiny. Only those who organize among the people will save themselves from being 

swept away by the corruption of capitalism in decay and the misery of the campesinos, fleeing to 

cities, and humiliated abroad. Campesino youth suffers without the hope of working its own parcel 

and achieving an education. The students are not well fed, cannot afford books, and live in fear of 

having to abandon their vocation to survive. The education they do receive is influenced by 

imperialist ideology, clerical reaction, and divorced from reality and includes the penetration of the 

maddening philosophy of conformity and war through the media.  

 Situation of Working Youth. What is the situation of workers—countryside and city—in 

Mexico? That of any people under capitalist exploitation: misery, unemployment, malnutrition, 

sickness, ignorance and illiteracy, injustice, crime, violation of rights, and the suppression of popular 

movements. Moreover, Mexico is a semicolonial country and subject to imperialist as well as 

capitalist exploitation. The government battles imperialism for control of the domestic economy and 

does some good things; it has also turned on the workers’ movement and follows policies that are 

lukewarm, vacillating, and contradictory. Inflation and productivity-enhancing techniques from the 

U.S. eliminate jobs and speed up the ones that remain. The problems of lack of union democracy, 

the repression of independent workers’ organizations, and unemployment will only be resolved by a 

struggle which is unified, organized, systematic, consistent, and energetic, and not with the support 

and sympathy of government but against the government.   
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 Situation of the Students. Mexican students must study the reality in which we live and struggle 

in accordance. To fulfill our mission we start with reality, not with false or preconceived ideas 

acquired in school. There are only two ways to interpret the world: the materialist and the idealist. 

Materialism is the weapon of the proletariat, idealism is the weapon of the bourgeoisie. This is the 

historic dilemma posed to youth: either embrace materialism and put yourself on the side of the 

people in the struggle against capitalism or embrace idealism and join on the side of the bourgeoisie, 

denying who you are. The formation of one big, national, student organization is the only way 

forward. 

 The statement ended with a list of specific demands for projects in the Sierra, beginning with 

the legalization of campesino property, and including credit for feedlots; schools and dormitories; 

CONASUPO stores (a parastate company that guaranteed price supports to producers and 

subsidized consumers); small, added-value industries such as creameries, cheesemaking, and hides; 

the provision of fowl, pigs, etc., and consulting agronomists; IMSS (social security) clinics in Madera 

and the surrounding area; training centers in agriculture, livestock, and forestry; telephone and mail 

service; and campaigns for the prevention of disease, vaccines, first aid, etc. [Some of these demands 

revealed just how isolated Madera, to say nothing of the surrounding area, was at that time.] 

 Two of these demands—the most important, since an end to caciqual and state violence was 

not included—seem problematic in the light of the years that followed. “Considering that national 

forestry law gives preference for exploitation by ejidos, and that now exploitation is in the hands of 

private “rapamontes” (mountain-strippers) who, without respecting the most elemental norms, clear-

cut on an enormous scale, one fights for collective exploitation of the forests by ejidatarios.” Today 

most of the sierra is in the hands of ejidatarios, but because they have no alternative but to sell their 

trees to large consortiums, their overall situation has not improved nor can they be responsible 
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environmental stewards.364 The second read, “Ask the government for studies regarding the 

potential of mining in the sierra, with the aim of interesting domestic capital in the exploitation of 

this resource and the creation of jobs.” Today there are some estimated 109 mines operating in the 

state, many of them Canadian. Today’s mines are largely automated, providing but a handful of jobs, 

and cause cyanide and other water pollution, labor and safety issues, and, again, communities 

displaced by huge, open-pit mines.365 One of those mines, in El Mineral de Dolores, provoked 

widespread but unsuccessful protest by the Ejido Huizopa, itself a result of the UGOCM’s struggles 

in the 1960s. The buildings of Dolores, some dating from colonial times and including Gámiz’s 

school, have been destroyed. 

 Included in the IPS files were the “Corrido del encuentro de la sierra” (“Ballad of the Encounter 

of the Sierra”) which described the walk to the Encounter, by Jesús Manuel Sánchez, and the poem, 

“Sufrimiento revolucionario” (“Revolutionary Suffering”) by Rosalba Abarca.366  

 The authors of the Fiscalía document, compiled from IPS and DFS files, suggested that the 

participants in the Encounter explored the viability of armed struggle as a path to socialism and that 

the event marked the beginning of a break on the part of the more radicalized sectors with their 

leaders, whom they began to regard as “reformist.”367 This assertion was unattributed. In Gámiz’s 

later document, “The Participation of Students in the Revolutionary Movement,” presented at the 

Second Encounter in 1965, Gámiz described the stance taken by the normalistas of Salaices during 

the First Encounter, “before becoming revolutionaries and taking power, one must teach ethics to 

the masses,” a position Gámiz argued against.368 “The Participation of the Students” was the only 

                                                 
364 See François Lartige, Indios y Bosques: Politicas forestales y comunales en la Sierra Tarahumara (Mexico: Casa Chata, 1983) and María 

Guadalupe del Socorro López Alvarez, Poder, desarrollo y medio ambiente en el ejido  forestal ‘El Largo’ y sus anexos: Chihuahua (1971–
1994) (Master’s Thesis, Universidad Autónoma Metropolitana, Unidad Xochimilco). 

365 Victor M. Quintana S., “Oro, yerba y hambre,” La Jornada, online, August 6, 2011, accessed September 18, 2008. 
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367 “Orígenes,” 250. 
368 Gámiz, “Participation,” no. 24. 
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existing statement of theory signed by Gámiz and did respond to local conditions and provide 

detailed arguments about actual conflicts. It is clear from “Participation” that the extent of student 

solidarity with campesino struggles was debated at the First Encounter, however, it is not clear that 

they debated whether their solidarity should extend to armed struggle and a break with the UGOCM 

as reformist, although the documentary evidence is incomplete. The official document, the 

“Statement of Political Context,” focused on world peace; it was signed on October 14, after the 

meetings, by the coordinating committee responsible for putting its agreements into practice. 

 For many of the students, it must have been the first time they travelled to the sierra; the 

sixty-kilometer walk between Madera and Cebadilla, up and down the rocky trail, in the cool 

mountain air scented by pines, would have been a fine introduction. The landscape was full of 

possibilities not seen on the agricultural plains, one could imagine a Sierra Maestra (where the Cuban 

Revolution was born) with its infinite hiding places, its solitudes and caves. This was contested 

territory, the homeland of campesinos they had met only in the capital or on marches. The First 

Encounter created a dynamic attaching the students to a place previously only imagined and the 

struggle for that place. 

 After the meetings, on October 12, the students counselled ejidatarios of Cebadilla who had 

sustained protracted conflicts with Francisco Portillo, owner of the neighboring Hacienda Sírupa. 

Portillo had recently fenced ejido land to enlarge his property and keep the campesinos from 

watering their livestock at an artesian spring; the students, along with some fifty campesinos, took 

down the barbed wire and torn out some three hundred fence posts. Four students were arrested, 

Javier Romero Zamudio, Saúl Chacón, Jesús Márquez, and Oscar García, and released the next 
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day.369 Alvaro Ríos was also arrested and consigned to the First Criminal Court in Chihuahua; he was 

released when a supporter posted the one-thousand-peso bail.370  

***  

Salvador Gaytán, in notes recorded by José Santos Valdés, described an incident which occurred late 

in 1963. Israel González, a serrano then acting as a police officer, who was later tortured in the 

summer of 1964, denounced Emilio Rascón for having stolen seven cattle from his mother and 

arrested him as he passed through Dolores with the cattle. One of José Ibarra’s white guards saw 

them and took Rascón and the livestock back to González’s mother, where they forced her to sign a 

bill of sale. Then they kidnapped González and hung him, leaving him for dead, although he 

escaped.371  

 In November, General Manuel Mendoza Domínguez signed a report written by one of his 

agents describing a meeting of the UGOCM in Delicias earlier that month. A crowd of six hundred 

people was addressed by Miguel Moreno and Samuel García, who complained that campesinos were 

paid only six pesos a day; Clara Elena Gutiérrez, who assured them of victory since they now had 

the support of the teachers; and Francisco Márquez of Madera. Manuel Sánchez Ibarra followed by 

singing two corridos. The next speakers were Rubén García of the rural normal school of San 

Marcos, Zacatecas; Casimiro Villalobos; and Oscar González, speaking for the students, who said 

they were ready to take down any and all fences erected against the campesinos and that the real 

agitators were Giner Durán and Hector Sánchez Calderón, leader of the state PRI. Then came 

teachers Dolores Armendáriz and Pablo Gómez, then Alvaro Ríos, who said that instead of building 

schools the government was maintaining an army and making weapons; he invited the government 
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to take the path of friendship because if not, they would be forced to resort to violence because their 

children were hungry.372  

 In December, Indice printed a homage to Judith Reyes, “journalist and indefatigable fighter,” 

by José Santos Valdés.373   

 Agrarian conflicts continued throughout the state. On December 24, Acción reported that 

Secundino López Guerrero, of Ignacio Zaragoza, had been accused of robbery for working a parcel 

abandoned five years before by Guadalupe M., widow of Vargas. The rural police had confiscated 

his entire harvest of corn and beans.374 Reyes offered a detailed accounting of his case, as an example 

of campesinos sent to jail at planting time, although December seems a bit early for seeds. López 

Guerrero was sixty years old, illiterate, an ejidatario of Zaragoza, Galeana; his wife, Belem Millán, 

thirty-eight years old, with five children over the age of fourteen, could read. López claimed to have 

had an agreement with the owner of the parcel in question, she herself was a colonist and could not 

join the ejido but was required to live on her parcel. She proposed that López Guerrero put his 

house on her land; she would help pay for seeds and then they would split the harvest. He had 

cleared the land, built a house, and erected fencing. For two years, they split the harvests and then 

she began sending people to take it all. He argued his right to the parcel having cultivated it for three 

years and moreover, that she could not be both an ejidatario and colonist. Instead his fences were 

cut, livestock was turned loose in his fields, the harvests were stolen by the authorities, and he was 

arrested repeatedly. He filed the paperwork to legalize his possession; he met Reyes for the first time 

in the offices of the DAAC.375 It is not clear why, if he were an ejidatario already, he was not 
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working his own ejido parcel, or whether the land he worked belonged to a colony, or in what sense 

the widow was attempting to be both ejidataria and colonist. 

 In Zaragoza, Judith Reyes met a group of women who suggested breaking him out of jail 

themselves, thinking the authorities would hesitate to fire at women; Reyes replied that they would 

indeed fire and, moreover, would kill López. Threatened with yet another arrest and subject to 

continual harassment, López fled to the sierra, while his wife travelled to Mexico City to attempt 

unsuccessfully to meet with officials of the DAAC. “The presence of this campesina, with her 

knowledge of the countryside that counted for nothing here, facing the cement jungle of the huge 

city, was shocking. With her inexperience of life in the big city, Belem’s difficulties multiplied.” 

Meanwhile, during Millán’s prolonged absence, when López returned home to see his children, 

someone denounced him, and the authorities arrived in four vehicles, heavily armed. The house was 

surrounded, the officials began shooting, he returned their fire. They threw burning tires so the 

smoke would force him out; he threw them back. One of his daughters panicked and ran out and 

was taken hostage. López surrendered to protect his children and grandchildren, including a three-

year-old. The house was burned before their eyes. The children went to stay with the neighbors and 

their father went back to jail. When Millán returned from the Federal District, she and her children 

went to live with Reyes, whose home had became a refuge for campesinos attempting to legalize 

possesion.376 In February, López Guerrero was released but the confiscated 192 bags of corn and 

198 of alfalfa were not returned.377 The case was also reported in Indice in 1965; it is not clear why 

they would report events occurring more than a year before.378 Santos Valdés included photos of the 

family and the remains of the family home in his book.379  
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 In December, 1963, police and soldiers closed the four rural normal schools and arrested 

leaders of the UGOCM and dozens of students. When informed that the students were demanding 

the reopening of their dormitories, Giner Durán remarked, in a meeting with the state secretary of 

government, “I would rather convert those schools into pigsties. But in Mexico City they don’t 

understand.”380 In response to the petition of women students, he replied, “What do they want 

dormitories for if they like to sleep in the fields with the campesinos?”381 
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Chapter Four: From the First Encounter to the Grupo Popular Guerrillero 

During the election year of 1964, competition heightened between the PPS–UGOCM axis and the 

gathering strength of the PCM–CCI–FEP axis. Lombardo Toledano announced his support for PRI 

candidate Gustavo Díaz Ordaz and the state section of the UGOCM came under pressure to 

contain the mass movement. A split in the local UGOCM became inevitable. Raúl and Pablo 

Gómez ran for local offices for the PPS. Several new organizations emerged: the Association of 

Revolutionary Women, based in Saucillo, and the Comité Pro Defensa de las Guarantías Individuales y 

Sociales (Committee for the Defense of Individual and Social Rights, Comité Pro). Meanwhile all the 

groups shared the same mimeograph machine, property of the PCM, and sat on the same rented 

chairs.  

 The Frente Electoral del Pueblo (People’s Electoral Front, FEP), a national grouping formed in 

summer, 1963, and affiliated with the PCM, used an electoral campaign to attract independent 

leftists. Among its national members were the poet and journalist Renato Leduc; Braulio 

Maldonado, former governor of Baja California; Genaro Vásquez of the Asociación Cívica Guerrerense; 

and Othón Salazar of the Revolutionary Teachers Movement. The FEP attempted to obtain the 

register to participate in the elections but was denied and decided to run candidates anyway. Four 

political prisoners were named, including the muralist David Alfaro Siqueiros and Valentín Campa 

of the railroad workers movement; the Sonoran Ramón Danzós Palomino, leader of the CCI, was 

chosen presidential candidate.382 In Chihuahua, Judith Reyes ran for the federal senate under its 

banner and Becerra Gaytán ran for deputy in the first district.  

                                                 
382 Juan Reyes del Campillo, “El Frente Electoral del Pueblo y el Partido Comunista Mexicano (1963–1964),” Revista Mexicana de 

Sociología 50:3, 221–228, online, accessed February 25, 2014, 219–225. 
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 The files of the Inspector General of the State Police contain a series of reports on Ramón 

Danzos Palomino’s tour of the state in late January, with rallies in Juárez, Delicias, Parral, and the 

capital, attended by two to five hundred persons, many of them students and teachers. Among the 

speakers were Antonio Becerra Gaytán; Hilario Cardona, a student who was later arrested and jailed 

for many months; Raúl Ugalde, a national leader of the FEP; Federico Ruíz Viezcas, PCM member 

and leader of the state FEP; Othón Salazar; and Ramón Danzós Palomino. In a speech to students 

of Salaices, Danzós Palomino pointed to the examples of Cuba, Panama, and Venezuela where the 

people had risen in arms. Othón Salazar spoke of the repression against the railroad workers, the 

assassination of Rubén Jaramillo, and of the governor of Guerrero “who had a special graveyard just 

for campesinos killed in their own homes for the crime of asking for a bit of ground.” The president 

of the Student Association of Salaices spoke against the complacent exploiters who purchased votes 

for ten pesos and of the teachers’ obligation to live with the campesinos and the lower classes. In 

Juárez, Viezca Ruíz addressed the crisis in the cotton fields and the lack of water. One of the reports 

remarked that Danzós was travelling in a pistachio green- and cream-colored 1956 Plymouth, with 

D.F. plates.383 The students of Saucillo were not mentioned in any of the reports. 

 According to Indice, on January 7, General Antonio Gómez Velasco, commander of the Fifth 

Military Zone, intervened with DAAC on behalf of the campesinos, asking that existing resolutions 

be executed.384 They reported that on January 17, fifty soldiers had “massacred” the two hundred 

campesinos of NCP Pancho Villa who had invaded Gavilondo’s Ojo de Peñuelas, beating women 

and children, and that their leaders Rosario Prieto, Jesús and Carlos Dórame, Felipe Castillo, and 

Rogelio Pérez had been beaten and dumped in jail cells with their wounds untreated, and that the 

army had closed the road to Sonora. At which Arturo Gámiz declared, “Who is disturbing the 
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peace? Either change the policies or build more prisons.” The land was not expropriated until 

1967.385  

 In January, Indice accused Ernesto Rosas Ruíz, Director of Inspections, Purchasing, and 

Complaints of the DAAC, of counselling the cattlemen Gavilondo, Graton, and Ottis [sic] Jeffers, to 

divide their land and sell to Mennonites when their certificates of inaffectability ran out, as Almeida 

had done earlier.386 In late January, the campesinos Ricardo Ruelas, Francisco Sánchez Ruíz, and 

Diógenes Ordúñoz, of the NCP Guadalupe Victoria in Madera, were released from jail. They had 

been charged by the Spaniard, Amador Picazarri.387 Acción accused Manuel Pereda, owner of the 

sawmill Ranchería del Norte in Madera, of violating federal labor law by paying his workers with 

chits for the company store, while he bet their salaries on horse races; he had also threatened to evict 

and fire them.388  

 In early February, protests and a strike broke out among students of the Technical and State 

Normal Schools, demanding the governor remove the director of the Technical School’s dormitory, 

retired Lieutenant Coronel Antonio Guerra Duque. He was accused of “bad character and 

behavior,” beating and insulting students, holding back food, and advising young male students 

“how to behave with a girl…”389  

*** 

The first action of the Grupo Popular Guerrillero took place in Madera in February, 1964, when 

Salomón Gaytán and local campesino Ramón Mendoza burned a bridge belonging to the Ibarras, 

used for carrying timber out of the area, and left the message, “To the civil and military authorities: 

We have destroyed this bridge to support the land invasions and so that the campesinos and leaders 
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in jail be freed and we will continue to take drastic measures until our goal is met. Attentively, the 

Popular Guerrilla Group.”390 According to Florencio Lugo, a member of the GPG, the initial action 

was taken by Guadalupe Scobell Gaytán on his own.391 Mendoza, originally from Tres Ojitos near 

Dolores, was then in his early twenties. His father had been forced to sell his ranch by the Four 

Friends, when they had him arrested for rustling and threatened to harm his family. 

 On February 18, 1964, twenty men and eight to ten women invaded the property of 

Ezequiel Chávez Bustamante in Casa Colorada, sixteen kilometers from Madera, in support of their 

petition for an ejido. They erected tents and brought blankets and livestock. Arturo Gámiz and two 

companions had left Madera en route to a meeting in Santa Rita, Temósachic, when they arrived at 

Casa Colorada and decided to spend the night and continue on the next day. The three had been 

taking turns riding first one then two horses. Gámiz’s companion remarked that the invaders were 

all campesinos, with “only two young lady students.” A detachment of soldiers arrived the next 

morning, found the group gathering firewood, and arrested Gámiz and Manuel Montes Varela of 

Tres Ojitos, a member of the soliciting group. As they were led away, the crowd threatened to 

follow and the soldiers fixed bayonets. The rest of the invaders put up no resistance and were 

dislodged after “two hours of discussion.” The officer remarked that they were not “local 

campesinos but persons dedicated to activities which are not the care of livestock.”392  

 According to court records, this was Gámiz’s first arrest. He was charged with occupation of 

property belonging to another (despojo de cosa inmeuble) and sent to the state penitenciary in the capital, 

then located on Twentieth of November Street not far from downtown. In his statement, he began 

by describing a meeting of the UGOCM in September, 1963, where participants had agreed that if 
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positive results were not forthcoming after one month, they would occupy the parcels they had 

solicited. After one month, a thirteen-person commission led by Saúl  Chacón, including 

representatives of La Esperanza, Terrenates, Renovación, Ruíz Cortines, and Francisco Villa, went 

to Mexico City and met with Roberto Barrios and other functionaries of the DAAC. Barrios 

promised to turn over the parcels in January and while they waited, the UGOCM had carried out no 

invasions, except one in Francisco Villa “because they did not believe Barrios.” In January, having 

received no response, people announced they would invade in February, but Gamiz told them to 

wait until he returned from an UGOCM assembly in Los Mochis, Sinaloa. In Los Mochis, the 

delegates concluded that the agrarian authorities had no real desire to solve the conditions of the 

landless, “but that whatever they offer is merely to propitiate the campesino and facilitate the 

campaigns of politicians.” Gamiz returned and told the group they should not believe in Santa Claus 

(the Santos Reyes) and that it was up to them to continue or abandon the struggle. He added that their 

goal was to pressure the authorities and that since this was the last month for plowing, plows were 

the only tools they took with them. With respect to the students, who were normalistas of 

Chihuahua and Saucillo and probably Salaices, they sympathized with the campesinos and their 

behavior had been noble and healthy and they did not advise the campesinos but only accompanied 

them.393  

 On March 4, the journalist Pedro Muñoz Grado paid a bond of one thousand pesos and 

Gámiz was released pending trial. His companion Manuel Montes Varela was released a week later 

when Senaido [Rosario?] Prieto Chávez of Nuevo Casas Grandes paid his bond. In July, an order for 

Gámiz’s arrest for failing to appear was emitted and the bond was forfeit.394  
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 During his time in jail, Gámiz met with Salvador del Toro Rosales of the Federal Attorney 

General’s office, sent to Chihuahua to resolve the crisis; he made a favorable impression on Toro.395  

 Gámiz’s court file ended with a letter dated October 19, 1965, noting his death and 

indicating the inclusion of a certified copy of the death certificate, not found in the file.396  

  Whatever else happened to Gámiz in captivity, he was confronted with his own vulnerability. 

On his release, he renounced his role in the public movement and joined the nascient GPG in the 

sierra. He may have realized that his life was in danger and that further legal action was useless, while 

the mountains and canyons of northwestern Chihuahua offered an ideal terrain and a population 

already accustomed to armed self-defense.  

 On February 18, General Efrén Samano arrested four campesinos for a symbolic protest on 

land belonging to Evaristo Rojo. The students of Saucillo called for a mute protest, demanding 

liberty for the campesinos and protesting the attitude of the municipal authorities. On February 20, 

Luis Carlos Terrazas, the mayor of Delicias, encouraged a gang of youth, including students of the 

secondary school, to attack an UGOCM meeting by hurling rotten oranges, onions, potatoes, and 

tomatoes. They had also thrown a live snake at the girls, trying to scare them, and the mayor’s 

nephew had shot off a pistol. A list of names of the attackers was included.397  

 A DFS document dated February 20 described a series of invasions led by the UGOCM, 

including eighty campesinos of the NCP Narcisco Mendoza who invaded the property of Alfonso 

Terrazas in Delicias; one hundred campesinos of the NCP Plutarco Elías Calles who invaded the 

properties of Evarista Rojo and Carlos Muñoz Leyva in Saucillo; and sixty campesinos from the 

NCP Ignacio Allende who invaded the properties of Paula Carbona, widow of Muñiz, in Lázaro 

Cárdenas and Delicias. The paracaidistas were advised by normalistas of Saucillo and Salaices who 
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sometimes joined the invasions; some of the young women of Saucillo dressed as men. The students 

belonged to the FECH, whose leader was Jacobo Olguín Guerra, a student at Salaices and member 

of the Juventud Popular. The FECH had distinguished itself by its support for the UGOCM. Other 

invasions around the state included that of Lot Number Nine, property of Ezequiel and Oscar 

Chávez, invaded by eighty campesinos of the NCP Casa Colorada in Madera (where Gámiz had 

been arrested); properties of Bosques de Chihuahua by campesinos of the NCP Independencia; the 

property of Jorge Quijada, within the lands of Bosques, by the NCP Revolución; unidentified 

properties in Nuevo Casas Grandes invaded by the NCP Plan de Sabinas; and unidentified 

properties in Flores Magón, invaded by campesinos of the NCP Terranetes (sic, Terranates). The 

report went on to identify Pablo Gómez Ramírez as a leader of the UGOCM, teaching at a school in 

Delicias (he was teaching at the rural normal school at Saucillo), and said that Giner Durán had 

previously asked the SEP to transfer him, without success. The report also stated, erroneously, that 

Arturo Gamez (sic) was out of state at the time; in fact he had joined the invasion of Casa Colorada 

and been arrested there on February 19. The report ended by describing a gathering of some three 

hundred students of Saucillo (nearly the entire student body), ninety local campesinos, and one 

hundred students of Salaices in front of Saucillo’s city hall, demanding the release of campesinos 

jailed for the invasions.398  

 On February 22, a crowd of normalistas and some campesinos swarmed into the offices of 

the DAAC and confronted Eduardo Juárez Santos Coy in his office. In the confusion, the front 

door was locked; the students were accused of locking it to kidnap the delegate while they claimed 

the door had been locked by DAAC employees to facilitate their arrest. In any case, the combined 

forces of granaderos (riot police), state, and municipal police arrived and evicted the students, 

arresting some thirty. The protesters regrouped in the Plaza Hidalgo in front of the state house and 
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were attacked with tear gas; they threw rocks and whatever they found at hand. Photos on the front 

page of Acción showed scenes of chaos: cops in gas masks and many young women among the 

protesters. This was one of the face-to-face confrontations that stamped the movement and grew 

increasingly heated that year. Guillermo Rodríguez Ford was arrested for catching a tear gas 

cannister and hurling it at the feet of Mendoza Domínguez, who was said to be too old to run. 

Acción claimed that Mendoza Domínguez had ordered live ammunition against students, but the 

troops had disobeyed orders; they also gave the improbable number of fifteen hundred to two 

thousand students crowding into the offices of the attorney general to protest the arrests.399  

 Three photos in Indice showed students burning Bad Government in effigy and carrying a 

coffin, surrounded by soldiers in gas masks in the Plaza Hidalgo. According to the IPS, the students 

burned a coffin representing Giner Durán, while David Hernández, a protestant minister and 

member of the FEP and Comité Pro, read the funeral service. Francisco Javier Alvarez called in 

Professor Isaias Orozco, of Secondary School Number One, and accused him of leading the student 

movements and the invasion of the DAAC.400  

 Most of the protesters were released; Guillermo Rodríguez Ford, and the students Jesús 

Hilario Cardona, Guillermo Ramírez Rodríguez (Guerrero according to del Toro), and Jorge Rodas 

were accused of rioting. All were offered bail; Jorge Rodas was the only one able to raise it. Months 

later, Roberto Barrios, director of the DAAC in DF, ordered his delegate in Chihuahua to drop the 

charges in writing.401 Campesinos conducted another sit-in before the offices of the DAAC. 

 In February, according to García Aguirre, the women students of Saucillo were watched over 

by neighbors and authorities, while the men of Salaices were exempt from similar surveillance and 
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went unmentioned in El Heraldo.402 Later that spring, the rural normal schools were under continual 

surveillance “by the state ‘secret’ police, by the municipal police and by police from Mexico City, 

moreover by spies from the FBI and CIA, and even worse, by soldiers of the federal army,” who 

held the students under an ineffective but menacing state of seige.403 In one incident, students from 

Saucillo were induced to take part in a shooting gallery at a country fair and photographed and those 

photographs exhibited as evidence of their participation in guerrilla training.404 I found no other 

evidence that the FBI and CIA were involved. 

 Federal officials, less beholden to the interests of local cattlemen and and hoping to prevent 

another Cuba, attempted to diffuse the growing climate of violence by sending Salvador del Toro 

Rosales and Manuel Gutiérrez Zamora from the federal attorney general’s office to investigate in 

February. In a memoir published in 1996, Toro Rosales described his visit and concluded that 

Chihuahua’s problems were rooted in the misery of the countryside. “…there was only one solution: 

to put aside political interests and to proceed with the agrarian distribution through legal channels.” 

On the first day, the two attorneys met with State Attorney General Hipólito Villa Rentería, who 

told them the protests and land invasions were led by communists and outsiders. Toro described 

General Manuel Mendoza Domínguez, director of the State Police, as an “old man, who knew 

nothing about the police, who had no idea what caused the movement, nor did he know who 

participated in it and led it, nor was he interested in knowing, and the only thing that bothered him, 

in his own words, was that those rude and uncouth kids (muchachitos léperos y mal educados), just 

because, or perhaps advised by their teachers, went daily to the state house to insult General Giner, 

which was intolerable.”405 
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 Mendoza complained about the young women. “Some of them look like women of the 

streets and they are the most argumentative. I ask you, Licenciado, what are these girls doing with 

the campesinos in the ranches? Because these are the same ones who went to the agrarian office. 

And so, what are they doing away from home, at night, at dawn? I tell you that in various invasions, 

we found half-empty bottles of sotol and even some guitars.”406 This was neither the first nor last 

time that aspersions of promiscuity were cast on the young women of Saucillo; many people found 

it inconceivable that, being women, they would act on their own convictions.  

 Toro paid a visit to Giner Durán in his home library, with its shelves nearly empty of books, 

where Giner made a speech. “In Chihuahua there are no latifundias, their leaders are lying.” He went 

on to explain that the wealth of Chihuahua consisted of livestock, which needed a great deal of land 

to thrive. “What do they want? that instead of sheep we raise rats?” Giner compared the hard-

working cattlemen who rose at dawn to feed and water their animals (they didn’t have help?) with 

lazy troublemakers who spend all day in the city, following their leaders from one office to another 

and agitating. He added that he had ordered the Secretary of Public Education to close the rural 

schools of Saucillo and Delicias [sic], for being “nests of vipers, seedbeds of communists…” He 

urged Toro to act energetically and complained that the prisoners should be a federal and not local 

responsibility, since the municipal jails were full and the mayors could not afford them.407  

 Toro described how “one of his police agents, Rudy” managed to recruit a snitch among the 

campesinos, who reported that some of the students were saving up to buy guns, and that they had 

been overheard saying, “No one will remove us from here. Now that the authorities do not want to 

give us land, then to hell with it all.” The snitch confirmed that the movement had reached a slow 

boil. Asked who were its leaders, he replied, “No one.” The protesters gathered, without knowing 
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what to do or what would come next, because they needed to be together. They hated but did not 

fear either the authorities nor the caciques.408 The assertion that the movement was leaderless 

reflected the degree of autonomy among the campesinos. 

 Toro received delegations of students in his office, who insisted that he release the prisoners 

and arrest Giner. He described their petitions as “clear and precise, but absurd, because the 

prisoners were not at the disposition of the attorney general.” He also received Pablo Gómez, 

accompanied by a small entourage; Gómez delivered a speech, in a voice described as shrill and 

disagreeable, repeating again and again that the campesinos would remain in place, whatever the 

consequences, until the last of the latifundias were distributed. Santos Coy insisted he had not been 

kidnapped and warned that in the countryside, “the campesinos do not talk, they act…” and if the 

situation were not resolved, they would take up arms.409  

 Toro sent for Arturo Gámiz and conducted a long interview; he was impressed by Gámiz’s 

simplicity, modesty, and intelligence. According to Gámiz, the UGOCM assembly in Los Mochis 

had agreed unanimously to effect simultaneous nonviolent land invasions in northern states, 

allowing themselves to be arrested and replaced until only “old folks, women, and children, the 

relatives of prisoners” were left, but the call to begin had not been emitted. Gámiz accused Jacinto 

López, national leader of the UGOCM, of ignoring the agreement in exchange for potential political 

appointments and of not wishing the protesters to be seen, in an electoral year, as “enemies of the 

regime.” By the end of the meeting, Toro and Gámiz agreed that the situation would calm down 

with the arrival of the team of agronomists, and that they would be sent from Mexico City, and not 

from the Agronomy School Hermanos Escobar in Juárez because the latter were considered 
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“children of the rich,” and that the movement would accept the resolutions, whether they were 

favorable or not.410  

 Immediately following this meeting, López Mateos, working with Luis Echeverría in 

Gobernación, ordered the release of all prisoners, provided funds for the campesinos to return home, 

and sent a team of twenty agronomists, with office personnel, equipment, and vehicles, to the state 

office of DAAC. Toro Rosales and Gutiérrez Zamora gave a press conference, assuring the public 

that they had acted, “not because they were pressured by agitators, but because they considered the 

petitions of the campesinos for land to be just.” One land invasion, in Las Playas, Madera, on the 

property of Amador Picazarri, took place because the invaders had not been told of the agreement 

and it was peacefully dissolved.411 Pablo Gómez and Saúl Chacón paid a visit to Santos Coy to 

inform him that the campesinos would not return home but would remain until their demands were 

met. They would continue to stand before the offices of the DAAC in the morning and march 

through downtown in the afternoon, carrying banners and signs, and accompanied by students with 

collection boxes. 

