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Abstract

This thesis is an international history of Chile and inter-American relations during the presidency of
Salvador Allende. On the one hand, it investigates the impact external actors and international
affairs had on Chilean politics up to and immediately following the brutal coup d’état that
overthrew Allende on 11 September 1973. On the other hand, it explores how the rise and fall of
Allende’s peaceful democratic road to socialism affected the Cold War in Latin America and
international affairs beyond. Based on multi-archival research, online resources and interviews
conducted in Havana and Santiago, it places Chile — and the regional and international context in
which Allende existed — at the heart of a story that has too often been told from Washington’s
perspective and in isolation from the history of Latin American and Third World politics. It argues
that the direct significance Allende’s Chile had for Latin America — and more specifically, the
Southern Cone — between 1970 and 1973 was to reinvigorate a battle for control of the continent

between those who sought socialist revolution and those who wanted to destroy it.
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3 Introduction

On the night of 4 September 1970, Fidel Castro was in the offices of Cuba’s official newspaper,

Granma, when he heard that his friend, Salvador Allende, had narrowly won Chile’s presidential

elections. After instructing the newspaper’s front page to proclaim the “Defeat of Imperialism in
Chile”, he signed a copy for Allende. Castro then called the president-elect at dawn to congratulate
him on what he considered to be the most important revolutionary triumph in Latin America since
his own victory a decade before.'

A day later, Allende stood elated before hundreds of thousands of supporters and declared
that Latin America and countries worldwide were looking towards Chile.> When asked how the
United States should respond to his victory, Allende replied that the United States needed to
“understand” that Latin America could not live indefinitely in “misery and poverty” while financing
the “richest and most powerful country in the world”.?

But in Washington, President Richard Nixon and his National Security Adviser, Henry
Kissinger, did not ‘understand’; they were outraged. Nixon demanded that the CIA “save Chile!””*
And Kissinger, who had dismissed the “South” as being of “no importance” a year before, now
changed his mind.” In his view, Allende’s victory posed “one of the most serious challenges ever
faced in the hemisphere”. According to him, it had a bearing on “the developing world; on what our
future position will be in the hemisphere; and on the larger world picture, including our relations
with the USSR”.® The South, it seemed, had suddenly become very important for the future of inter-
American relations, the Third World and the Cold War.

Why Allende’s presidency assumed such global importance and the implications this had
both for Chile, the Americas and the world beyond is the subject of this thesis. On the one hand, it
investigates the impact external actors and international affairs had on Chilean politics up to and
immediately following the brutal coup d’état that overthrew Allende on 11 September 1973. On the
other hand, it explores how the rise and fall of Allende’s presidency affected the Cold War in Latin
America and beyond. Primarily, Chile’s left-wing coalition government transformed the balance
between revolution and reaction in the Western Hemisphere and, as such, the thesis predominantly
focuses on Chile’s regional context. However, as an international history of Chile, it also
investigates Latin America’s place within broader global developments, such as the emergence of

East-West détente and the growing North-South divide in world politics.
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rising to demand a more equitable share of the globe’s power. Within Chile, the rules of socialist

revolution were also challenged. Together with the left-wing coalition he led, Allende proposed La

~ Via Chilena al Socialismo— a Chilean road to socialism by constitutional and peaceful means, which

undermined both the idea that communism was undemocratic and the notion that only armed
struggle could lead to revolution. Indeed, Allende repeatedly argued that La Via Chilena was the
first new model for building socialism since 1917.7 But this model failed, and as the US scholar
Paul Sigmund noted, the next three years saw a “breakdown in the observance of the constitutional
‘rules of the game’” that had traditionally governed Chilean politics.® By September 1973, the
struggle over Chile’s future was determined by what increasing numbers of participants saw as a
life and death struggle. While politics were absolutely transformed within Chile, however, very
little changed with regards to the relationship between North and South or East and West, where the
dependency of the weak endured and ideological conflict at the centre of the Cold War prevailed.
In the post-Cold War world, historians have been examining the past from new angles,
asking questions about the core preoccupations of Third World states during the latter half of the
twentieth century.” While the Cold War battle between capitalism and communism did not dictate
all regional developments, growing access to historical sources in Africa, Asia and Latin America
have shown that it had a profound impact on the way in which societies throughout the global South
developed and the manner in which their leaders conceptualised their goals. Rather than a sideshow
to a bipolar superpower rivalry, the Third World also played an important role in shaping
international politics in the latter half of the twentieth century. It was in Latin America, Africa and
Asia where the ideological divisions at the heart of the Cold War led to revolutionary upheaval and
counterrevolutionary backlash (with and without superpower intervention), and where the hot wars
of the Cold War were fought with weapons, funds and assistance from abroad. It was also in their
responses to revolutionary transformations and conflicts in the Third World that leaders in
Washington and Moscow came to understand, adjust and reformulate their struggle against each
other. The Cold War did not revolve solely around Washington, Moscow and Europe; it was truly
global and it was at least partly conditioned by the relationships within the southern hemisphere as

well as between the great powers and weaker Third World states. To study the conflict in the
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“southern hemisphere is therefore not merely to “widen the stage” and bring in needless “extras”, as
Anders Stephanson has suggested, but rather to gain an understanding of the central driving forces
and nature of the conflict.'

Allende’s narrow victory in a three-way race for the presidency reverberated around a world
divided by the ideological schisms of the Cold War and had instant repercussions for Chile’s
relations with Washington, Moscow and Havana. Three years later, the experience and failure of La
Via Chilena became the focus of intense debate and disagreement within, as well as between, left-
wing parties worldwide as different lessons were drawn and acted upon. Henceforth, memories of
the failure to deliver peaceful revolution in Chile — and the devastating impact Pinochet’s coup had
for hopes of revolutionary transformation in Latin America — contributed to the way that struggles
between communism and capitalism evolved in countries as far apart as Italy and Nicaragua, and in
regions as distant as the Southern Cone and Southern Africa.

In hindsight, Allende’s ambitious project to overthrow capitalism and transform
international economic relations through peaceful democratic means appears hopelessly idealistic.
Yet as the former Washington Post journalist, John Dinges, argued, all those who study the history
of Latin America during this period need to appreciate “one improbable fact”: that “radical social
revolution was a real possibility for millions of people, colouring everyday life with hope or dread
depending on the circumstances and political views of each individual”." While the potential
success of regional revolution during the Cold War years was wildly exaggerated, Allende’s
election was clearly perceived as a progressive step towards a revolutionary future both by those
who heralded it and by those that dreaded its consequences. As Raymond Garthoff argued in his
seminal study of détente, “in international politics, actions and policies are based not only on
objectively perceived national interests and objectives, but also on subjective perceptions of
interests and intentions of others”."?

When Allende assumed the presidency, the Cold War struggle between capitalism and
socialism in Latin America was most clearly represented by the battle between the United States
and Cuba as the polar opposites of reaction and revolution. Prior to the Cuban revolution, US anti-
communism and exaggerated fears of Soviet influence had already led Washington to oppose leftist
forces, bolster right-wing dictators and establish a regional security framework."> After 1959, these
same fears were intensified by Fidel Castro’s revolutionary example. By 1970, opposing Cuba’s

influence had prompted President John. F. Kennedy to launch the Alliance for Progress as a means
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of protecting the region from revolution, and his successor, Lyndon B. Johnson, to continue and
’ expand major US interventions in Chile, Brazil, British Guiana and the Dominican Republic, not to
“mention extensive operations against Castro himself.'* Faced with this counter-revolutionary

r

offensive in the 1960s, especially after the Cuban Missile Crisis, the USSR increasingly accepted

‘ the region as a US sphere of influence, tried not to provoke Washington’s hostility and prioritised

non-ideological economic ties over riskier support for socialist revolution."” As far as Moscow’s
leaders were concerned, Latin America was a place where revolution would progress more
gradually, through class-alliances and constitutional means, and in two stages (national bourgeois
and then socialist). Their analysis of the balance of forces in the region during the mid-1960s thus
led Moscow to oppose Cuba’s radical attempts to ignite socialist revolution ahead of time through
armed insurgency.'®

Despite successive failures, Cuba’s revolutionary state offered a radical and consistent

challenge to the United States influence in the hemisphere during the 1960s. Combining ideas of

“social justice that had come to prominence during Cuba’s nineteenth century struggle for
independence with Marxism and anger at US interventions in Latin America, Havana’s
revolutionary leaders extolled defiant, radical nationalism and an internationalist commitment to
accelerate Latin America’s ‘second independence’. Prior to assuming power, Fidel Castro had
called for Cuba to become the “bulwark of liberty” in the Americas and acknowledged his “destiny”
would be to wage a “much wider and bigger war” against the United States.'” Besides the struggle
to free Cuba, and as Piero Gleijeses, the historian of Cuba’s “conflicting missions” against the
United Statés in Africa, has acknowledged, “history geography, culture and language made Latin
America the Cubans’ natural habitat, the place closest to Castro’s and his followers’ hearts”.'®

Manuel Pifieiro, head of Cuba’s Latin America policy for three decades after the revolution,

explained:

[W]e are an inseparable part of Latin America. Our revolution is a part of the Latin American revolution. Each
of our triumphs makes the fraternal countries stronger. Every Latin American victory strengthens our
revolution. Our battle won’t have ended until all of the peoples of Our America have freed themselves of the

neo-colonial yoke."

