
Many have argued 37 that the counter-revolution in Chile brought
with it a reconsideration of the tactics of peaceful struggle and a
growing stress on revolutionary violence as a path to socialism. The
effect of the Chilean affair on Soviet attitudes is, however, some-
what ambiguous. Some Soviet authors38 argued that one reason
for the coup had been the failure of Allende and his allies to move
by "direct action" against the middle class and the army. This
position was, however, contested by others who condemned the
revolutionary romanticism of the extreme left Movimiento
Izchierda Revolucionario (MIR) and argued that careless economic
policy and the failure of the Allende regime to honour its promises
of respect for private property were unwise, in that they alienated
the middle class. 39 Jerry Hough notes that this intense disagree-
ment in a single issue of a journal was highly unusual in Soviet
publishing practice. 40

Soviet leaders and many scholars took pains to stress that impor-
tant progress had been made in Chile by peaceful means under
Allende. Brezhnev in 1976 noted that the fall of the Allende regime
should not be taken as a refutation of the tactic of peaceful strug-
gle. 4 1 Allied parties in Central America continued to eschew in-
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