 There was a rally on February 21 in Delicias and three days later, three more. One in 

Saucillo, organized by the normalistas, who had been called before the Assistant Director of the 

Normal Schools that very day to demand they cease these interventions; one organized by the 

FECH in the capital, where four normalistas and one campesino addressed the crowd; that night 

there was a “symbolic burning of the authorities, beginning with the governor.”412 On February 28, 

three or four hundred campesinos arrived in Chihuahua City in a caravan from the south, led by Saúl 

Chacón and Pablo Gómez. Every day, they and their supporters gathered before the offices of the 

DAAC in a mute protest; in the afternoon they paraded around downtown and gathered again at the 
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Plaza Hidalgo. At night they slept in the offices of the UGOCM. The students collected money, 

food, blankets, and clothing.413 These demonstrations showed that the movement had a momentum 

of its own and intended to continue no matter what concessions were made.  

 García Aguirre reported, quoting an interview with Guadalupe Jacott, that the normalistas of 

Saucillo agreed to stop eating dessert and sweet bread, and proposed that the school give the money 

to the campesinos of the caravan; when the school refused, they opened the storeroom themselves 

and took all the food. The day the caravan arrived at the state house, the State Normal School 

performed a funeral: the students dressed in black and marched in silence carrying cardboard coffins 

symbolizing Justice and Liberty, while the band played.414 

*** 

On March 5, 1964, Salomón Gaytán, accompanied by his nephew, Antonio Scobell Gaytán, shot 

and killed Florentino Ibarra, José’s brother, in revenge for the assassination of Carlos Ríos.415 

Ignacio Gil was also wounded in the attack. When asked by a reporter, Gaytán said he had gone to 

the house and asked for Florentino, then emptied a pistol into him, shouting, “This is what I came 

for, son of a…,” and fled. On the road they ran into some women and yelled, “I’ve killed your 

sweetheart, you old sluts [viejas rebalosas]!” It was suggested that Ibarra had tried to force Gaytán’s 

sweetheart, since everyone knew that he raped women who were poor, using force when they did 

not respond to his advances.416 

 On March 22, Salomón Gaytán and Antonio Scobell sent a letter to Ernesto Castellanos, 

Mayor of Madera, explaining their use of violence. “The fundamental reason is that we are 

convinced the authorities do not wish to resolve the people’s problems, especially those of the 
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workers and campesinos, but on the contrary pursue and harass those who ask for work and land 

and repress the people’s movements for justice with violence.” They promised to surrender when 

the last latifundia was divided. They said that everyone knew the Ibarras had humiliated and 

harassed the people of Dolores, that they had killed Florentino Ibarra because the authorities had 

failed to act, and that further proof of their arbitrarities was the fact that Ibarras, and not the 

authorities, had kept the horses Gaytán and Scobell had used and were starving them to death. 

Finally, they declared that Ignacio Gil had shot himself in the leg while attempting to attack them.417  

 In March, Indice published a letter from Arturo Gámiz, still in prison, to Judith Reyes, editor 

of Acción, asserting the existence of various left wing trends, all of them in crisis, and asking, “What 

is the role of the revolutionary press? The independent press is petty bourgeois and vacillating and 

can only offer support; it is not revolutionary. It should take sides.” Gámiz announced his 

withdrawal from Acción, asking that his name be removed from the masthead and that Reyes stop 

imputing to him commissions he had never carried out. Reyes had claimed that Gámiz was reporting 

for Acción when he was arrested.418  

 Judith Reyes announced her candidacy for the federal senate on the FEP ticket.419 In March 1964, 

Pablo Gómez announced his candidacy as substitute deputy in Delicias for the PPS, while his 

brother Raúl Gómez ran for federal deputy in Guerrero; Arturo Gámiz, by then in hiding, 

announced his support.420 

 Presidential candidate Gustavo Díaz Ordaz arrived in Chihuahua in early April on a campaign tour, 

although his election was assured. Judith Reyes described the preparations for his visit. A red, green, 

and white banner reading “PRI: Gustavo Díaz Ordaz,” each letter ninety meters tall, was hung from 
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the Cerro de Coronel, to the southeast of the city, with an electrical plant for illumination and 

soldiers to guard it, at a cost of one hundred thousand pesos. On the flanks of the cerro (hill or peak) 

were caves inhabited by the Tarahumara who came to the city to sell their handicrafts, beg, and pose 

for tourist photos; their children’s bellies were swollen from parasites. Bureacucrats and union 

members were forced to attend Díaz Ordaz’s speeches, while the attendance of the poor and 

unemployed was purchased for a sandwich and forty pesos in Juárez, but only twenty pesos away 

from the border.421 She later reported that three truckloads of campesinos had refused to leave the 

vehicles until they were paid and asked who was more despicable, “la que peca por la paga o él que paga 

por pecar” (“she who sins for pay or he who pays for sin,” from a poem by Sor Juana de la Cruz).422  

 Díaz Ordaz made his first speech in Juárez, where students threw rotten eggs.423 On April 6, 

he paraded down the principal street of the capital then spoke at the Plaza de Armas where a 

reviewing stand had been erected in front of City Hall opposite the cathedral. Along with the usual 

crowd of PRI supporters, a number of students gathered. Some observers say the disturbances 

occurred towards the end of his speech, others that he was prevented from speaking. Toro Rosales 

remarked that the crowd along the way had been unresponsive and that the candidate had been 

prevented from speaking by the normalistas, while the campesinos in the crowd stood by. All 

accounts agree that the students Cecilio Polanco and Jesús (sometimes José) Mariñelarena climbed 

the reviewing stand and demanded an interview with the candidate; Mariñelarena grabbed the 

microphone, athough the power had been cut, and there was an outbreak of shouting, much of it 

directed against the governor and local authorities, and a hail of sticks, rocks, fruit, and bottles 

thrown at the reviewing stand. The candidate was surrounded and hustled back to his tour bus 
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(other accounts said the Hotel Fermont). The crowd took over the plaza while panicking bystanders 

fled.424 

 Judith Reyes attended the event as a reporter for the national magazine Política, whose 

director, Manuel Marcué Pardiñas, was then a political prisoner in Lecumberri. She related being 

asked to sing, after the candidate was led away, and refusing, then entering City Hall where she was 

drinking coffee with the mayor, Roberto Ortiz, when they were told the crowd was burning the 

propaganda posters behind the reviewing stand. Soon the firemen arrived and put out the flames. 

Again the students set fire to the stand, this time breaking windows and scorching the façade of City 

Hall, while the mayor refused to call the authorities against them. Ortiz, Reyes, and a handful of 

municipal employees escaped to the roof of a neighboring building until the fire was finally 

extinguished. That night, Díaz Ordaz attended a banquet of the Cattlemen’s Association, where he 

expressed his gratitude for the reception he had been given, while soldiers patrolled the streets of the 

capital. Four weeks later, Reyes was arrested.425  

 Indice published a photo of the scorched front of City Hall, remarking that normally the 

Chihuahuenses would be ashamed of such behavior, but that in this case, “If here they killed Padre 

Hidalgo and here the revolution began, we must expect something from Chihuahua.”426  

 The protagonists of these two events, the swarming of the DAAC and the riot on April 6, 

were students, frustrated by the recalcitrance of the governor and other authorities and responding 

with a show of militance. According to Toro Rosales, on April 6 they undid the gains of the 

campesinos as the newly initiated agrarian campaign ground to a halt: “the informative technical 

works that had only begun a few weeks before were paralyzed, the agronomists returned to their 
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base camps, and the petitions returned to the files. Complaints and new petitions went into the 

garbage.”427 The repression, particularly against the rural normal schools, increased exponentially. 

The student movement was not, however, united behind the protests. According to DFS reports on 

the FECH, some students wanted the protests to be orderly and peaceful.428  

 On April 8, Jesús Hilario Cardona Rodríguez, a student at the State Normal School, was 

arrested and accused of rioting. He was convicted on August 12 and sentenced to thirty days time 

served and a twenty-five peso fine, but he was not released. He appealed and on October 28, the 

conviction was overturned. He was finally released on November 5, 1964.429 His detention, along 

with that of Alvaro Ríos, inspired widespread protests. 

 The normal schools, the Technical School, and the Technical School for Young Ladies 

were singled out by Giner Durán, members of the PAN, and Catholic organizations, demanding that 

parents control their children and blaming the teachers who belonged to the PPS, PCM, UGOCM, 

and FEP for corrupting them.430  

 In Delicias, a number of agrarian leaders, among them Raúl and Pablo Gómez, were 

arrested; on April 8, Díaz Ordaz secured their release and met with them briefly, promising to find a 

solution to the agrarian question.431 In his memoir, Paco Ornelas included a photo of Díaz Ordaz 

receiving a memorandum from the Gómez brothers; the caption referred to a twenty-minute 

meeting on the outskirts of Delicias.432  

 Hilario Cardona’s initial Declaration, given on April 8, read as follows: he belonged to the 

FEP since November the year before; he had been invited to join by Andrés de la O, who told him 
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they were forming a new revolutionary party. Reynaldo Rosas Domínguez was in charge of the press 

and propaganda. Cardona was in his third year in the Night Normal School. He also knew Isaias 

Orozco, Secretary of Acts and Agreements. He also named a tall bald man called Félix Guzmán, a 

fat one named Federico Ruíz Viescas, and Ramón Sánchez, a primary school teacher who tried to 

recruit new members. Rosas told everyone to get a red marker to write FEP slogans on walls and 

doors. There were forty-seven people at a meeting on the patio of a carpentry shop in Calle Aldama. 

They collected money for fliers announcing the arrival of presidential candidate Ramón Danzós 

Palomino. Andrés de la O Ayala, Reynaldo Rosas, Becerra, and the accused went to pick up chairs 

for the meeting in Becerra Gaytán’s car; he thought it must have been the first meeting for this 

reason. After that he attended meetings every Sunday. In the meetings it was said they should 

attacked the state and federal governments, the movement would be national, and they would 

pressure the president to release political prisoners such as Vallejo, Campa, Siquieros, and Filomeno 

Mata; that within the state they should attack the governor, Attorney General Villa Rentaría, and the 

Secretary of Government Saúl González Herrera—Giner because he was inept, and González 

Herrera and Villa for being his pimps and following his inept and reactionary policies. He testified 

that he gave out fliers to students of the normal schools and invited his compañeros to meetings; he 

had invited Ruperto Soto Guajardo and Rodolfo Ramos Beltrán, who accepted and attended all 

sessions. He had painted the fences of the Sports Park, near the university campus, with slogans. He 

had collected money; Federico Ruíz Viescas gave the most and everyone gave something, even one 

peso or less. They held meetings to plan for the arrival of the candidate, beginning with naming 

commissions, obtaining funds, and sending representatives to the reception. Lázaro Villarreal gave 

money under the table but was committed to the PPS. The brains of the operation were Oscar Ayala 

Martínez, Antonio Becerra Gaytán, Judith Reyes, Reynaldo Rosas, and Ema Becerra Gaytán, a 
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student at the Normal Night School. The strike at the dormitory of the Technical School had been 

organized by Andrés de la O, who had been instructed by Becerra Gaytán. Section Eight of the 

national teachers union had given moral support and the use of their mimeograph machine. He also 

named Rafael Martínez Valdivia as a leader of the JPS and a girl whose last names were Espina 

Carpio as Gámiz’s girlfriend.433  

 He had accompanied Gámiz, Chacón, Pablo Gómez, and Rodríguez Ford in their 

discussions about guerrilla warfare and on excursions into the woods near Aldama to make molotov 

cocktails and hand grenades; there they discussed the world situation and also talked with the girls. 

Gámiz spoke of preparing the people and said that only a few campesinos from the UGOCM would 

serve for guerrilla war. Danzós Palomino had told Alvaro Ríos not to carry out land invasions in 

February but to wait for April 15 when there would be a general campesino mobilization, but he did 

not know where. Alvaro Ríos had not responded. Pablo Gómez and Clara Elena Gutiérrez were 

going to Cuba to connect with revolutionary organizations. The FEP had painted over propaganda 

for Gustavo Díaz Ordaz. José Mariñelarena Rivera had planned to take the microphone [on April 

6].434  

 The declaration of José Luis Franco Alvarez was included in Cardona’s file. Franco declared 

that ten to thirteen students had met before the rally and planned to challenge Gustavo Díaz Ordaz 

(GDO) with questions; they had a microphone with batteries. Mariñelarena had gotten up on the 

platform and been pulled down, an assistant had taken GDO to the Hotel Fermont, and a riot had 

broken out. The Democratic Christian Party or the PAN had caused the destruction. Borunda had 

tried to calm the students and gone back to the hotel. A figure standing on a car, whom the students 

called the Prophet, had directed the riot. GDO had come out and told them he would solve their 
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problems and they had met for some fifteen or twenty minutes. Franco belonged to the lowest of 

the three grades of the FEP; he belonged to an action group. The FEP had a hierarchy: above 

Franco was Hilario Cardona, above him Becerra Gaytan, above him Judith Reyes, Othón Salazar, 

and Pedro Muñoz Grado, organized in concentric circles. Oscar Sandoval did not belong to any of 

them.435  

 Hilario Cardona made a second, undated Declaration, in which he denied his earlier 

Declaration, saying he had been tortured. He said he did not know if the strike committee got help 

from Lázaro Villarreal or Section Eight. He denied knowing anything about bombs and grenades or 

a trip to Cuba. He said he had been taken from the Normal and invited to speak with the attorney 

general at 7:30 a.m. on April 8 and that he had been threatened while he was held in the cells of the 

state judicial police. The attorney general had come in with Daniel Luna, an agent of the judicial 

police who was cross-eyed, Luna had questioned and insulted him, he hit him on the face first, he 

fell off his chair, then Luna hit him in the stomach and back of the head until he could not see. Luna 

had made him kneel to the count of five hundred, at two hundred he fell over, he was beaten again 

on the stomach and head, he begged them to stop. They had made him hold a broom with his hands 

high and beaten him some more. Luna also used la chicharra, electric shocks from a cattle prod, and 

they had taken him out to the cemetary at night and threatened to visit his family. The torture ended 

at twelve o’clock, he was shut up in a dark room, then they got him out at eight p.m. and put him in 

a tiny bathroom, then they took him to José Luis Franco and told him they had his house 

surrounded and were recording everything. The two of them were shut up in a tiny room where they 

could not sleep for the pain. The next day they were  “Machiavellian,” they brought him everything 
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he wanted, the doctor told him nothing was wrong and gave him an injection. Marks from the 

beating were still visible.436 

 The file ended with the Judgment concluding there was a clear relationship between the 

conception and preparation and the fact of the riot. Franco and Mariñelarena had admitted to 

having climbed the stand as Díaz Ordaz finished his speech. The sentence of thirty days time served 

was confirmed, along with a twenty-five peso fine. There was a letter to the director of the 

penitentiary releasing him after thirty days time served, dated November 5, 1964, seven months after 

his arrest.437 

*** 

On April 13, the emerging Grupo Popular Guerrillero released a nine-page Declaration, explaining that 

they had taken up arms to rebuild a society that was hopelessly and unnecessarily unjust and badly 

structured and that power should pass to the workers and campesinos. They were not against taking 

part in the elections or opposed to revolutionaries running for office, as long as elections did not 

become the primary form of struggle or precipitate their falling into illusions. “The transition from 

one social system to another by means of a violent revolution is an objective law.” The hour had 

struck for the colonial and semicolonial countries, with the maturing of objective conditions. “Only 

in the course of revolutionary action will the workers’ movement be rebuilt, the left united, and the 

popular masses achieve class consciousness…Victory is guaranteed beforehand because the 

revolution responds to the interests of the people.”438  

 Salvador Gaytán reported the rape of two girls age fifteen and seventeen by Ramón Molina 

in April, 1964 on the Rancho El Durazno near Cebadilla. They were the granddaughters of the 
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campesino Leonardo Rivera, who had been killed by Molina sometime earlier for failure to pay the 

rent on land he leased. The girls were left thrown on the ground.439  

*** 

Raúl Florencio Lugo Hernández, from a poor campesino family who had settled in Nuevo Casas 

Grandes, joined the movement during the winter of 1963–64. Neither a normalista nor a campesino 

himself but a young man without direction, when he first encountered the movement he was in jail 

as a result of, “My economic situation and lack of education, my class position with the alienated 

and oppressed who lack a political consciousness to explain the origin of our problems and how to 

resolve them…alcoholism, crime, as a manifestation of social impotence due to a lack of political 

clarity…” Through a window, he heard a loudspeaker announcing a rally in support of campesinos 

soliciting land. On his release, he joined the solicitors.440  

 He later wrote a memoir of his days with the GPG while in Lecumberri Prison in the 

Federal District. He had been sentenced to five and a half years following a fleeting contact with the 

Revolutionary National Civic Organization of Guerrero, years after the events in Chihuahua. The 

first edition was published anonymously and contained few names or dates but a wealth of detail 

concerning life in the movement.  

 He described the preparations for an invasion, probably of the Santo Domingo: a caravan of 

some two hundred to two hundred and fifty persons rode in sixteen vehicles supplied by small 

businessmen, who supported the breakup of the latifundias because their markets had been reduced 

by competition. They travelled at night, through intense cold. On arrival, they set up tents of tarps in 

the form of a triangle with the leaders in the middle; he described the leaders as locals advised by the 
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UGOCM, some of them “true revolutionaries who took advantage of the legal cover … to develop 

a real work of raising consciousness among the campesinos…” They received word that the army 

was coming to dislodge them, consulted among themselves, and left before the army arrived, being 

unprepared for a confrontation. The occupation was symbolic, not meant as an actual act of 

expropriation, but intended to complement the pressure put on the DAAC by comrades in the 

capital using legal means.441  

 The group returned to Nuevo Casas Grandes to evaluate the action, decided their attitude 

had been overly “soft,” and returned to wait for the army. This time they were dislodged by fixed 

bayonets, taken to Nuevo Casas Grandes, and released. Again they returned with their families; the 

army cut off their access to water and they tried to dig wells. They raised both white and national 

flags, in response to the press having called them “subversives, reds.” They stayed for four days and 

then were surrounded by soldiers, surrendered, were returned to Nuevo Casas Grandes where they 

organized a public meeting while their leaders were arrested. Here Lugo spoke in public for the first 

time, taking his cue from “a letter of Fidel Castro.”442 

 Lugo and a few compañeros were invited to private meetings with a leader of the UGOCM 

to commit themselves to the armed struggle. Instead of taking part in further occupations, they 

returned home to organize clubs of working class youth, “to counteract the ideological permeability 

to which the young workers are victim through the alienating actions of the class in power.” They 

formed a group of some twenty persons in Nuevo Casas Grandes and rented an office where they 

held weekly meetings to discuss historical and dialectical materialism and political economy.443  

 With this, Lugo’s life changed dramatically, as he was introduced to a “new world which he 

confronted with only one means, the urge to learn and understand, assimilating all he could of the 
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historical experience of class struggle.” Among the books he read were Fidel Castro, Listen Yankee, The 

Young Guard, and The Regional Clandestine Committee Acts. He recalled a conversation with a leader of 

the UGOCM who asked him what he thought about communism. He replied that if the bourgeoisie 

called them communists and subversives for demanding land, “then communism might not be so 

bad!”444   

 Lugo made the leap from petitioner to armed revolutionary within months. Shortly after 

Arturo Gámiz was released from jail and joined Gaytán and Scobell in the sierra, Lugo and six 

companions took a train to Madera to join the nascent GPG. Guadalupe Scobell met the group at 

the station and took them into the sierra where they were met by Salomón Gaytán and Antonio 

Gaytán. They made backpacks from their blankets to carry their belongings, including their rifles. 

They walked all night; the next day Scobell killed a deer, which they butchered and dressed and took 

with them. After several days of walking, four of the seven recruits deserted. At this, they changed 

direction, spending two days with serrano supporters, helping them plant and talking about the 

situation in the sierra. They walked for several days and nights, visiting ranches along the way, and 

finally arrived at Arroyo Amplio, home of the Gaytán family, then continued to the place where they 

met Arturo Gámiz and someone whose nom de guerre was Arnulfo. There they camped in a 

barranca, setting guards every four hours up above; everyone took turns, even at cooking their 

meager provisions of jerky. While they rested, they studied Che’s Guerra de Guerrillas, then listened as 

Gámiz spoke.445  

 The rules were as follows: they could spend no more than two days in any one place. They 

must eliminate all signs when breaking camp. They must pay for everything they took from the 

community or, if they had no money, promise to pay and keep the promise. They must respect 

                                                 
444 Lugo, Asalto, 35–36. 
445 Lugo, Asalto, 41, 49–51. 



 171

 

women. Desertion and lack of discipline would be judged immediately and severely punished. At 

every stop, someone spoke to the campesinos nearby, inviting them to join their discussions. Once, 

while they were talking about the lack of food, a campesino suggested they kill one of “his cattle.” 

When they said they had no money, he replied that the brand belonged to a well known cacique and 

“it still belongs to us.” From then on, they supplied themselves with the meat that had been stolen 

“historically.” Lugo pointed out that these and other initiatives came not from them but from their 

“base” in the countryside. The face-to-face propaganda was meant to consolidate support, not to 

recruit directly.446 Their success can be measured by the fact that when the five survivors fled into 

the sierra after the attack on the base, they were hidden and fed, often by strangers, and not one was 

denounced despite the forces sent after them.  

 Without noting the precise date, in a report dated April 27, Miguel Morán, acting sectional 

president of Dolores, through Roberto Martínez Noreiga, had reported that Salomón Gaytán, 

Arturo Gámiz, Juan Antonio Escóbel, Enrique Torres, and Agapo (Margarito?) González, had 

arrived at the home of José Ibarra in Dolores moments after he left. They took three long guns and 

cartridges, then dragged the bed where Ibarra slept out to the patio and set fire to it; they placed a 

stick of dynamite in the radio transmitter–receiver and blew it up. They threw gasoline on the 

generator and burned it as well, then the house itself. The neighbors put the fire out.447  

 In April, Norberto Aguirre Palancares, the new Director of the Federal DAAC, sent twenty 

agrarian engineers to Chihuahua to review the certificates of livestock inaffectability; they had 

finished five that were due to expire that year and would move on to the properties of Antonio 
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Guerrero and Teófilo Borunda. They had yet to write up their reports and do studies of land 

quality.448  

 On April 24, students of the Normal Night School invited local groups to join El Comité Pro 

Defensa de Guarantías Individuales y Sociales (the Committee for the Defense of Individual and Social 

Guarantees, Comité Pro). Headed by Antonio Becerra Gaytán and financed by Lázaro Villarreal, this 

committee, which called for the enactment of constitutional guarantees, was another example of the 

movement’s insistence that it was they who obeyed the laws and the government and landowners 

who broke them. On April 27, three hundred students rallied, demanding liberty for Hilario 

Cardona. On May 1, they published a manifesto calling on all citizens, regardless of political 

affiliation or religion, to defend their constitutional rights, recently threatened by unspecified 

arbitrary acts.449  

 In May, the students of Saucillo and Salaices published a letter disclaiming any participation 

in the events of April 6, while their campuses were occupied by the Fifth Military Zone in an 

ineffective but menacing stage of seige.450  

 In northern Durango, six hundred campesinos set out from Canutillo, where Pancho Villa had 

spent his last days, to march on the capital, demanding the distribution of the haciendas belonging 

to Marcario Pérez, Baudelio Rodríguez, “and other foreigners.” Led by the UGOCM, when offered 

a bribe to call off the march, they took the money and continued.451  

 Reyes related her participation in that march in detail. They began with a rally for the townspeople, 

then marched four abreast with banners, one hour of walking and ten minutes of rest, from six in 

the morning to six at night, with a break for the midday meal. Then they scattered on both sides of 
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the highway to sleep on the ground. Reyes tried to be one of them, but still put on face cream and 

lipstick and always covered the stone she used for a pillow with a kerchief of artificial silk.  

Curled up in my poncho, I began to dream, moving aside the pebbles under my ribs with my 
body. A few minutes later, thinking surely I was asleep, a compañero approached with 
extreme care and put a blanket over me, tiptoeing away with the same precaution. I stopped 
being cold and fell into a deep sleep among the campesinos. On waking, I couldn’t open my 
eyes because my lids were swollen and stuck together with mucus, perhaps from sunburn. 
They brought me a damp handkerchief to clean them and when I opened my eyes, they were 
red as a rabbit’s.  

“Happy the eyes that see you,” I joked while folding the blankets; two more had arrived 
overnight. I felt enveloped in their affection. 

A local woman who came to see what was going on asked, “Aren’t you afraid of spending 
the night among so many men?” 

“No, señora, they respect me and take care of me. In all the years I’ve been with campesinos, 
I never saw one who did not respect the compañeras.”  

The march began early and so, with swollen hands, blistered feet, eyes reddened by the sun, 
and bathed in sweat and dirt, we halted among some houses alongside the Nazas River. 
Immediately the committees went into action: some called the locals to a rally, others put up 
posters and banners, others improvised a stage, and I tuned my guitar before the curious 
eyes of a group of gypsies whose carts were going in the opposite direction and who had 
stopped in the same place. A fat old gypsy woman, in a loud voice, said to me: “Where are 
you taking them, woman? In the south there is nothing, take them up north to the cotton 
harvests. That’s where the money is now.” Placard in hand, Oscar González Eguiarte 
laughed and commented, “She thinks you’re contracting people to work. She can see you 
have the face of a foreman.”452  

 On April 27, the army returned to the streets to beat up the students who gathered in front 

of the District Court to support Hilario Cardona. José Humberto Rojas Ruíz, the Federal Attorney 

General, had called the army out on the students, although District Judge José Flores Sánchez 

insisted soldiers would only aggravate the situation.453  

 On May 16, 1964, Attorney General Villa Rentería resigned, at the governor’s request. In a 

letter, he said he had been made a scapegoat for the events of April 6 and went on to cite the bad 
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organization and mistaken policies of the state government, which failed to resolve problems in the 

fields. José Melgar de la Peña, former director of the state penitenciary, was named to replace him.454  

 On May 18, gunmen surprised members of the GPG near Dolores, although the group 

escaped without injury and managed to come back together a few days later. The Secretary of 

National Defense sent three sections of soldiers, each with thirty-three members; they failed to make 

contact with the GPG.455 The soldiers hired guides among the serranos who led them about without 

finding anyone. The troops resorted to counter-insurgency methods to break the civilians suspected 

of supplying the guerrillas; they beat them, hung them by the arms so their feet did not touch the 

ground, and dangled them from helicopters flying close to the rocks.456  

 According to the Fiscalía, agents of the Office of National Security were able to infiltrate the 

circles of students and campesinos in and around the UGOCM, but were never able to penetrate the 

GPG itself, at least in Chihuahua.457 While both state and  national security forces regarded the 

GPG, UGOCM, and their supporters as “communists” and “subversives,” they also accused them 

of being delinquents and rustlers. According to the Fiscalía, the federal agents assigned to the case 

lacked sufficient training to analyze the politics of the group or the causes which led them to take up 

arms.458 As Sergio Aguayo explained, the agents were usually better at collecting than analyzing 

information, although some of their reports successfully described the agrarian situation in the state 

and the governor’s recalcitrance.459  

 In May, the students threatened a national strike if Hilario Cardona were not released, he 

being the only prisoner still in jail.460  
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 On May 25, Alvaro Ríos was arrested and accused of the murder of Roberto Carranza 

Anchondo, who had died of a beating during the riot on April 24, 1961 at the demonstration 

organized by Friends of Cuba. Ríos had been on stage with the other speakers the entire time. Indice 

blamed the riot on the Catholic right and further remarked that there existed an unwritten 

agreement between the UGOCM and the PPS that there would be no more invasions until after the 

elections, although in Zacatecas, Durango, Coahuila, and Chihuaua, UGOCM affiliates were ready 

to take action. The attorney Salustio González of Parral was also arrested, making three political 

prisoners counting Cardona. Indice showed photos of students demonstrating against the arrests at 

the Plaza Hidalgo. Ríos had been previously charged with taking down Portillo’s fence in Cebadilla 

de Dolores the previous October; he had been out on bail on that charge and the bail was 

revoked.461 

 On May 26, fifty campesinos, among them some women, arrived in the capital from Charco 

de la Peña, formerly Felipe Angeles, in Julimes, demanding that the presidential resolution of March, 

1963 (December, 1962 according to RAN Chihuahua) be executed. On May 27, in Parral, Salustio 

González, having been released, announced that he would request that the governor of Durango 

intervene on Ríos’s behalf. On May 30, the FECH organized a rally protesting the arrests of 

Cardona and Ríos. On May 31, a caravan left Saucillo on foot, with two hundred people heading to 

Chihuahua to protest. Eight hundred people joined them in Delicias, carrying a banner, “We 

demand inconditional liberty for Alvaro Ríos”; on the other side it read “property of the FEP.” The 

federal director of the highway police set off to intercept them and confiscate any trucks. The 
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campesinos in northern Durango were said to be preparing to join them. The marchers collected 

food and money from bystanders.462  

 On June 1, Judith Reyes and Lázaro Villarreal were called into the office of the attorney general, 

who asked Villarreal if he knew Danzós Palomino and had been in meetings with him; Villarreal said 

yes, that he had not given money to Danzós, but that he had given a truck and food to the caravan 

and intended to go on helping them.463 The same day, Judith Reyes was arrested without a warrant; 

she was held for seventy-two hours without being charged. This was the second time she had gone 

to jail under Giner Durán, both times on the Day of Liberty of the Press. Indice published photos of 

her in jail, in her long colorful skirts with an abundance of beads around her neck and with her 

guitar, singing the “Corrido of Díaz Ordaz.”464  

 In jail Reyes was subjected to long interrogations. They accused her of having brought three 

thousand students to burn the reviewing stand on April 6, saying they had 248 photos of proof, and 

yet, as she pointed out, it was the PRI who had brought people and not to risk their lives. They 

presented her with a document, from the Ejército Mexicano Popular (Mexican Popular Army, 

EMP), signed in the Sierra of Chihuahua. They showed her some cylinders which they said were 

bombs, which they had found under the courthouse in Nuevo Casas Grandes. They insisted she tell 

them who was responsible for the events of April 6, and she replied, Gustavo Díaz Ordaz, for 

ignoring the tensions in the state and the military blockade around the rural normal schools that are 

now incommunicado because the buses no longer stopped there, and the people’s exasperation with 

the PRI.465  
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 She was placed in a cell with fourteen women and girls, including two girls ten and twelve 

years old detained for robbery, while the others were in for prostitution. From the door, one of the 

police introduced her as “apretada,” (one of the decent ones); Reyes entered, shouting, “Make way, 

I’ve been wounded, I don’t want to bleed on you!” and buried herself in the filthiest corner. She still 

had her guitar. There was urine on the floor. A girl approached and offered her an overcoat against 

the cold and she began to doze off. Then she was awakened and taken to a solitary cell, with three 

stone beds that looked like catafalques and the toilet a hole in the floor, open to the view of the 

guards and full of excrement and menstrual rags, buzzing with flies.466 

 The press attacked her although she had many friends among the reporters. A commission 

of journalists, students, and teachers brought her food, so she did not have to eat the filth served in 

an old sardine tin. Her visitors included the Pedro Muñoz Grado; Federico Guevara; Jesús Manuel 

González Raizola “Gonzalitos”; and Ismael Villalobos, a press fotographer, Tarahumara, and poet. 