Although it was the most intense theatre of confrontation between Washington and Havana
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| in ideological (but not practical) terms, the story of US-Cuban ‘conflicting missions’ in the

E Americas has not yet been fully told. Overall, Cuba’s Latin American offensive against US

/influence in Latin America was far more restrained than in Africa, which Gleijeses ascribes to the

| perceived risks involved and problems of promoting insurgency as opposed to working with

sovereign leaders.?’ Even so, according to US intelligence sources, the Cubans trained 1,500 to

; 2,000 Latin Americans in guerrilla warfare and politics between 1961 and 1964.2' Throughout the

'1960s, the Cuban government also embarked on numerous (but disastrous) efforts to support and
spark armed revolution in Colombia, Argentina, Peru Venezuela, Guatemala, and Bolivia.”? In
1967, at the height of Cuban interventionism, and just before his death in Bolivia, Emesto ‘Che’
Guevara urged Latin American revolutionaries to fight decisive cumulative wars against the United
States (‘two, three, many Vietnams’).?

While it is beyond the scope of this thesis to examine the nature of this struggle in its
entirety, what follows is the next chapter of it: both countries’ involvement in Chile between 1970
and 1973. By this stage, Cuba was scaling back its support for guerrilla insurgency in the region and
the United States was distracted by its entanglement in Vietnam. Yet in late 1970, the struggle
between them for influence and prestige in Latin America began a new phase. Henceforth, Havana
strove to safeguard Allende’s democratically elected government and Washington tried to
overthrow it whilst both simultaneously endeavoured to change the balance of power in the region
towards revolution or away from it. In this struggle, the Chileans themselves were not passive
actors, subverted by outside forces; rather they themselves orientated their country towards
revolution. And although the size and significance of their roles differed, Brazilians, Bolivians,
Peruvians, Uruguayans, Argentineans and members of the Soviet bloc also played important roles.

Despite the vast amount that has been written about Allende’s Chile, there has been no
multidimensional history either of how Chile fitted within the inter-American system or of the
extent to which Allende transformed Washington and Havana’s regional agendas.” The most recent
secondary work on Chile from an international Cold War (as opposed to purely US) perspective is
Jonathan Haslam’s The Nixon Administration and the Death of Allende’s Chile: A Case of Assisted
Suicide published in 2005.% In certain respects, Haslam’s approach to the topic of Chile’s
international relations during the Allende years is similar the one adopted in this thesis. He explores
Cuba’s growing influence in Chile from the 1960s onwards and Castro’s interaction with La Via

Chilena, the polarisation of Chilean society between Left and Right as a reflection of global Cold
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- War tensions, the way in which United States intervention exacerbated Allende’s difficulties and

Allende’s failed attempts to enlist Soviet support for his presidency. He also makes use of many of

“the same new sources (albeit with the addition of East German and Italian Communist Party

“sources, and with the omission of interviews with key Cuban participants, the Chilean Foreign

‘ Ministry’s correspondence with its embassy in Washington and recently released Nixon Presidential
and State Department files at College Park, Maryland).

However, there are a number of key differences between Assisted Suicide and what follows.

Firstly, Haslam’s exclusive focus is on the rise and fall of Allende’s presidency whereas this thesis
has a wider framework, looking not only at how international actors operated in Chile during the
Allende years but also how events in Chile operated in shaping their policies towards Latin America
and the Third World. The significance of the findings presented here is to offer new insight into the
impact that international tensions in Chile had for international relations elsewhere in the Southern
Cone, and how Allende’s election transformed the Nixon administration’s approach to Latin
America. Secondly, there are a number of differences in our analyses of the Cuba-Chile
relationship. Haslam has drawn on US and East German intelligence sources to argue that Castro’s
relationship with Allende was disrespectful, subversive and tense; he describes the Cubans in Chile
from 1970 as waiting “ominously and somewhat impatiently in the wings, the perennial ghost at the
feast, a standing alternative to the Allende experiment”.?® This thesis suggests that the relationship
was more respectful despite significant disagreements about arming the Chilean Left a year earlier
than Haslam is aware of. Significantly, the thesis, in contrast to Assisted Suicide, details the Cubans’
preparation for the coup and experience during it, details which offer considerable insight into
Havana’s commitment to Allende, Castro’s readiness to participate in a prolonged resistance to
military forces, and the coup leaders’ belief that expelling Cubans from the country was a
prerequisite to the successful toppling of Allende’s government. Finally, one of Haslam’s main
contributions to the historiography on US-Chilean relations is his suggestion that in mid-1973,
Nixon and Kissinger sidestepped the CIA and used the Pentagon’s contacts with the Chilean
military to embark on an ultra-secret operation to oust Allende from government. Consequently,
Haslam argues that “the US government was the architect of the coup”.?’ Yet as chapter six of this
thesis examines in more detail, this intriguing argument remains inconclusive. It is also a contention
of this thesis that acknowledging the White House’s skulduggery tells us only part of the story of

the administration’s role in killing off the Popular Unity government, and that the interagency
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contingency planning for a successor regime that began over a month before the coup took place

| tells us a lot more. Not only was consensus more frequent than disagreement when it came to the

Nixon administration’s hostility towards Allende, but it was also significant in determining

- Washington’s subsequent policies aimed at integrating Pinochet’s dictatorship into regional and

international politics.

Ever since Allende’s presidency, when disclosures emerged of multinational and US

‘ government pressure against Chile, intense debate has centred on the extent to which Washington
was responsible for Allende’s failure.?® Whilst there is broad consensus that the United States
cannot be held exclusively responsible for La Via Chilena’s failings, extensive declassification of
US documents has led historians to eagerly re-examine — or (re) expose — US intervention in
Chile.” Overall, a narrow historiography of blame for Allende’s downfall has continued to
dominate discussion; who knew, what they knew, when, and with what purpose have been the main
channels of enquiry, with particular emphasis on Kissinger’s undeniably immoral support for
subverting democracy and on the extent of his responsibility in trying to prevent Allende’s
inauguration. (In this regard, the notion of Allende’s “assisted suicide” is the latest in what will
undoubtedly be a continuing debate).*® But as the historian, Jussi Hanhimski, has argued, “it would
be a great shame if the sudden explosion of available archival materials simply served to highlight
Kissinger’s role and did not do the proper job of placing him in context”. Indeed, as he persuasively
argues, “the important story...is not whether he was the all-powerful conspirator and
manipulator...or the wise practitioner of realpolitik” but rather “why certain policy options
prevailed over others, how the implementation of policy functioned, and why it produced positive
or negative (long- and short-term) results”.>!

This thesis aims to expand the parameters of analysis for examining the international history
of Allende’s Chile. In a private conversation with Allende on the occasion of his inauguration as
president, US Assistant Secretary of State for Latin American Affairs, Charles Meyer, asserted that
bilateral relationships were “not only played in a direct and immediate way but also in multilateral
arenas”.>” Yet what was the multilateral arena that confronted Allende and how did it impact of
domestic Chilean politics?

In seeking to untangle Chile’s international relations during the Allende years, this thesis
addresses four under-studied topics. First, it examines the Nixon administration’s intervention in

Chile in the context of its policies towards Latin America and discusses Washington’s efforts to
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isolate Chile internationally.® In studies of Nixon’s regional policy, the well-known story of US
intervention in Chile has generally been treated as the case study.** Beyond this, it is generally

agreed that Latin America was not ‘important’ to Nixon and Kissinger in the early 1970s besides

their general preference for military leaders and disdain for expropriation of private US

| investment.** Far more is known about Washington’s regional policies and support for the counter-

revolutionary terrorist network ‘Operation Condor’ in the mid- 1970s.%® Yet recently, declassified
documents relating to other parts of the Nixon administration’s Latin American policy suggest that
isolating Chile was part of a far larger regional approach before the Condor Years that has
heretofore not been understood.” Bringing these disclosures together, in addition to extensive new
archival research, this thesis examines the extent to which Washington’s Latin American policies

- were connected as well as how and why Washington opposed Allende in the hemisphere.

The second subject of enquiry is the significance that other events, states and actors in the
Southern Cone had for Chile. If Allende’s election was the second most important revolutionary
advance in Latin America after Cuba, his overthrow was the second most important victory for
counter-revolutionary forces after the Brazilian coup in 1964, where the reformist regime of Jodo

" Goulart was toppled by a right-wing military dictatorship.*® Since the Chilean coup in 1973, many
have pointed to parallels between the means and ends Brazil’s military leaders had used to seize
power and those used by the Chilean junta that overthrew Allende.* The role — albeit vaguely
defined — played by Brazil’s military dictatorship in Chile and Latin America either as a model for
conservative military leaders or as a direct sponsor was also noted at the time.*® When a right-wing
coup in Bolivia in 1971 occurred, the Cubans certainly blamed US imperialism and its military
“gorillas” in Brazil.*! This thesis asks to what extent these counter-revolutionary events were
related to each other and how, if at all they affected La Via Chilena.

Third, the nature of the Chile-Cuba relationship is analysed. Thirty years after Sigmund
lamented the “unfortunate” lack of information “about the intervention of the other side” we still
know relatively little about Havana’s involvement in Chile even though Cuba is commonly
regarded to be the other “extreme” of Chile’s “internationalization” during Allende’s presidency.*
With key exceptions, the history of Cuba’s foreign policy since 1959 has suffered from a lack of
access to archival sources.” Although Cuba’s leaders view the process of declassifying all

documents of the post-1959 period with reluctance, Havana’s Latin American policies are treated
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with exceptional sensitivity. Particularly controversial are longstanding questions about Cuba’s
armed assistance and training to regional left-wing parties, including those in Chile.