The police forced Antonio Becerra to taste her food, saying the PCM meant to poison her and 

accuse the government of her death. They had also arrested Salustio González in Parral once 

again.467  

 She sang to the other prisoners and talked politics all day. “Being in jail takes away the fear 

of jail,” she said. The women talked about the politicians and authorities who owned the brothels, 

and told her who went looking for boys instead of women. She pulled a roll of fliers from inside her 

guitar, supporting the candidacy of Ramón Danzós Palomino, and handed them out. While the PRI 

proclaimed there was no opposition and continued to campaign, how many candidates of the FEP 

were in jail? She wrote slogans on the walls, such as, “Giner is afraid of me and Díaz Ordaz is afraid 
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of the FEP,” “The government makes reforestation campaigns for us to plant trees and at the same 

time gives permission to the forest-strippers (talabosques) to cut down the forests of Mexico.”468  

 One day the guards tried to rape two women in front of the girls. She heard the screams of 

homeless children who were beaten like animals. On the day she was released, she went to the 

mayor to protest the treatment of children, and he replied in a tone that permitted no argument that 

there were no children in the city jail. When she left, on June 3, the prisoners cheered; she was met 

by friends from the FEP who brought along her three children, Magaly, Josué, and Berenice. On the 

way home, they passed the statehouse, where the campesinos maintained their sit-in, and she got out 

and sang for them.469  

 On June 7, a few days later, as she approached her home, she was beaten by an unknown person.470  

*** 

The marchers from Saucillo were joined by twenty-two students from the rural normal school of 

Saltillo, Coahuila, including twelve girls no older than fifteen, who marched at the front with banners 

that read, “We demand unconditional liberty for Alvaro Ríos,” and “Freedom for Political 

Prisoners.” At three o’ clock, Antonio Gómez Velasco, chief of the military zone, arrived and had a 

short discussion with Oscar González, remarking that some of the marchers were children, to which 

González replied that sometimes children were more conscious than grownups. On June 2, three 

hundred protesters marched into the capital and gathered in front of the statehouse, where they sent 

a commission including Oscar González and Saúl Ornelas to meet with the governor.471  

 On June 3, two hundred campesinos gathered in front of the state house, to be joined by 

two hundred students from the State Normal School, Secondary School Number One, and the 
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Industrial School. The newspaper Correo of Juárez had published a major article on the agrarian 

problem in the state and the arrival of the caravan, reporting that when the governor received the 

UGOCM commission, he had told them he knew they were organizing groups of agitators in 

Madera to prepare for a guerrilla war and that this would be taken up by newspapers in the U.S. The 

IPS remarked that the mood in the city was generally against the caravan, and that when they went 

around to ask for money or food, this was mere “demagoguery,” since “different persons” were 

supplying them. On June 8, the IPS reported that the U.S. Vice Consul in Juárez had been seen 

having lunch in the capital with the attorney general and had asked about Alvaro Ríos, the UGOCM 

and the FEP, showing the significance of the article in El Correo concerning the “communist plot.”472  

 On June 8, the FECH organized a general assembly at the State Normal School to plan a 

demonstration the next day for Hilario Cardona. Villarreal would pay for the leaflets. A strike was 

called for June 10 if Cardona were not freed, to result in a general strike in all the schools organized 

by the FECH. If Cardona were not released in forty-eight hours, the strike would become national, 

through representatives of the Juventud Comunista de México whose arrival was expected. The next day, 

the IPS reported that the rally had failed, that Villarreal had refused his support and so the students 

had not been able to contact students throughout the republic. The three students sent by the JCM 

had not been able to come.473  

 There were several indications of sectarian conflicts in the movement. On June 13, the IPS reported 

that the Comité Pro was still planning a rally the next day. While Villarreal had distributed leaflets 

attacking the Gómez brothers as communists, Antonio and Ema Becerra Gaytán of the FEP were 

expected to participate. Two hundred people attended the rally.474 In June, the DFS reported that 

students were worried about final exams scheduled for July and reluctant to join demonstrations in 
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support of the campesinos and that “Gómez Ramírez” (either Raúl or Pablo) encouraged them to 

support Cardona but not to mix with the campesinos.475 They reported that a rally had been 

suspended for lack of participants and that the students responded apathetically to FEP’s calls for 

progressive strikes.476  

 The IPS reported that on June 16, Indice had published a photo of Reyes behind bars, under the 

headline, “Reminding Giner that on the tenth of May Judith Reyes celebrated the Day of Liberty of 

the Press.” (According to her autobiography, she was jailed from June 1 to 3.) The IPS went on to 

report that Reyes had appeared in the office of the attorney general, saying she had a good opinion 

of the governor and that Gallardo was stirring up trouble.477 

 Because the governor refused to cooperate economically, because his faction in the state 

administration was in conflict with that led by the state director of the PRI as evidenced in other IPS 

documents, the entire elections team had first gone on strike for lack of pay, then quit, and the state 

had been forced to hire persons without training, who were working without typewriters or maps, so 

that many people were signed up in the wrong voting district and would likely not be able to vote in 

the election of July 5.478  

 In June, the one hundred and three students of the Generation of Abraham González at the 

State Normal School agreed not to invite Giner to address their graduation, as was customary. Giner 

threatened to block their appointments to schools and denied them the use of any state building for 

the ceremony; he forced Luis Urías, director of the school, to back down and print new invitations 

including his name. The students included Hilario Cardona in the list of graduates, although he still 

languished in jail. They held a dance on the patio of the state house.479  
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 On June 28, the Comité Pro held a rally at the Plaza de Armas with two hundred people, including 

students from neighboring states, demanding liberty for Hilario Cardona and Alvaro Ríos.480  

 On June 29, the FECH held a meeting with the Central Nacional de Estudiantes Democráticos (National 

Center of Democratic Students) in the offices of the Comité Pro, to plan interviews with local 

authorities and to find the means of feeding the out-of-state students. They asked the city for a 

sound truck, to announce the installation of the Consejo Nacional Estudiantil (National Student 

Council) on June 29 and 30. They met with the mayor and informed him they were expecting 

delegates from around the country, including representatives of the normal schools of the Federal 

District and the IPN, who would remain in Chihuahua until Cardona was freed. They sent the sound 

truck through the Colonia Industrial, exhorting its neighbors to join them and blaming their poverty 

and unemployment on the governor. On July 4, the IPS reported that the state was quiet. Most of 

the twenty-two students from out of state had gone home; the FECH and the Central Nacional had 

stopped holding demonstrations; and Cardona had begun eating again after a hunger strike. They 

also reported that local PRI leaders had run an apathetic electoral campaign.481  

 After the elections, Acción published the laconic note that, “the FEP was the only party not 

going through mutual recriminations, because they had not expected personal benefits.”482  

 Indice published the curious note, “Giner now has his very own Bible,” saying Giner Durán 

carried a newspaper clipping referring to Che’s Guerra de Guerrillas in his wallet, next to his heart, and 

insisted on reading it to everyone who came to his office.483  
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 Acción reported that an article had been published in the Los Angeles Times, in California, about the 

events of April 6, noting that the riots reflected Mexico’s discontent, quoting, “The campesinos 

defy; an unpopular governor is the cause of the disturbances.”484  

 In July, the New Mexican activist Reyes López Tijerina, “El Tigre,” arrived in Chihuahua, leading 

his Federal Alliance of Mercedes to gain restitution from the U.S. government for lands lost after the 

Mexican–American War of 1846–48. He had prepared material to distribute in the schools, 

explaining how the U.S. had violated the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo and left the heirs of Spanish 

land grants without their properties. The Alliance was leading a car caravan to Mexico City to 

request the federal government’s support in recovering lost land. Entering at Ciudad Juárez, they 

expressed their reverence for the homeland of their ancesters. On July 14, López Tijerina was 

arrested in the offices of the Comité Pro and sent to the state prison, on the orders of Gobernación, for 

having invited attendants at a rally to receive the caravan, “in the name of five million Mexicans, 

residents of the southern U.S., victims for one hundred and seventeen years of violations of the 

Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo.”485 After three days he was released and warned to keep away from 

Judith Reyes, at whose house he had been staying; he and Reyes continued to Mexico City, where 

they were warmly received until he was arrested and deported.486 In 1967, López Tijerina led a group 

of land activists in an armed raid on the Río Arriba County Courthouse in Tierra Amarilla, New 

Mexico.  

 Reports in the AGN indicated that federal agents were aware of depredations visited on 

campesinos of the sierra by the Ibarras and Tomás Vega. IPS agents Antonio Rocha Civera and José 

Sánchez Ibarra cited José Ibarra as the principal cause of local unrest. Ibarra had accumulated 

approximately eighteen thousand hectares, purchased from Bosques de Chihuahua, in large part 
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through his manufacturing of sotol. He and his brother Florentino had used their employees as 

gunmen, murdering and committing other outrages on their neighbors. Rosendo Gaytán had been 

tortured and jailed and recently accused of rustling by Fortunato Gil and transferred to Guerrero for 

trial. The authors mentioned the murder of Carlos Ríos in 1960. The local campesinos had formed 

the NCP Huizopa, naming Luis Estrada as the ejidal commissioner, since their lands had been 

invaded by Ibarra and Vega. Vega had fenced off and guarded the waters of the Río Tutuaca for the 

exclusive use of his own livestock. The solicitants were not poor but middling cattlemen; the 

Estradas sold between five and six hundred cattle a year for five hundred pesos each. In 1960, 

Tomás Vega had expropriated ten thousand hectares and 475 head of cattle from the brothers 

Dionicio, Jorge and Guadalupe Ortega, in retaliation for damage their cattle had done on his land. 

The family had been forced to emigrate, their lives threatened. They had complained to the state but 

nothing had been done. The report ended by noting that Salomón Gaytán and Antonio Scobell 

Gaytán had killed Florentino Ibarra and Ignacio Gil [sic], a cowboy in his employ, on March 4 [sic] 

and then burned a house belonging to the Ibarras in Dolores. 

 The response of Roberto Martínez Noriega, assistant director of the state police and 

commander of the flying squad of the Fifth Military Zone, had been to arrest Luis and Amador 

Estrada along with Anastasio, Casimiro, and Israel González, the latter having been tortured and still 

showing marks of hanging around his neck. They listed the firearms found when their homes were 

searched, including four pistols and two rifles, and five rifles belonging to the mining company 

where Luis Estrada was a night guard. The prisoners were set free on June 2 in Arroyo Amplio. José 

Ibarra had gone with the troops, with his sons Jesús and Rubén, and showed them who to arrest; he 

also provided provisions. The soldiers had arrived on the planes of the company Servicios Aereos de 

Madera, whose owner was Captain Leonardo Fierro from Temósachic. They had destroyed the 
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distillery of Luis Estrada, smashing forty-eight barrels of sotol. Noriego had authorized certain 

civilians to carry arms to maintain order. Salomón Gaytán and Antonio Escóbel were now 

accompanied by an individual named Eduardo [sic] Gámiz.487  

 A platoon of soldiers and groups of state police—which locals called the Acordada, 

remembering the Spanish Civil War—arrived in Mineral de Dolores searching for guerrillas. They 

went to the Gaytán ranch, where they beat up Juan Antonio Gaytán, Salomón’s brother, and hung 

his nephew, eleven-year-old José de la Luz Gaytán, from a tree, nearly choking the child. The 

guerrillas, who were camped on the other side of a range which looked into Sonora, agreed that 

while they should avoid direct confrontation, they had to perform an action, for two reasons: to 

demonstrate that they shared the people’s suffering and to show they were willing to fight to the 

death.488  

 Juan Antonio went with the guerrillas. Needing food, Lugo and Salomón Gaytán decided to 

return to Arroyo Amplio for provisions, leaving Arnulfo at the summit as a lookout. On the way 

back, absorbed in conversation, they ignored the pebbles Arnulfo was sending their way while the 

rural police took position on the heights. Finally revealing himself, Arnulfo shouted and the 

guerrillas retreated in the disarray, Lugo and Gaytán separated from the group. They heard of a 

group of eighty to one hundred soldiers who were beating and humiliating the locals. Some days 

later the group reunited and engaged in fierce self-criticism for allowing themselves to be ambushed 

through carelessness and hunger. They concluded it was time to take the offensive. The other two 

compañeros from Nuevo Casas Grandes who had joined with Lugo quit at that point, leaving him 

the only one of seven to withstand the rigors of the sierra.489  
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 On July 15, the GPG attacked the Ibarras’ house in Mineral de Dolores that was being used 

as a base by five judicial police commanded by Rito Caldera Zamudio, a former white guard for the 

family. Legend has it that the men were stripped to their underwear and set free; Judith Reyes 

included this detail in her “Corrido of Arturo Gamiz.” (See Appendix III.) According to the version 

forwarded to the state police by Rito Caldera, they had been in the area since May, searching for 

“Arturo Gámiz, Salomón and Antonio Gaytán, Juan Antonio Escóbel and two unknown 

individuals.” The day before, Francisco Molina of the Arroyo Las Moras had said there were armed 

men in the nearby Arroyo Los Táscates. At 4:00 a.m., Caldera told the guard, Manuel Gómez Licón, 

to come in for coffee; they planned to follow up on the report and replenish their provisions. He 

had turned to enter the house when they heard gunshots and Gómez was shot in the elbow. They 

heard voices shouting, “Long live the FEP!, Long Live Palomino!, Death to Díaz Ordaz!” The 

attackers threw grenades, setting fire to the house. The battle lasted approximately two and a half 

hours; when the defenders ran out of ammunition and fire raged through the wooden house, they 

decided to surrender. First four came out and then, after waiting five minutes, Caldera; he and 

Gómez threw their pistols into the fire rather than giving them up to the guerrilleros. The house 

caved in. Caldera walked out carrying an M-2 and “an infinity of shots” rained upon him, wounding 

him in the right heel. The guerrillas confiscated his M2, two M1s, two .7mm Mausers, and three .38 

super pistols. The police were thrown to the ground, their hands tied behind their backs, and they 

were marched to town hall and then to the school, where they were lined up against the wall to be 

executed.490  

 The group deliberated among themselves and decided not to execute them, instead locking 

them up in a school room and taking Gómez Licón to be treated by the former police chief. Caldera 

further remarked that each of the guerrillas wore “a hat with a small red and black flag” on front and 
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that each carried two cartridge belts across the chest and another around the waist, that Antonio 

Escóbel carried an M1 and each of the others a .30-06, and that Gámiz, seeing a portrait of Gustavo 

Díaz Ordaz in the classroom alongside Benito Juárez, had cursed and broken it and said, “What a 

pity to see him next to Licenciado Benito Juárez.” Caldera added that each of them carried a blue 

and white rubber backpack and that they declared they were “defending the oppressed and all the 

workers exploited by all the bosses.”491  

 The IPS also reported on these events, remarking that since Gámiz had the men lined up for 

a firing squad and then pardoned them, this meant that “his struggle was not as the state 

government made it to appear.” Then the report quoted Antonio Gómez Velasco on the front page 

of El Heraldo, saying that the conflict was “personal,” and that the Ibarras had stolen a great deal of 

land and this had generated discontent, culminating in the actions of Gámiz and his band. That in 

Madera, people blamed José and Florentino Ibarra and Tomás Vega for atrocities and 

dispossessions, leaving numerous families homeless and without resources, that many people hated 

them and that even Vicente Arreola, Manager of Bosques, regretted having sold to them and was 

horrified by their crimes. The report warned that if Gámiz were to be killed on orders of the 

governor, the region would erupt.492  

 According to Florencio Lugo, the six guerrilleros had camped nearby, with nothing to eat 

but pinole, the ground toasted corn of the Tarahumara. At dawn they surrounded the house, on the 

outskirts of town. This was the same two-story house which had served as the company store. Local 

campesinos had told the group where in the house the rurales gathered. Someone went to the front 

door and threw a molotov cocktail inside, but barking dogs sounded the alert and someone came 

out and was shot in the arm. The attackers shot into doors and windows, exhorting the rurales to 
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surrender. After half an hour, the flames consuming the house forced them out. The last to leave 

was their leader, Rito Caldera Zamudio, who carried an M2 in such a way that it could be fired. The 

guerrillas tied the prisoners’ hands just as the roof collapsed. They took their prisoners to the center 

of town, explaining their goals along the way, and that they were not fighting against individuals but 

against “bad government, the caciques and the exploiters, but that they would be executed for their 

servile attitude towards the enemy.” They lined up the prisoners against a wall and Caldera fell on 

his knees, begging for mercy. The streets were empty, the inhabitants watching behind closed doors. 

Lugo, afraid of negative publicity if the prisoners were executed, argued against it, convincing his 

companions to pardon their lives.493  

 Rito Caldera’s version appears false on several points. A two-and-half-hour fire fight in a 

burning house seems unlikely; the wooden structure would have collapsed long before. The hats and 

backpacks were also absurd, and even more so the slogans exalting the FEP and Danzós Palomino; 

the targets of the GPG, not mentioned by Caldera or the IPS, were the caciques and their allies 

among the authorities, the attack was not an extention of the electoral arena. Neither Gámiz, Lugo, 

nor the Gaytán or Escóbel brothers had ever been associated with the FEP.  

 On July 15, in the Tarahumara village of Humariza in the municipality of Nonoava near 

Balleza, Agronomist Luis Villalobos Guerrero, Benjamin Chávez, and one unnamed indigenous were 

killed in a firefight. The battle concerned a conflict between mestizo villagers and indigenous 

Tarahumara who had received an eighteenth-century royal land grant, increased during the 

nineteenth century. Villalobos had been sent by the DAAC to make surveys and died with a .22 

pistol in his hand. A number of other arms were confiscated.494 Thirty-four people were arrested, 
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two-thirds of them indigenous.495 In the Fifth Resolution of the Sierra, the author added this event 

to a list of attacks carried out by the GPG, as proof that “it is possible to take up arms and inflict 

defeat, although partial and limited, on the enemy.” In her interview with Carlos Montemayor, Lupe 

Jacott referred to the indigenous elder Don Trinidad González as a “patriarch” and quoted him 

telling someone to shoot the agronomist “like a deer” (“venadéselo”).496 The IPS reported the second 

death as that of Agronomist Benjamín Loya, and the third as Alejandro Mina, who had accompanied 

the DAAC commission, remarking that Villalobos had a violent character and had been attacked in 

another incident in Moris. Another IPS report stated that Villalobos had been sent to clarify a 

serious discrepancy between two previous surveys of communal lands.497  

 Agronomist Ramón Romero Contreras, commissioned by the state DAAC, published a declaration 

in El Heraldo and El Norte a few days later, saying that the year before, at a banquet of the Chihuahua 

Section of the Mexican Agronomy Society, he had described some of the thousand ways that they, 

the leaders of DAAC, extorted the campesinos, using “an exquisite variety of negligence, 

incompetence, and corruption,” to extort from those who allow it and those who do not. Now they 

were all guilty of the death of one of their own. He suggested morality training and reeducation for 

the DAAC and admitted that he too had engaged in the same corruption but that he was tired of 

“scrambling in the mud.”498  

 Indice compared Giner Durán to “Atilla, Goldwater, and the military gorillas of Latin 

America, who know nothing of civilization and culture.” The state had received no economic 

benefit from the recently inaugurated Chepe railroad. Insteading of arresting Ríos, Cardona, and 

Judith Reyes, the federal attorney general, still in Chihuahua, should arrest Giner. On the next page, 
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Indice complained that the agents of Gobernación sent from Mexico City were providing 

misinformation and that journalists only went to the authorities to learn the official version. No one 

had gone to the jail to interview Ríos or Cardona, or to Madera or Delicias.499 One wonders how 

Goldwater got on the list. 

 In July, the Federation of Revolutionary Students of the Mexican Republic held its national 

meeting in Chihuahua and demanded the release of Alvaro Ríos and Hilario Cardona.500 The 

conflicts in Chihuahua were gaining national attention. On July 22, unknown persons in Nuevo 

Casas Grandes dynamited the stand where the governor was to preside over the Wheat Fair.501  

 Conflict continued in Julimes between the Ejido Felipe Angeles and the smallholders who 

had settled on the same land previously. The sharecroppers of San Diego de Alcalá, south of 

Chihuahua City, had been invaded by some five hundred cattle, who devoured pasture and crops 

with the collusion of San Diego’s purported leader.502  

 In August, Indice printed a list of agrarian conflicts. They included the cases of Humariza, 

stalled since the murder of the agronomists, and listed a number of estates that violated the agrarian 

code, comprising more than fifty thousand hectares, including La Gallina and El Pico de la Gallina, 

which belonged to the heirs of Eloy Vallina; Los Organos, of José Chávez López; El Anteojo, of the 

Almeida family; El Becerro, belonging to the Ramos Carrasco brothers; and Tacubaya, belonging to 

a foreigner named Beckman. They complained about the Ejido Villa López, on land of the former 

Hacienda Corrales, where three thousand ejidatarios had no pasture since the land had been given to 

colonists despite the legal preference for ejidos over colonies. The paper also criticized Giner Durán 

for flying to breakfasts in Mexico City twice in one week.503  
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 In a report dated August 21, 1964, an anonymous agent of the IPS described the problems 

in the state as “political,” deriving from the governor’s failure to control various conflicts, among 

them the agrarian situation, agitation in the rural normal schools among both students and teachers, 

unemployment in mining, and the lack of economic resources, particularly in Ciudad Juárez due to 

its rapid growth.504  

 He added that former governors, among them Rodrigo Quevedo, Alfredo Chávez, and 

Teófilo Borunda, senators, and deputies had formed powerful economic groupings that contested 

the governor’s power and frustrated the attempts of the DAAC to affect their properties or those of 

their protegés. He noted that Governor Práxedes Giner Durán lacked political tact and was so crude 

that the banking, commercial, and industrial sectors distrusted his capacity to deal on their behalf 

with federal officials and that he had also been rude in his dealings with students and campesinos. 

He noted the existence of two groups contending for power: one, led by the Secretary of Gobernación, 

Enrique Hernández Gómez, allied with his own department and those of economics, labor, and 

education, the attorney general, the chief of the state police, and most of the mayors in the southern 

part of the state. The other, led by Hector Sánchez Calderón, President of the State Committee of 

the PRI, was allied with the governor’s private secretary, his chief of staff, most of the local deputies, 

federal senators and deputies, the CTM, LCA, the Confederación Nacional de Organizaciones Populares, 

teachers’ unions, and local party leaders. Both groups prevented the DAAC from acting on behalf of 

the campesinos and their competition was so fierce that the governor could do nothing positive 

because investors were scared away. He added that there were no public works and that Chihuahua 

and Juárez were full of unemployed; Juárez was in chaos, and the funds proportioned by 

PRONAF505 had gone to benefit private individuals, among them the Mascareñas family.506  
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 Large landowners held vast amounts of territory, protected by CIGs or forestry concessions; 

the CIGS were running out and the campesinos had been soliciting the partition of those lands for 

many years. The campesinos had come to distrust the CNC and its unions and had turned to the 

UGOCM and the CCI. Ejidos had been awarded presidential resolutions without sufficient study, 

since those lands were being worked by smallholders who had themselves attempted to regularize 

their possession, as was the case in Felipe Angeles and additions, affecting the property Charco de 

Peña in Julimes, or in the case of the amplication of the ejido Belisario Domínguez. In Madera, 

where enormous extensions were being exploited by Bosques de Chihuahua due to its forestry 

concession, lands susceptible to partition had been sold to private parties and the authorities had 

ignored the pleas of the campesinos, giving rise to a guerrilla led by Arturo Gámiz García.507  

 The report dealt with a number of agrarian cases in detail, with recommendations for their 

resolution: Charco de Peña; Belisario Domínguez; Ojo de Peñuelas; NCP Seis de enero de 1915, 

soliciting lands from the former Hacienda of Palomas; NCP Huizopa in Madera; Humariza; Santo 

Domingo; Ejido El Raíz in Madera; Netzahualcoyotl in Ascensión; La Pinta and La Joya and its 

additions; and Bosques de Chihuahua, with a breakdown of hectares exploited, sold, donated, and 

affected. The author noted that it was the campesino or low-income background of the students that 

led them to sympathize with the campesinos and to join them in the invasions and provide moral 

support, independently of the left-wing orientation of their teachers. The students were organized in 

the FECH, led by Rodolfo Ramos Beltrán, who was advised by the FEP. The Central Nacional de 

Estudiantes Democráticos, organized by the FEP and PCM, had also been organizing meetings in 

Chihuahua.508  
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 The above-mentioned conflict between the chair of the state PRI and the secretary of 

government had led to the state’s failure to support recent electoral campaigns. The CNOP did not 

exist and the LCA was weak, supplanted by the UGOCM and CCI. Nevertheless, the PRI had won 

the last elections. The PAN was competing for influence with the Democratic Christian Front. The 

PPS, whose leaders also led the UGOCM, had dedicated itself to land invasions and petitions to the 

DAAC and had failed to support the presidential campaign of Gustavo Díaz Ordaz, as required by 

its national convention, regarding this as an accommodationist position on the part of Lombardo 

Toledano and because they were influenced by the radical politics of the FEP and CCI. (This seems 

unlikely, as the FEP and CCI were of recent origins and the UGOCM had taken a militant posture 

before; moreover, the FEP was itself focused on elections.) Lombardo Toledano was opposed to 

the activities of Alvaro Ríos and Arturo Gámiz. The Authentic Party of the Mexican Revolution was 

inactive, since its leader, Lázaro Villarreal, took part in every activity, including those of the FEP and 

the Comité Pro. The FEP had gained importance among students, teachers, and campesinos, and 

had offices in the principal cities, among them Chihuahua, Juárez, Parral, and Madera; their goals 

were to incite violence in agrarian struggles; organize the unemployed, especially in Juárez and 

Parral; and work among the proletarian communities on the outskirts of Chihuahua and Juárez. 

They were the ones who in fact led the PPS and the UGOCM; their own leader was Salustio 

González Delgado, an attorney in Parral. (One wonders who in the FEP managed who in the PPS—

since Gámiz, Ríos, and the Gómez brothers were all identified with the PPS—did someone control 

them? Becerra Gaytán, leader of the FEP, was never mentioned in connection with the UGOCM, 

leaving Judith Reyes and Salustio González, as possible candidates.) The Union Nacional Sinarchista 

had little importance, mostly in Juárez. The Democratic Christian Front, former Panistas, had some 
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adherents in the prep school of the UACH, and directed campaigns against the free textbooks and 

were considered to be of the extreme right.509  

 Finally a certain “aversion” to the army arose when it dislodged campesinos after the DAAC 

had failed to resolve their problems. But General Antonio Gómez Velasco investigated the situation 

in Madera and determined that the Ibarra family was behind the disturbances. When Ibarra was 

invited to leave the area, the people regained their confidence in the army. Gómez Velasco was said 

to be able to influence the governor.510  

*** 

Don Lázaro Villarreal, the local businessman who had supported the movement for years, died on 

September 6, 1964, at the age of 69. He had been paying a restaurant to send three daily meals to the 

prisoners Alvaro Ríos, Hilario Cardona, and Guillermo Rodríguez Ford, after they were given food 

contaminated with cockroaches and human excrement and attempted a hunger strike.511 Nominally 

the head of the local PARM, Villarreal financed a number of activities by both PPS and PCM 

affiliates, but there is no evidence that he provided ideological leadership. 

 Indice published a letter from Guillermo Rodríguez Ford, still in prison, and Arturo Gámiz, 

somewhere in the sierra, headlined “Alchemy in Politics.” Private property brings out the existence 

of antagonistic classes. Bourgeois liberty emerges from feudalism. The state still defends the rich, 

becomes reactionary and turns against the liberties it had proclaimed. The state needs to disguise 

itself and becomes more complex, evolving into superstructure and base. We will never get real 

democracy from capitalism; that would be alchemy. There are two bourgeois goals: to come up with 

front men to provide the appearance of democracy and the distraction of parliament. 
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Revolutionaries should support the legislature, although it is of secondary importance and leftists 

will call us names while they organize the proletariat to take power.512  

 According to the DFS, in the beginning of September, Gámiz offered to surrender if his safety were 

guaranteed, naming the agents he would give himself up to in Madera, but he did not show up.513  

 Alvaro Ríos, now in prison for one hundred days, refused to leave under bond because it 

would mean admitting to being a criminal.514  

 An undated card in the IPS archives stated that, “The gang is divided in two groups. 

Salvador Gaytán: Mauricio Torres, Carlos Yáñez, Refugio Yáñez, Ramón Mendoza, Manuel Ríos. 

Cebadilla, Los Otates, Punto de los Ríos. Arturo Gámiz: Salomón Gaytán, J. Antonio Gaytán, 

Refugio Portillo Miramontes, Margarito González. Dolores. Río Ancho. Huizopa.515 Carlos Yáñez 

had earlier been reported jailed in Guerrero for a considerable period of time and Manuel Ríos was 

the brother of the murdered activist, Carlos Ríos, and an early associate of Alvaro Ríos. According 

to Reyes, Juan Antonio Gaytán was the thirteen-year-old boy beaten by Martínez Noriego.516 

 In September and October, Indice reprinted a long article by Daniel de los Reyes, with 

abundant photos, including an interview with Arturo Gámiz and Salomón Gaytán.517 After days of 

visiting hamlets in the sierra, sleeping on floors, and attempting to overcome the campesinos’ 

caution, Reyes, his unnamed photographer, and his guide, Luis Romero, were awakened before 

dawn by Gámiz and Gaytán. Gámiz carried a pistol and Gaytán an M2 and a .38 pistol. Gámiz did 

most of the talking, explaining the long-standing emnity between the Gaytán and Ibarra families, 

rooted in Ibarra’s greed. Gaytán said that when he was a child, a small plane had gone down in the 

sierra. It had been abandoned for months when some people rented mules from his father to go and 
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cut soles for sandals from its tires; José Ibarra brought the acordada and threw them in jail. As a 

young child, Gaytán had seen Ibarra erupt into their home “without respect” and vowed to exact 

revenge when he was older. Fortunato Gil, owner of the Charamuscas Ranch, had sent his father to 

jail for rustling. After Florentino Ibarra was killed, repression against the family had forced Salvador 

to the U.S. to work as a bracero. Gámiz insisted, responding to a direct question, that they had not 

risen in arms against the government but against the caciques, José Ibarra and Tomás Vega, and 

cited their having released Rito Caldera’s rurales unharmed as evidence. Reyes brought them a letter 

from Ernesto Castellanos, Mayor of Madera, guaranteeing their safety should they surrender. They 

refused.518  

 The photos included one of Fernando Solís, former police chief in Mineral de Dolores, 

removed by José Ibarra for obstructing his activities; Felicitas Gaytán, Salomón’s sister, with Señora 

Carlota, widow of González, whose ten- and twelve-year-old children were abused by soldiers and 

gunmen; and Daniel González, who had witnessed the torture and death of Reinaldo Solís at the 

hands of Francisco Vega, a relative of Tomás Vega and a chief in the rurales. There was also a photo 

of María Mendoza, widow of Ortega, in the mayor’s office; her nephew had been killed by Ibarra 

and his gunmen, who then stole some eight hundred head of livestock.519 

 Another witness, Israel González Ríos, declared, “They accused me of supplying the guerrillas who 

went to the sierra, they came to my house and, since I bring merchandise from Madera to sell to my 

neighbors to compete with the company store, they robbed me of everything.” They arrested 

González Ríos and took him to the Cerritos Ranch, where a lieutenant named Fuentes put a rope 

around his neck and hung him from a tree. A soldier pushed on the rope while another hit him in 

the stomach with a rifle butt for an hour, then they let him down and left him on the ground until 
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some women came and revived him. Meanwhile they searched his house. They gave the corn to 

their horses after letting them loose in the fields. They divided up the merchandise and some of 

them left wearing new hats. An individual named José de la Luz Domínguez openly carried an 

enormous bundle of booty on his head. They had kept another individual, Amador Estrada, for nine 

days, including three mornings on foot under the sun without a hat.520  

 After Salomón Gaytán had shot Florentino Ibarra, José, Rubén, and Manuel Ibarra, and 

various other caciques, gunmen, rurales, and soldiers commanded by Lieutenant Coronel Roberto 

Martínez Noriego had appeared in Dolores and surrounding areas. They came to the Rancho Arroyo 

Amplio, the home of Aurelia Aguirre, Salomón’s mother, and rounded up everyone in the house and 

the neighbors. They beat thirteen-year-old Juan Antonio with rifle butts until his arm was useless. 

Then they took him, along with Loreto Amaya, Eleuterio Solís, Jesús González, Antonio González, 

Venancio Ríos, and some other rancheros to El Aterrizaje, a landing field high on the mountain 

where they were camped.521  

 Luis Estrada, a forty-seven-year-old rancher and father of five, reported, “It was May 24 

when it all began. We were arrested at one in the morning and taken to a nearby arroyo to be 

questioned. They kept asking where was Gaytán  and who helped him, we said we didn’t know, all 

night long. Then the one they called the Venado (deer), of the state police, dark, average height, and 

maybe thirty-five years old, advised them to beat me but they preferred to torture me. They kept me 

all day in the sun without a hat. In the afternoon, while I was still suffering sunburn, they went to 

my house and tossed it. My wife asked for the search warrant and they shoved her in response. 

Someone dressed in an army uniform shouted, “With or without an order, we will search your 

house!” A soldier stole a case of beer and took it to the lieutenant coronel as a gift. After taking 
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whatever they liked from all the houses in Huizopa, where the rancheros are petitioning for an ejido, 

the lieutenant coronel came to me and shouted, “Get the hell away from these lands. The 

government does not want you here. You have to stop with the petition for land.” According to 

Estrada, since the army, because it is federal, represents the president of the republic, when they 

were ordered off their land they understood the order as coming from the president.  Martínez 

Noreiga used the same means to help Ibarra’s protector, Tomás Vega, who had ordered the Río 

Tutuaca fenced off so that the livestock could not drink and died. Many hundreds of cattle had died 

and now the families were almost in misery: Jesús, Zeferino, and Juan Peña, Alberto and Enrique 

Torres, Ramón Mendoza, Abelardo Peña, Nicanor and Juan González, and many others.522  

 After Juan Antonio Gaytán had been beaten, José Ibarra had taken him to the assistant of 

the state attorney general, to put him in jail. But the assistant took his statement, conducted an 

investigation, and released him. Ibarra got mad and announced that he himself would exact justice. 

He returned to the home of Señora Gaytán at dawn, accompanied by the rurales and Martínez 

Noriego. They entered, cursing, wrecking furniture, and threatening to burn the house down. They 

put a bridle around the neck of José de la Luz, age eleven, and announced they were going to hang 

him. They hung the child from a tree, with his toes touching the ground, in front of his 

grandmother, all the while shoving him around as he went into convulsions and nearly strangled. 

Neither he nor his grandmother would talk. For some time, in some half a million hectares, there 

was no authority but that of José Ibarra, along with Martínez Noriega and his troops and Rito 

Caldera. Ibarra had fired all the other local authorities: Miguel Angel Morán, the sectional president; 

Pedro Solís, the judge; and Fernando Solís, the police commander.523  

*** 
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After a period of scattered small-scale ambushes in the sierra, which had provoked a sort of low 

intensity warfare as platoons of soldiers and state police combed the rancherías looking for a handful 

of young men, members of the group headed for Mexico City, hoping to broaden their contacts and 

undergo military training. Was there another, unspoken motive, an attempt to defuse tension and 

protect the leaders, principally Gámiz and Salomón Gaytán? Few sources are available for these 

events beyond participant memoirs and interviews.  

 On September 15, 1964, on the eve of the republic’s most important patriotic holiday, Lugo, 

hitchhiking and carrying a pistol, was picked up by an army truck conducting a gun-control 

campaign. He managed to escape detection. A few days later, he met Gámiz in Chihuahua City, who 

gave him a mimeographed document to distribute, now disappeared, but which contained the 

“political foundation of the guerrilla.” He was instructed to make contact with members of the 

guerrilla and inform them of the immediate departure for the Federal District via Chihuahua City. A 

small group remained, mounting a handful of actions in the sierra. Wearing “religious” disguise, 

some of the guerrillas travelled to Chihuahua in a late model car provided by the urban supporters, 

and then on to Mexico City. Lugo travelled by bus, accompanied by Oscar Sandoval, a student at the 

State Normal School. Later, Sandoval’s family would report he had disappeared in November. In 

Guanajuato, they had to ask a collaborator for money to continue by train.524 If Lugo’s date was 

accurate, some members of the GPG spent as much as a year away from Chihuahua.  

 The decision to leave their base and strike out for the center was a decision in favor of 

alliances with the professional left, with organized entities such as parties and unions, instead of 

recruiting more serranos like Ramón Mendoza, Margarito González, and the Gaytán–Scobell clan. It 

was a decision to recruit among strangers and not among the population of the sierra. This called 

into question the nature of the enterprise, was it an elite head guiding a more or less inert—and not 
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to be recruited from—body of campesinos? Did Gámiz and Salomón Gaytán consider their base in 

the sierra to have been consolidated and secured, so that they could turn their attention elsewhere? 

Was there nothing left to do among the scattered rancherías? Were the mountains of Chihuahua not 

a better terrain for training? In Mexico City, they engaged in political study that could have been 

done anywhere. The military training, consisting of target practice and hikes in the central 

mountains, could also have been done in Chihuahua, where it would have had the benefit of 

teaching them the terrain they would fight on. 

 Who did Gámiz meet with in Mexico City? The split in the FECSM that left Lucio Cabañas 

opposed to the students of Salaices had only recently been healed and the situation in Guerrero had 

not coalesced into an armed movement. If he met with the PPS and/or the JPS, there was no 

indication that those groups were willing to lend support. Would he have been too closely allied with 

the PPS to make contact with the PCM? Did he meet with the journalist, Victor Rico Galán, who 

came to the sierra within weeks of the attack and wrote for a national audience? Did he make 

contacts in the normal schools, or in the UNAM or the Poli where he had been a student leader? I 

have found little or nothing in the AGN concerning this year, which does not mean that reports 

were not written and files kept. 

 How did they attempt to raise money? Lugo described an aborted plan to rob a small shop, 

which Gámiz called off when he realized the shopkeeper was not alone.525 Mendoza’s recollections 

of their attempts at stealing cars revealed a comic ineptitude.526 In Chihuahua, they had supporters, 

both in the sierra and in the city; in Mexico City they had and were no one.  

 On arrival, they lodged with a family and were plagued with economic difficulties. They 

decided to split up since they could not afford to rent a place of their own and their presence had 
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become both dangerous and uncomfortable. According to Lugo, Gámiz took a group to Zacatecas 

City while another stayed in Mexico City and Lugo went briefly to Chihuahua, where he met with 

Pablo Gómez and then both returned to Mexico City.527 Francisco (Paco) Ornelos, in his memoir, 

Sueños de Libertad, described training in the mountains around Zacatecas City with Oscar Sandoval, 

Rafael Martínez Valdivia, and Antonio Scobell for “three or four weeks” in June, 1965. Sandoval 

and Martínez Valdivia had been his companions in the State Normal School. He mentioned their 

having rented a house near a garbage dump. They gathered cactus fruit, tunas and pitayas, in the 

mountains. The training consisted of hiking and sleeping outside; they took turns reading Memorias de 

Pancho Villa by Martín Luis Guzmán, Thus the Steel was Tempered by Nikolai Ostrovski, an inspirational 

novel about the Russian civil war, and The Young Guard: Marcelo Usabiaga, A Life of Commitment and 

Struggle, about the Spanish Civil War.528 This account left a gap of many months, from September, 

1964 to June, 1965. 

 According to Ornelas, after training in Zacatecas in June, 1965, they returned to Mexico 

City, where they were joined in August by Pablo Gómez, Gámiz, and the “rest of the compañeros.” 

For six or seven weeks, they trained in the mountains to the east, in the direction of Puebla. Groups 

of two or three would climb separately, uniting at the summit. They hunted for food with slingshots 

and a .22 rifle. According to Ornelas, this summer’s training was the bond that united those who 

asaulted the base; those who did not take part were the ones who failed to arrive on September 23. 

In this connection he named Pedro Uranga, Juan Fernández, and Juan Aguila, who joined in mid-

September in Chihuahua City; Saúl Ornelas Gómez, who left days before the attack, looking for 

Uranga, Fernández, and Aguila; and Salvador and Antonio Gaytán, who spent only a few days in DF 

and failed to arrive with the arms at the attack. Finally he mentioned two teachers from Salaices and 
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a woman, who stole off in the night.529 According to Las armas, Mendoza and Salvador Gaytán spent 

three months in Mexico City, leaving Chihuahua the beginning of June.530  

 Matías Fernández listed Zacatecas, El Vaso de Texcoco, Ajusco, Milpa Alta, San Gregorio 

Tlalpan, and the Cerro del Peñon as sites for military training. He listed the people who supported 

them economically: Doctor Rafael Estrada Villa; Roberto Jaramillo; Alfonso Pliego, a teacher at the 

Poli and perhaps the UNAM; Demetrio Vallejo; Doctor Ciro Jiménez Sánchez; the wrestler Arsacio 

Vanegas; and Heberto Castillo.531  

 According to Lugo, the group rented a headquarters in the Colonia Morelos. For training, 

they walked to a town called Santa Martha Acatitla, the site of a women’s prison where subsequent 

activists were imprisoned. From there they walked into the hills where they practiced with targets  

and explosives.532  

 During the winter of 1964–65, Pablo Gómez was in Mexico City attempting to obtain 

permission to move to Cuba with his family, whom he had installed in an inhospitable slum. The 

visa was denied; Gómez blamed Lombardo Toledano and his opposition to the radical actions of 

the UGOCM in Chihuahua for the denial, although Lombardo might well have been glad to see the 

last of him. The family had no resources and their living conditions were brutal; in March, 1965, they 

returned to their home in Chihuahua where Pablo was already in hiding. His daughter Alma, then a 

student at the rural normal, described retrieving his doctor’s bag from his office and doing other 

errands for him. Gómez returned to Mexico City in August, 1965 where he met a number of times 

with José Santos Valdés, an old friend, who tried to persuade him to take the teaching job he had 

been assigned in Perote, Veracruz. Instead he joined the guerrilla. 533 
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 In DF the group contacted Lorenzo Cárdenas Barajas for training. He was a retired captain in the 

army, who had known Castro during his Mexican sojourn and smuggled arms to revolutionary 

forces in Guatemala. According to Lugo, he taught them to make topographical surveys, read maps, 

and plan an ambush.534 While many of the survivors regarded him as a spy who betrayed them to 

military intelligence and caused the attack on September 23 to fail, that assertion has not been 

proven. Adela Cedillo uncovered evidence that he himself was imprisoned and tortured in Military 

Camp Number One between 1969 and 1971 and described him as an “involuntary informant.”535  

 Lugo discussed the move to the center of the country without reaching a conclusion, 

focusing on the shortcomings of the urban support network in Chihuahua, who were failing to 

recruit for the armed nucleus—but why recruit in the city and not among the serranos 

themselves?—and to provide logistical and financial support, such as boots and cash. Lugo did note 

that “theoretically” the guerrilla should come from among the locals and that, “it is the political 

work among the masses that goes on everyday forming the militant, and it is the political-military 

capacity of the guerrilla that assures the confidence of the campesinos in the struggle and their 

subsequent recruitment.”536  

 He suggested that Gámiz should have demanded the formation and recruitment of cadres 

from the urban supporters, whose numbers included Oscar González Eguiarte, who led an armed 

action in 1968, and Pablo Gómez. Lugo, while admitting to little personal knowledge, said the 

majority of urban supporters were “subjective, romantic, and frequently without political 

experience,”537 but what could be more natural to a growing movement, one that had maintained a 
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steady dynamic since the demonstrations in late 1959? In abandoning the sierra for Mexico City, 

wasn’t Gámiz depriving the supporters of the very movement they would support?  

 Wasn’t the strength of the movement in its attachment to Chihuahua, to its historical 

specificity, its vast latifundia and its landless, somewhat de-classed mass of returned braceros and 

out-of-work sawmill operatives, and its urban dwellers whose parents were still in the backlands? in 

its recent transition from majority rural to majority urban? Why abandon its strengths to seek 

support abroad? In describing the limited possibilities for training in arms during the initial time in 

Mexico City, Lugo remarked, “We knew that our real strength lay in our political capacity to join and 

assimilate with the people.”538 Then why move away from the people who had already joined? 

 The dilemma became inevitable when the popular leadership decided to work clandestinely. 

The public impetus which once mobilized crowds in the public square was deflected, transmuted, 

and finally became subservient to the armed movement it had given birth to. 1964 had seen a series 

of spectacular public events: the occupation of the DAAC, repeated symbolic land occupations, the 

mobilization against Díaz Ordaz, prolonged student strikes and protests, rallies for the political 

prisoners, for the reopening of the dormitories, etc. Was all this to be reduced to the need of the 

clandestine movement for recruits, both ideologically prepared—meaning willing to sacrifice, to 

leave their previous lives behind—and physically capable? “Romantic, subjective, inexperienced,” of 

course, but wasn’t this an indication of strength as well as weakness, an indication that the 

movement embodied a genuine potential and pole of attraction?  

 In Lugo’s phrasing, Gómez and González Eguiarte “showed with their deaths their love for 

the people and for the revolution,”539 but while this may be what he meant by ideological 

preparation—the willingness to make the supreme sacrifice—their work in the public sphere 
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required a different set of skills than those of a serrano fighter, who needed marksmanship, 

endurance, rapport with the serranos, and the ability to become invisible. The urban supporters 

needed to be resourceful, persuasive in fund-raising, and attentive to details in meeting the fighters’ 

needs; they needed to combine discretion with advocacy. Arturo Gámiz embodied both: he was a 

talented orador, a skilled organizer, and he had the stamina to adapt to harsh conditions in the sierra. 

The photo of horsemen published with Daniel de Los Reyes’s article evoked the sort of idyll these 

young men briefly shared, living outdoors in the pine forests and dominating a vast area stretching 

to Sonora.  

 Is willingness to die not “romantic and subjective”? Are these code words for feminine, for 

the normalistas of Saucillo, visible in the forefront of the melee at the occupation of the DAAC and 

the demonstrations before the statehouse, in photos published in Indice and Acción? In an incident 

widely reported but vague on the details, two or three normalistas from Saucillo attempted to board 

the train to Madera to join the guerrilla, in one version only days before the assault. In 

Montemayor’s interview with Lupe Jacott, she named Luisina (Alvarado) as her only companion on 

that occasion and said that when pulled off the train, she then went to Anáhuac with her uncles and 

aunts, where she heard the news of the assault.540 But at this time Jacott had dropped out of school 

and was working full-time with the UGOCM. This brings into question her assertion that the two 

girls started from the school. And if they did start from the school, how far did Gómez go to run 

them down, since the train for Madera did not depart from Saucillo? In Montemayor’s interview 

with Laura Gaytán and Clara Elena Gutierrez, Gutiérrez named Luisina Alvarado, Lupe Jacott, and 

herself. In this version, the three had decided to leave school, so they went to Delicias where they 

bought clothing suitable for the sierra, and then on to Chihuahua where they met with Arturo 

Gámiz, Saúl Chacón, and the Rodríguez Ford brothers and Gámiz invited them to join the guerrilla 
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in Cebadilla de Dolores. But then they apparently returned to Saucillo (why return, if the decision 

had already been made with Gámiz’s approval?) where their absence was noted, and Pablo Gómez, 

having suspected their intentions, borrowed a car and chased them down, forcing them off the train, 

because, according to Clara, he feared the impact on the rural schools should they be found out, 

since the government already wanted to close them down.541 If the latter version is true, then Gámiz 

was in favor of the participation of at least these young women.  

 According to Florencio Lugo, discussing the initial problems of recruitment to the GPG, 

“…a message arrived from the city saying that seven compañeras were ready to join the armed 

group and asked for authorization to do so, our response was that at the moment it was not possible 

or practical for them to join us, since the beginning of a guerrilla imposed a strength and sacrifice in 

every aspect that were difficult to bear…”542 Physical conditions in the sierra were brutal, especially 

for townfolk, but this judgment assumes that women were less capable than men.   

 Régis Debray, in Revolution in the Revolution?, emphasized the need for mobility and flexibility: 

“Only at the risk of losing initiative, speed of movement, and maneuverability, can a guerrilla unit 

take with it women, children, and household belongings from one village to another.”543 (The 

Spanish translation added “animales domésticos” to the list; I do not have access to the French 

original.) Despite his desire to “free the present from the past,” he assumed that women would 

always belong with the furniture and children. While this work by Debray was not available at the 

time, the ideas it expressed must have been common. (It is interesting that none of Debray’s critics, 

collected in 1968, found his exclusion of women noteworthy.544) Lupe Jacott denied that the women 
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were seen as less capable; she said the leadership only wanted to protect them. She also said that the 

women’s work, as messengers and fundraisers, complemented that of the men.545  

 By the time of the Movimiento Armado Revolucionario (Revolutionary Armed Movement, MAR), 

in the late 1960s, with a nucleus of students from the Universidad Michoacana de San Nicolás de 

Hidalgo, such considerations had been overcome. A number of women participated in the MAR, 

including the Chihuahuenses Alma Gómez Caballero and Herminia Gómez Carrasco (Pablo and 

Raúl’s daughters), Minerva Armendáriz, and Laura Gaytán Saldívar, relatives of members of earlier 

armed movements, and Bertha Vega Fuentes, along with her four brothers, all friends of the Gaytán 

family in Zaragoza.  

 The intense emotions generated by the struggle, working day and night together in close 

quarters, and the youth of most of the participants, may have led to romantic liaisons among 

activists, although little evidence remains. Judith Reyes and Alvaro Ríos were romantically linked. 

Arturo Gámiz was rumored to have had several novias, none of them leading actors among the 

normalistas546; Judith Reyes’s daughter, Magaly, bore his child when she was a teenager.547 Oscar 

González Eguiarte, leader of the successor guerrilla, GPG–AG, in 1967 made the following 

statement regarding marriage and romantic relationships among the guerrilla, “… we also suppress 

the requirement of being and remaining single…because this requirement restricts, limits, the 

participation of valuable elements…and we tolerate authorized courtships and marriages.”548  

*** 

On September 7, the Secretary of National Defense Augustín Olachea Aviles visited Chihuahua, 

escorted by Gómez Velasco. The reason stated for the visit had to do with narcotics production in 
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the southern part of the state; the 82nd Battalion was sent to Parral to combat drugs and additional 

military forces were sent to Madera.549 

 Examples of the DFS’s inability to understand the “information” they gathered were found 

in a report dated October 8, 1964: an “iluminado” (wise man) named Gámiz, who began with two 

men and now commanded eighty, had risen against the bad government of General Giner de los 

Ríos [sic] and was being supplied by José Santos Valdés, of Lerdo, Durango. He was financed by 

Indice and the Engineer Oscar Flores was the true soul of this little revolution. In 1960 he had 

appeared in the march on the capital from Madera. In 1962 he had gone to Germany to study 

Marxism-Leninism. In 1963 he had organized the protest before DAAC and the Encounter of the 

Sierra. Gámiz was with the MLN and had campaigned for Danzós Palomino and the FEP, although 

earlier he had urged the campesinos not to join the CCI. The incident with Rito Caldera was related 

more or less according to Caldera’s report, with the odd detail that, leaving the burning house, 

Caldera had attempted to embrace Gámiz and that was when he was shot in the heel. Finally the 

report described a meeting called by Gómez Velasco described below, and ended by saying that 

Cavalry Officer Tafoya wanted to exterminate the group but that Gómez Velasco held him back.550 

The report exaggerated Gámiz’s strength, with those eighty men, to justify the authorities’ failure to 

contain him. It is unlikely that the group received any help from either Indice or Santos Valdés, and 

the connection with Oscar Flores, who succeeded Giner Durán as governor and went on to become 

Federal Attorney General under José López Portillo, was unlikely as well. The agent, linking Gámiz 

first to Indice and Santos Valdés and then to the FEP and Danzós Palomino, appropriated and made 

use of the political conflicts he could put names to, gathering all the enemies of the state on one 

team, failing to understand the complexity of their affiliations and relationships.   
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 Gómez Velasco ordered José Ibarra out of Madera; there are two versions giving various 

months in 1964 for that encounter. In a DFS report written after the attack, José Ibarra had been 

told by Giner Durán and Gómez Velasco to leave his ranch in Dolores and his family home in 

Temósachic, to avoid greater agitation. Four months later, in October, he returned to Temósachic 

with the help of federal forces and the rural police, and resumed living with his wife and visiting his 

properties. The Secretary of Government had asked the governor and military to evict him again and 

had asked the DAAC to affect his property. The way he had obtained his lands from Bosques and 

the aggression he had visited on the serranos had made him a factor in the attack on the cuartel.551  

 According to Daniel de los Reyes, Ibarra left the sierra, announcing he would soon return 

“to go on hanging bandits” and left Rito Caldera and the rurales in charge of his house in Mineral de 

Dolores. Caldera had sent a challenge to Salomón Gaytán, “If you are as much of a man, come 

down and show it,” which Gaytán accepted, attacking his house on July 15.552 Other versions 

suggest the house had belonged to Forentino Ibarra. This version would have Ibarra leaving Dolores 

before July 15.  

 In another version, Gómez Velasco announced that the recent troubles in Madera were due 

to the terrorism José Ibarra had exacted on its people. He summoned Ibarra to a meeting with Giner 

Durán and Ernesto Castellanos, Mayor of Madera, and ordered him to leave the area.553 José Ibarra 

agreed to depart by the first of October; he would go to Temósachic, with all his belongings and 

family members, to avoid major difficulties. The Fifth Military Zone would guarantee his safety 

during the move.554 Gómez Velasco admitted to having given orders to the officer in charge of 

Temósachic to protect Ibarra, but only while he gathered his belongings and took his cattle away 
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from Madera. The point of the vigilance was to keep them from stealing anything else. Ibarra was 

authorized to use a 30.06 while moving livestock.555  

*** 

Just before school began in the fall, Francisco Javier Alvarez, by the governor’s orders, announced 

the permanent closure of the normal night schools in Chihuahua, Juárez, Ojinaga, and Parral, saying  

they had fulfilled their function. There would be no budget for new schools or for teachers. He had 

recently closed the dormitories of the Technical School and the Technical School for Young Ladies 

for being “antipedagogical.” Finally he announced that teachers considered agitators would be 

transferred to new schools.556  

 The dormitories had been in operation for some forty years. Indice argued that Giner had 

announced the closing of dormitories for “immorality” (homosexuality) but that such immorality 

was “only a factor in England and the U.S. where dormitories exist because the students’ parents 

divorce and want nothing to do with their children beyond providing for them financially” and 

insinuated that if Giner were looking for homosexuals, they could be found in the statehouse. Indice 

accused authorities of robbing scholarship money. The government was closing the dorms as if the 

state were already educated, contrary to the president’s emphasis on education.557  

 The opening of the State Normal School and the rural normals was delayed. They went out 

on strike soon thereafter. The students continued to be fed and to receive other habitual services 

while on strike.558  

 Pablo Gómez complained to Jaime Torres Bodet, Director of the National Education 

Department, that he had been transferred from Saucillo to Atequisa, Jalisco. (Most other accounts 
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have him transferred to Veracruz.) For the two years he had been teaching at the normal school of 

Saucillo, he had also been acting as the students’ doctor and had requested a formal appointment as 

such on repeated occasions, but it had not been granted. He had taught the students to do 

injections.559  

 On October 23, the student society Narciso Bassols of the State Normal School, of which 

José Mariñelarena was secretary general, warned the governor of a general strike if Cardona were not 

released in four days. The DFS remarked that it was unlikely that Mariñelarena had actually signed 

the document since he had good relations with the state government and therefore was distrusted by 

Rodolfo Ramos Beltrán, President of the FECH.560 It was Mariñelarena who had kicked off the riot 

against Díaz Ordaz in April, so his “good relations” would be recent. The State Normal School went 

out on strike. 

 On October 28, Hilario Cardona’s first criminal case, regarding the occupation of the DAAC 

offices, was dismissed on appeal. His responsibility as a “material author” was not proven, the 

original judgment had been based on his participation in its conception and preparation, but it was 

not possible to establish the identity of any of the persons who had committed the antisocial act of 

riot.561  

 In October, students from Mexico City arrived in Chihuahua, organizing support for the 

students of Puebla.562 The crisis in Puebla had begun when the state government prohibited direct 

sales of unpasteurized milk and the milkmen’s protests were taken up by students already mobilized 

against the government. Governor Antonio Nava Castillo stepped down on October 30. In 

Chihuahua on October 31, the students agreed to continue to strike for liberty for Cardona and 
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Rodríguez Ford, along with higher scholarships and the reopening of night schools and 

dormitories.563 On November 7, a commission of strikers from the State Normal, Secondaries 

Number One and Five, and the Technical School for Young Ladies met with José Melgar de la 

Peña, State Attorney General, to complain of the governor’s attitude. Melgar told them to act within 

legal limits, then the same commission complained to General Manuel Mendoza Domínguez.564  

 Acción reported that Javier Alvarez, Director of Education, wore a .45 pistol at his waist in 

the office and that he had ordered the closing of four normal schools and two dormitories for low-

income students, evidencing his need for a pistol more than a book or a pen, despite the army’s own 

gun control campaign.565 

 In November, Indice reprinted Arturo Gámiz’s article, “The Participation of the Students in 

the Revolutionary Movement,” where he argued that students should act in solidarity with the 

campesino movement and that education should be acquired through participation in struggle.566 

 Student mobilizations increased as if responding to Gámiz’s article. One hundred students 

of the Secondary School of Nuevo Casas Grandes went out on strike in support of the State Normal 

School. The prep school of the UACH divided over the issue. Section 128 of the Miners Union 

agreed to moral and economic support.567 On Sunday, November 15, students of the Secondary 

School Justo Sierra in Cuauhtémoc, where Arturo Gámiz’s sisters attended, struck in support of the 

State Normal School. At a tumultuous meeting, parents voted against the strike. Strike supporters 

were prevented from speaking, among them Emilia García de Gámiz, Arturo’s mother. The next 

day, soldiers entered the school where the strike committee was staying, roughing up Dolores 

Gamíz, his sister, and threatened reporters at gunpoint. Student Antonio Noyola shouted, “This 
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school is ours, if we want we’ll close it down and build another!” Another student declared, “The 

rich parents pay tuition for secondary school, I don’t know why they don’t go back to it and leave 

Justo Sierra for the poor.”568  

 Albino López, on behalf of Giner, announced a plan to organize the parents as strike-

breakers, as was done in Meoqui and Nuevo Casas Grandes. By now sixteen rural normal schools 

around the country were on strike and the State Normal School had called for progressive strikes in 

all schools, adding one hour daily. On November 20, masses of students gathered in the Plaza 

Hidalgo, protesting once again the closing of the four night schools and the plan to reassign 

teachers. The Group of Progressive Teachers from Section Forty called for union autonomy, 

education according to the constitution, the unity of all teachers, and resources for economic and 

professional development.569 Javier Alvarez, Director of the State Department of Education, 

resigned.570  

 In December, Indice published the following letter from Arturo Gámiz and Salomón 

Gaytán, emphasizing their reluctance to fire on common soldiers: 

General Práxedis Giner Durán, Constitutional Governor of the State, State House, 
Chihuahua, Chihuahua:  

As we have affirmed on various occasions, we have taken up arms and confronted the 
caciques, gunmen, and police who come here to commit all kinds of abuses and injustices, 
torturing defenseless women and children, but we have nothing against the police or soldiers 
who respect the families and refrain from committing atrocities. 

Once more we declare that we only want the fundamental problems of our people to be 
truly resolved and above all that the lands unjustly held be divided, only then will we give up 
our arms. 

Observing the movements of the hundreds of soldiers who chase us, we have noticed that 
many times the officers go in the rear, without hiding their cowardice; they put the ordinary 
soldiers in front. We have not wanted to confront them while we wait for the dotation of 
lands, because we really do not wish to fire on ordinary soldiers, who like us are the sons of 
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workers or campesinos, who pursue us blindly only to follow orders, because they do not 
realize that what we demand is justice for the good of all. 

But our patience and our desire that things should be resolved through good means are not 
reciprocated; on the contrary, the behavior of the government, and above all, yours, Mr. 
Governor, is every day more recalcitrant, aggressive, stupid, and intolerable. 

In view of this, we have resolved to wait till the end of the year for the lands to be 
distributed, the students attended to, and the repression to stop; or, better yet, for you, Mr. 
Governor, to step down and leave the state; if not, we will begin to fire against army officers. 

You are a general, it would be good for your own prestige and that of the national army, if 
you were to do something right; we would like to see you here, in the sierra, leading your 
soldiers, and let’s see if you are as good at arms as you are at insulting girls you hate because 
you cannot corrupt or bribe or intimate them. 

Victory or death. For the Popular Guerrilla Group. Salomón Gaytán, Chief of Operations. 
Arturo Gámiz, Political Chief.571  

 The government announced it would satisfy all the demands of the student strikers and 

failed to do so.572 In December, students planned actions protesting the disappearance of State 

Normal School student Oscar Sandoval Salinas, blaming local authorities when he had not appeared 

since November.573 It was later learned he had joined the GPG in Mexico City. Indice reported a 

meeting between Giner and a student commission seeking the reopening of the dormitories, in 

which Giner pointed to a sixteen-year-old girl among the delegates and said, “The girl students don’t 

need dormitories, they sleep in the fields with the campesinos asking for lands.”574  

  On the last day of 1964, the United States ended the Bracero Program, which had provided 

agricultural work under substandard conditions to tens of thousands of Mexican campesinos since 

the beginning of World War II. Thousands returned, many settling in the border states, exacerbating 

the demand for land and work.  

*** 
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In January, 1965, the state UGOCM leadership and their supporters met without Arturo Gámiz and 

the group split. The supporters of Lombardo Toledano, who had campaigned for Díaz Ordaz, 

wanted more emphasis on electoral campaigns, putting a brake on mass actions. The supporters of 

Gámiz proposed participation in the elections while continuing the mass agrarian protests and 

building a parallel, clandestine organization for armed campesino self-defense, to protect the leaders 

from caciqual and state violence. This tripartite strategy, of mass protests, electoral participation, and 

armed self-defense, on the face seemed absurd, a refusal to choose. In fact, a third position underlay 

the apparent contradiction, one which aimed to unite the leaders emerging from the mass movement 

into a political–military group headquartered in the sierra with its own urban support network that 

could form alliances with revolutionary organizations throughout the country.575 This position 

recognized that the limits of armed self-defense in the sierra had been reached and proposed taking 

the struggle to a “higher level,” one which implied a national revolutionary strategy.  

 García Aguirre speculated that the split was between those who argued that the legal 

activities lent legitimacy to the regime and postponed the revolution, which could start with the rural 

guerrilla in the vanguard; the others argued that it was by supporting the mass movement that the 

vanguard obtained its cadres.576  

 Paco Ornelas quoted an interview conducted by José Antonio Reyes Matamoros with Raúl 

Gómez, in which Gómez spoke of a document written by Hildebrando Gaytán, delineating the split 

in the UGOCM in the beginning of 1965. Gaytán later disassociated himself from the group, 

denying his acquaintance with Pablo Gómez.577 Fernando Sandoval, Oscar’s brother, spoke of a 

conflict over the armed struggle with the “old socialists, with Hildebrando” and accused 

Hildebrando Gaytán of hanging on the group’s archives. He also remembered his brother quoting 
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“the theses of Régis Debray,” from memory.578 Although Revolution in the Revolution? was not 

published until 1967, there may have been earlier articles in circulation. 

 Indice accused Giner of raining bribes on reporters, contributing to inflation in the state, and 

reported that Giner was always in Mexico City. His first act as governor had been the closure of the 

state school for the continued education of teachers; it later reopened. Once again, progressive 

strikes were planned throughout the state, to begin on January 11. Despite Giner’s earlier 

announcement, little or nothing had been resolved.579  

 The UGOCM published a new denunciation: José Ibarra put cattle with altered brands into 

the Ortega family’s herds, to claim they were stolen. He took the police to help him and stole more 

than four hundred cattle, along with horses, saddles, and saddlebags, and threw out the families and 

took the men to jail, where they remained for more than five months. Fortunato Gil still had some 

of the cattle; the ranch now belonged to Tomás Vega. Also the families of Santa Rita were thrown 

out, their cattle killed, the best pasture and water fenced off. Santa Rita had a presidential resolution 

that the DAAC had not executed.580  

 The ejidatarios of Ejido San Lorenzo repudiated Melitón González, saying that people lost 

their homes with the construction of the Dam Las Lajas in Buenaventura and that González had lied 

in El Heraldo and said that eighty families had gotten modern homes, but that he had nothing to do 

with the ejido. The ejidatarios said they were paid by the federal office of the Secretary of 

Agriculture and Hydraulic Resources.581 

 On New Years Eve, revelers had been provoked, jailed, and shot at. Chihuahua was a bomb 

ready to explode; the UGOCM announced, “The people will have the last word, it will not be one, 
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or two, or ten, or twenty, it will be the whole people who rise up as a judge to punish the guilty, and 

then, gentlemen, nothing will stop them.”582  

 Giner announced his refusal to reopen the dorms or the schools: “The male teachers are lazy 

and the females, with legitimate and illegitimate children, spend their time asking for more [salary].” 