There are two broadly conflicting views of Cuba’s role in Chile. On one hand, the Cubans
have been depicted as subverting Chilean democracy and establishing a base in Chile for supporting
! regional insurgency.* On the other hand, left-wing Chileans have argued that the Cubans not only
failed to offer enough arms to defend the revolution, but that they “abandoned” Allende to his
‘ fate.*’ In his recent book on Cuba, Richard Gott suggests that Castro found Chile’s constitutional

road to socialism an “unnerving” challenge, but that the Chilean far Left posed an unwanted
problem in the context of Cuba’s realignment with Moscow, and that his visit to Chile in 1971 was
a “serious embarrassment” to both him and Allende.*® The clearest evidence we have regarding
Castro’s own views of the relationship he had with Allende are his comments to Erich Honecker in
1974, which suggest deference (in actions, if not opinion) to Allende’s leadership.*’

But the Cuban relationship with Allende deserves clarification. Who was in charge? Were
the arms that Cubans delivered to Chile given to protect Allende’s constitutional mandate or to
launch revolutionary violence and seize power? In his seminal work on Cuban foreign policy, Jorge

1 Dominguéz argued that Havana’s leaders “are neither dogmatic or stupid: they have learned from
past mistakes”.*® But the lessons of a decade of foreign policy in Latin America they took to Chile
and what they learnt as a result of their involvement in that country have not yet been fully
investigated. Sandwiched between Che Guevara’s death and Havana’s intervention in Angola,
Cuba’s foreign policy in the late-1960s and early 1970s deserves more attention.

Finally, this thesis examines Allende’s foreign policy.” Ever since Allende’s death
historians have sought to understand exactly who he was by examining who his international friends
were. Yet because Allende simultaneously embraced Castro and sought amicable relations with the
United States, proclaimed non-alignment but journeyed to the USSR in search of aid and gave
sanctuary to Latin American revolutionaries while promising not to export revolution, tying Allende
and the heterogeneous coalition he led to neat categorisations has proved impossible. Some scholars
have alluded to an ad-hoc — even “schizophrenic” — approach to revolution, the UP’s lack of
preparation to deal with “predictable” problems or, as Haslam, has argued, Allende’s “stunning
naiveté regarding the capacity (though not the will) of the United States government to overthrow a
government elected in a constitutional manner”.*® The Chilean scholar, Joaquin Fermandois, argues

that Allende had no real understanding of international politics but that he had “unconditional
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'admiration” for Cuba’s revolution, which transformed itself into a “concrete model” or

99,51

“paradigmatic horizon”. He claims Allende was “bewitched by Castro”™”" By contrast, Carlos

| Fortin, a senior Chilean diplomat under Allende later described Chile’s foreign policy during these
: years as one of “principled pragmatism”. He acknowledges that the Chilean government believed “a
' modus vivendi was possible” with the United States, and that it acted to avoid isolation and manage
conflict without sacrificing ideals.’® Recently, Allende’s foreign policy has also been depicted as a
‘passive instrument of the KGB’s goals to expand its influence in Latin America.”® Yet together
these contradictory interpretations leave considerable room for re-examination. How did Allende
believe he could juggle relations with the socialist world and the United States? Where did he
believe Chile fitted within Latin America and, beyond this, the promising world of the early 1970s?
Although it is nestled between the Andes and the Pacific at the southern-most tip of the
Americas, global events had had a profound influence on Chilean politics before 1970. As Latin
- America’s dependency theorists of the 1960s and the Chilean Left pointed out, the health of Chile’s
export-orientated economy was conditioned by fluctuations in global markets. Cold War crises,
“such as the Korean and Vietnam Wars also had substantial impact on the price copper, Chile’s
principal export.>* Moreover, as some of the young Chileans that would work closely with President
Allende recounted, the Cuban revolution, the war in Vietnam, student protests in Paris and the
emergence of the Third World imbued them with enthusiasm and a sense that their country’s
political developments were part of a major shift in global politics.”® As one such Chilean recalled,
by the late 1960s they believed that “world revolution” would be determined in the Third World,
that the world was undergoing profound transformation, and that Allende’s election was part of this
change.*®
Allende’s victory in 1970 was a personal triumph. He had previously campaigned for
president three times, leading coalitions of Chile’s two principal left-wing parties, the pro-Soviet
Communist Party (PCCh) and his own more heterogeneous party, the Socialist Party (PS). In 1970
he also represented the more moderate Radical Party (PR), the Christian left-wing party, Movement
of Popular Unitary Action (MAPU), and two smaller parties, Popular Independent Action (API) and
the Popular Socialist Party (PSP). Together they formed the heterogeneous Unidad Popular
(Popular Unity or UP) coalition and elected Allende as their candidate.
Salvador Allende had a clear concept of what he wanted an ideal world to look like before

he assumed power: he wanted the United States and former colonial powers to compensate poorer
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‘nations for their past exploitation, and he believed in radically transforming global politics to give

i weaker nations a more equitable say. As such, the UP’s foreign policy shared a number of

: characteristics that the political scientist, Siba Grovogui, has identified as being common among

' post-colonial states in the global South. He argues that foreign policies of Third World nations were

not merely “a trickle down convergence with Western states” but an alternative approach to

international relations. “Postcoloniality” in foreign affairs, as he terms it, attempted to “eradicate

the bases of inequity and injustice in the international system or Western-imposed structures of
power, interest, and subjectivity” and to “use foreign policy as a means not necessarily to exclusive
power but to emancipation and survival through collective renegotiation of the ethos of global
politics. Its purpose was to restore integrity and dignity to the postcolonial entities”.”’

For Chile — which had, after all, gained its independence from Spain in the early nineteenth
century — fighting for ‘dignity’ as part of a ‘second independence’ meant eradicating US economic
penetration of the country. From the 1920s until the late-1960s, four US companies had dominated

- 80-90 percent of Chile’s large-scale mining. After a period of intense foreign investment in Chile
during the 1950s, President Eduardo Frei (1964-1970) began the process of nationalisation by
| buying out 51 percent of the country’s Gran Mineria.>® But by 1970, foreign investors still
controlled a quarter of Chilean industry.” Meanwhile, Chile had rising unemployment, inequality
and poverty. Explaining why a country rich in copper and mineral resources had “failed” to solve
the “grave crisis” facing Chilean society, Allende and the UP pointed to Chile’s economic
dependent status and accused “imperialist exploitation” of stealing Chile’s riches.®® “By
nationalizing copper, we shall cease to be poor”, a Communist Party slogan promised during
Chile’s 1970 presidential elections.®’

Allende’s commitment to nationalising Chile’s raw materials and eradicating US influence
in Latin America was longstanding. As a junior minister in Pedro Aguirre Cerda’s Popular Front
government in the late 1930s, Allende had regarded himself as participating in a struggle to secure
Chile’s economic independence.® In the 1940s, he condemned Washington’s tolerance and support
for dictators in the region.®’ In the 1950s, he joined a broad spectrum of Chileans who denounced
the overthrow of Jacobo Arbenz in Guatemala.®* Then, throughout the 1960s, he was a vehement
critic of the Alliance for Progress, on the grounds that this did not solve Latin America’s “basic

problem™: its dependency.®”’
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| Castro’s revolution reaffirmed Allende’s beliefs. As if to prove his allegiance to the ideals
|
|
|

Havana’s leaders espoused, but distinguish himself from their means, he often exhibited Che

Guevara’s dedication to him that read: “To Salvador, who by other means is trying to obtain the

same”.® He later explained to Régis Debray that in Cuba and Vietnam he had found inspiration in

“a united people, a people with political conscience, a people whose leaders have moral strength”.%’

i
:
L

“In a speech he gave whilst in Havana in 1962, he also proclaimed that the enemy of the Chilean

‘people was the same enemy Cuba faced, ‘Yankee imperialism’:

Cuba is not alone. Cuba has the solidanty of all the oppressed peoples of the world! We are with you because
your revolution which is Cuban and national is not only your revolution but the revolution of all oppressed

peoples...as a people you have opened, in words and in action, a great road of liberation in Latin America.®

Castro’s struggle against external hostility and for socialist revolution radicalised him further. He
‘recommended that Castro’s Second Declaration of Havana, which rebuked the United States’ role in
- Latin America and prescribed that the “duty of every revolutionary” was “to make revolution”,
“should be the region’s “Magna Carta”.%®® He broke off his friendship with the Venezuelan leader,

Romulo Betancourt, due to differences regarding Cuba.” And following his visit to Havana for the

Tricontinental conference of Third World revolutionary and national liberation movements in 1966,

he was one of those who proposed the formation of the Organizacion Latinoamericana de

Solidaridad (Organisation of Latin American Solidarity or OLAS). He also probably aided the

armed revolutionary struggles in Latin America during the 1960s financially and logistically.”

Publicly, at least, he proclaimed that “militant{s] of the Latin American revolution” had “ a

legitimate duty and honour to lend...solidarity — human and ideological — to militant compatfieros of

the same revolution”.”?

Allende also firmly believed in socialist revolution as a means to modernisation. Speaking in

the 1950s, he had stated:

We believe with profound sincerity that the destiny of humanity is that marked out by the road of socialism.
We believe it not just because it represents technological and economic progress but also because of its
different concept of communal life, because it puts the common heritage at the service of all — culture,
technology, wisdom and science; and because of its respect for the human personality and for the humanism

that socialism has at its heart.”
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When Allende questioned Chile’s “backwardness” almost twenty years later, it still provided
-answers. “We know from our own experience”, he declared, “that the real reasons...are to found in
|
; the system, in this dependent capitalist system which counterposes the rich minority to the needy

; majority internally and the powerful nations to the poor nations externally... But the day has finally
!