Four thousand teachers threatened to strike.583 

 The UGOCM repeated its denunciation of the dangerous situation in Madera, adding new 

claims. The leaders of El Naranjo had been sent to jail on various occasions by Ramón Molina, who 

had received his illegitimate land title from Bosques and was attempting to evict people who had lived 

there all their lives. The ejido Cebadilla de Dolores was still battling Francisco Portillo, whose son 

had sent someone to kill the Alvarez family. In Ranchería del Norte, the gunman Manuel Pereda had 

tried to kill a compañero. Oscar Chávez and a gang of gunmen had invaded the indigenous 

community of Yepachi, in Temósachic, where the presidential resolution dated from 1957; many 

indigenous had been killed and others evicted by force. In Huizopa, army soldiers who knew they 

were supporting fraud helped Fernando Rascón evict rancheros in the process of forming an ejido. 

In Babícora, ejido plots were being openly bought and sold. The agrarian reform had been 

paralyzed. Bosques abused their employees, paying them less than the law required and overworking 

them; they were also cutting more trees than the law allowed, although the same law was used to 

prevent a campesino from cutting pines to build house. With regard to education, thirty-five 

teachers were needed in Madera and the isolated rancherías needed schools with dormitories. The 

denunciation was signed by Miguel Moreno, as Secretary General, and Oscar González Eguiarte as 

Secretary of Organization and Press.584  
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 The teachers’ union had long campaigned to equalize teachers’ wages in the state and federal 

systems; Giner had offered to pay three million pesos of the thirty-four million required, bringing 

state teachers’ wages to slightly more than six hundred pesos a month, often less than the pay of an 

army private. The union representing the DAAC employees complained that they could not execute 

land resolutions without a budget or staff and published employees’ names and salaries.585  

 Six hundred people attended the UGOCM Congress in Madera, where Pablo Gómez, 

Alvaro Ríos, Oscar González Eguiarte, and Guadalupe Jacott were named officers, none of them 

campesinos themselves.586  

 The new director of the federal DAAC, Norberto Aguirre Palancares, announced upon 

taking office that, “all affectable lands would be distributed immediately. Neither money, nor threats, 

nor flattery would stop the agrarian reform.”587  

 On May 5, 1965, Salvador Gaytán, the Sectional President of Dolores, took up arms and left 

office. He penned a declaration detailing the history of Dolores, whose inhabitants had lived in 

tranquility until their land awakened the greed of caciques whose names he listed. He then described 

his tenure as sectional president, Arturo Gámiz’s arrival as schoolteacher, the violent response of the 

caciques, and the community’s struggle for justice. Gaytán closed his epistle with a promise to lay 

down arms whenever the mentioned caciques were brought to justice. The same document was 

copied and sent after every armed action he undertook.588 That day a squad he commanded, which 

included Ramón Mendoza, captured and disarmed Emilio Rascón, local cacique and landowner, as 

he travelled with a twelve-year-old boy named Juventino Torres near the Río Tutuaca. The guerrillas 

took an M1 and .38 special pistol and conducted Rascón to the plaza in Dolores and forced him to 
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write out a check for six hundred pesos to benefit the school.589 Toro described the same incident as 

told by Rascón, beginning when Rascón invited the group to help him round up cattle; after several 

days, he was awakened by four or five of them pointing guns at his head and telling him to get up. 

They tied his hands and got him up on his horse and took off, explaining on the way that they had 

risen against the government and caciques and that anyone who did business with them was an 

enemy. In this version, the check was for two hundred pesos and was never presented to the bank. 

Rascón told Toro he had thought them his friends and felt betrayed, because he would have paid 

them anyway for helping with the round up, and that he was neither a latifundista nor a cacique; he 

then asked for a license to carry arms and go in search of them.590  

 In August, Lugo reported Salvador Gaytán returning to Chihuahua from working as a 

bracero in the U.S.591 

The Second Encounter of the Sierra “Heraclio Bernal” and Its Resolutions 

Pedro Uranga was recruited to the JPS by Oscar González Eguiarte, a friend from prep school, and 

provided housing and refuge in Chihuahua City without always knowing what was going on; the 

household included his wife, Paquita Urías, whose father was Director of the State Normal School, 

her sister Margarita, Pedro’s friend Juan Fernández, and Juan’s two sisters. They did the group’s 

printing on a clandestine mimeograph machine, kept in the maid’s room, supplying their own paper 

and ink; they printed the Five Resolutions of the Sierra and occasional newspapers dedicated to the 

campesino movement. They stole Uranga’s father’s hunting rifles for the assault and frequently 

supplied the guerrilla with small sums of cash, boots, and clothing. Weeks before the attack, a few 

people arrived at their house; Guadalupe Jacott came every day to cook for them.592  
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 In May, 1965, the Second Encounter of the Sierra “Heraclio Bernal”593 took place in 

Torreón de Cañas in northern Durango, a former hacienda which had been solicited for some 

twenty years by six hundred families and was now being distributed to others. Students, teachers, 

and campesinos from Chihuahua and other northern states attended. Over the course of the week, 

participants discussed the Five Resolutions and the possibility of moving the struggle from legal to 

illegal terrain.594 Only Miguel Quiñónez represented the school of Salaices, whose disagreement with 

the armed project dated back several years.595 Indice published a press statement from the Encounter, 

signed by Oscar González Eguiarte, Hildebrando Gaytán, and Dolores Gámiz. Among the sponsors 

were the UGOCM, the Association of Revolutionary Women, and the Yaqui and Mayo Federations 

of Sonora.596 Little is known of that event, beyond the Resolutions. 

 The Five Resolutions, presumably written by Gámiz, ended with a call for immediate armed 

struggle. These documents, along with Gámiz’s pamphlet, “The Participation of the Students in the 

Revolutionary Movement,” were widely disseminated throughout the region.  

The formulations bore a distinct resemblance to foquismo. For example:  

It doesn’t matter that the members are not masters of politicking, which is a thing of the 
past, but that instead they be capable of carrying through the revolution. They may lack 
organization, they may lack leadership, and they have a low level of revolutionary 
consciousness, that is true, but despite all this it is still possible to begin the armed struggle. 
During its development, the basis on which the workers, campesinos, and students will 
organize will emerge and mature, not before. In the course of the armed struggle, the 
workers will join in, merge with the campesinos and unify the students and, possibly, even 
the parties of the left, but not before the armed struggle. In the heat of revolution, the 
conditions which are lacking will mature; without it, nothing can be achieved, not even 
fraternal treatment and the end of hostilities between different forces of the left. Without it, 
the working class movement cannot be rebuilt; without it, the campesino movement cannot 

                                                 
593 Heraclio Bernal was a nineteenth-century bandit who operated in the sierra between Durango and Sinaloa. 
594 Anonymous, Resolutions of the Second Encounter of the Sierra “Heraclio Bernal” (Chihuahua: Ediciones Linea Revolucionaria, 1965); they 

are available on the Primeros Vientos website, http://madera1965.com.mx/resol.html, accessed July 24, 2008. 
595 Ornelas 112, 116. 
596 Indice, May 29, 1965, 2. 



 220

 

be moved from the state it is in, nor can other social sectors be attracted to an alliance with 
the proletariat.597  

One could argue, on the contrary, that the clandestinity necessary to armed struggle is the enemy of 

reflection and the sort of open discussion that would have allowed the movement to development. 

Secrecy works against open discussion, since actions cannot be evaluated.  

 The Resolutions include no citations. The footnotes were added by the webmaster to 

indicate a lack of citation in the original or a description of the physical state of the original 

documents, their artwork, means of reproduction and binding, etc.  

 The Resolutions are among the few written indications of the ideology which motivated the 

GPG, although I would argue that they did not reflect the GPG’s actual understanding of the 

situation on the ground in Chihuahua. Much of the analysis was borrowed wholesale from Marxist-

Leninist analyses then in vogue. They were remarkable for their lack of a specific analysis of 

Chihuahuan history, only mentioning recent events in Mexico, such as the wave of strikes which had 

rolled through Mexico City a few years before in which Gámiz himself had participated. They 

portrayed no understanding of the corporative nature of the state or its ability to survive by coopting 

autonomous movements through rewards and preemptive reform. In the Resolutions—as in Giner’s 

Chihuahua—the state offered only palos and no pan. I would argue that their failure to account for 

the state’s propensity to negotiate did not stem from a specific analysis of Chihuahua but from the 

author or authors’ having taken much of the analysis wholesale from a source which did not take the 

Mexican case into account. 

 Containing some 126,000 words, the Resolutions contained a brief history of Mexico, an 

analysis of the current situation characterized in Leninist terms as imperialism, the highest stage of 

capitalism, and an argument for the vanguard role of the campesinos allied with the progressive 
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petty bourgeoisie, in view of the defeat of the working class. They contained scathing attacks on the 

PCM and the PPS, accusing them of harboring armchair revolutionaries engaged in sterile 

politicking. They advocated the creation of armed guerrilla groups throughout the countryside to act 

as detonators for an expanding revolutionary movement, capable of winning the workers away from 

their corrupt leadership and uniting all the exploited masses. 

 The text exhibited a curious mixture of teleological orthodox Marxism and foquismo and 

insisted on the inevitability of revolution: “…there is one universal path to socialism because the 

laws of capitalism operate the same in Italy as in Mexico…”598 The Resolutions are far more 

extensive than the statements of the First Encounter, and demonstrate neither their concentration 

on youth as a force for change nor the need for world peace, but they did share the earlier 

documents’ level of abstraction. 

 The First Resolution, “The World We Live In,”599 described the development of capitalism 

from earlier modes of production, the extraction of surplus value, cyclical crises of production, and 

the moral degradation which accompanies capital’s penetration of every corner of life. It emphasized 

“sharpening contradictions,” particularly in the U.S. where the workers were overwhelmed with 

debt, falling wages, rising unemployment, and corrupt unions, and the even more miserable 

conditions of migrant workers in the fields; all these conflicts would lead inexorably to social 

convulsions in the U.S. The Resolutions made no reference to the Black and anti-war movements. 

Much of this analysis derived from simplified Marxism, disregarding longstanding debates as to 

modes of production specifically focused on Latin America. The author spent a great deal of space 

(six out of twenty-one pages) analyzing the problems of U.S. society. Was this an attempt to 

convince Mexican workers and campesinos to stay home and fight in their own country?  
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 The Second Resolution, “The Colonial and Semicolonial World,” was much shorter. Written 

during the post-World War II era of national liberation with characteristic optimism, it proclaimed, 

“Opinion is divided in two great currents: those who propose the peaceful road and those who insist 

that only the armed struggle will liberate the people.”600  

 In the Third Resolution, “A Brief Summary of Mexican History,”601 the prehispanic peoples 

played no part. The failure to recognize indigenous peoples characterized Marxist movements of the 

time. This resolution contained a wealth of statistical information about the country’s economic 

crisis. 

 In the Fourth Resolution, “The Bourgeoisie has Failed: It is Unable to Resolve the National 

Problems,” again the author painted a picture of misery and forced migration, insisting that the 

fundamental problem was land ownership and that these problems would only be solved by a new 

revolution: “the hour has come to see if bullets can penetrate where reason cannot, the hour to rely 

on the .30-.30 and the 30-60 instead of the Agrarian Code or the Constitution.”602  

 The Fifth Resolution, “The Only Path to Follow,” described the campesinos who, although 

in the long run were being superceded, are, along with the progressive urban petty bourgeoisie, “the 

only sectors ready for putting to march an armed movement”603 and ended with an often-quoted call 

to begin the armed struggle, “The struggle will be terribly prolonged, not to be counted in years but 

in decades, and this is why now is the hour to begin and we must begin young if we want to have 

time to achieve what only years of action will provide,” and signed off, Vencer or Morir (Victory or 

Death).604  
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 A sixth, previously mentioned, essay, “The Participation of the Students in the Revolutionary 

Movement,”605 written in the form of question and answer, circulated with the Five Resolutions. It 

had been printed in Indice the previous November. 

*** 

On April 2, 1965, Tiburcio Garza Zamora replaced Antonio Gómez Velasco as commander of the 

Fifth Military Zone; two weeks later, Garza Zamora traveled to Madera, finding it “absolutely 

calm.”606  

 On May 17, 1965, the guerrillas arrested Roberto Jiménez, another cacique and landowner,  

at his ranch El Durazno, along with some of his gunmen. Days before Jiménez had murdered a 

young girl by slicing her throat. Jiménez had forced indigenous Pima to work in a clandestine still 

under brutal conditions; the guerrillas destroyed the still, distributed the contents of the company 

store to the workers, and burned the books where the workers’ debts were recorded.607  

  On May 25, the guerrillas confronted a platoon of soldiers from the First Infantry Battalion 

led by an agent of the state police at Las Moras. According to Salvador Gaytán, twenty-four 

“soldiers and civilians” had captured an indigenous Pima and hung him from a tree to make him 

inform on them. The guerrillas attacked, the Pima escaped, and the soldiers fled, abandoning six .7 

mm and .22 rifles, and ammunition for the .30-06, the 30-30, and 7 mm super, along with radio 

equipment. Three soldiers were wounded. According to Toro, other participants in the ambush were 

Carlos and Refugio Yáñez, Manuel Ríos Torres, Mauricio Torres Coronado, and Ramón Mendoza; 

the DFS reported the attack had been carried out by Arturo Gámiz with eighteen men. The army 
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responded by adding two sections to the forces patrolling the sierra; the sergeant, Amín Castellanos 

Vázquez, was later court-martialled in Durango for carelessness.608  

 Toro reported that the guerrillas had discovered a clandestine still near the Arroyo Las 

Moras, belonging the Ramón Molina, and had taken Molina and three workers prisoner without 

firing a single shot. In a brief meeting they declared that sotol was the poison of the poor and 

aguardiente the cause of much evil, and that the caciques gave drink to the campesinos to make 

them stupid. They broke up the still and poured the alcohol on the ground, running off the workers 

with a warning.609 The animosity towards Molina had deeper causes. Montemayor quoted Salvador 

Gaytán as saying that the campesinos of El Naranjo, who were indigenous Pima, had asked him to 

denounce Ramón Molina in 1965 before he left office in May for rape and other brutal aggressions 

against the community. Gaytán had complained as sectional president but the authorities did 

nothing. The community armed itself.610  

 On May 25, an UGOCM meeting at the Ejido Las Parritas in Saucillo was broken up by a 

gang of thugs sent by the Mayor of Saucillo, Luis Carlos Terrazas.611  

 Giner, after agreeing to a six percent raise in state teachers’ salaries over four years to achieve 

parity with federal teachers, reduced that raise to 5.626 percent and deprived them of the percentage 

they should have earned for seniority, along with the bonus for living close to the border.612  

 Indice published another report of atrocities committed by troops in search of the guerrilla in 

Madera. Soldiers had killed a Pima indigenous named Arcadio on June 24, after he failed to respond 

because he did not speak Spanish. On the same day, a patrol had searched the home of the widow 

and mother of twelve-year-old Florentino Torres Corona and tortured the child, hanging him up 

                                                 
608 Santos Valdés, 86–87; Toro, 82; and AGN DFS 100-5-1, L13, H71, Versión Pública Arturo Gámiz. 
609 Toro, 75–76. 
610 Montemayor, Las armas, 181–82. 
611 Indice, May 29, 1965, 3. 
612 Indice, June 3, 1965, 8. 



 225

 

three times by the neck, then destroyed the family’s crops and stole their supplies of beans, corn, 

sugar, coffee, and salt. They had destroyed the crops of a family living next to Los Otates. They had 

kidnapped three campesinos to act as guides, Juan Almeida, Juan Víctor Jácquez, and Señor Durán. 

Francisco Márquez and Eduardo Rodríguez Ford had been kidnapped from the offices of the PPS 

on July 2, along with Luis Estrada, PPS candidate for mayor, and Luís Homero, taken to the military 

barracks in Ciudad Juárez, and held for three days. The army had also committed unspecified abuses 

of women. Sometime that spring, the authorities had captured thirty indigenous and killed Leonardo 

and Cornelio Rivera of the El Durazno Ranch.613  

 On June 23, two platoons of soldiers arrived in Cebadilla de Dolores and arrested twenty 

people and forced them to walk to Puente de los Angeles, where they were tortured and seven of 

them were hung. An indigenous man named Cornelio González, after being arrested at his ranch, 

tried to run away and was shot three times and buried where he lay. The state committee of the PPS 

protested irregularies in the Madera elections to Lombardo Toledano, who wrote to Luis Echeverría, 

Secretary of Government, and to Juan García Barragán, Secretary of National Defense, with a list of 

complaints from the serranos of Madera and a photo of the child who had been hung.614  

 Indice published a letter protesting the arrest of Eduardo Rodríguez Ford in Madera, along 

with other members of the PPS, signed by Judith Reyes for the Revolutionary Bloc. The regime 

arrested the editor of Indice, Guillermo Gallardo Astorga, for his sympathy for agrarian struggles. On 

September 20, 1965, Gallardo wrote an open letter to President Díaz Ordaz, a masterpiece of 

invective, denouncing the governor as inept, dishonest, arbitrary, idiotic, and slow-witted and 
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warning that he did not intend to flee, commit suicide, or take part in quarrels among the 

prisoners.615  

The GPG in Mexico City and Beyond 

GPG members, including Arturo Gámiz, formulated the plan to assault the army barracks in Madera 

while in Mexico City. Victor Orozco has speculated they were moved to imitate the Cuban 

revolutionaries’ attack on the Moncado barracks in 1953.616 In any case, it was a curious choice of 

target for a group that had repeatedly announced that their battle was with the state and not the 

federal government. This insistence, however, did not take into account the revolutionary aspirations 

outlined in the Resolutions of the Sierra, which aimed at broader targets than the governor, the local 

caciques, and the DAAC. The barracks themselves were on the edge of town, on the highway 

leading south to Guerrero and Chihuahua City, across from a two-story building also used by the 

army and next to the railway constructed in the early twentieth century to haul lumber. The buildings 

were made of wood and belonged to Bosques de Chihuahua and had originally been intended as 

workers housing and had only recently been converted to house the army detachments sent to 

Madera in pursuit of the GPG.  

 The original plan was to assault the barracks, occupy downtown Madera, take over the bank 

and the radio station, and broadcast an appeal to the campesinos to rise up and join them. The GPG 

had been emboldened by previous sucessful actions and judged that an attack of so spectacular a 

character could lead the campesinos to join them in a popular guerrilla war. The group counted on 

acting with some thirty to forty combatants armed with the automatic weapons expropriated 

earlier.617 Not everyone in the group was comfortable with the plan.  
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 Ramón Mendoza’s version of the attack described the September 14 departure from the 

Colonia Pantitlán in Mexico City of Arturo and Emilio Gámiz, Gómez, Antonio Scobell, and 

Mendoza. Three of them attempted to steal a car in Bosques de Chapultepec without success, so 

they boarded a bus to Aguascalientes. There they tried again to steal a car, then decided Emilio 

should go to Zacatecas and pick up Salomón Gaytán while the others continued to Torreón on the 

bus. There Gómez hired a taxi to take them to Durango, while Emilio Gámiz and Mendoza went 

directly to Chihuahua, being the only ones not wanted by the police. In Chihuahua, they rented a 

room and got cleaned up, and Mendoza told Lupe Jacott to call a meeting for 8:00 p.m. that night in 

the home of Pedro Uranga, and to also invite Oscar González Eguiarte, Hildebrando Gaytán, and 

Oscar Sandoval.618  

 According to Matías Fernández, the group left Mexico City in early September, having 

agreed to assault the base on September 16. They would be organized in three groups of ten 

persons: one, led by Salvador Gaytán, to come through Sonora with the high-powered weapons 

stashed in Arroyo Amplio; one from Guadalupe y Calvo to the south; and one in Madera led by 

Gámiz. In Saucillo, Gómez would visit his family and they would pick up a .38 and a .44 pistol. 

There Guadalupe Jacott, Trinidad Uribes, and Carlos Armendáriz attempted to join them but were 

told they were more valuable in the city.619  

 At the meeting at Uranga’s house, Gámiz told them all to change into work clothes for an 

immediate departure for Madera. They divided the arms: the first group consisted of Gámiz, 

Gómez, Oscar Sandoval, Salomón Gaytán, and Lupe and Antonio Scobell, who went in the taxi 

from Torreón, which had been kidnapped along with its driver. Gámiz named Mendoza commander 

of the second group, with Rafael Martínez, Hugo (Florencio Lugo), Luis (Francisco Ornelas), 
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“Rogelio,” Camilo (probably Matías Fernández), and Daniel (Emilio Gámiz); they should wait for an 

urban supporter to show up with a car. If not, they should take one from a gas station, “using the 

best tactic to not be discovered.” They were to meet the first group in Guerrero, by the road to 

Ariseáchic at 1:00 a.m. on September 16. The car arrived, they left for Guerrero at 5:00 a.m. and got 

lost there, no one knowing the town, and finally found the road to Ariseáchic. They spent the day in 

hiding and when they went to meet Gámiz, no one was there.620  

 In another version, on September 16 or 17, the group met in Chihuaha City to make final 

plans. Gámiz warned them this was their last chance to withdraw, that they would not be safe in the 

sierra or the city. Someone remembered the words of Juan Mata Ortiz, who declared, when beseiged 

by the Apache leader Ju, “If anyone mistakenly put on his wife’s petticoats, he should return to 

change them for trousers.” The urban brigade, three men and a woman, led by Oscar González 

Eguiarte, took charge of the kidnapped taxi driver from Torreón, holding him overnight then 

collecting a considerable sum in donations for him and setting him free. Later he said, “They were 

good kids.” The urban brigades had also fabricated a number of homemade grenades, from 

dynamite stolen from the mines at Naica.621 According to Lupe Jacott, she, Uranga, Juan Fernández, 

Paquita and Margarita Urías, Oscar Sandoval, Oscar González, and Lolita and Emilio Gámiz were 

also present at that meeting.622  

 A group including Pedro Uranga, Juan Fernández, Juan and Jesús Aguila, Jesús Terres, and 

two or three others was sent to Madera to reconnoiter and ascertain the number of troops in the 

barracks; they attracted police attention, did not find the guerrilla there were supposed to meet with, 
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and went back to the capital after two nights sleeping in a cornfield. They did not know the others 

were planning to immediately assault the base.623  

 According to Las armas del alba, the decision to attack the base at Madera was made on 

September 2 at Azcapotzalco in Mexico City. Pablo Gómez and Salomón Gaytán argued that since 

Salvador Gaytán and Ramón Mendoza had arrived that summer, they had received no new 

information on what the army was doing in the sierra. Gámiz responded that the political and social 

conditions were more important than information. Florencio Lugo pointed out that training without 

an enemy was not the same as actual combat and someone else that the taking of the base would 

revitalize the student and campesino movements. Salvador Gaytán and Mendoza said it was absurd 

for them to be debating such actions when they, the campesinos, were already engaged. Then they 

reviewed the causes for the combat; Mendoza said that the caciques had put a needle into his 

father’s eye to force him to sell his land and then tried to fence even more land. They had accused 

both his father and Rosendo Gaytán of rustling, also Jesús Peña and the Estradas, all without 

evidence. Their fathers had been put in jail; this had been their education. The group finally agreed 

to meet again prior to the attack and to send Salvador Gaytán and Mendoza to retrieve the arms 

hidden near Cebadilla (other accounts said in the Arroyo Amplio), collecting information along the 

way. The final meeting would be in Santa Rosa Ariseáchic, where Quiñónez had his school, on 

September 19. They calculated thirty or thirty-two guerrilleros. Then they decided that Mendoza 

would stay with Gámiz’s group since he knew the sierra well and Antonio Gaytán would accompany 

his brother Salvador. They would enter from Sinaloa, since they were known to the authorities in 

Chihuahua, and walk through the sierra since they had no money.624  
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 The two brothers travelled north and retrieved the materiel and continued on foot, carrying 

thirty kilos each, under occasional rainfall. They ate corn from the fields and once a small pig, then, 

after three days without food, Salvador shot a deer with his M1; he knelt and drank its blood from 

the wound. They arrived at a ranch, carrying the meat, where they feasted on atole (corn gruel) with 

cheese and roasted meat. They crossed the swollen Río Tutuaca on horseback with the help of a 

couple of Pima and arrived at the ranch of the Durán family, called El Lacho or El Lazo, and left 

with two burros.625  

 They arrived at Ariseáchic on September 21, where they found a note from Gámiz, sending 

them on to Cebadilla de Dolores to wait for the others, who had left early the day before. They left 

the weapons in a cave, unable to carry them any further.626 By now the others were on their way to 

Matachic and Madera.  

 On September 17, the group including Gámiz decided to send “Camilo” (probably Matías 

Fernández) to Madera to meet with the compañeros who had gone there to reconnoiter, while Lugo 

and Mendoza went to Ariseáchic to meet Miguel Quiñónez, director of the school there. They must 

have walked from Guerrero since they left at 10:00 a.m. and arrived at Santa Rosa at 8:00 p.m., 

where they asked Don Trini to loan them a couple of mules to carry the backpacks. The others were 

there, waiting for them. They slept; the next day they took a mule and a guide and walked all night 

and camped near Cocomórachic. Gámiz sent the guide away and they went to the highway by 

Matachic to find a truck. They pretended to be inspectors and stopped the trucks, looking for one 

without passengers, only a driver. When they found one, they told the driver who they were and why 

they were fighting; he agreed to help them and took them to the Boquilla (sic, Presón) de 

Golondrinas near Madera. There they did not find the compañeros who had gone for information 
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because they had already returned to the capital. Two of them went to survey the base, they saw a 

platoon making its rounds and other soldiers inside. Oscar Sandoval went into Madera and came 

back reporting that there were between one and two hundred soldiers, that some had gone into the 

sierra, and that he had overheard someone saying there would be war. Pablo Gómez wanted to wait, 

but Gámiz said they needed money and had to attack. Mendoza thought they should wait, since 

there were soldiers outside the base. Gámiz embarrassed him with accusations of cowardice; 

Quiñónez said, “We’re not going to fail,” and so “for the love of the struggle,” they made plans to 

go ahead, first cutting the communications and, after securing the base, assaulting the bank, getting 

provisions from the store, and taking over the radio to explain what they had done.627  

 According to Fernández, he and one other person were sent into Madera to count the 

soldiers at the base on September 22; they reported they had seen sixty soldiers. Fernández argued 

that they should wait for Gaytán with the arms and that he was not willing to die “a lo pendejo” (“like 

a fool”). Gámiz and Salomón Gaytán accused him of cowardice and pessimism; Gámiz also called 

him a Trotskyist. Lugo, Mendoza, Gómez, and Antonio Escóbel argued against the attack, but after 

a long discussion it was decided to go ahead the next day. Fernández claimed to be the only one who 

kept arguing to wait for the arms and said he had a certain weight in the group because he and 

Gámiz had been its founders. Ornelas quoted Fernández as saying, “Afraid! No! My mother told 

me, son, you should die before running away. And you well know that Doña Herculana doesn’t give 

an inch.” The group was exhausted and hungry and had not had a good meal for several days; on the 

morning of the attack they each ate half a tortilla and some pinole, roasted cornmeal mixed with  

water. Among the arms they carried were three or four .22s and a single-loading shotgun, while 

Salvador Gaytán was bringing a .30-06, an M1, an M2, and “some short ones with forty-five shots 

each,” with sufficient ammunition. Each of the thirteen carried a pistol and a rifle, but the pistols 
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were better than the long guns. Finally, it was agreed that if the attack did not succeed in the first 

fifteen minutes, they would retreat.628  

 Before they left, Quiñónez asked to be buried at Ariseáchic if he were killed. Gámiz said, 

“Today will be a great day and brave fighters will come from this day and if any compañero should 

die in this town, the town will take his name, and if any campañero should be wounded, we will 

sacrifice our lives to get him out.”629  

 In his memoir, Paco Ornelas failed to explain the photograph of his appearance at a rally for 

unemployed teachers in downtown Chihuahua on September 22, 1965; he said only that “all of us 

came from Mexico City where we had been training.”630  

 The first group, firing on the north side of the base, would be Salomón Gaytán, Gámiz, 

Sandoval, and Mendoza. To the east, by the school and church, would be Gómez, Emilio Gámiz, 

and Antonio Scobell. The third would consist of Francisco Ornelas at the Casa de Pacheco, to the 

south. The fourth would be Guadalupe Scobell, Martínez Valdivia, Lugo, and Quiñónez to the west, 

near the Casa Redonda. Paco Ornelas placed Oscar Sandoval at the Casa Redonda and Miguel 

Quiñónez by the school.631  

 Matías Fernández would wait with the truck and the group’s belongings. They agreed that if 

the attack went badly, Gámiz, Gómez, or Salomón Gaytán would give the signal to retreat. The first 

group would fire the first shots and follow up with hand grenades. The second was to burn the 

building. Ornelas was to go into the Casa de Pacheco and execute the person inside. The fourth 

group would fire on the base from the Casa Redonda and guard the retreat. Fernández was to watch 

over the driver, parked near the antenna on the road to Cebadilla de Dolores. The antenna would be 
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the first meeting place in case they failed, along with the orchard belonging to Ernesto Castellanos, 

the mayor, and then the watch tower in the sierra.632  

 They tried to cut the telephone wires without proper tools. They said goodbye to one 

another and took their places, waiting for 5:45 a.m. Then Salomón fired the first shot and a soldier 

fell. Many versions, including Montemayor’s, begin with Mendoza shooting out the bulb over the 

door, which would have been to the attackers’ disadvantage since it was still before dawn.633 A 

“hurricane” of bullets flew. The bolt fell off Mendoza’s M1 after three shots; he went on firing with 

a pistol. A locomotive, parked by the base, lit its headlights, illuminating Gámiz and the others by 

the tracks. (Salvador del Toro reported that the lights had illuminated the soldiers and made them a 

target.) Either Gámiz or Salomón Gaytán called to retreat, then both of them ran by, calling off the 

retreat. Then Sandoval shouted, “It’s heavy, we’re fucked!”634  

 Ramón Mendoza saw soldiers approaching around the shores of the lake behind his 

position. Salomón Gaytán and Gámiz were dead. The locomotive began to move and the conductor 

signalled to him; he hid behind it for some 150 to 200 meters and escaped towards Castellanos’s 

orchard, then towards the hospital, where he met Guadalupe Escóbel, also running. They shot down 

several groups of soldiers in pursuit and took off into the sierra on foot towards a peak called Las 

Lajas.635 It began to rain. They arrived at the watch tower, where the group was to meet, and found 

no one there. They went to Tres Ojitos, where Mendoza was from, looking for Martín and Polo 

Durán but were told it was too dangerous; a brother-in-law of Mendoza’s offered them a place to 

hide for two nights. On the 27th they arrived in Santa Rita.636  
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 Ornelas reproduced the map found on Gámiz’s body, although it was mostly illegible, and a 

copy he himself did, with a list of noms de guerre and weapons but with his position the only one 

indicated, although he described the positions a few pages later. Later he published yet another map, 

showing the guerrillas in their positions and the percentage of those in each position who died. 

Combining his maps and description, the positions and weapons were as follows. Casa del Pacheco: 

Paco Ornelas (Luis), .7 mm. Casa Redonda: Oscar Sandoval (Carlos), 7mm; Florencio Lugo (Hugo), 

mauser, grenades, .30-06, .7 mm (why so many weapons?);  Rafael Martínez Valdivia (Alejandro), 

.30-06; Guadalupe Scobell Gaytán (Jesús), not on the list with a weapon. School and church: Miguel 

Quiñónez (Manuel), “escuadra”; Antonio Scobell Gaytán; Emilio Gámiz (Daniel), .42; Pablo Gómez 

(Martin), .30-06. Embankment by the train tracks: Arturo Gámiz (Ernesto), .30-06; Ramón Mendoza 

(Alfredo), M1, “escuadra”; Salomón Gaytán (Victor), .30-06. I do not know what the author meant by 

“escuadra,” usually translated as either a square or a squad.637  

 Toro Rosales, called back to Chihuahua to investigate, reported a somewhat different list, 

found in the pockets of four of the guerrillas, in which Gámiz has a .22, which seems unlikely; Lugo 

a .30-06 plus “molotov granadas”; Martínez Valdivia a 7 mm; Sandoval an M1, which also seems 

unlikely since he was among the youngest; Emilio Gámiz a .22; Quiñónez a shotgun; and Guadalupe 

Scobell, “Rafael,” and “Rogelio” without arms. Toro believed the last three to be Pedro Uranga, 

Juan Fernández, and Paco Ornelas, referred to only as Gómez’s nephew. He also omitted Quiñónez 

from the list of the dead, replaced by Modesto Sierra.638  

 Pablo Gómez died with a banner that said, “Viva la libertad.” Miguel Quiñónez ran into a 

nearby cornfield, was pursued by half a dozen soldiers, and killed; his corpse was dragged back to 

the base. Arturo Gámiz was shot just as he prepared to throw a stick of dynamite and the resulting 
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explosion destroyed his skull; another version had Salomón Gaytán shot as he prepared to throw a 

grenade, which exploded in his hands, burning Gámiz as well. Ornelas described children peering 

through the windows of the Casa de Pacheco, the children of Señor Gómez, a sawmill administrator 

for Bosques, who was out of town on that day.639  

 Ornelas saw soldiers watching the base from the old hospital on the edge of town; the shots 

had become sporadic. He crossed the alley and hid underneath a tree in someone’s yard, clutching 

his rifle, and hoping to die in a rain of bullets and not under torture. A pair of soldiers patrolled the 

street; he ran behind their backs into a cornfield, soldiers pursued him half-heartedly, and a bullet 

perforated his backpack. He credited his survival to his having remained near the scene, since the 

soldiers did not look at what was nearby.640  

 Lugo was wounded in the thigh when Martínez Valdivia drew fire trying to light a grenade. 

He escaped, wounded, walking for two days towards the north, a region he did not know; finally he 

approached a ranchería, hiding his rifle in some bushes, where he was welcomed as a survivor of the 

assault. He was fed, given first-aid, and hidden in a cabin behind the house. The next day, the 

campesino reported that he had met Rito Caldera, sent in pursuit of the fugitives, and had asked 

what he would do if he found them. Caldera said he would let them escape, because they had treated 

him well and were “good boys.” Lugo stayed two days in the cabin; when he left the family gave him 

money and food and assured him of their support. He walked two or three days more and found 

himself in a region where they had organized invasions; there he met with Salvador Gaytán, who 

urged him to continue to fight. Lugo refused, needing to recover from his wound.641  

 According to Fernández, he stayed with the truck, some one hundred meters from the base, 

while the battle raged until 8:30 a.m. The retreat was cut off by soldiers outside the base; Gómez 
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called, “Let’s go, we’re going to hell here,” then Gámiz shouted, “Wait a little!” The truck driver 

declared his intention to join in the fighting and asked for a gun. When they saw the battle lost, they 

took off in the direction of Cebadilla, pursued by military jeeps; some fifteen or twenty kilometers 

from Madera, Fernández got out with the baggage, which he hid under some branches, and then 

returned to Madera, with his arms, to the orchard chosen as the meeting place. There the foreman 

discovered him and he had to confess, but the man promised not to betray him and brought him 

food and clothes. Later he came back with news that eight had died, among them Gámiz, a Gaytán, 

and an Escóbel. That night Fernández fled in the direction of Los Leones, leaving his rifle behind.642  

 Eight were killed, including Gámiz, Gómez, and Salomón Gaytán. The other dead were 

Miguel Quiñonez Pedroza, director of the rural school at Ariseáchic; Rafael Martínez Valdivia, a 

teacher in the State Normal School and student of law at the Autonomous University of Chihuahua; 

Oscar Sandoval Salinas, a student at the State Normal School; Antonio Escóbel Gaytán, campesino 

and nephew of Salomón Gaytán; and Emilio Gámiz García, State Normal School student and 

brother of Arturo Gámiz. Of the thirteen attackers, only Pablo Gómez, thirty-nine and father of five 

children, was older than twenty-five. 

 Five soldiers, Sergeants Nicolás Estrada Gómez and Moisés Bustillo Orozco, Corporal 

Felipe Reyna López, and Jorge Velázquez and Virgilio (or Virginio) Yáñez Gómez, were killed and a 

fifth, Lieutenant Rigoberto Aguilar Marín, later died of wounds. Ten others were injured.643 

According to some accounts, twenty to forty soldiers were killed and deposited in a railway car; the 

story seems unlikely but indicates the respect in which the guerrillas were held.644 A witness who 

wished to remain anonymous described a train car where the bodies of dead soldiers were stacked as 

firewood. 
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 There were several conflicting reports of civilian deaths. In one, a milkman, Rodolfo 

Domínguez Galaviz (or Gálvez), was thought to be a guerrilla and was shot down by troops. In 

another, he disobeyed an army order to halt because he was deaf, and was killed.645 Santos Valdés 

included a photo of his family watching over his corpse.646 In Toro’s version, the day after the attack 

he rode his horse past the base where a group of women were crying and said to them, “Be quiet, 

noisy old women,” at which a soldier shot him down as he fled.647 El Heraldo reported the death of 

another civilian, twenty-year-old Armando Aguilar Bencomo, a janitor for the Chepe Railway; he 

had been hit by stray gunfire in his house during the attack.648 According to Toro, several other 

civilians were wounded, either in their homes or walking near the scene, along with the driver of the 

taxi parked nearby, which received ninety bullets.649  

 In the novel Las mujeres del alba, Montemayor described the anguish of the Gaytán family, 

awakened by the shooting and knowing their menfolk were involved.650 They had been harassed by 

authorities seeking Salvador and Salomón Gaytán for months. Salvador’s wife, Monserrat, took her 

five children, the oldest a ten-year-old girl, to the home of Albertina Gaytán, the sister of Salomón 

and Salvador and mother of Antonio Scobell, who hid them in a shed for storing hay. They heard 

the erroneous announcement on the radio that Salvador had been killed; he had been confused with 

Salomón. Ten-year-old Luz María went to the cemetery with her mother and cousins to see the 

bodies; they tried to take that of Antonio Escóbel but were not allowed. They went back to 

Albertina’s and the wake for Salomón’s body which the family had managed to rescue.651  
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 On the morning of the attack, a representative of the national committee of the teachers’ 

union called Rubén Beltrán, a leader of Section Fifteen (the federal teachers), informing him of the 

attack and ordering him to go there immediately and obtain information and photographs. Beltrán 

went to the airport, where he met the photographer Jolly Bustos arriving from Madera, and 

demanded three sets of his photos. They went to the basement of the Hotel Hilton where Bustos 

had his darkroom; the photos were later confiscated by the Department of Government. Early the 

next day Simón Gómez, Pablo’s brother, also a teacher, came to Beltrán for information. Another 

brother, Raúl, had been punished for his militance with exile to Ojinaga, a small town on the Texas 

border. The bodies of Gómez and Martínez Valdivia had already been placed in body bags when the 

order came from Giner Durán that they should all go into a common grave. Beltrán sent Simon 

Gómez; Alfonso Guaderrama, Martínez Valdivia’s brother-in-law; and the journalist Pedro Muñoz 

Grado by plane to Madera.652 According to Rico Galán, Muñoz Grado placed a handkerchief over 

the face of Pablo Gómez, which the soldiers removed.653  

 The bodies of the dead guerrillas were thrown onto the back of a flatbed truck and paraded 

around town in the rain. All were mutilated, sown with machine gun fire, and Gámiz’s head had 

been shattered. 

 General Tiburcio Zamora, Chief of the Military Zone, and Giner Durán arrived from 

Chihuahua that day. Giner had been in Torreón, Coahuila, with Díaz Ordaz, at a ceremony 

celebrating the distribution of some 487,000 hectares to forty-six ejidos.654  

 Family members arrived to claim the bodies; Elodia García, mother of Arturo and Emilio, 

initially identified only Emilio.655 Salomón’s family managed to get his body away and take it to the 
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home of his sister Albertina for a wake; he was the only one buried separately.656 His name appears 

with the others on the tombstone that now covers the common grave. The families of the dead 

guerrillas were ordered to witness the funerals with full military honors of the fallen soldiers. Jolly 

Bustos for El Norte and Juan de la Torre for El Heraldo de Chihuahua took a number of photos of the 

corpses and these events; they have been widely reproduced and are available on the Primeros Vientos 

website.657 The bodies were lifted into a common grave on September 24 and covered with lime; 

Indice claimed that “two drunken Indians” had been hired for the occasion.658  

 The town priest, Roberto Rodríguez Piña, refused to bless the bodies of the guerrillas; the 

Catholic Church in Madera did not partake of Liberation Theology. Townsfolk remarked on the 

obvious satisfaction shown by “the three happy compadres”: the priest; the mayor, Ernesto 

Castellanos, who announced his intention to “go off in pursuit of agraristas”; and Rito Caldera.659 

 Initial confusion reigned as to the identity of several of the dead even after the hasty burial. 

The report published by the Fiscalía decades later counted fifteen attackers, listing seven who 

escaped. They counted Florencio Lugo twice, once under the nom de guerre Hugo Hernández.660  

 Supporters have speculated on various causes for the defeat, as if the plan itself were not 

suicidal. Their only hope for success would have been shooting into the base and immediately 

scattering into the sierra; even then they would have run considerable risks, since pursuit would have 

been fierce and several kilometers lay between them and the foothills. Florencio Lugo offered the 

following points as proof they had been betrayed by Cárdenas Barojas: the absence of the watchman 

from the Casa Redonda; the existence of soldiers outside the base; large caliber machine guns facing 

south; and the suicidal action of soldiers falling on them, which showed that the weak number of 
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attackers was known, since “soldiers of the enemy oppressor” are not known for bravery.661 Other 

reasons given for failure included the railway worker who light his headlights, illuminating Gámiz 

and Salomón Gaytán. Lugo says he heard the signal to retreat—“¡Aguila!”—but assumed that since 

no one else heard it, he was obliged to keep on fighting.662 Paco Ornelas did not think they had been 

betrayed by Cárdenas Barajas, instead he believed that the traitor had come from within, from those 

who feign solidarity yet undermine those they claim to be supporting.663 Was he referring to Alvaro 

Ríos, to Hildebrando Gaytán?  

 Pedro Uranga speculated that Gámiz was in a hurry to die and suggested that Gámiz had 

evolved away from his origins, the campanions of his youth, the teachers, his siblings, etc.; the 

ideology he had held all his life was falling apart. (He had been a member of the JPS since at least 

1957.) Reality had been cruel; people were being killed. He was pushed to the wall and thought that 

revolution might be the answer but everyone around him disagreed, except the little group closest to 

him, but around them were hundreds of thousands, who did not disagree but who evolved more 

slowly and came to these conclusions later. Unlike most armed movements in Latin America, here 

the struggle had begun with a mass campesino movement; many others were urban focos or guerrilla 

cells. In Lecumberri, there had been lots of time to analyze what happened, not only in Madera but 

also elsewhere, and so they said, Here is the reformism of the communist parties. There’s a split, the 

Chinese talking of revolution and the others of a national front, and the two positions begin to 

distinguish themselves. And then the triumph of the Cuban Revolution that vindicates one of the 

two positions. With obsessive simplicity, a handful of people rise up…and all the left-wing currents 

that have lived in the paradise of communism begin to end up like Salomón and like Alvaro Ríos. 

Some say man has to change and begin to argue and so those of us who believe in revolution pass 
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over to action. Even when there has been previous mass work, as was the case in Gámiz’s group, 

with the enormous campesino movement of those years, there was an argument between Gámiz and 

Oscar González, I don’t think Oscar was the best advocate for saying that now was the time to act, 

he was much more lucid, more informed, more understanding, and so he saw that it was not 

necessary to disarticulate, they shouldn’t split as if they were part of the split with another line, they 

should not break up the mass work and the organizations and the campesinos, that was what gave 

coverage to the whole movement.664  

 His death [Arturo’s] surprised me, he died because he was cornered, because he went to jail, 

because we still had no following…Those were days of simple interpretations of eternity and the 

Cuban experience, when for a decade a whole lot of people in all of Latin America died in situations 

which we now recognize as a kind of desperation, because if they didn’t win they fell apart, and you 

see people as lucid as Che himself, living an adventure that in hindsight should not have happened 

because it had so few possibilities of winning. …We were to multiply the fronts, to have a national 

vision, different from the local, typically campesino. For the campesinos the homeland is what is 

within reach. Despite Arturo’s broader conception, in the end he operated in a typically campesino 

environment, local, with enemies with first and last names and alliances with first and last names, the 

world was that small at that time.665  

 Uranga is one of the few analysts who has recognized the contingent nature of the assault, 

that Gámiz was corralled and cornered into it; he also recognized the importance of a Latin 

American context. 

 Immediately after the action, the Fifth Military Zone took charge of the investigations, 

preventing both state and federal authorities access. Meanwhile, the army unleashed a ferocious 
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wave of repression, mobilizing troops to pursue the five survivors. Authorities announced fierce 

penalties against anyone who hid or gave assistance to the survivors. 

 On September 23, four T-33 jets arrived from Torreón where they had been performing for 

Díaz Ordaz, along with one C-54, and one D-54 carrying sixty-eight parachuters. On the 24th, fifty-

three parachuters descended into the sierra while the jets observed from the air. This report gave yet 

another version of the death of the milkman; he had attempted to speak with General Bazán 

Guzmán and when the soldiers tried to stop him, he fled and was shot.666  

 At 6:00 p.m., Tiburcio Garza Zamora, Commander of the Fifth Military Zone, assured 

National Defense Secretary General Marcelino García Barragan that, “Everything is perfectly under 

control.” General Bazán Guzmán, the commander of the Juárez post, had taken charge. Four 

helicopters were scouring the area, along with the parachuters from the Mexican Air Force.667 

Sonora sent the Twentieth Cavalry Regiment to aid the search.668  

 On September 24, El Heraldo reported that ten wounded soldiers and three civilians 

wounded by stray bullets had been taken to the military hospital in Chihuahua City. The paper 

reported that fourteen persons had attacked the base, with high-powered rifles, grenades, molotov 

cocktails, and dynamite; six had escaped in the direction of Cebadilla de Dolores, pursued by several 

platoons. The weapons recovered at the scene included two .7 milimeter rifles, three .30-06s, two 

mausers, one shotgun, and two .22 rifles. Tanks of gasoline were found hidden in shrubs near the 

school. General Garza Zamora and Captain Faustino Ernesto Arciniega, commander of the 

company, had searched the clothing of the dead guerrillas. They had found a plan of attack on the 

body of Pablo Gómez: “Task: get gasoline. Go by way of Ariseachi. Get the things down and hide 

them well. Two to Ariseachi. One to Madera, leaving from Guerrero. Those who stay to wait for 
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those who go and be ready for the rest of the compañeros.” On Gámiz’s body, they found a sketch 

of the base, numbers, and corresponding noms de guerre and weapons. They also found a letter on 

UGOCM letterhead, addressed to Señora Luz Holguín de la Sierra, signed by Guadalupe Jacott, 

Organizational Secretary. The only attackers who carried identification were Pablo Gómez, along 

with a photo of himself with his wife and five children, and Rafael Martínez Valdivia, who carried an 

ID from the Law School of the Autonomous University of Chihuahua.669  

 Once again, the federal attorney general sent Salvador del Toro Rosales to Chihuahua to 

conduct investigations, accompanied by Javier García Travestí. The Chihuahua airport had been 

occupied by the military, who guarded exits and entrances; the two were the only civilians. The next 

day, García Travesí went to Madera and Toro interviewed the wounded soldiers in the military 

hospital. García Travesí returned to the capital and reported that he had found Madera in a state of 

seige, that the officer in charge of the investigation, Jorge Díaz Arrellano, was reluctant to give out 

information, and that the bodies of the attackers were destroyed by bullets and some were 

unrecognizable. García Travesí had suggested that the military conduct autopsies of the soldiers in 

order to prove homicide; they refused. According to Toro, Giner had stood before the common 

grave and thrown in a handful of dirt, saying, “Cabrones, they wanted land, now they have it.” The 

Associated Press arrived in Madera and sent a cable which read, “Military post in Madera City, 

Chihuahua, Mexico, three hundred kilometers from the border with the United States, assaulted by a 

communist group.” Meanwhile, Chihuahua City filled up with hacendados and their families, seeking 

safety. García Travesí had seen “eighty to one hundred individuals with their hands tied and thrown 

to the ground, guarded by soldiers” at the Madera air field.670  
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 According to El Heraldo, Garcia Travesí gathered the neighbors for a brief interrogation; they 

said that four of the attackers had fled to the sierra on horseback, two of them seriously wounded 

and barely able to remain in the saddle. They had gone in the direction of Cebadilla, which had been 

a their refuge for the last two years. The neighbors had heard shooting and thought it was soldiers 

practicing, as they did every day, or explosions made by the company repairing the train tracks. A 

photo showed the bodies piled on the back of a truck, with the caption, “Hundreds of inhabitants of 

Madera passed by the corpses of the eight…” A special flight from San Luis Potosí brought 

Licenciado David Franco Rodríguez, Assistant Attorney General. Gámiz, Gómez, Martínez 

Valdivia, and Salomón Gaytán had been identified, and Antonio Scobell Gaytán had been identified 

as José Antonio Gaytán.671  

 Doctor Francisco Uranga Vallarta arrived in Madera, looking for the bodies of his son Pedro 

and of the son of his friend, former deputy Juan Fernández. He told Giner, “If my son dies, he will 

find himself a heroic death, but for me it will be stupid…” He then paid for radio announcements 

and leaflets to be thrown from an airplane over the sierra, advising the two that they had received a 

governor’s pardon and should surrender.672  

 El Norte published an article blaming the agrarian situation for the assault and noting the 

official denials of “frequent shootouts”: “Officially nothing ever happened in the Madera region. 

The governor repeatedly said the region was at peace.” They added that three weeks before, Jesús 

Fernández had been arrested in Madera and taken to jail in Ciudad Juárez, having confessed to being 

a member of Gámiz’s guerrilla, and that days later, three other members of the guerrilla had been 
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arrested and were being processed in Ciudad Juárez.673 I have found no other mention of those 

purported guerrillas. 

 Despite having obtained permission from the mayor of Madera, the family was not 

permitted to bring the body of Pablo Gómez to Saucillo for burial. They appeared at the offices of 

El Norte, where they were photographed: his wife, his twelve-year-old daughter Alma, Rosa Cruz 

Ornelas Gómez, his brother Raúl and his wife, and some young children. In the photo, the women 

are wearing veils; they spent the initial hours of mourning going from office to office.674 

 Governor Giner Durán, returning from Madera, announced, “It is not important…it’s as if 

we were here together and we go home and there’s nothing…Everything can be reduced to an 

adventure of crazies at the orders of Pablo Gómez; I always said he was a poisoner of inexperienced 

youth.”675  

 Raúl Gómez was arrested when he arrived on the train from Ojinaga; he was interrogated and 

released after one and a half hours. Garza Zamora reported that all was calm. Simón Gómez was 

also arrested and released, along with a brother or brother-in-law of Salvador [sic, Rafael] Martínez 

Valdivia. Miguel Quiñónez had still not been identified and Modesto Sierra Holguín was believed to 

be among the dead. El Heraldo reported that they had all been buried “in individual graves.” There 

were rumors of armed mestizos impeding the work of the agrarian commission in Guachochi, along 

with rumors of violence in Ojinaga and Coyame. Indice reported the arrests of Professors Alfonso 

Guaderrama and Simón Gomez, by Licenciado Jorge Díaz Arrellano, when they went to claim the 

bodies; they were forced to watch the soldiers’ burial.676  
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 The military dead were buried with honors at 1:00 p.m. The attackers were buried in a common 

grave. The two railroad workers who had been suspected of complicity and arrested were 

interrogated and released. Arturo Gámiz’s parents declared they had not seen him for one year, that 

they learned of his activities through the press; they had not been able to identify his body since his 

face was disfigured. A number of homes near the base were searched, to the annoyance of their 

inhabitants. The truck driver, José Dolores Lozano García, was interrogated. The military attorney 

declared his intention to hand the case over to the federal attorney general, having completed his 

investigation. Anyone walking within five hundred meters of the base was stopped and searched, 

causing many to stay in their homes. The commercial pilot Peña reporting seeing some one 

thousand men, indigenous and mestizos, near Guachochic; they had gone there after the failure of 

the attack. There were rallies at the Normal School of Saucillo. Antonio Becerra Gaytán and Alberto 

Ramírez Gutiérrez went to the office of the newspaper Editorial, edited by Pedro Muñoz Grado, to 

organize a memorial for the guerrillas. There were a number of complaints about the way the 

guerrilleros were buried; photos had been published in the newspapers.677  

 On September 25, the state congress called on the federal government for aid, invoking 

Article 22 of the Constitution and enumerating the guerrilla actions, carried out by a group led by 

Arturo Gámiz, Pablo Gómez, Alvaro Ríos, and Salvador, Salomón, and Antonio Gaytán. “On 

February 29, 1964, they destroyed a bridge; on March 5 of the same year, they killed Mr. Florentino 

Ibarra; on the following April 12, they burned a house and the radio station in it; on July 15, they 

ambushed a group of state police in Dolores, Chihuahua, taking their arms, sequestering them for 

several days, and wounding two of them; this year, they attacked a platoon of soldiers of the 52nd 

Infantry Battalion in the Sierra of Madera, wounding three, and on the 23rd, in a daring surprise 
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attack, they attacked the army base at Madera City…”678 Given that the governor had insisted on the 

trivial nature of the assault and that a considerable number of troops, including air support, had 

been dispatched the day before, this petition could have been meant to embarrass the governor or, 

as Santos Valdes suggested, to alarm the public.  

 Six relatives of Modesto Sierra Holguín, believed to be one of the attackers, were reported 

arrested, along with Margarita Gámiz de Salas, age thirty-eight, believed to be a sister of Arturo 

Gámiz.679 There was no other indication that Arturo Gámiz had a sister thirteen years older than he.  

 A headline in El Heraldo announced that more than one hundred thousand hectares would be 

distributed to campesinos, thirty-eight thousand of Huizopa and sixty-three thousand of Bosques de 

Chihuahua.680 The paper also announced the distribution of 5,339 hectares in Belisario Domínguez, 

to take place that day, and an unspecified distribution of the former hacienda of Palomas.681 

Meanwhile, colonists from Nicolas Bravo had invaded the former Hacienda Babícora.682  

 Pedro Uranga and Juan Fernández appeared in Mexico City. Gámiz had been identified by 

Simón Gómez and Ernesto Castellanos, by means a gold tooth which his family did not recognize. 

Alma Caballero persisted in demanding the return of the body of her husband, Pablo Gómez. 

Martínez Valdivia was reported to be a teacher, who had closed the school in Basúchil to join 

Gámiz. One of the bodies buried was reported to be that of Manuel Peña González. Oscar Sandoval 

Salinas was identified by his father, who said he had disappeared from Chihuahua in November, 
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1964, when the normal schools were closed, and not returned.683 In Florencio Lugo’s account, they 

had left Chihuahua together in September.684  

*** 

The taxi driver declared that in Torreón, on September 15, at 4:45 a.m., he had picked up four 

individuals who had gotten off the bus from Guadalajara, one of them over thirty-five years old, 

who said they were going to El Zarco, Durango. They had brought a long bundle as their only 

luggage. They stopped at a drugstore before leaving town. Several kilometers before El Zarco, one 

of them threatened the driver with a pistol and the older one, now known to be Pablo Gómez, gave 

him an injection to make him sleep and took over the wheel. Two of the passengers got out three 

kilometers from the road to Canutillo. They arrived in Chihuahua at 2:00 or 3:00 a.m. the next day. 

(That seems a long time to go the 475 kilometers between the two cities.) The driver was left on a 

wooden bench and ordered to write a letter to his boss saying that four people had brought him to 

Chihuahua and he would be paid; he was given 2,200 pesos and told he could find the car in 

Cuauhtémoc. They had treated him well. The car was found abandoned near Guerrero; its brakes 

had failed.685  

 On September 29, El Heraldo reported that the guerrillas had intended to raise flags over the army 

base, one with a hammer and sickle and one with the word, “Libertad.” The hammer and sickle 

seems unlikely, but a banner was reported by several sources to have been found on Pablo Gómez, 

with the words, “Viva la Libertad.” The kidnapped taxi driver was in the prison hospital at Torreón, 

thought to still be under the influence of drugs, maybe seconal.686  
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 On September 29, the national weekly ¡Siempre! published a copy of the telegram received by 

its editor from Guillermo Gallardo: “Governor Giner has me prisoner penitenciary state stop offers 

me liberty if I stop judging his bad government stop I beg of you immediate intervention in my 

favor.”687 He had been released on September 26.  

 José Dolores Lozano García, the twenty-six-year-old truck driver, was accused of being an 

accomplice and arrested for not having reported immediately to authorities; he was interrogated by 

Toro Rosales. He claimed to have been assaulted on the night of the 21st, to have driven all night 

with the guerrillas and camped the next day at dawn by the Presón de las Golondrinas, where they 

stayed all day. They sent someone to Madera, who returned hours later, saying, “There were very 

few,” and filled the bottles they had brought with gas from the truck. At dawn, two young men were 

left with the truck and the rest took off; Gámiz promised to pay the driver. They listened for several 

hours, until the gunfire almost died out. The young men kept saying to one another, “Remember 

that we have to wait,” and finally burst into tears. They called the driver and he took them to 

Matachic.688 According to Toro’s interview with Lozano García, the two were Pedro Uranga and 

Juan Fernández. 

 Politica published long articles, on October 1 and 15, blaming the attack on conditions in the 

state and particularly the sierra, and the “repeated failures and brutal repression” that had met the 

legal efforts of Doctor Pablo Gómez and Professor Arturo Gámiz. They quoted from the earlier 

article by Daniel de los Reyes concerning atrocities and from the September 11 letter of Gámiz and 

Salomón Gaytán.689  

 The PPS blamed the governor and “those who took the wrong path to demand compliance 

with the rights of the rural masses,” which had been “systematically disregarded.” Jesús Orta, of the 
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national UGOCM, denied that his organization had any connection with the events of September 

23, admitting that some of the attackers had once been members but saying they had resigned at the 

beginning of the year. The PCM blamed their “tactic, conception, false idea of revolution not by the 

masses but by small groups of revolutionaries who launch themselves alone on the attack…” and 

called on the workers, campesinos, and students of Chihuahua to join the party.690  

 José Santos Valdés published an article entitled, “Martyrs, not bandits,” in which he 

attempted to correct widespread misconceptions about the group. He noted that to Giner Durán, 

they were bandits, and to many others, agents of Castro-inspired communism and a sign that the  

PCM, MLN, CCI and FEP should take power. But Gámiz was not affiliated with those groups but 

with the PPS and UGOCM, “whose disagreements with the PCM are well known.” He pointed to 

the UGOCM caravan in Durango that spring as evidence that the UGOCM was still pursuing legal 

means, adding that Pablo Gómez could not wait. They had treated the taxi driver well. He did not 

know many of them, but had known Pablo Gómez since 1948, and knew him to be consumed by  

“the fever for truth and justice,” while Miguel Quiñónez was beloved by both children and adults 

and “longed for human perfection.” He ended by declaring, “Mistaken or not, they were noble.”691 

 On September 30, journalist Victor Rico Galán and photographer Rodrigo Moya travelled to 

Madera, visiting Cebadilla de Dolores as well; their account was published in the national news 

magazine, Sucesos para todos, two weeks later, garnering national attention. The young campesino who 

had served as their guide, Manuel Márquez, whose father Francisco was in jail in Juárez accused of 

complicity with the guerrilla, was arrested when they left. Rico Galán noted the number of confusing 

and contradictory reports. In his version, the train lights had favored the attackers, by illuminating 

the soldiers and producing most of the military deaths. He reported that Gómez had been given a 
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single-loading shotgun, which barely wounded the soldiers he hit, and counted eight attackers dead 

and seven or ten escaped to the sierra. 692  

 Driving into the sierra, Rico Galán and his escort were stopped by General Gonzalo Bazán 

Guzmán and his soldiers; he greeted Rico Galán cordially, allowed Moya to take photographs, and 

acted the politician, admitting that the campesinos faced difficulties but insisting they should protest 

through peaceful means. They passed several trucks carrying prisoners. They arrived at Cebadilla de 

Dolores, where the campesinos described their battle with Francisco Portillo to enlarge the ejido and 

spoke of being tortured by hanging to reveal the whereabouts of the guerrilla. Rico Galán quoted 

Federico García Lorca, “Señores guardias civiles / aquí pasó lo de siempre…” (“Gentlemen of the guard / 

Here happened what always happens…”): counterrevolution, systematic injustice, the plundering of 

the campesinos, barbarism. He described the “desperate slowness” of the agrarian process and 

concluded that Gámiz was the product and not the leader of popular desperation.693 

 One week after the assault, the military attorney general turned over his files to the federal 

office, along with the driver Lozano García, the arms, and other material. On October 21, Toro 

announced that he had interviewed eighty people to date and accumulated a file of some three 

thousand pages. He added that the caliber of the arms was indeed sufficient to cause serious 

damage, contradicting Rico Galán’s assertion in Sucesos.694  

 On October 6, the rural normal schools published a Manifesto demanding justice in the 

name of those who died in Madera, signed by María de Jesús Moreno and José Luis Aguayo. Three 

students from Salaices were arrested for pasting it on walls. The director of the school next to the 
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base in Madera and a representative of the students’ parents arrived at the Department of Education 

to ask that the school be moved, since they felt endangered by their proximity to the base.695  

 Salvador Gaytán’s wife Monserrat was persecuted in Madera; her home was searched again 

and again and she was taken repeatedly to the base with her five children and interrogated. The 

townspeople were forbidden to help them; the children were refused their customary breakfast at 

the DIF (Integral Family Development, a federal agency concerned with children’s welfare). They 

were denied credit in the shops. On November 15, they left for Mexico City.696  

 Beginning at 10:00 a.m. on November 2, five hundred people arrived at the Madera 

cemetery, including the parents of Arturo Gámiz, Salomón Gaytán, and Antonio Escóbel. Someone 

distributed mimeographed copies of verses dedicated to the martyrs. At 4:30, five horsemen jumped 

the fence and tried to remove the crosses from the tombs of the soldiers killed in the assault with 

lassos; they were chased out by municipal police, who managed to grab one of the horses. No one 

made any speeches.697 The incident with the horsemen was obviously invented; the rest of the report 

seems plausible.  

 Estela Quiñónez, Miguel’s sister, described the journey to Madera, with Pablo Gómez’s wife, 

Alma Caballero, and their daughter, Alma, her niece Rosa Ornelas and Rosa’s fiancé, José Antonio 

Olvera, a teacher. The townspeople were suspicious but a taxi driver took them to the graveyard and 

told them that people had wanted to provide coffins and shrouds, but had been prevented. She had 

never imagined her brother involved with the guerrilla, although in late August he had burned a 

number of papers. The graveyard was full of people. The soldiers had followed them from the bus; 

they detained and released Olvera.698  
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 253

 

***  

One day before the attack on the base, a group of recent graduates of the state’s normal schools had 

marched in downtown Chihuahua demanding jobs and then encircled the statehouse. 202 June 

graduates had not been assigned to schools. On September 24, El Heraldo announced that forty 

federal jobs (in rural normal schools) had been found and destined for graduates of the State 

Normal School. Ten days later, five new jobs were offered to the recent graduates, although a sizable 

number of demonstrators remained before the statehouse.699 

 The students, despite sporadic and ineffective repression, organized a series of lively 

demonstrations. On October 22, they threw molotov cocktails at the door of the state house. The 

police dissolved the protest with tear gas and clubbings. Some bakers, unhappy at not being able to 

call a strike, had joined the students; it was they who had made the molotov cocktails. Among the 

arrested were the eighteen-year-old student Victor Manuel Güereca Güereca and the baker Ernesto 

Amparán Orozco on the federal charge of fabrication of explosives. Two students were arrested for 

putting up fliers and turned over to federal authorities, who refused responsibility.700  

 On October 24, Indice published full-page photos of demonstrators, the women dressed in 

black, carrying coffins and banners that read, “Education, dead, Individual Guarantees, dead.” They 

were surrounded by troops. The article claimed that six thousand students had demonstrated the 

previous Saturday.701  

 In October, Giner Durán invited Salvador del Toro and State Attorney General José Melgar 

de la Peña to a series of breakfasts, where he served a chili so hot it burned their mouths. Giner had 

one theme: the communists who caused all the problems, the teachers who brainwash the students, 
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and the irresponsible, lost youth who let themselves be led. Giner gave Toro a list of enemies to be 

jailed, starting with Guillermo Gallardo, publisher of Indice.702  

 According to Toro, sometime in October he was informed that President Lázaro Cárdenas 

had arrived in Chihuahua with his son Cuauhtémoc and Gonzalo Martínez Corbalá. They had 

borrowed a jeep from the Agricultural Bank and headed for Madera. The management of Bosques de 

Chihuahua and other businessmen had prepared a banquet at the tourist destination in the sierra, 

Mesa de Huracán, but Cárdenas turned down the invitation, “preferring to eat burritos with the 

campesinos.” The news of his visit was not published. Four or five days later, Toro was summoned 

to the Hotel Victoria to meet with Cárdenas, who said he had been sent by Díaz Ordaz to learn 

about Madera. They discussed the abuses that had caused the attack, Toro insisting on his neutrality. 