‘come to say enough — enough of economic exploitation, enough of social inequality, enough of
political oppression”.” As he told the UN General Assembly, he believed international action had

to be aimed at:

...the serving the man who enjoys no privileges but who suffers and toils: the miner in Cardiff and the fellah in
Egypt; the cocoa farmer in Ghana or the Ivory Coast, and the peasant of the plateaus of South America; the
fisherman in Java and the coffee farmer in Kenya or Colombia. International action must reach the two billion
underprivileged, those whom the communist has the obligation to bring up to the level of the modern world

and to reaffirm the dignity and worth of the human person.”

In prescribing socialism as a route to economic development, equality and emancipation, Allende

: contributed to what Forrest Colburn has termed the “vogue of revolution in poor countries”.” The
new Chilean government shared a view of historical inevitability that drew on Marxist notions of
progress; what the scholar Robert Malley describes as “a well-defined, if misinterpreted,
progression of events: from the fall of the colonial order to independence and to the victory of
‘revolutionary’ Third World movements”.”’ Indeed, Allende referred to his victory as “a monument
to those who fell” in Chile’s “social struggle, who sprinkled with their blood the fertile seed of the
Chilean revolution.””® Looking towards the dawn of a new world order, Allende’s Foreign Minister,
Clodomiro Almeyda Medina, would later argue to the Organisation of American States (OAS) that
“the current of history” tended “to strengthen the efforts of developing countries” and aid their
efforts to close “the gap...that irrationally separates the developed capitalist world from the peoples
of Asia, Africa and Latin America”.”

By the late-1960s, Allende described three different groups in the world: the super-
developed (“ultradesarrollados™), the socialists and the Third World. He characterised the second
group as being on the same side as the latter (rather than the latter serving the needs of the former).
He saw Chile and all of Latin America with the exception of Cuba as falling into the third group,
where “practically all the misery” in the world could be found.*® And Chile’s new government saw

the world shaped by “the battle between progressive and renovating forces, on the one hand, and
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i imperialism and its allies, on the other”, between exploited and exploiters, poor and rich.¥ It was

; this division of the world, as this thesis shows, rather than a strict division between East and West,

i which conditioned Allende’s worldview and determined his international relations.

! Looking back more than thirty years later, this thesis offers a new international history of

Allende’s Chile that brings Chile, Cuba, its regional context and the global Cold War context to the

| forefront of its analysis. In examining Santiago’s interactions with Washington and Havana, its

| focus lies predominantly with the individuals that shaped US-Chilean and Chilean-Cuban relations.
The Popular Unity government was far from homogenous. Both the Socialist Party and the
Communist Party had their own historic and individual relations with parties and states around the
globe. Yet, first and foremost, the thesis is a diplomatic history; an account of the key components
of state-led policies. And with respect to the UP’s relationship with Cuba and the United States, the
sources consulted for the purpose of writing the thesis demonstrated that it was Allende who
ultimately determined policy and shaped the bilateral relationships between Santiago and

‘Washington, and Santiago and Havana

| The thesis draws on new archival sources, interviews, published speeches, memoirs, collated

j documents, press articles and secondary works. By far the most extensive (albeit scattered)
collection of archival material is in the United States. In addition to the thousands of documents
relating to US covert intervention and human rights abuses in Chile released in the late 1990°s as
part of the online ‘Chile Declassification Project’, the Nixon administration’s National Security
Council files, presidential materials and State Department records are also now open at the US
National Archives II in College Park, Maryland, online at the National Archives and Records
Administration Archival Database and partially published in Foreign Relations of the United States
document collections.*

But as Louis A. Perez has argued, only by incorporating Latin American viewpoints and
sources can we understand the true nature of the word ‘relations’ and the guiding factors that have
driven inter-American ‘relationships’.®* The declassification of documents at Chile’s Foreign
Ministry archives provided the opportunity to write such a history. Of particular importance for this
thesis, were miscellaneous Memorandum files and the records of secret, confidential and ordinary
correspondence between Santiago and Chile’s embassies in the Washington and Havana.® A further
collection of the Chilean embassy in Havana’s files from this period that were not transferred back

to Santiago after the coup can also be found at Casa Memorial Salvador Allende in Havana. Brazil’s

23



5Foreign Ministry Archives have also partially released files related to the period (though
iconﬁdential and secret files are still classified). Furthermore, over the last decade, General Augusto
iPinochet’s arrest in London, the thirtieth anniversary of Allende’s presidency and the Chilean coup
;reawakened interest in the period. Subsequently, Chilean, Cuban and other Latin American

|

protagonists have added important new testimonies to an already rich collection of memoirs
?pertaining to the subject.®® In the context of these new circumstances, the Centro de Estudios
Publicos in Santiago has also published invaluable collections of Soviet archival documents and
some of those belonging to the Chilean Left.®

In addition to these documentary sources, the author conducted extensive interviews in
Santiago, Washington and Havana with key protagonists of the story.®” To date, all histories of
Cuban involvement in Chile have been written using non-Cuban sources and most of the Cubans
who engaged in hours of conversations with the author — among them Allende’ son-in-law and
Cuban intelligence official, Luis Fernandez Ofia — did so on the record for the first time, conscious
that by keeping silent, their roles in Chile were being distorted and risked being forgotten.®

‘ Although there are no alternative sources on Cuba’s involvement in Chile at the moment, interviews
can be problematic historical sources. In an effort to ensure information gained through them was as
accurate as possible, the author conducted numerous separate interviews with the individuals
involved and utilised documents found elsewhere to jog memories and clarify ambiguities.

Even with these sources, there are still vast gaps. Despite numerous requests for at least
partial access to Cuban documents, Havana’s archives remain closed to scholars. Sadly, one of the
key players in the story of Cuba’s Latin American policy, Manuel Pifieiro, also died in 1998 just
before he was due to offer his testimony on the subject.®’ There also remain a number of questions
regarding the relationship between Cuba and the Soviet Union and their policies towards Chile’s
revolutionary process, but until Havana and Moscow fully declassify documents, the relationship
cannot be fully clarified.”® On the other side of the Cold War divide, many documents — or redacted
parts of documents — relating to Washington’s covert operations and the Pentagon’s links to military
leaders in Latin America are also still unavailable. Finally, not only do historians not have access to
Allende’s presidential papers and the UP parties’ confidential files, but there is widespread
agreement that most of these papers were destroyed either immediately prior to and/or during the

Chilean coup by the Left itself or that they were destroyed by the military when it seized power.91
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Based on what is available, this thesis argues that the direct significance Allende’s Chile had

|

; continent between those who sought revolution and those who wanted to destroy it. Within Chile,

r

‘outsiders — Cubans, Brazilians, far Left revolutionaries as well as the United States — provided the

for South America between 1970 and 1973 was to reinvigorate a struggle for control of the

fuel both in financial and conceptual terms for the way in which it was fought. Additionally, in their
struggles against each other, the Chilean Left and Right also looked abroad with fear or for
inspiration. Rather that focussing on one external power, therefore, the international history of
Allende’s Chile must be understood as a multidimensional struggle (grossly uneven as it was)
between a confluence of local and external actors divided — as John Dinges argues — by either their
‘dread’ or ‘hope’ for radical social change in the region.”” To persist in looking at US-Latin
American relations from Washington’s vantage point alone, as many historians of the Cold War in
the Americas have tended to do, is to give the United States the power to dominate Latin America’s
history. As one scholar has put it, “if the defeated are silenced, only triumphalism on the one hand,
‘and resentment, on the other, can result”.”
Cuba’s inability to protect Chile’s democratically elected president was not the result of
Havana abandoning Allende. This thesis also suggests that claims that Castro aimed to subvert La
Via Chilena are misguided. Havana’s involvement in Chile was difficult and, increasingly, a
diversion from an otherwise evolving foreign policy that accepted socialist revolution to be a more
distant dream than Cuba’s leaders had heretofore believed. But Cuban personnel were in Chile until
the day of the coup, and were prepared to fight to defend Allende’s government. As historians have
pointed out since the 1970s, the timing of Cuban arms deliveries and military training in Chile
occurred before serious military plotting against Allende began.” But as the thesis demonstrates,
the potency of the ‘subversion’ idea clearly lies in Washington’s calculated efforts to ‘play up’
Cuba’s involvement in Chile as a means of discrediting Allende.”® The relationship between Cuba
and Allende was intimate, bilateral and enduring, and based on a personal friendship between
Castro and Allende forged over a decade before 1970. The Cubans saw Allende informally every
weekend right up until September 1973.%°
This is not to say that the Cuban-Chilean relationship was without intense disagreement or
that Cuban involvement in Chilean affairs was always appreciated or positive. After being elected in
1970, the new Chilean president invited Cubans to Chile to help him, desperately sought Castro’s

approval, and yet firmly rejected Havana’s tactics for building socialism. And Cuban policies in
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iChile were ultimately rooted in respect for Chile’s sovereign leader. As such, Allende’s control over
' Cuba’s involvement in the country and Havana’s relationship with the far Left was both far stronger
‘and more effective than other historians have suggested.” Allende may have been “emotionally”

| attached to the socialist ideal and to the far Left, as Haslam has argued, but he stood firm in his

aversion to violent means and in his faith in revolution “at no social cost” for Chile — so much so

| that he instructed the Cubans not to help him on the day of the coup, sacrificing his life rather than
leading mass-resistance against those that attacked him and only half-heartedly contemplating
military preparations to defend his government.”® Faced with his inflexibility, the sheer difficulty of
defending La Via Chilena against the numerical power and strength of Chile’s Armed Forces and an
effective propaganda campaign against the Cubans that limited their scope for manoeuvre, Castro
was powerless to resist Allende’s overthrow.