Cárdenas said he had just been in sierra with one of the survivors of the attack and his family, and 

that he himself would have done the same. He went on to speak at length about guerrilla 

movements in Central and South America.703 Both Lázaro and Cuauhtémoc Cárdenas were also in 

Chihuahua in late June, 1966, as evidenced by a letter sent by Cuauhtémoc to his mother.704  

 Indice reprinted an article by Benjamin Laurea Lunda, President of the International Front for 

Human Rights, where he outlined outrages committed by troops and state police under Martínez 

Noriego’s command in Dolores in May, 1964, and quoted the letter written by Arturo Gámiz and 

Salomón Gaytán in September, 1965. In the next issue, they reprinted José Santos Valdés’s article, 

“Martyrs not Bandits,” from Política. At the end of November, Indice reported Chihuahua still living 

“under a police regime” and that federal authorities wanted to exhume the bodies buried in the 

common grave.705 
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 In December, the Secretary of Hacienda and Public Credit announced that the “provincial 

bank” would give sixty million pesos for the development of rural Chihuahua, specifically ejidal 

livestock, in the milk-producing region of the Ejidos San Lorenzo and Benito Juárez, near 

Chihuahua City, through Melitón González, previously repudiated by the ejidatarios of San 

Lorenzo.706  

 On September 23, 1966, students of the rural normal schools organized memorial protests in 

Parral and Chihuahua City. The day before, Alma Caballero and three other women took the bus to 

Madera carrying three floral wreaths. Miguel Angel Parra Orozco had attached a handwritten note to 

the doors of the former Chamizal School in Madera: “Here will be the tomb of the defenders of 

capitalism.”707  

 In 1970, 34,840 hectares of the former Hacienda Sírupa were finally distributed to the 

community of Cebadilla de Dolores with the expiration of the certificate of inaffectability.708 In 

1971, President Luis Echeverría added 252,000 hectares from Bosques de Chihuahua to the largest 

ejido in the republic, that of El Largo, whose ejidatarios continue to supply lumber to the 

company.709 At the ceremony, Echeverría exclaimed, “I come to end the myth of Madera!”710  

*** 

After escaping, Paco Ornelas walked through the sierra to the east heading for the train to 

Chihuahua City, finding food and shelter with a campesino family. One week after the attack, he 

took the train from Temósachic to Chihuahua; both the station and car were full of soldiers.711  
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 Florencio Lugo, another survivor, arrived in Ignacio Zaragoza at the home of his uncle, 

Faustino Torres, who took him to the home of Dr. Raúl Peña Garibay, who tended to his wound 

and brought him up to date. Two days later he left in the direction of Los Pinos, where he met 

briefly with Salvador Gaytán, then went on in the direction of Nuevo Casas Grandes, in search of 

Dr. Muñoz. There he stayed with his sister, until he could be finally moved out. From Chihuahua 

City he went to Salaices, hoping to meet with Alvaro Ríos; his identity was revealed to enthusiastic 

students. From there he went to Mexico City. In Mexico City he made contact with supporters of 

Genaro Vásquez Rojas, of Guerrero, where he was shot again in the thigh during his first action and 

arrested.712  

 On the morning of the 25th, Matías Fernández took the train from Temósachic to 

Chihuahua. Before boarding, he hid his pistol inside a cardboard box filled with apples. There were 

more soldiers than civilians on the train. He went to the home of Lupe Jacott, but it was surrounded 

by police, the same at the home of Rubén Aguilar Talamantes, so he took the bus to San Pablo 

Neoki [sic, Meoki] then on to Delicias on foot, then on to Jiménez with his mother and Francisco 

Martínez. There were a lot of judicial police on the highway so his mother took his .45 pistol and hid 

it under her skirts. (In her interview with Montemayor, she insisted this incident occurred on 

another occasion.) From Jiménez, he took the bus to Torreón and then on to Mexico City. In 

Mexico City, he connected with Rafael Estrada Villa, travelled to Oaxaca and Guerrero, then 

returned to Mexico City where he found Paco Ornelas, Ramón Mendoza, Florencio Lugo, 

Guadalupe Escóbel Gaytán, Guadalupe Jacott, Oscar González Eguiarte, Rubén Aguilar 

Talamantes, and Jesús Martínez.713  
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 The group lived together for some six months in Jicayán de las Flores, Guerrero, where they 

connected with a teacher who put them in touch with Genaro Vásquez and José Bracho. Fernández 

began to do social work and became a self-taught doctor, gaining the confidence of the local 

campesinos. In 1966, they went back to Mexico City to form a new guerrilla group led by González 

Eguiarte, “of all the survivors and new recruits…” Fernández joined them periodically in the sierra 

but his physical limitations made it difficult so he served as the direct contact between the 

intellectuals of Chuihuahua, Zacatecas, and Mexico City, dealing with Luis Tomás Cervantes Cabeza 

de Vaca, Raúl Lemus García, and other leaders of the student movement of 1968. Fernández 

reported that Rubén Aguilar Talamantes had carried arms, ammunition, and medicine to the sierra 

but later “betrayed the ideology and principles of the fallen.”714  

 The last two pages of Ramón Mendoza’s report on the attack itself spoke of conflicts within 

the group. The document began, “more than one hundred days ago, eight great compañeros … 

wrote a page of heroism in History,” and went on to argue against the lack of unity among the 

survivors, accusing the Preparatory Committee for Restructuring of being a “false and fictitious 

authority” and rejecting any formal authority not attained through revolutionary acts. The following 

page was a list of tasks, involving the movement’s archive, a financial system, a national newspaper, 

and relationships with allies and supporters.715  

 After his subsequent arrest, Mendoza told Toro Rosales about the school for guerrillas in the 

Federal District, where he met Oscar González Eguiarte, training to return to Chihuahua and 

constitute another rural guerrilla. They lived together in a house in Atzcapozalco, where they were 

fed but forbidden to go out and felt like prisoners. All of them used pseudonyms and were 

forbidden to speak of their families or past experiences. Among their instructors were Victor Rico 
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Galán who taught political theory; they also learned about firearms and explosives and means of 

sabotage, including the use of dynamite. They traveled with disassembled arms on city buses to 

Ajusco where they practiced target shooting.716  

 A letter addressed to “Compañero Carlos” and signed “Rafael Chávez Robles” detailed some 

of the issues. Undated, it began, “One year ago, we had one of the clearest guides…” referring to 

Arturo Gámiz. “Carlos” had been the nom de guerre of Oscar Sandoval, now in the Madera cemetery; 

I suspect the author of being Oscar González Eguiarte, whose nickname was the “Machete.” He 

praised Gámiz, who had formed a “small group of revolutionaries, and who confronted the 

deviations of both right and left; the caudillismo of [Alvaro] Ríos and his supporters, and the 

pragmatism and romanticism in our own ranks.” He praised the fallen comrades and then, “in lesser 

scale,” three of the survivors: Matías, Juan Antonio [Gaytán], and Armando [Ramón Mendoza?]. He 

said that in May, 1964, Gámiz had assigned him to mass work; in November he had wanted to go 

with Gámiz but refrained, due to the lack of cadres in the city.717  

 In August, 1965, he asked Gámiz for an evaluation of the group; Gámiz emphasized the 

importance of criticism and self-criticism and the achievement of having “unmasked the National 

Committee of the UGOCM and Ríos.” Referring to the differences between Gámiz and Pablo 

Gómez, the author quoted Stalin on the party and the need to exclude fractions without suppressing 

criticism and differences of opinion. According to Gámiz, Gómez was not a Marxist, his motivation 

was ethical and not political. In March, 1965, Gámiz had criticized the group for believing in 

spontaneity and neglecting the work plan and said the group would not be able to mobilize for lack 

of cadres, now that some had gone underground, and because of “the opposition of the group of 

traitors.” [Who were the traitors? Ríos and his supporters?] However Gómez was one of the pillars 
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of the organization for his skill in recruiting cadres and for the example of “dedication, capability, 

and heroism” he gave in the attack.  

 According to the letter, Gámiz accused Juana (Guadalupe Jacott) of pragmatism and of 

seeing Gómez as her father, of attending to everyday tasks without attending to her “complete 

formation, to improve her Morale, her way of being, her habits, her knowledge.” She and Lucas 

(Pedro Uranga) had created a faction within the group, thwarting internal democracy, and had 

constituted themselves as national leaders. In January, 1966, the rest of the group formed the 

Committee for Restructuring (criticized above by Ramón Mendoza), rejected by the minority 

represented by Uranga and Jacott. In a meeting between the author and “Armando,” Jacott, and 

Uranga, Uranga accused the author of being a “traitor,” forming the basis for the split. Finally the 

author referred to an archive, which on September 14 Gámiz had ordered him to take immediately 

to Mexico City, making copies of documents held by “Carlos,” an archive entrusted to the two of 

them, one in Mexico City and the other in Chihuahua. He urged “Carlos” to accept, temporarily, the 

existence of two groups and work together to prepare the “central document” for publication and to 

seek the alliance of both groups with regard to propaganda and mass work.718  

 According to Montemayor’s interview with Salvador Gaytán, when he and Ramón Mendoza 

arrived in Mexico City, the group was debating whether Cárdenas Barajas had been a spy and they 

had constituted a “bureau,” to which everyone but Oscar González belonged. They, the survivors, 

returned to Chihuahua. Gaytán went to Santa Rosa Ariseáchic, where he found a letter from Jacobo 

Gámiz, another brother of Arturo, that said, “Look, compañeros, if one day you think that I have 

left the movement of the 23rd, don’t make that mistake, today I am in the South, but I will be with 
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you very soon.” Jacobo Gámiz, a member of the 23rd of September League, was arrested in March, 

1974, taken to Military Camp Number One, and disappeared.719  

*** 

In Toro’s version, based on interviews with Mendoza after his arrest, the school of guerrillas in 

Mexico City decided on Operation Pinitos in March, 1966; four persons would derail and blow up a 

logging train in the sierra. Ramón Mendoza and Oscar González Eguiarte were sent ahead to 

Chihuahua City to later meet the other two in the sierra. Rafael Villa Estrada got them bus passes 

and they arrived late on March 9. In an aluminum suitcase they carried the plan of attack, 

propaganda, and the M1 Mendoza had confiscated from Emilio Rascón and used in the assault; 

Mendoza wore a .22 pistol at his waist.720  

 Being as always short of cash, they decided to walk from the station to the home of 

González’s parents and were stopped by a patrol car and, when they refused to identify themselves, 

taken to the station. González gave his name and his parents’ address, claiming to be a student, and 

accused them of being abusive while Mendoza remained silent. When an agent took the suitcase to 

open it, Mendoza shot him in the head and they fled to González’s house, the very address he had 

just given the agents. There they were arrested after Mendoza, again, tried to shoot his way out.721  

 Toro quoted a number of newspaper accounts of the events, with increasing errors of fact. He 

returned to Chihuahua once again and interrogated the two. Mendoza admitted to assaulting the 

base and to previous actions but said he had met González on the bus; González demanded his 

family be paid for damages to their home. In jail, Mendoza gained weight and made friends while 

González read every book in the library and asked his visitors for more. González was released after 
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fifteen months.722 According to the IPS, when González was arrested, the police found in his 

possession the Manual of the Guerrillero and Fifty Questions for a Guerrillero by Commander Bay (sic, One 

Hundred Fifty Questions to a Guerrilla, by Alberto Bayo Giroud, published in Havana in 1961), along 

with a letter from someone in Querétaro, promising to help him acquire explosives.723  

 Mendoza was sentenced to the penal colony at Islas Marías, an island one hundred kilometers off 

the coast of Nayarit; his spectacular escape through shark-infested waters was described in 

Montemayor’s novel, La Fuga. Mendoza died in January, 2008. 

 On April 1, 1966, the wooden railroad bridge between Presidio, Texas and Ojinaga, 

Chihuahua was burned; no one took credit for the attack. Encounters between soldiers and guerrillas 

in Yepachi remained a military secret. On April 3, a cargo train was derailed between Nuevo Casas 

Grandes and Madera; no one was hurt and no damage incurred, beyond the time and equipment 

used to return the car to the track. The track had been removed and was found nearby, along with a 

banner that read, “People of Mexico, defend your rights; don’t support any more injustice, like the 

murders committed on orders of the caciques and landowners and exploitation by big business that 

serves imperialism. Down with cacicazgo. Long live Freedom. The 23rd of September Movement.” 

The attack was assumed carried out by Salvador Gaytán, who had left behind in a hotel room 

instructions for blowing up a bridge in a nearby location.724 On May 11, the twenty-year-old 

campesino, Pedro Nájera Aceves, was arrested; he had used a tool to remove the screws from a 

railroad bridge near Meoqui, saying he needed them for a cart he was building. The damage was 

discovered by railroad workers before an accident occurred. No connection was found with the 

guerrilla, although his sympathy was obvious. On the first anniversary of the assault, Guillermo 

Gallardo, publisher of Indice, wrote an open letter warning that the state was about to explode and 
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pointing out that every time the army announced the state at peace, there was another act of 

terrorism or encounter with soldiers.725  

 On August 7, 1967, the nascient GPG–Arturo Gámiz executed the cattleman Ramón 

Molina, who had a long history of rape and other abuses against the serrano community.726  

 A document in the files of the DFS, summarizing material gathered by various agents, 

provided a wealth of misinformation by exaggerating the threat of the armed groups. Leonardo 

García Rascón, former intimate friend of Pablo Gómez, controlled groups of guerrillas in Sonora 

and was a member of the 23rd of September group. Leonardo González, another member, controlled 

guerrillas in the areas of Madera, Nuevo Casas Grandes, Melchor Ocampo, and El Púlpito. In 

northern Durango and southern Chihuahua, groups of students organized excursions to the 

countryside to practice guerrilla warfare; the training would intensify shortly, as they were expecting 

visitors who had been to Cuba and attended the Tricontinental Assembly. Salustio González, an 

attorney in Parral, was the link between guerrillas in Coahuila, Chihuahua, New Mexico, and 

California; he was also the link with the Popular Revolutionary Army. The 23rd of September group 

bombed the railroad in the sierra. Rubén Castillo, who had recently gone to Tamaulipas and then to 

Guerrero, was connected to the group of guerrilleras and commanded two thousand five hundred 

men, armed with M1 and M2s; he had led the attack on the base with one hundred and fifty men, 

and sent one of the wounded to Mexico City to recover in the Casa del Agrarista. In January, 1965, 

Gámiz had gotten twenty .22 rifles from the state government to use in teaching; they had been used 

in the attack on the base. Castillo claimed to be known as the Bandit of the Sierra or the 

Communist. Castillo was friends with a woman of “la vida galante,” who frequented houses of 

prostitution in Chihuahua where she got information from politicians; she had received a letter from 
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Gámiz in Santiago, Cuba, asking about the guerrilla in Chihuahua. In December, 1966, two hundred 

M2 rifles had been delivered to the sierra by helicopter; a similar shipment was expected soon. The 

PCM appointed someone in each border state to buy arms in the U.S. in case of an uprising.727  

*** 

In 1968, Oscar González, Juan Antonio Gaytán, Guadalupe Escóbel Gaytán, the Tarahumara 

Arturo Balboa Estrada, José Luis Villa Guzmán, and a few others formed a successor organization 

called the GPG–Arturo Gámiz, whose first action was the burning of a sawmill belonging to 

Maderas de Tutuaca in Tomóchic on July 19. As they fled to the sierra they left a message declaring 

themselves the heirs of the rebels of Tomóchic, precursor to the Revolution of 1910, and of the 

guerrillas who attacked the base at Madera, now initiating the “definitive liberation” of Mexico.728  

 Guadalupe Jacott, despite the split in Mexico City in early 1966, expressed great respect for 

Oscar González and said that shortly before these events he had came to visit her mother in 

Chihuahua City; her mother had long supported the movement with cash and medical supplies. 

Jacott listened from the patio, wanting to see González but not wanting to become involved again. 

She had left the group and returned to Chihuahua when Juan Fernández and Pedro Uranga told her 

that Rico Galán had said she was detrimental to the movement, and that she was a Trotskyist, and 

that the campesinos had no role to play. She remarked that perhaps it was her propensity to argue 

that bothered them.729  

 Carlos David Armendáriz Ponce, a seventeen-year-old student, was among those who fled 

on foot into the inhospitable sierra, heading for the Sonora border. After a few weeks of hunger and 

thirst and betrayal by local campesinos, they were ambushed by troops from Sonora and Chihuahua; 

Armendáriz engaged the attackers in a suicidal gun battle, covering the others’ escape. They were 
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captured a few days later in Tezopaco, Sonora, where they were tortured and executed on September 

11.730 Portions of Oscar González’s field diary were reproduced in Morir de sed junto a la fuente, by 

Carlos’s sister Minerva Armendáriz. 

 In recent years a multinational mining company, Minefinders Corporation, Ltd., based in 

Vancouver, Canada, has acquired the long-abandoned mine at Mineral de Dolores. According to 

reports published on the internet,731 they are planning to exploit “an enormous vein of gold and 

silver,” moving some 118 million tons of material and extracting the minerals using cyanide, a toxic 

substance commonly used in gold mining. The town itself has been destroyed, its buildings 

removed, and has become a ghost town for a second time in the twentieth century. In 2007, 

members of the Ejido Huizopa blocked the road, protesting the company’s failure to honor 

promises regarding their land use; they were removed by federal troops. “Salvador Gaytán, Ramón 

Mendoza (ex-guerrilleros, survivors of old struggles)” signed the leaflet protesting the mine. By 

2011, toxic spills had contaminated the headwaters of the Río Yaqui, while sewage from the 

workers’ camps had contaminated arroyos and springs. Lacking the resources to satisfy protesters’ 

demands, the company had paid off a group who became community leaders.732  

*** 

Salvador (Chava) Gaytán joined the guerrilla of Lucio Cabañas in Guerrero; later he was given 

refuge on the Michoacán ranch of Lázaro Cárdenas.733 Although in 1978 an official presidential 

pardon was offered to all participants who had survived the dirty war, Salvador Gaytán did not 

return to Chihuahua until 1992. In 2004, he was elected president of the association of ex-

guerrilleros at their meeting in Guadalajara.734 In 2007, he was reelected sectional president of 
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Dolores, some forty-five years after winning the same office, which he had renounced when he took 

up arms.  

 A number of groups advocating revolutionary armed struggle developed throughout Mexico 

in the aftermath of the bloody student massacres in 1968 and 1971; some of them took variants of 

the name 23rd of September, and engaged in student-led, urban armed militancy. In contrast to an 

earlier adhesion to a campesino-based revolutionary strategy, these groups unleashed campaigns of 

armed propaganda, kidnappings, and expropriation, to which the state replied with escalating 

brutality in a process which came to be known as the dirty war. A flood of new material has 

appeared recent years about these organizations, particularly since former President Vicente Fox 

fulfilled a campaign promise to open the National Security Archives in 2002.735 

 Urban insurgent warfare, with or without rural components, also flourished in the Southern 

Cone of South America, in Puerto Rico and Puerto Rican New York and Chicago, to a lesser extent 

among Black nationalists in the U.S., and in Peru, Rome, Germany, Palestine, and Iran during the 

1970s and early ‘80s. 

                                                 
735 See among others Calderón, Challenging Authoritarianism; Alexander Aviña, Specters of Revolution: Peasant Guerrillas in the Cold War 

Mexican Countryside (New York: Oxford University Press, 2014); Veronica Oikion and Marta Eugenia Garcia Ugarte, eds., 
Movimientos armados en Mexico, Siglo XX (Mexico: Colegio de Michoacán/CIESAS, 2006); Enrique Condés Lara, Represión y Rebelión 
en México (1959–1985) (México, D.F.: Porrua, 2007); and the many self-published volumes included here. 
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Chapter Five: The Story of the Story, Primeros Vientos 

In 1966, Chihuahua artist Alberto Carlos exhibited a charcoal drawing, commonly referred to as a 

painting, 40 x 80 centimeters in size, entitled “Ellos sabían por que” (“They Knew Why”) in which 

three young men, eyes open in death, lie in twisted poses on the ground. While not an accurate 

portrait of any of the dead guerrillas, the reference to the attack in Madera was clear and the opening 

of the exhibition attracted crowds who did not usually attend such events. Having been warned the 

governor would buy the work in order to destroy it, organizers hastened to mark it “Sold.” The 

work became an icon. While the original disappeared from public view, it has been reproduced 

countless times, on posters, on the cover of Santos Valdés’s book, and at the portal to the website of 

Primeros Vientos, www.madera65.com.mx.736  

 The thirtieth anniversary of the attack, in 1995, may have been the first public 

commemoration of the events and introduced the term primeros vientos, first winds, to describe the 

first socialist guerrilla in Mexico. A committee led by Pablo Gómez’s children, Alma and Eduardo 

Gómez Caballero, organized the event, which included roundtable discussions, conferences, 

speeches, and the participation of survivors.737 The two daily papers of the capital, El Heraldo and El 

Diario published a number of articles sympathetic to the guerrillas, including the story of the Carlos 

Alberto painting referred to above, an article by Chihuahuan social scientist Victor Orozco where he 

sketched an outline of the left in Chihuahua,738 and a chronology beginning with Luján’s death in 

1959.739 

 The presentation of Carlos Montemayor’s novel, Las armas del alba, on September 23, 2003 at 

Chihuahua’s Municipal Theatre marked a turning point in the public discussion. The audience spilled 

                                                 
736 El Heraldo de Chihuahua, September 25, 1995. 
737 Parra Orozco, 131.  
738 Victor Orozco, “Madera ‘65: Algunos antecedentes de la izquierda en Chihuahua,” El Heraldo de Chihuahua, September 24, 1995. 
739 “Madera ‘65: Cronología: ¿Cómo se fue Fraguando el Ataque?,” El Heraldo de Chihuahua, September 23, 1995.  
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out into the lobby and numbered well over one thousand people. All four of the five surviving 

guerrilleros who had attacked the base were speakers; Guadalupe Scobell had been killed in 1968. 

The event was moderated by a member of the Partido Revolucionario Democrático (PRD) and the first 

speaker was General Francisco Gallardo Rodríguez, imprisoned for eight years for his advocacy of 

human rights within the armed forces.  

 Then each of the participants spoke, several at great length. The longest applause greeted the 

shortest speech, that of Ramón Mendoza, with his big belly and straw Stetson, who began by saying, 

“I am a campesino without education, because as you know our education was inadequate, so I am 

clumsy with words.” Mendoza had been arrested in 1966 with a suitcase full of arms, shot his way 

out of a police station, been arrested again, and escaped from the Islas Marías, the penal colony off 

the coast of Nayarit. Montemayor’s speech emphasized his consistent theme, that of restoring the 

revolutionary battles of the recent past to popular memory, rescuing them from the web of official 

lies spun by the regime. He died in February, 2010. 

 A movie based on Las armas del alba, with the same name, was released in 2013, directed and 

written by José Luis Urguieta and produced by Galáctica Films. The production was filmed in 

Durango after officials in Chihuahua refused permission and was plagued by lack of financial 

suppport and by Montemayor’s death. Previously, in 2007, another film had been in at least the early 

stages of production; the earlier film was directed by Jorge Fons with a screenplay by Xavier Robles, 

the team who made Rojo Amanecer about the massacre at Tlatelolco, and produced by Jaime 

Casillas.740 Casillas died in April 2008, while working on Las Armas; it is not clear if these two are the 

same film.741  

                                                 
740 Monica Mateos-Vega, “Existe otro México clandestino más peligroso que la guerrilla,” La Jornada, February 28, 2007. 
741 “Muere el cineasta mexicano Jaime Casillas,” El Universal, Apil 2, 2008, online, http://www. eluniversal.com.mx/notas/ 495024.html, 

accessed February 6, 2015. 
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 In 2005, at a panel discussion at the Autonomous University of Chihuahua titled, “Mexico in 

the Twenty-first Century, Forty Years after the Attack on the Base at Madera on Sepember 23, 

1965,” Alma Gómez delivered a speech called, “A Brief Chronology which Frames Madera 1965: Its 

Causes.”742 Instead of a chronology, she discussed the absence of women in the historical record or, 

at best, their inclusion as anonymous icons, which she attributed to the filters through which 

institutions and researchers see a world in which only the male actors have value and only their 

experiences are legitimate subjects of history.  

 She went on to mention a number of women, some the mothers of guerrilleros, some 

normal school students who had invaded latifundia lands alongside the campesinos, and others who 

had participated in the marches, demonstrations, and later the armed movements of those years. 

Alma Gómez has long been active in the feminist movement and has worked on the case of the 

disappeared women of Juárez. Her 2005 intervention fell more into the category of including 

hitherto invisible women in history than explaining the gendered roles of guerrillero and madre the 

participants performed; it did indicate a new direction, particularly in signalling the importance of 

family networks in the formation of guerrilla cells.  

 In 2007, the tourist brochure of the town of Madera included the item, “1965: 23 of 

September, Arturo Gámiz and Pablo Gómez, leading a group of guerrilleros, attack the military 

barracks of Madera” in its “Chronology of Historical Events,” between “1958: The National 

Institute of Anthropology and History begins its investigations in Madera” and “1970: The road 

between Madera City and Guerrero is paved.” In 2009, a monument was erected in downtown 

Madera which reads: “The taking of the base of the city, September 23, 1965: This important event 

resulted in the well-being of its inhabitants, agrarian distribution and the creation of ejidos. Madera 

                                                 
742 Alma Gómez Caballero, “Una breve cronología que enmarca: Madera 1965: las causas.” Paper presented at the conference, México 

en el Siglo XXI a 40 años del asalto al cuartel de Madera, September 21, 2005. http://www.jornada.unam.mx/2005/11/07/ 
informacion/ 87_madera, accessed May 31, 2006. 
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will remember forever the heroes of the revolutionary cause,” followed by the names of the dead. A 

street in Madera was named for Miguel Quiñónez and streets in the Colonia Pancho Villa in 

Chihuahua City were named for Gámiz and Gómez. I do not understand why the failed assault was 

described as a “taking” (“toma”). I have been surprised by the state’s acceptance of the public lauding 

of the fallen guerrilleros, such as the use of the Municipal Theatre for Montemayor’s presentation or 

the item in the Madera tourist brochure. This can only be an attempt by the regime to incorporate 

yet another revolutionary hero into the pantheon where Madero, Villa, Zapata, Obregón, and 

Carranza stand side-by-side, as if they had stood so in life, now that the actual threat of guerrilla 

activity has been relegated to the distant past and become folkloric. 

*** 

On September 23, 2007, I attended the annual ceremony at the graveyard in Madera. The events had 

begun several days earlier with a cabalgata, a horseback ride through the surrounding area, beginning 

in Arroyo Amplio. A car caravan led by horsemen was scheduled to leave from the site of the base, 

long since destroyed and now an empty field; among the participants were some thirty students from 

the UNAM and the Escuela Nacional de Antropología e Historia (National School of Anthropology and 

History, ENAH) in Mexico City who had arrived the night before.  

 Eventually the cabalgata arrived, led by Salvador Gaytán in a torn but stylish leather jacket 

and carrying a white flag to signal that they had never surrendered. We paraded back into town with 

a police escort and proceeded down the main street to a deafening honking of horns, some cheering 

and others cursing, and arrived at the gates of the cemetery. Vendors had organized a small display 

of memorabilia: crude paintings which copied one of the few surviving photos of Arturo Gámiz, 

Che Guevara keychains, tee-shirts, and Fritz Glockner’s recently released book, Memoria Roja.743  

                                                 
743 Glockner. 
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 The ceremony included corridos and declamatory poetry, a speech by Salvador Gaytan, still 

alert and wiry, and speeches against the reorganization of the  ISSSTE (the social security institution 

which covers state employees), a neoliberal measure which would privatize and gut schoolteachers’ 

pensions. The audience numbered some 175 people, many of them family members; the president 

of the Madera ejido attended and left early. The students from Mexico City had brought along a 

large banner, with the photos and names of some of those disappeared during the dirty war. Adela 

Cedillo spoke about young people traumatized by the death, disappearance, and torture of their 

parents. The crowd spread among the tombs as the speeches dragged on; the day was blessedly cool 

under the pines. The event had the feeling of something long rehearsed, in which the rhetoric of 

martyrdom and sacrificial heroism, endlessly reiterated, took on a mechanical quality. 

 Afterwards there was a barbecue to celebrate the inauguration of the Ejido Arturo Gámiz, 

some ten miles north of the town of Madera, next to the archaeological site, Cuarenta Casas (Forty 

Houses). The Gómez and Gaytán families did not attend; Ramón Mendoza, now obese and walking 

with difficulty—he died some six months later—sat in the shade on a tailgate, drinking beer, and 

submitted to a filmed interview by the students from Mexico City. This was a family picnic, small 

groups sat on lawn chairs or gathered around trucks while women prepared food in the guard shack 

and served plates of roast pork with fierce red salsa. Someone passed the hat for a beer run back to 

town. The speeches exulted in the formation of the new ejido and exhibited the same declamatory 

rhetoric as those at the cemetery. A PRIista state legislator, active in local environmental campaigns, 

affirmed the PRI’s solidarity with the campesino movement. 

*** 

What I find curious about the contemporary movement to restore memory is its persistent lauding 

of heroes of the past without engaging in a critical analysis. The front page of the Primeros Vientos 
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website promises “to encourage the inexplicably postponed discussion of the reasons, the 

consequences, the good decisions, the mistakes, and the conceptions, not only of those of Madera 

but of the entire Mexico left and its actions in the political life of the country over the last half 

century since the [assault]. To do so has a no less valuable goal: to contribute to a reevaluation of a 

whole period in the life of contemprary Mexico, from which could be obtained the necessary 

conclusions to illuminate the path of a people, of a nation…”744 Alma Gómez’s 2005 speech 

discussing the inclusion of women, described above, appears on the same page. The website 

contains a wealth of material, from corridos to photographs to articles up to 2010, but nothing in 

the nature of a “reevaluation,” except perhaps Salvador Gaytán’s denial of having taken part in the 

assault. Perhaps the website, which provides no space for comments, is not the proper space for 

discussion. 

 Many persons believe in a continuity between reform and revolution, that the masses must 

be brought along gradually and educated as to their real interests and led into battles where the 

leadership retains control. The movement that persisted in occupying public space, that invaded 

latifundias, that rejected the dotation of arid, rocky lands, that refused to be subsumed in electoral 

campaigns, precipitated a break between reform and revolution. Several observers remarked that the 

movement had no leaders; they did have leaders, many of them normalistas, but they acted on their 

own convictions. The movement was not the invention of leaders seeking their own advantage. 

Their strength was their continuing to confront, to act together, to simply be together. This was 

what underlay the turn from serrano armed defense to armed revolutionary assaults; the clandestine 

movement drew its strength from the public movement.  

 In Alma Gómez’s fortieth anniversary speech, among the goals she attributed to the guerrilla 

of 1965 were attempting “to build a new society…through creating the nucleus and the first guerrilla 
                                                 
744 http://madera1965.com.mx/intro.html, accessed January 15, 2015. 
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actions, reconstruct the workers’ and campesino movements and unite the left to create a national 

democratic front…” (my italics)745 One might search in vain among the Five Resolutions of the Sierra 

for a formulation aimed at unifying the left; the only such mention emphasized its development in 

the course of armed revolution: “We conceive of the reconstruction of the workers movement, the 

unification of the left, and the unification of the democratic front or national patriotic front as the 

results of the process of armed revolution, not its antecedents or previous requirements.”746 The 

GPG emerged from a split with the PPS and the UGOCM and aimed at the initiation of armed 

struggle, a goal more likely to split the left than unite it. I would argue that their contribution, in line 

with that of Fidel, was in breaking with the orthodox left by offering a new vision of what was 

possible. The Resolutions, particularly the Fifth, were about singling out a strategy not only of armed 

resistance but of aggressive armed revolutionary action, calculated to bypass the left and 

demonstrate its inadequacies. The national democratic front was never the goal of the Grupo Popular 

Guerrillero.  

                                                 
745 Gómez, “A Brief Chronology.” 
746 Fifth Resolution. 
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Chapter Six: Literature Review 

“The capacity of lighting the flame of hope within the past is only given to the historian who is totally convinced that 
should the enemy win, not even the dead would be safe. And that enemy has not ceased to win.” Walter Benjamin. 

Three weeks after the attack on the base, the national weekly newsmagazine, Sucesos para todos 

(“Events for Everyone”) published Victor Rico Galán’s sympathetic eight-page account, with 

magnificent photographs by Rodrigo Moya.747 Rico Galán was later imprisoned at Lecumberri 

Prison for leading an armed group that was infiltrated and suppressed before it got off the ground. 

While this article has been frequently quoted, the conclusion he drew—that the attackers were 

driven by and not driving events—has been ignored.  

 In 1968, José Santos Valdés, a Communist Party member and Inspector of Schools for 

Northern Mexico, wrote the first book-length account. While his account of the group’s formation 

and actions was sketchy, he included an impassioned report of the poverty and desperation of the 

landless campesinos of Chihuahua. He attributed the attack itself to the work of a provocateur who 

gave them resources and training.748  

 Santos Valdés’s work had a curious sequel in the volume by Prudencio Godines, Jr.,749 a 

pseudonym, also released in 1968, consisting of disinformation in the form of a recovery-from-

communism memoir, at least half of which was a diatribe against Fidel’s Cuba. The cover of the 

Godines book bore a striking resemblance to that of Santos Valdés and was intended to deceive 

unwary purchasers. Godines claimed to have been present at the assault on the base as a 

representative of the Partido Comunista Mexicano and the Movimiento de Liberación Nacional;750 he 

                                                 
747 Rico Galán, “Chihuahua.” 
748 Santos Valdés, 136. 
749 Prudencio Godines, Jr., ¡Qué poco mad…era la de José Santos Valdés! (Mexico: [n.p.], 1968). 
750 Godines, 39. 
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awarded starring roles to both Victor Rico Galán and Santos Valdés himself. Today, the fraudulent 

nature of the Godines volume is evident.  

 In 1971 the amateur historian and retired normal school teacher Miguel Angel Parra Orozco 

released the first printing of his book, Green Gold: Madera, The Life of a Region of Chihuahua, dedicated 

to “those who are true fighters for justice, for those who, working for the public, know how to serve 

the people.” 751 He recounted much of the early history of Madera, portraying a town caught 

between the despotic demands of the cattle industry and the logging and mining industries. He 

announced his intention to revindicate the honor of the martyred youth he had seen laid out in the 

plaza the night after the attack.   

 In 1974, Jaime López published Ten Years of Guerrillas in Mexico: 1964–1974; a second edition 

followed in 1977. 752 He concluded that the guerrilla is an experiment—“The politician is a man who 

is constantly experimenting”—and “an expression of lack of confidence in the old forms of political 

action.”753 His account of the events which culminated at Madera followed and acknowledged that 

of Santos Valdés, occupying thirteen pages; the rest of the book discussed the groups of Genaro 

Vásquez and Lucio Cabañas in Guerrero.  

 In 1991, Chihuahuan author Sergio Alberto Campos Chacón published the novel Barrancas 

Rojas, a sympathetic and romantic—he added a love interest to the story—recreation of the story of 

the assault on the base.754 The book received a national prize for testimonial literature awarded by 

the National Institute for Fine Arts, the National Council for Culture and the Arts, the Government 

of the State of Chihuahua, and EDAMEX (Associated Mexican Publishers). One wonders what the 

debates were in the Chihuahua government regarding the prize.  

                                                 
751 Parra Orozco, “Oro verde.” 
752 Jaime López, Ten Years of Guerrillas in Mexico: 1964–1974 (México, D.F.: Editorial Posada, 1973). 
753 López, 14. 
754 Sergio Campos Chacón, Barrancas rojas (Mexico, D.F.: Instituto Nacional de Bellas Artes, 1991). 
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 The testimonial literature took a long time to emerge. In 2001, Minerva Armendáriz Ponce, a 

former member of the Movimiento Armado Revolucionario (Armed Revolutionary Movement, MAR) of 

the 1970s, published a memoir entitled Morir de sed junto a la fuente (To Die of Thirst next to the Fountain), 

from a sonnet by the Cuban poet Nicolas Guillén.755 The book focused on her brother, Carlos 

David Armendáriz, who joined the successor organization in 1968 and was killed covering his 

comrades’ retreat. A retired schoolteacher, she died of cancer in 2013. 

 Florencio Lugo, one of the five survivors of the attack, wrote El asalto al cuartel de Madera: 

Testimonio de un sobreviviente (Assault on the Base at Madera: The Testimony of a Survivor) while imprisoned 

in Lecumberri; it was originally published anonymously in 2002 and then reissued under his name in 

two editions.756 He followed with a second memoir, with additional information about his time in 

Chihuahua,757 and the unpublished El reencuentro (Remembranzas), an account of his experiences since 

he joined the other participants at the presentation of Las armas del alba. Another survivor, Paco 

Ornelas, the nephew of Pablo Gómez, published his memoir, Sueños de libertad (Dreams of Liberty), in 

Chihuahua in 2005.758  

 Judith Reyes published her memoirs, La otra cara de la patria, which contained a chapter on 

her life in Chihuahua, in 1974. In 1996, Salvador del Toro Rosales’s memoir, Testimonios, was 

released; the first two chapters contain detailed accounts of his activities in Chihuahua in 1964 and 

’65. I have quoted extensively from both works. In 2013, José Gerardo Alvarado de la Cruz 

published Una alborada para Miguel: Epopeya de amor y libertad (A Reveille for Miguel: Epic of Love and 

Freedom), a homage to Miguel Quiñónez.759 

                                                 
755 Armendáriz Ponce.  
756 Anonymous, 23 de septiembre de 1965: El asalto al cuartel de Madera (Mexico, D.F.: Yaxkin, 2002); Raúl Florencia Lugo Hernández, 23 

de septiembre de 1965: El asalto al cuartel de Madera (México, D.F.: Universidad Autónoma de Chapingo, 2006) and (Mexico, D.F.: 
Yaxkin AC, 2007). 

757 Raúl Florencio Lugo Hernández, Del cuartel a Lecumberri (Agua Prieta, Sonora: n.p., 2005). 
758 Francisco Ornelas Gómez, Sueños de libertad (Chihuahua: n.p., 2005).  
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 The breakthrough in the discussion of the revolutionary movements of the 1960s and ‘70s 

came with the opening of the archives of the national security agencies by former president Vicente 

Fox in 2002, which allowed researchers access to information which had long been hidden. Fox, a 

member of the Party of National Action, broke the PRI’s governing monopoly and the opening of 

the archives had been intended to discredit the PRI’s years of rule by revealing its methods of 

coercion, surveillance, and repression; in fact, the documents demonstrated a depth of corruption 

and brutality from which the PAN itself was not immune.  

 In Chihuahua, the turning point came with the first national presentation of Las armas del 

alba: una novela,760 a fictional recreation of the events in Madera, on September 23, 1965. Its author, 

Carlos Montemayor, had made his reputation writing poetry and fiction and as a translator of Mayan 

poetry; he had been a member of the Mexican Academy of the Spanish Language since 1985. Born 

in Parral, Chihuahua, he left the state to attend the UNAM as a young man and lived in Mexico City 

until his death in 2010. In an interview in 2006, he explained that he had been acquainted with 

members of the GPG when they worked together on Acción and that he experienced the 

government’s attempt to portray his friends as criminals as a “foundational moment” which changed 

his life.761 He has insisted that his mission is one of rescuing the truth from the web of official lies 

and that Mexico is in fact governed by clandestine organs of government, by corporations, and by 

transnational interests.762  

In an interview published in 2006, he described his earlier novel about Lucio Cabañas’s Party 

of the Poor in Guerrero763—another movement which took up arms to demand land and justice 

with the participation of rural schoolteachers—as a preliminary version of the story he had promised 

                                                 
760 Montemayor, Las armas.  
761 Ryan Long, “An Interview with Carlos Montemayor,” World Literature Today. March–April, 2006. 
762 Monica Mateos-Vega, “Existe otro México clandestino más peligroso que la guerrilla: Entrevista con Carlos Montemayor” (La 
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himself to write about Chihuahua.764 Montemayor did extensive interviews with participants and 

their families before writing his trilogy of novels. 

 At least three books appeared in 2007 including information about the guerrilla in 

Chihuahua, along with accounts of other guerrilla movements: Mexico Armado: 1943–1981,765 Memoria 

Roja: Historia de la guerrilla en México (1943–1968),766 and Los informantes: Documentos confidenciales de la 

guerrilla en Chihuahua.767 Laura Castellanos is a journalist and researcher who refused to use the 

archives of the DFS and the IPS in the AGN, claiming that much of the information had been 

obtained through torture and was unreliable; she preferred to use interviews, newspapers, and other 

documents, which she cited only occasionally.768 Fritz Glockner is an author and historian whose 

work has focused on the dirty war and included several novels. His father, Napoleon Glockner 

Carreto, was a member of the Fuerzas de Liberación Nacional, the antecendent of the Ejército Zapatista 

de Liberación Nacional, and was imprisoned in Lecumberri. Despite his degree in history from the 

Autonomous University of Puebla, Glockner refused to “cram the text with unnecessary cites,”769 

and this, along with the recycling in both volumes of relatively minor errors of fact, such as the 

confusion between Cebadilla and the Mineral de Dolores, made it difficult to evaluate any fresh 

contributions their authors might have made.   

 Los informantes, by the journalist and university professor Javier H. Contreras Orozco, was a 

well-researched and documented but not particularly sympathetic account, and included a number of 

documents taken from the archives of the Chihuahua Office of Internal Security as well as 

interviews with former military personnel.  
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 In 2003, the Italian social scientist Marco Bellingeri published the first critical analysis of the 

events in Del agrarismo armado a la guerra de los pobres.770 Bellingeri had studied with Enrique Semo at 

the Autonomous University of Puebla and wrote what became this book in the early 1980s, although 

it was not published for two decades. He placed these events in the context of mid-twentieth-

century modernization and the disruption of the system of cooptation and corporatism which mass 

participation in the 1910 Revolution had obliged the triumphant regime to adopt and which had 

been nailed into place by Lázaro Cárdenas in the 1930s. He emphasized the crisis of modernization 

which rearticulated old forms of authoritarian power with emerging regional oligarchies, exemplied 

by Bosques de Chihuahua. He pointed to the guerrilla’s having located the local situation within a 

continental model of underdevelopment in order to adopt its remedy, a guerrilla foco in the sierra, 

and reminded us that the masses granted the movement wide legitimacy, even—or especially—after 

the guerrillas took up arms, demonstrating the intractable crisis in what was called the Miracle. 

 By mid-century, that system of cooptation and corporativism had come unravelled, as the 

economy moved ahead, motivated as much by global economic currents as by changes inside the 

country. Both workers and campesinos clamored for autonomous organizations and a greater share 

of the wealth generated during the Miracle. The middle classes demanded political democratization 

and autonomous organizations of their own. In 1968 the regime responded with naked repression: 

the old process of negotiation was overturned, soon the state and the armed opposition would 

confront one another openly, each attempting to annihilate the other in what became known as the 

dirty war. In Chihuahua, the turning point came earlier, through the recalcitrance of the state 

government and the development of a Guevarista foco out of endemic armed campesino self-defense.

 Victor Orozco Orozco, a political scientist now retired from the UACJ, has written 
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extensively about northwestern Chihuahua and its serrano communities. His book, Ten Essays on 

Chihuahua,771 included a critical essay about the guerrilla movement led by Arturo Gámiz, reproduced 

in Oikion.772 In Ten Essays, Orozco not only provided a valuable interpretation of the serranos and 

the Indian wars which influenced their character, he also recounted the mass movement which 

followed the GPG in Chihuahua, describing the urban tenants’ struggles which led to the founding 

of the Comités de Defensa Popular (Commitees of Popular Defense, CDP) in 1972. In his view, the 

guerrilla of 1965 constituted a necessary precursor to the urban movement through its adherence to 

the Cuban model. Unlike many critics, who focused on the failure of the foco as a model for taking 

power, he emphasized the importance of the GPG’s break with the PPS which opened the way for 

autonomous revolutionary groups such as the CDP. It  also demonstrated the possibility of breaking 

with the myth of the Mexican Revolution, undermining its ability to coopt and incorporate dissident 

movements and the consequent creation of new and independent vanguards, whose appropriation 

of Marxism departed from earlier models and took more creative forms.773  

 Nithia Castorena Sáenz wrote an unpublished Master’s Thesis for the UACJ in which she 

analyzed gender relations among the Chihuahua armed groups.774 I found her analysis invaluable in 

understanding the impact of the movement on both the women who chose to participate and those 

who did not. Aleida García Aguirre wrote a densely argued thesis on the solidarity between students 

and campesinos in 1960s Chihuahua.775  
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Conclusion 

Marco Bellingeri, in the first published analysis of these events, questioned the distinction between 

armed and popular movements, arguing that in Mexico organized violence, being a habitual means 

of performing conflict, does not lead to a crisis in the political system as it might elsewhere. Instead 

it reproduces one of the regime’s constants: the lack of a clear boundary between nonviolent and 

violent forms of action.776 The unofficial violence visited on the serranos had its counterpart in state 

violence against rallies and land occupations. “Why not see the guerrilla as the armed and final phase 

of a previous social violence?” asked Carlos Montemayor.777 The armed struggle responded with 

obsessive simplicity to the original violence of the state and its intermediaries and revealed the 

fictitious nature of the official state of law.  

 Slavoj Zizek wrote about three sorts of violence: subjective, meaning overt acts: guns and bombs; 

objective, which is structural and inherent in the social system; and symbolic, embedded in language 

and in the social hierarchy reproduced in speech, in our servitude to an imposed “universe of 

meaning.” The latter two are obscured by the specific drama of the first; the point is to resist 

fascination with the violence exercised by the desperate subject, engaged in crime, terrorism, 

repression, or war, and see the background, the objective and symbolic violence, that continues to 

produce such actions. The violent act disturbs the normal, but it is the normal itself that produces 

the violent act.778 Capitalism “pursues its goal of profitability in blessed indifference to how its 

movement will affect social reality”; this, too, is violence. With its ceaseless competitive innovations 

and search for new markets, new products, and new methods of controlling labor, capitalism creates 

people and entire nations who are “excluded and dispensable.”779 According to the logic of 
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capitalism, wealth is generated by expansion; when Bosques de Chihuahua and the big cattlemen 

encroached on smallholders and beat down wages, their wealth generated poverty, resentment, and 

finally subjective violence. 

 Carlos Montemayor wrote extensively about other contemporary armed movements as well 

as the GPG. In examining the recurrent nature of the Mexican guerrilla, he drew a distinction 

between rural and urban guerrilla movements, a distinction that was collapsed in the case of 

Chihuahua. The rural movements, rooted in specific local conditions and made up of family 

networks, could not extend to other areas; the origins of the urban movements were ideological, 

their members could transcend local conditions and act in an international arena, as did Che 

Guevara in Africa and Bolivia, although their ideological formulations often prevent their 

unification.780 In Chihuahua, at the heart of the rural guerrilla were serranos who fought to defend 

their families’ land, continuing a centuries-old tradition, while the urban component consisted of 

students and teachers nourished on Marxist-Leninist texts, frequently published in Moscow.781 

There, because the urban movement had its roots in campesino demands, the ideological and the 

local converged.  

  Individuals cycled through the public and armed phases of the movement. “It is not 

possible…to point to a clear division between the armed groups properly speaking and the popular 

organizations, which were active, changing, and complex and took up the banner of causes that were 

agrarian, or related to teaching…”782 Alvaro Ríos, who pioneered the use of direct action, organized 

armed self-defense in the case of Santa Rita in 1962, where armed militants stood guard against 

evictions, but broke with the GPG three years later, alhough he frequently made public 
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pronouncements warning of violence. Campesinos Ramón Mendoza and Florencio Lugo, along with 

several members of the Gaytán family, participated in Marxist study groups in Chihuahua and later 

Mexico City; they all participated in subsequent armed guerrillas far from their homes. Several 

teachers who had not taken part in the previous actions in the sierra took part in the assault on the 

base, among them Pablo Gómez and Miguel Quiñónez, while others whose names were mentioned 

repeatedly in those actions were absent or unaccounted for among the attackers.  

 García Aguirre discussed the relation between legal and the illegal acts: the solicitants were 

compelled to act within the framework of existing law and discourse in order to have an impact, 

while the authorities were in turn helpless to shape the solicitants’ interpretation of that law or to 

prevent them from legitimating their demands through the Agrarian Code.783 She quoted William 

Roseberry’s formulation of Gramscian hegemony: not an agreed-upon ideology but a common, 

problematic, and contested terrain where conflict took place.784 On this terrain, protest must be 

articulated in the only language the elite could hear. Solicitants invoked the constitution and the 

Agrarian Code. They called on the DAAC to fulfill its mission, legitimating the power of the state to 

rule on the issue of landownership; they demanded ejidos and legitimated the federal government’s 

ultimate ownership of ejidal land. They accepted the framework of the agrarian procedure: petition, 

resolution, execution, and the legitimacy of the DAAC itself—but only apparently. Their idea of 

agrarian justice meant, for them, an absolute right to land, a right they would exercise within or 

without legal boundaries, just as they would exercise their right to respond to violence with violence. 

*** 

A comprehensive analysis of women’s participation in the armed movements is still in its infancy. 

Nithia Castorena Sáenz provided an initial chapter. Among her contributions was a discussion of the 
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different ways men’s and women’s participation affected their families; she provided poignant 

examples of what happened to women abandoned as men joined the struggle, and remarked, “…the 

women did not appear among the considerations to take into account. They were completely 

omitted from the priorities to be resolved.”785  

 The documents from the Encuentro Nacional de Mujeres Ex Guerrilleras in 2003,786 while 

promising an analysis, consisted of homage and denunciation.787 The first two speakers provided a 

gender analysis, discussing the relegation of woman to the home and her exclusion from histories 

focused on politics and war, the difficulties in making her visible, the social context of her 

subordination, the problem of power, etc. While providing a valuable summary of ideas already 

widely in circulation, neither speaker addressed the situation of the woman guerrilla and none of 

these theoretical questions were addressed in the rest of the presentations.  

 The rest of the conference consisted of homages to and testimonials of women fighters and 

denunciations of both the disappearances during the dirty war and today’s feminicides in Ciudad 

Juárez. The conference provided the opportunity to speak out loud names and events that had long 

been buried and the emotional tenor was necessary for healing. The gathering of testimony is 

particularly urgent with the passage of time; the participants are now in late middle age. But what it 

did not provide was analysis. It produced the necessary raw material, the case studies; it made women 

visible in stories previously told by and about men. Joan Scott, in her foundational essay, argued that 

what is needed is not the addition of previously invisible women to the story, but understanding the 

story in terms of gender.788 We need to go further, even at the risk of questioning the consensus 
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emerging among students and participants of these events, who tend to respond with wholehearted 

support at the expense of theoretical rigor. 

 For example, Adela Cedillo, in a moving account of the brief life of Dení Prieto Stock, 

quoted Gloria Benavides as saying, “…the ferocious machismo of the men led the women to make a 

common front for gender equality, which they achieved in a very brief time. Also in record time the 

men and women fell in love.”789 Gender equality was rapidly established and the process was not 

worth mention? The romances that resulted, in record time, had nothing to do with the end of 

machismo?  

 In her essay entitled, “Women’s Participation in the Armed Movements,” Macrina Cárdenas 

Montaño, herself a former participant, declared that, “Within the armed groups, women’s equality 

was not an issue; it was part of the transformations we hoped to see in the social change we were 

committed to.”790 But how was it possible, in the midst of a world divided by gender, to be the 

change they were committed to? In the heightened tension of clandestinity, with all its deprivations 

and isolation, how did the groups resolve the resentments, the anger, the confusion that would have 

been an inevitable component of the process? How did they manage to set aside their own previous 

histories? Their mothers had grown up without the vote; all or nearly all of them came from families 

observing traditional gender roles. In the media, women were either the Guadalupana or the 

Malinche, self-abnegating mothers or femme fatales. The women’s movement was in its infancy in 

Mexico and the first consciousness-raising groups were just beginning in the U.S. Were there serious 

discussions of how gender inequality impacted men or was it all a matter of including women in 

male pursuits? There is ample evidence of attempts to assign tasks regardless of gender. Men cooked 

and women robbed banks (and some of them died). But did these attempts eradicate the distinctions 
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they had all been brought up with? If a woman, for example, displayed poor marksmanship (note 

the man in this word), was this seen as an individual failing or attributed to her sex? How many of 

the men, assigned to cook or clean or launder, aspired to do the tasks well and how many distanced 

themselves, shrugging off their incompetence? If a romantic relationship came to an end, which 

partner left the group? What about birth control? Was the isolation, the break with the family, 

harder on women? One suspects that had these groups made a priority of confronting machismo 

and misogyny within their ranks, they would have fallen apart, as did many groups in the new left in 

the U.S.791 Even failing to make gender equality a priority, what exactly took place?  

*** 

In the 1960s and ‘70s, a wave of armed resistance, some rural and then mostly urban, swept the rest 

of Latin America and many parts of the world as well. It was an attempt to stem broad economic 

and political changes taking place on a global scale: the restructuring of domestic economies to 

remove what small benefits had been born of battles against the elite during the depression and the 

second world war; the incorporation of former colonials within the U.S.’s sphere of influence; and 

the migration from country to town as agriculture was mechanized, rationalized, and subjected to 

the Green Revolution, a post-World War II initiative that replaced traditional crops with high-yield 

hybrids, dependent on chemical inputs and large amounts of water. The resistance, too, was global, 

taking its inspiration from Cuba, Algeria, China, and the Black athletes who raised defiant fists at the 

Mexico City Olympics of 1968. By the 1980s, most of this revolutionary effervescence had 

dissipated, defeated by its own internal contradictions, the armed gorillas of the state, and its own 

successes, particularly in the case of victorious national liberation struggles.   

 The Zapatista response to the North American Free Trade Agreement on January 1, 1994 

captured the world’s attention but in the long run has not sustained any significant impact beyond 
                                                 
791 See Sara Evans, Personal Politics: The Roots of Women’s Liberation in the Civil Rights Movement and the New Left (New York: Vintage, 1980). 



 286

 

new attention to indigenous rights. Mexico City has continued its metasticized growth with 

corresponding environmental degradation, the drug trade has flourished, hundreds of young 

working women have been brutally murdered in Juárez, and Carlos Slim Helú has become one of 

the wealthiest men in the world. The violence linked to drug trafficking has become generalized and 

overflowed the boundaries once respected by the cartels, fueled by the impunity of the rich and 

powerful and the corrosive rancor of the poor. The conditions that led the Grupo Popular Guerrillero 

to rise up in arms have only worsened.  

 But revolution is no longer on the agenda. The search for a revolutionary theory and strategy 

is now passé, the stuff of dreams, the dreams of fools. Jorge Castañeda concluded his study of Latin 

American armed movements, Utopia Unarmed, with an argument for European-style social 

democracy, which he saw as the only possible solution to the misery and injustice that still pervade 

the region.792 In Europe, social democracy is breaking down, under assault by global neo-liberal 

policies which compel market-driven economies to compete in a universal race to extract ever-

greater profits and destroy the gains previously won by militant workers. Those same policies are 

responsible for the flow of migrant workers from the global south to the global north, a factor 

which tends to erode the perceived social homogeny of Europe and further weaken the 

commitment to public services. What Castañeda does not seem to realize in his paeon to an 

imaginary future social democracy is that those gains, a package which has included universal health 

care, vacations, pensions, family allowances, free public education, subsidized access to cultural 

events, and the right to autonomous unions, were not the charitable gifts of a magnanimous elite but 

had been forced on them by masses of working people engaged in militant and often violent 

struggles. Social democracy is not a gift but a compromise, achieved by masses who are strong 

enough to force negotiation but not strong enough to overturn the system itself. In Europe, 
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particularly Italy and France, social democracy was a product of the strength of the anti-fascist 

resistance movements which came close to taking power after World War II, augmented by the mass 

struggles of the 1960s and ‘70s.  

 Social democracy might be a worthy if unattainable goal. But why fight for less than full 

human liberation from all the social constructions built on inequality and exclusion that constrain 

our imagination and ability to live in a way that is becoming? There have been historical Events, 

which the French philosopher Alain Badiou has described as, “rupture[s] of the laws of the 

situation… not the realization/variation of a possibility that resides inside the situation. An event is 

the creation of a new possibility. An event changes not only the real, but also the possible.”793 

During these exceptional moments, the collective agents—los de abajo, those of below—historically 

excluded as backward, recognize the possibilities inherent in a particular historic conjunction and 

expose the lie of preexisting common sense. According to Badiou, the Chinese Cultural Revolution, 

the Paris Commune, and May 1968 transcended the institutional constraints of the Left, State, 

Church, Patriarchy, and Elite, and annulled them, broke their cohesion, if only for moments which 

transcend time. These were moments that broke with normality and the conviction on the part of 

the common folk, those in the “basement” in the words of the EZLN, of the inevitability of their 

own political subordination, their “subjective incapacity.”794 I am not arguing that the GPG and its 

predecessors at any moment constituted an Event, in Badiou’s terms, but I would argue that their 

mobilizations hinted at the creation of new possibilities and that such potential is worth holding out 

for. 

 In his essay on the EZLN, Mexican revolutionary and author Adolfo Gilly called these 

moments the “Enchanted World,” when the law of the land (the moral economy) transcends the law 
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of money, when agrarian communities announce their intention to persist in the face of 

“modernizing” encroachments as the “subject and author of rebellion,”795 attempting not to reject 

but to negotiate the terms of modernization,796 to adapt it to the collective community, preserving 

the community’s dignity and sense of justice. 

 Where is the force that would reverse the neo-liberal global trend and ensure social 

democracy by forcing the elite to give up their addiction to power, privilege, and wealth? The armed 

revolutionary movements of the 1960s and ‘70s were utopian but what could be more utopian than 

believing that the elite would voluntarily surrender? The aim of this project has been to put the 

question of revolutionary theory and strategy back on the table, by reenvisioning those Events which 

embody a world worth fighting for. 
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APPENDIX II 

List of Acronyms 

AGN: Archivo General de la Nación (National General Archive) 

CCI: Central Campesina Independiente, Independent Campesino Central 

CDP: Comités del Defensa Popular (Popular Defense Committees) 

CIDECH: Centro de Investigaciones y Documentación del Estado de Chihuahua (Center for Investigation and 
Documentation of the State of Chihuahua) 

CIG: Certificado de Inaffectabilidad Ganadera (Certificate of Livestock Inaffectability) 

CNC: Confederación Nacional de Campesinos (National Confederation of Campesinos) 

Comité Pro: Comité Pro Defensa de las Guarantías Individuales y Sociales (Committee for the Defense of 
Individual and Social Rights) 

CTM: Confederación de Trabajadores Mexicanos (Confederation of Mexican Workers) 

DAAC: Departamento de Asuntos Agrarios y Colonización (Department of Agrarian Affairs and 
Colonization) 

DFS: Dirección Federal de Seguridad (Directorate of Federal Security) 

EZLN: Ejército Zapatista de Liberación Nacional (Zapatista Army for National Liberation) 

FECH: Federación Estudiantil de Chihuahua (Federation of Chihuahua Students) 

FEP: Frente Electoral de Pueblo (People’s Electoral Front) 

GPG: Grupo Popular Guerrillero (Popular Guerrilla Group) 

IPS: Dirección General de Investigaciones Políticas y Sociales (General Directorate for Political and Social 
Investigations) 

IPN: Instituto Politécnico Nacional (National Polytechical Institute) 

LCA: Liga de Comunidades Agrarias (League of Agrarian Communities) 

MAR: Movimiento Armado Revolucionario (Armed Revolutionary Movement) 

MLN: Movimiento de Liberación Nacional (Movement for National Liberation) 

PCM: Partido Comunista Mexicana (Mexican Communist Party) 

PPS: Partido Popular Socialista (Popular Socialist Party) 
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PRD: Partido Revolucionario Democrático (Democratic Revolutionary Party) 

PRI: Partido Revolucionario Institucional (Institutional Revolutionary Party) 

RAN: Registro Agrario Nacional (National Agrarian Registry) 

SEP: Secretaría de Educación Publica (Department of Public Education) 

UGOCM: Unión General de Obreros y Campesinos Mexicanos (General Union of Mexican Workers and 
Campesinos) 

UACJ: Universidad Autónoma de Ciudad Juárez (Autonomous University of Juárez) 

UNAM: Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México (National Autonomous University of Mexico) 
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APPENDIX III 
 
 

“El Corrido de Arturo Gámiz” 
por Judith Reyes 

 
 
Ciento veinticinco zardos de esos que defienden hoy  
El latifundio del rico, llamándolo institución,  
Ametrallaron rabiosos la guerrilla popular 
Y desgajaron con balas una esperanza rural. 
 
El veintitrés de septiembre muy presente tengo yo 
Año de sesenta y cinco en Madera sucedió 
Casi por la madrugada el cuartel se estremeció 
Arturo Gámiz llegaba con los hombres que escogió 
 
Portaba rifle muy bueno, carabina militar 
Una granada en la mano y la confianza de ganar 
Ira revolucionaria estremecía su corazón 
Porque la reforma agraria era burla de la nación 
 
Arturo Gámiz le dijo al campesino del lugar 
Por los caminos legales tierras no te van a dar 
Si acaparon la tierra los Borunda y Alemán 
Toma tu rifle y pelea como hacen los Gaytán 
 
Lo persigueron soldados y Arturo les desarmó 
Y por las veces yo supe que encuarados los dejó 
Ya se trajeron cansado el gobernito de Giner 
Porque su causa era justa y por ser más hombre que él 
 
La concesión que el gobierno alemanist dio a Trouyet 
Para que explote los bosques de Chihuahua y de usted 
Como han dejado sin tierra el campesino de lugar 
 Y al tarahumara y al pima no se cansan de explotar 
 
Por eso es que Pablo Gómez no se pudo contener 
Pronto se fue pa’ la sierra para nunca jamás volver 
Pablo murió con Arturo asaltando ese cuartel 
Su rifle fue poca cosa para un corazón como él 
 
Adios Doctor Pablo Gómez, adios Salomón Gaytan, 
Adios Valdivia y Quiñonez, ya no los perseguirán 
Adios Emilio y Antonio y él no supe quién fue, 
Arturo Gámiz no ha muerto y ellos saben por qué.  
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One hundred twenty-five soldiers, of those who defend 
the estates of the wealthy, believing them just, 
machine gunned the popular guerrilla  
and shot down the hope of the countyside. 
 
On the 23rd of September, I remember very well, 
this happened in Madera in 1965 
it was almost dawn when the army base shook: 
Arturo Gámiz arrived with his men. 
 
He carried a good rifle, a military carbine, 
a grenade in his hand, and faith in victory, 
revolutionary wrath stirred in his heart 
because the agrarian reform was a joke. 
 
Arturo Gámiz said to the campesinos of Madera 
you’ll never get your land through legal channels 
since the Borundas and Alemáns have stolen the land, 
take up your rifle and fight, like the Gaytán family do. 
 
The soldiers came after them and Arturo disarmed them 
and one time he left them without their clothes 
now Giner’s little government was getting tired 
because their cause was just and Arturo was more of a man. 
 
The concession the government had given to Trouyet 
to exploit the forests of Chihuahua, that belong to you, 
have left the campesinos without land 
and they never stop exploiting the Tarahumara and Pima. 
 
This is why Pablo Gómez rose up 
and took off for the sierra and never returned 
Pablo died with Arturo assaulting the barracks, 
his rifle was nothing compared to his heart. 
 
Goodby Doctor Pablo Gómez, goodby Salomón Gaytan, 
goodby Valdivia and Quiñonez, now no one will chase you any more, 
Goodby Emilio and Antonio and the one no one knew who he was, 
Arturo Gámiz never died and they know why. 
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