An examination of both Chile’s domestic and international relations between 1970 and 1973

supports later reflections by Chilean left-wing leaders that Allende was optimistic about what he

‘could achieve and naive when it came to the United States.” During Allende’s first six months in

| power, he and the diplomats he chose to rely on, tended to give US officials the benefit of the doubt

when they pledged to work with Chile’s new Popular Unity government. As we shall see, together

‘with analyses of Nixon’s difficulties in Vietnam and faith that Allende’s democratic credentials

‘would lessen Washington’s aversion to socialism, these verbal promises appeared to disorientate
Santiago into believing it had more room to manoeuvre than it actually had. Despite longstanding

distrust for Washington and evidence of the US’ past interventions in Latin America, Chileans
demanded that they be allowed to ‘dissent’ without suffering the consequences of doing so, and
insisted that bilateral relations be dealt with in isolation from wider global concerns. Regardless of
the merit of their propositions, there was little to suggest that this would be feasible especially given
Allende’s universalist message and Chilean threats to turn to the Soviet Union should the US fail to
provide assistance. When, in 1972, it became clear that Washington’s public ‘correctness’ was a
cover for underhand hostility, Allende then focused on protracted negotiations with Washington as
a means of playing for time while he tried to find alternative sources of financial support. But the
UP’s leaders largely failed to develop a cohesive foreign policy for overcoming weaknesses. Chile’s
policy towards the US was an ad-hoc, often confused and a reactive strategy that was only partially
successful in containing conflict and disastrous at avoiding US hostility altogether. Allende clearly

overestimated the power of Chile’s example to alter Washington’s foreign policy behaviour, and the
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extent to which Chile could rely on Third World or Latin American unity. And in the end, as this
thesis will show, the Chilean president’s attempts to negotiate with the United States — the
‘pragmatic’ part of his international strategy — weakened his position, gave Washington greater
power, and did nothing to hide his pursuit of radical transformation worldwide.
l The new Chilean government clearly had few attractive alternatives. Salvador Allende
! lacked sufficient economic, military or political power to launch a decisive attack on US
| imperialism. His hopes of attaining unconditional independence from the region’s hegemonic power
should also be understood in the context of the uncertainties of the early 1970s and the United
‘States’ conscious (very effective) efforts to deceive the Chileans.'® Like many others throughout
the global South, Allende believed that the Cold War superpower battle had used ideological
disputes as a pretext for economic greed and neglect of the global South, but that this would no
longer be a suitable pretext for intervention in the era of peaceful-coexistence and negotiation. As

this thesis shows, Allende appears to have believed in the possibilities détente offered, and

demonstrably underestimated the central ideological conflicts at the centre of international politics.

| For the United States, Allende was more than an isolated threat. This thesis agrees with the

’ many scholars that have explained the US’ animosity towards Allende as being based on the impact

[ that La Via Chilena could have on the global East-West balance of power.'”" However, in contrast

to previous arguments which suggest Latin America was not ‘important’ to the “big game” of

détente and that it was ending the war in Vietnam that absorbed Nixon and Kissinger’s foreign

’ policy, this thesis argues that from September 1970 onwards, what happened south of the United
States was a significant — and sometimes even an ‘urgent’ — concern to the White House.'” Indeed,
more than merely an ambiguous marker on the global geo-strategic superpower contest, the Nixon
administration interpreted Allende’s election primarily in terms of its consequences for Latin
America’s already unstable and shifting balance of forces. Examining Nixon’s Chile policy in the
context of this broader regional framework gets to the core of US intervention in Chile. US regional
policy rapidly evolved after Allende’s election towards ‘saving’ the region as a whole and the
United States’ power to shape its destiny. To argue that the Nixon administration henceforth had a
sophisticated or comprehensive strategy towards Latin America would be to exaggerate the pre-
planning that went on in Washington. Yet particularly as a result of Nixon’s intervention in policy

formulation, the US opted for a strategy during the early 1970s to contain Allende and Castro’s
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example by improving relations with Brazil and employing tactics of strategic compromise in areas
where the risks of forceful opposition outweighed the consequences of regional hostility.
Rather than merely an example of Cuban subversion or the “the ultimate case study of
morality — the lack of it — in the making of US foreign policy”, then, US intervention, Kissinger’s

‘criminality and Cuba’s relationship with Chile should, as Hanhimaki argues, be placed in context.'®®

Past focus on Kissinger’s disregard for democracy has eclipsed Nixon’s role in formulating policy

T towards Latin America. It has also exaggerated the extent to which the State Department was shut

out of policymaking when it came to Chile or led along a “path...deeper and deeper into the jungle”

j of immorality as one scholar argued at the time.'™ As this thesis argues, policymakers throughout
the administration regarded Chilean developments as a ‘loss’, actively participated in the process of
subverting Chilean democracy and welcomed Allende’s overthrow, even if they disagreed on the
best means of achieving it.

The thesis is structured chronologically. Chapter one examines how Havana and
Washington interpreted Allende’s election and what motivated them to pursue the subsequent
policies they did. In exploring the way Cuba and the United States approached Latin America prior
to this moment and immediately after it, the chapter argues that Allende’s victory reflected and

| exacerbated a moment of upheaval in inter-American politics. Henceforth, the Nixon administration

[ gave up its so-called ‘mature partnership’ with the hemisphere and, whilst having previously

embarked its very own new ‘mature’ approach to revolutionary transformation in the region, Castro
became enmeshed in trying to save Allende’s life and safeguard his peaceful democratic revolution.
Although both countries felt constrained by the international environment they confronted, two

“months after Allende’s election, they were both intimately involved in Chile’s future and in fighting
a new reinvigorated Cold War struggle in the Southern Cone.

Chapter two turns to focus on Allende’s outlook and Chile’s international relations during
his first nine months in power. Although Allende acted cautiously because he expected the United
States to be hostile, he simultaneously advocated the transformation of inter-American relations and
enthusiastically re-established relations with Havana. Partly this was because the double-edged
‘cool but correct’ policy that Washington had embarked on meant Chileans found it difficult to
gauge the US’ position. Yet, by mid-1971, Chileans were suspicious of indications that the US
appeared to be courting conservative military forces in the region. Despite Washington’s private

denials that it was trying isolate Chile in the region, this was exactly what it was doing. Indeed, as
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Chile adjusted to the outside world the battle between revolution and reaction in the hemisphere
’evolved.

The latter half of 1971 marked a turning point for Chile, for its relations with the United
‘States, for the balance of power in the Southern Cone and for Cuba’s standing in Latin America.

|
‘Chapter three examines these developments and the fallout that Allende’s nationalisation

[programme had for Chile’s external relations. It details the UP’s growing realisation that it faced
US economic aggression and details its international diplomatic campaign aimed at changing
Washington’s behaviour and winning external support. Whilst the situation in Chile turned

| gradually against the UP, Allende’s tour of Andean Pact countries in late 1971 was a success in
bolstering his international aims and Chile’s external support. But the United States’ hostility
‘towards Allende’s government grew, especially as Chileans portrayed his expropriation policies as

; an example for others to follow. Chile’s growing ties with socialist countries also confirmed

Washington’s hostility towards him. A coup in Bolivia, an electoral defeat for Uruguay’s left-wing

‘coalition and growing ties between the US and Brazil served to ease Washington’s fears of
|

‘revolution in the Southern Cone. Meanwhile, Castro toured Chile, becoming convinced that Allende
; would face a military confrontatiop. His stay dramatised Cuba’s involvement in the country and
'became a watershed in terms of Cuba’s analysis of Chile’s revolutionary potential.

| Chapter four examines the international and domestic battles that Allende fought during the
F first ten months of 1972. In this period, the Chileans’ realised that détente did not offer Allende the

|

i

| space to implement his peaceful road to socialism. Not only did Santiago face an economic war

: with Washington, but Allende’s hopes that the global South would obtain a better deal from the

‘ global North crumbled. As economic nationalists in the region turned to Washington and counter-
revolution swept the Southern Cone, the United States contemplated a more flexible regional policy
to isolate Chile and bolster its own prestige. For the United States and Havana it was plain that
earlier fears of losing the region or hopes of transforming it were dissolving. By October 1972,
Chile’s economic deterioration, vicious opposition and the UP government’s own fragmentation put
Allende’s hopes of a peaceful transition to socialism in jeopardy. Furthermore, the Cubans
increasingly disagreed with the president regarding which direction he should take.

| Chapter five discusses Allende’s efforts to solve the crisis he faced by looking outside Chile.
In late 1972, Allende’s quest to find solutions to Chile’s economic needs in Moscow failed and he

found himself increasingly dependent on Washington to change its policies. As Allende’s allies
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abroad began dissecting the reasons for his likely defeat before it happened, his enemies feared he
might succeed, or that the far Left would force him to seize authoritarian control of the country. The
Nixon administration, fearing that exposure would bring international condemnation, domestic
repercussions in the US and the possibility of enhancing Allende’s chances, confined itself to
exacerbating the UP’s challenges rather than intervening decisively to overthrow him. Overall, by
this stage Washington was far less worried about Latin America than it had been in late 1970 and
US officials concluded that even with Allende, the Southern Cone had not been ‘lost’ as Nixon
feared it would be when Allende had been elected.

Chapter six examines the interaction between international actors and Chilean politics in the
months immediately before and after Allende’s overthrow. It suggests that the United States was
hesitant to speed up the moment it had been working towards for three years while other
international actors, most notably Brazil, were far more involved. The United States’ most
significant role in determining Chile’s fate occurred after 11 September 1973, when it sprung into
action to help the junta and encourage co-ordination between regional counter-revolutionary
leaders. Crucially, by examining the Cubans’ experience as one of the junta’s key targets, the
chapter also explores the wider international dimensions of the battle for Chile that occurred.
Ultimately, it suggests that the coup leaders’ ferocity against Havana’s embassy in Santiago was the
result of fears that Cubans would — and could — mobilise a sizeable resistance. However, as we shall
see, Cuba had neither the capacity nor Allende’s permission to intervene more decisively.

Rather than starting with the UP’s failure — and the Cubans’ inability to avert it — and
working backwards, the thesis emphasises the hopes and fears that characterised the international
history of Allende’s presidency from the start. All the characters involved in this story — both
revolutionaries and counter-revolutionaries — were intensely ideological in their responses to
developments in Chile and driven by profound self-belief. For Castro, Allende and Nixon as well,
supporting revolution and counter-revolution abroad was also about protecting their own systems of
government at home. As one scholar has argued, if the state is the “most effective vehicle and
resource for the propagation and implementation of an ideology that it embodies” then “a threat to
its security is...by extension a threat to its ideology” and vice-versa.'® In providing assistance to
the Chileans they supported, Washington and Havana also consistently both believed that they
could do a better job of saving Chile from each other than their Chilean allies. Despite debates

about methods and the scale of the threat posed by Allende within the Nixon administration, at no
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stage between 1970 and 1973 did policymakers in Washington doubt the desirability of bringing
Allende down. And the Cuban leaders’ own revolutionary experiences — both triumphs and failures
— led them to believe that they were wiser, more capable revolutionaries than their apparently
inexperienced Chilean comrades.

When faced with conflicting advice at home and abroad, Allende stuck firm to his personal
hope that Chileans, Latin Americans and the world beyond would eventually — even after his own
death if need be — be persuaded of the merits of socialism and democracy. Yet the international
history of Allende’s Chile is a story of the clash between the high ideals of the actors involved and
the rules of the game of domestic and international politics. At each level, the ideals that Allende
championed had little space to succeed. At home, he refused to countenance breaking the rules of
constitutional politics for the sake of revolutionary change, even if others were prepared to
transform them entirely. And abroad, particularly in the Global South, the ideological clashes at the
heart of the Cold War continued to determine the contours of international politics even as the great

powers attempted to persuade the world that they did not.
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Chapter One: From Mature Partnership to Mortal Struggle

Shortly after Salvador Allende’s election, Castro vowed to save Allende and Nixon pledged to
overthrow him. These diametrically opposed reactions reflected a larger struggle between Cuba and
the United States to determine the destiny of Latin American politics, society and economic
development. Havana celebrated Allende’s election as a regional victory against imperialism and
evidence of a new revolutionary wave in Latin America, whereas Washington viewed it as a ‘loss’
in a global struggle against communism. Indeed, Nixon believed Chile to be one component in “a
mortal struggle to determine the shape of the future of the world” in which there was “no acceptable
alternative to holding Latin America...a key area in the struggle.” As he told the National Security
Council two days after Allende’s inauguration, Chile, like Cuba, might have “gone”, but Latin
America had not. “We want to keep it”, Nixon instructed, thereby linking US policy towards the
region as a whole with Washington’s subsequent destabilisation of Chile. >

When placed in context of US-Latin American relations since the nineteenth century and the
zeal of Washington’s counter-revolutionary interventions since 1945, the White House’s alarmist
reaction was hardly surprising. Nixon’s pledge to embark on a “mature partnership” with Latin
Americans disappeared a year after he made it and Allende’s democratic credentials were ignored in
favour of a heroes and villains approach to the region where any vestige of socialism (especially
when linked to Cuba) was fought unsparingly. Kissinger certainly believed that when faced with a
crisis in a revolutionary period, the US should act first and think later.’ Racially driven opinions of
Latin Americans and the US’ profound self-belief that it had the answer to hemispheric problems
also drove its policy. The predominant view in the United States was that North Americans were not
only wiser and more capable of government, but that they had a duty to save reckless, vulnerable
Latin Americans. The President, and many of his closest advisers maintained democracy was “a
very subtle and difficult problem” for ‘Latins’.* Nixon — hardly the pillar of open democratic
governance himself- believed Latins “governed in a miserable way” and should be saved from
themselves.’ As Kissinger infamously retorted during the Chilean presidential elections, “I don’t see
why we should let a country go communist just because of the irresponsibility of its own people”.®

Like US decision-makers, the Cubans in charge of hemispheric strategy had moral and
ideological certitude that their own revolutionary path offered a route for Latin America to follow.

They championed revolution and regional integration as a route to social justice and independence.
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But by 1970, Havana was in the process of re-evaluating its approach to regional affairs after
successive revolutionary failures in the region. Havana had always regarded Chile as unique, hoping
Allende’s different means of achieving similar ends could succeed. Although these were distinct
from those that Cuba advocated in the 1960s, when Allende won in 1970, the Cubans celebrated his
victory as evidence that the tide of Latin American history was moving in the direction of
independence and socialism.

Besides the regional dimensions of US and Cuban policies towards Chile, Chilean domestic
politics determined the policies adopted by Nixon and Castro. What an Allende presidency would
actually look like, what his chances of success were and what the consequences of pursuing the
‘wrong’ policy might have on the Chilean political process divided policymakers in Washington
and Havana. Because Allende had only received 36.4 percent in a three-way presidential race, he
had to wait for a congressional vote on 24 October to confirm (or deny) his victory. In the
intervening weeks, Havana responded positively but cautiously to the future president’s request for
help while Washington launched covert operations, known to a select few as ‘Track I’, to prevent
his confirmation. Meanwhile, Nixon — who mistrusted the bureaucracy for having allowed Allende
to win in the first place — risked US exposure and civil war in Chile by instigating a second track.
“Track II’ aimed to provoke a coup by fuelling a putschist plot against Chile’s constitutionally
minded Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces, General René Schneider. Indeed, the story of
Schneider’s subsequent murder and details of Tracks I and II are well known thanks to US Senate
Select Committee investigations in 1975 and the persistent endeavours of scholars get to the truth of
Washington’s wrongdoing ever since.’ |

Rather than re-treading this ground, this chapter focuses on determining why the Nixon
administration intervened against Allende and how this related to Washington’s regional policies
before and after September 1970. In detailing Cuba’s approach to Chilean affairs, the chapter also
investigates how Chile fitted within Cuba’s regional policies. It argues that Cuban, and to a lesser
degree US, involvement is best described as interaction rather than intervention. Neither Havana nor
Washington could have pursued the policies they did without Chilean allies and both were
constrained in their actions by those in Chile that they collaborated with. Both the Cubans and the
Americans were also responding to shifting hemispheric trends and the lessons they drew from the
1960s, which limited their options and shaped their subsequent Chilean adventures. As Kissinger

argued, the way policies were ‘packaged’ was important.® However, the ‘correctness’ deemed
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necessary by the US and Cuba hid the beginning of a bitter struggle between them and their

respective allies to save Allende’s presidency or overthrow it.

“Rapidly intensifying change”

Allende’s election reflected and enhanced the possibility of radical change in Latin America. When
Nixon’s National Security Council had discussed policy towards the region a year earlier, it had
addressed the problem of “rapidly intensifying change”.® Latin America faced exploding population
growth, economic underdevelopment, inequality, political instability and growing military
intervention in politics all of which led many in the US to conclude that revolution (of one form or
another) was “inevitable”."® Rising frustration with the pace of development, anger at US
interventionism and resentment towards a world economic system that seemed destined to ignore
their needs contributed to a surge of nationalism. In this context, the Nixon administration
pondered how to “reinvigorate” its so-called ‘Special Relationship’ with Latin America.
Meanwhile, Castro eagerly welcomed signs of inter-American tensions as evidence that the struggle
against US imperialism was advancing despite previous setbacks.

Like Allende, Latin Americans who wanted international economic and political reform in
the late 1960s generally saw the United States as responsible for exacerbating underdevelopment,
poverty and inequality. In Peru, Bolivia and Panama, nationalist revolutionary military leaders took
power, adding a new dimension to inter-American relations. All three challenged US influence in
their countries and opened ties with the USSR.!! Their moves were symptomatic of a general Latin
American consensus emerging in the 1960s, which placed the struggle against economic
dependency and underdevelopment — as opposed to inter-state conflict — at the centre of questions
of national security.'> In May 1969, Latin American ministers attended a conference in Vifia del
Mar, Chile, designed to establish a common Latin American position vis-a-vis the new Republican
administration in Washington. The ‘Consensus of Vifia del Mar’ formalised Latin American
frustrations with progress towards development goals and disdain for inequality within the inter-
American system. Led by Chile’s Foreign Minister, Gabriel Valdés, conference delegates posited
that Latin America was underdeveloped because it was financing the United States’ development.
They also emphasised the principle of non-intervention as a guiding principle for inter-American
relations and argued US aid should no longer be tied to purchasing US goods or issued on the

grounds that the recipient adopted “one determined political, social and economic model”."
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Nixon was unsympathetic and affronted when Valdés delivered the Consensus to him in
June 1969.'* However, a month later, his National Security Council concluded that although the
‘Special Relationship’ had deteriorated, it “ought” to exist and that the US should foster “a
community of independent, self-reliant states linked together in a friendly and mutually beneficial
relationship”."” Policy analysts noted that nationalism posed, “a significant threat to US interests,
particularly when taken in conjunction with a Soviet presence and a Soviet willingness — partial or
hypothetical — to offer itself as an alternative to Latin dependence on the US.” Beyond the US’
political, economic and security interests, they also concluded the US had an “enlightened self-
interest and humanitarian concern for economic and social development™.'®

These conclusions drew on an inter-agency study on the region (National Security Study
Memorandum or NSSM 15) and a more alarmist report submitted to the administration about the
US’ position in Latin America by Governor Nelson Rockefeller. In 1969, Nixon had sent
Rockefeller on a Latin American mission to report on regional developments. The latter drew
cataclysmic conclusions, warning, “the moral and spiritual strength of the United States in the
world, the political credibility of our leadership, the security of our nation, the future of our social
and economic lives” were “at stake”. If the “anti-US trend” were to continue, he foresaw the US
being “politically and morally isolated from part or much of the Western Hemisphere”. And he
insisted that because the United States’ relationship with the region had an important “political and
psychological value” beyond traditional strategic interests, “failure to maintain that special
relationship would imply a failure of our capacity and responsibility as a great power.”"’
However, until Allende’s election, these conclusions drifted beneath the surface of Nixon’s foreign
policy priorities. The president was informed and immensely ideological about the region.'® But
Viron Peter Vaky (‘Pete’), Kissinger’s assistant for Latin American Affairs, recalled that his “heart
and soul” were focused on Vietnam, détente and openings to China.'® His bureaucracy was also
divided with regards to major policy changes in the hemisphere and his chief foreign policy advisor,
Henry Kissinger, was not only uninspired by what happened in the “South”, but also largely
ignorant of Latin American affairs.” At the NSC’s meeting on Latin America in October 1969,
Nixon’s National Security staff advised him to state that political and military issues were for
“illustrative purposes. Not as urgent as economic issues”.*!

Following this NSC meeting, relatively few issues were resolved. Nixon agreed to untie aid

to Latin American countries but held firm to his belief that private enterprise and foreign investment
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were the answer to development, launched limited economic sanctions against Bolivia and Peru,
and insisted that Washington continue assisting Latin American military leaders (albeit more
discreetly).”” While evidence of US pressure against Peru brought outcry in Latin America, private
businesses decried what they perceived to be a soft approach to expropriations that threatened $12
billion of US investments in the region.> But their complaints and the specifics of Nixon’s
instructions were left pending whilst the State Department’s Bureau of Inter-American Affairs
(ARA) crafted a new regional approach to diminish — private business derided its ‘apologetic’ tone
— complaints of US interventionism and profiteering.”* On 31 October, Nixon publicly unveiled an
“Action for Progress” and “mature partnership” with the region. “If our partnership is to thrive, or
even to survive”, Nixon warned, “we must recognise that the nations of Latin America must go
forward in their own way, under their own leadership’.> Indeed, the ARA’s director, Assistant
Secretary of State for Latin American Affairs, Charles Meyer, told a US congressional committee
“Dissent among friends is not a disaster, and tolerance of differences is no tragedy”.? For the time
being, Nixon and Kissinger were not interested or worried enough about ‘dissent’ to disagree.

Meanwhile, Castro embraced signs of ‘dissent’ in the inter-American system. ‘New
dynamics’, as Cubans termed the rise of revolutionary nationalism, appeared to indicate a new —
albeit significantly different — phase of revolution was on the horizon. The Cubans acknowledged
this phase would be slow, but observed that Latin Americans were exerting independence and
crucially, for an island suffering the results of economic sanctions, seemed to be reconsidering
Cuba’s isolation.?” Explaining why Havana embraced a variety of non-Marxist leaders after a
decade of denouncing them as reactionaries, a key protagonist of Cuba’s policy towards Latin
America recalled that Cuba did not unilaterally change its policies, but rather responded to regional
transformations.”®

However, by adapting to local conditions and working with a broad assortment of regional
actors, Havana’s approach to Latin American did change. During the 1960s Havana’s inflexible
brand of revolution had widened divisions among the region’s left-wing. In March 1967, Castro
attacked the Venezuelan Communist Party along with “shilly-shalliers, and pseudo-
revolutionaries”.” And the Venezuelan Communist Party denounced Fidel’s “role of judge over
revolutionary activities in Latin America, the role of the super-revolutionary” and “his claim to be
the only one who decides what is and is not revolutionary in Latin America”.*® Che Guevara’s

Bolivian adventure, which was Cuba’s biggest foreign policy venture before its involvement in
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Chile, had been quite literally the least-worst alternative that Havana had considered for launching
revolution in Latin America in 1966.%' Following his failed mission to the Congo, Guevara had
been impatient to embark on another revolutionary campaign preferably in Argentina but otherwise
on its border. Although he had regarded Bolivia as a suitable base for pursuing guerrilla operations
in Argentina and Peru since 1963, there were multiple reasons why fermenting a Bolivian
revolution in 1966 — or a continental war from Bolivia — was impracticable. As Régis Debray later
explained, a tree bearing revolutionary fruits on a continental scale needed a seed of armed
insurgency with roots and the “the guerrilla [in Bolivia] had nothing in common with the
horticulture.”*

Following Che Guevara’s death, Havana’s leaders reviewed their Latin America policy. As
Cubans examined the continent’s shifting dynamics, Castro began to talk about many roads to
revolution and adopt a more careful policy. Luis Fernandez Oiia, a Cuban intelligence officer who
served in Chile during Allende’s Presidency described Cuba’s representatives abroad in the early
1970s as “more conscientious”; no longer revolutionaries “of impulse” but rather “revolutionaries
of the heart and thought”, schooled in revolutionary theory.* In line with Soviet leaders, the
Cubans grew particularly interested in the role that nationalist military elites could play.** Thus,
although Havana continued to support far Left revolutionary movements such as Uruguay’s urban
guerrillas, the Tupamaros, it also established contacts with Peru’s military regime and embraced the
Chilean Christian Democrat government when it opened up to the island. A year before Allende
was elected, Santiago also re-established commercial relations with Havana, signing a trade
agreement worth $11 million in early 1970.%

Castro’s growing patience regarding the ultimate pace of Latin America’s revolution was
partly a result of Cuba’s domestic situation. By the late 1960s, it became clear that his hopes of
skipping stages of socialist revolution had been idealistic. Castro publicly admitted responsibility in
July 1970:

We leaders of the Revolution have exacted too high a price [in] doing our apprenticeship... More often than
not we made the mistake of minimizing difficulties, and complexity of problems...The going will be hard-
harder than it seemed at first. Yes...building socialism is difficult.... learning to build the economy is much

more difficult for revolutionaries than we imagined.36
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From 1970, Castro acknowledged a need to “proceed slowly so as to reach our destination soon,
slowly so as to reach our destination well...slowly so as to reach our destination safely.”’ After
Soviet-Cuban relations had reached an unprecedented low in 1967-8 over Cuba’s approach to Latin
America and Cuban disdain for what it saw as Moscow’s half-hearted support for Third World
allies, a number of factors had persuaded Castro to seek a rapprochement with Moscow.*® His
decision was influenced by Cuba’s perpetual fear of US intervention, Moscow’s warning that the
Sovieté would not intervene militarily if Castro provoked the United States in Latin America or the
latter intervened in Cuba, and the USSR’s curtailment of oil shipments to the island in late 1967.

The extent to which Castro’s rapprochement with the USSR from 1968 onwards
transformed Cuba’s regional policy is debatable. Cubans maintain Moscow never had any decisive
role in directing Havana’s relations with Latin America and to a large degree this is borne out by
what we now know about the Soviet-Cuban relationship.* Even after Soviet-Cuban relations began
to improve towards the end of 1968, Castro still did not feel completely secure. “Will the Warsaw
Pact divisions be sent to Cuba if the Yankee imperialists attack our country...?”, Castro asked as he
simultaneously endorsed the invasion of Czechoslovakia.*’ To make Cuba safer, and the
hemisphere less threatening, Cubans felt they had to pursue their own, independent efforts in Latin
America to end their isolation and secure their revolution’s future.

However, the Soviet Union was certainly pleased with Castro’s new approach to the region.
In early 1970, Moscow’s diplomats approached State Department officials and Latin American
ambassadors in Washington to announce the arrival of a “new Castro” who had “matured”, was
“willing to live in peace and harmony with his neighbours” and “prepared for a more responsible
role in international affairs”.*! As Havana’s subsequent policy in Latin America clearly moved
more in line with the Soviet Union’s, this opened up possibilities of co-operation, perhaps most
extensively in Peru.*” Cuba’s enthusiasm for Peru’s new nationalist military government and efforts
to build ties with it began almost immediately after Velasco Alvarado came to power in 1968.%
Later, Fidel Castro would personally tell one Chilean diplomat he was “very especially interested”
in Velasco Alvarado, whom he considered a man of the Left.** The new military leaders in Lima,
Panama City and La Paz were hardly Marxists. But Havana regarded their nationalisation projects
and social reform programmes as a progressive step towards economic and social justice.*’

The prospect of revolutionary transformation in Chile in 1970 contributed to hopes that

revolution in the Southern Cone was possible. One month before Chileans went to the polls, Castro
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formally acknowledged the ballot box could lead to socialism.* Yet the extent of Cuba’s
involvement in Allende’s presidential campaign is unclear. Both in the 1964 and 1970 presidential
elections, the CIA launched an extensive, negative propaganda campaign equating an Allende
victory with a Castroite dictatorship. The CIA also later estimated that Cuba gave $350,000 to
Allende’s 1970 campaign.*” But Cuban operations in Chile had become difficult since 1964 when
Chile severed diplomatic relations, relying mainly on Chileans visiting Havana to provide detailed
information on developments there.*® Indeed, the Cuban intelligence officers that played the largest
role in Allende’s Chile only arrived in Santiago after the presidential elections. As one later
recalled, the Cubans “played so that Allende would win”. And in 1970, playing to win meant
keeping a low profile.*

As presidential campaigns in Chile got underway, the US and Cuba were busy readjusting
their policies in Latin America. Yet, the substance underlying Nixon’s ‘mature partnership’ or the
‘new Castro’ was still unclear and untested. Both clearly had domestic and self-interested reasons
for changing track in the region. The Nixon administration wanted to safeguard US influence and
appease critics of US foreign policy. Castro wanted financial and political backing from Moscow
and Latin America at a time when his revolutionary project appeared to be in trouble and the
pressure of US hostility continued unabated. But primarily, both US and Cuban adjustments were
admissions of past failures to spread their respective ‘enlightened self interest’ throughout the
region. For Washington and Havana, therefore, Allende’s election — coming at a moment of change

— marked a new focus in a struggle to reassert their position in the hemisphere.

Intimate Ties and Cuban Celebrations

As he later told Chilean crowds, Castro enthusiastically welcomed Allende’s victory as having
“demonstrated the strength of [Cuban] ideas”.>® Even though La Via Chilena was the opposite of
the revolutionary strategies of violent insurgency the Cubans had championed in the 1960s, it was
undoubtedly perceived as a victory for the cause of socialism and Latin America’s emancipation.
By 1970, Cuban revolutionaries and their Chilean counterparts could look back on more than a
decade of friendship and at least some internationalist collaboration in Latin American
revolutionary struggles. However, Cuba’s relations with the Chilean Left were complicated and

spread between Chile’s various, often antagonistic, left-wing parties. Rather than having a fixed
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contingency plan for their policy towards an Allende presidency, Havana’s leaders also adjusted
cautiously to events as they unfolded. In the weeks after the Chilean presidential elections,
Allende’s personal request for Cuban security assistance began what would be Havana’s intimate
involvement in Chile. Yet for the time being, Havana’s help was limited as Castro and his Chilean
comrades feared more eager Cuban involvement could fuel opposition to Allende and undermine
Havana’s new ‘maturity’ in the hemisphere.

Havana had always approached Chile as a unique case in Latin America without the pre-
requisites or the need for rural insurgency. Two-thirds of Chile’s population lived in towns and
cities, it was one of the most industrialised countries in Latin America, its established left-wing
movement participated in a stable constitutional democracy and the two main parties, the
Communist Party (PCCh) and the Socialist Party (PS) were traditionally committed to peaceful
means of achieving power (at least in their own country). When Che Guevara had pored over maps
of the region to decide where he could locate a guerrilla motor to power a continental revolution, he
had not seen Chile as a viable location. With its arid dessert in the north and Patagonia in the south,
its climate extremes and its isolated position between Argentina’s Armed Forces over the Andes
and the Atlantic on the other side it was never regarded as being a good base for a guerrilla
movement.’' As Cuba’s deputy prime minister, Carlos Rafael Rodriguez, noted later, Chile had
always been “one of the few exceptions” where peaceful democratic revolution was possible.”

Castro’s revolution had a profound impact in Chile. In the early 1960s, Havana had
established close contacts with Chilean Communist and Socialist Party leaders even though many of
the young Cubans who arrived in Chile during these years (among them Cuban intelligence agents)
were often frustrated and culturally bemused by Chilean ‘formality’ and the ‘strictness’ of the
PCCh’s devotion to legalistic revolution.>® Relations between Havana and the Socialist Party (PS)
were closer in ideological and practical terms. As the Chilean scholar, diplomat and politician

Heraldo Muiioz explained:

The Cuban Revolution symbolized and synthesized the essential tenets of [Socialist] party thought on
international affairs...Cuba constituted a nationalist, anti-imperialist, popular, anti-capitalist and Latin-
Americanist experience...Chile and Chilean Socialists could identify fully — that is, politically, culturally,
geographically, historically, and economically; unlike the various nationalist-populist experiments in Latin
America, Cuba was to build socialism from below and not as the imposition of foreign troops, within the

Western hemisphere and merely ninety miles away from the United States.
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Many PS militants went spontaneously to Cuba in the early 1960s to support the young revolution.
Carlos Chain, a Cuban intelligence officer working in Chile in the early 1960s, recalls that this help
was “powerful”.”® Before — and with more difficulty, after — diplomatic relations were severed in
1964, Cuban intelligence officials also passed through Chile to coordinate Havana’s support for
revolutionary movements.’® The PS fully endorsed Cuba’s revolution and also backed Castro’s
revolutionary struggles abroad. Paradoxically, weeks after Che Guevara’s death and amidst the
profound affect this had, the PS’ Congress approved of and decided to adopt armed struggle.”’

An added dimension to Cuba’s ties to Chile arose in 1965, when the Movimiento de
Izquierda Revolucionario (MIR) was established. Formed by young, educated students in the
southern city of Concepcion, this far Left party was wholeheartedly Cuban-inspired. Although US
intelligence analysts believed its strength to be exaggerated and its appeal “far more miniscule” than
press articles suggested (they purported to have 3,000 members by 1970), the MIR’s campaign of
urban violence and mobilisation undermined the efforts by the PCCh and PS to gain power
peacefully.”® Cuba’s support for the MIR and Latin American revolutionary struggles complicated
its relations with the PCCh. From 1960 on, this relationship and the PS’s sympathy for Havana’s
revolutionary tactics became core issues in intra-Left struggles in Chile. As late as August 1970,
one PCCh publication attacked the MIR as an organisation of “terrorists”.>’

After 1968, however, Cuban-PCCh animosity had lessened as Cuba reduced its emphasis on
armed struggle and moved closer to Moscow. By this stage, Havana had distanced itself from the
MIR’s actions. As Chile’s future Chargé d’affaires in Havana remembered, members of the MIR —
or Miristas as they were known —enchanted the Cuban leadership, reminding it of their own
youthful revolutionary fervour.”® But increasingly, Cuba limited its support to funding the MIRs
newspaper, Punto Final and instructed Miristas to finance their own insurgent activities.®! Finally,
in February 1970, when the MIR decided to offer Allende “critical support” and suspended military
activities, Cuba encouraged them.®

Allende was the key to Havana’s ties with Chile even before he became president. As a
Senator he denounced Washington’s aggression against Cuba, vociferously supported Castro’s
revolution and was sympathetic to MIR (to which his nephew Andrés Pascal belonged and his
daughter Beatriz was closely linked). Before 1959, Carlos Rafael Rodriguez had established a direct

relationship with him whilst living in Santiago. This contact had opened doors when in early 1959,
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Allende arrived in Havana to see what Cuba’s revolution and its leaders were like. When he met
Castro and Che Guevara, he was impressed.® Over the next decade, this relationship was cemented
as aresult of Allende’s numerous visits to Cuba, his participation at the Tricontinental conference,
his role in the formation of OLAS and his practical as well as moral support for guerrilla
movements in Latin America. The most important meeting between Allende and Castro occurred
during one weekend in late 1967 at a house in Manzanillo, at the foothills of the Sierra Maestra.
Luis Fernandez Ona, who attended the meeting - along with Pineiro - recalls that the friendship
between Allende and Castro grew as they talked about ideology and the future.64 During this trip
Beatriz, who accompanied her father, also became romantically involved with Ona, whom she
married just before Allende assumed power. In February 1968, Allende also inspired Havana’s
unswerving gratitude when he accompanied the three Cuban survivors of Che’s guerrilla column in
Bolivia, out of Chile to safety following their escape into that country.6 Around this time, a group
of Chileans had also established a Chilean branch of the Bolivian Ejercito de Liberacion Nacional

(National Liberation Army or ELN) to help reinvigorate guerrilla struggle in Bolivia after Che’s

death.66

Salvador Allende in Cuba, late-1960s. Far left, Luis Fernandez Ona.

By 1970, therefore, the links between Allende and the Cuban leadership were intimate and long-
standing. But Allende’s democratic victory sparked intense debate about the future in Havana.
Would Congress confirm his victory? Would Allende be able to consolidate the ‘illusory power’ of

the presidency if the reins of real power were still in the hands of the oligarchy, the bourgeoisie and
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the military? Could the president-elect protect himself sufficiently from counter-revolutionary
forces and their international backers?®’

While this debate ensued in early September, Allende’s daughter Beatriz and his private
secretary, Miriam Contreras Bell (with whom Allende was romantically involved) arrived in
Havana to ask for assistance in guaranteeing the future president’s safety. Allende’s advisors feared
he could be assassinated and wanted to create a well-trained armed personal escort.® During his
presidential campaign, Allende had relied on a small group to protect him, which included young
militants of the PS, members of the ELN and close personal friends.®’ But this group had only eight
pistols, no means of transport