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by Douglas Jamieson

Universities throughout the
United States each hold similar
engineering curriculums and for
this reason a person wanting a good
engineering educationcangetone at
just about any university. Forthe
aspiring engineering student this
seems like very good news indeed;
however, some universities have
‘the right attitude’, while others
are what President Reagan would
call““doomcryers’. Who do these
doom cryers hurt the most? Well,
on the small scale the students
seekingtobecome engineers absorb
the initial loss. It is on the large
scale, unfortunately, that the
problem is much more severe.
Presently, and in the long run, the
United States scientific community
will sufferthe greatest.

Universities with ‘the right
attitude’, particularly one applied
toward engineering, are helping
America the most. The right atti-
tude does not mean giving out high
grades. Rather, it calls for instill-
ing optimism, instead of doom, in
the students and the curriculum.

The specifics come down to
graduating high school seniors.
Students wanting to become engi-
neers usually know this at an early
age. Bythe time these students are
ready to enter college, many of
them evenknow the specific type of
engineertheywantto become.

It's natural and right that
universities reviewing these stu-
dents set certainentrance require-
ments. In fact, the majority of
universities have engineering en-
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The Right Stuff

trance requirements that are well
above the average for admittance
into otherdepartments. These dif-
fering requirements are how one
university can distinguish itself
fromanother.

The essence of ‘the right
stuff’ is as follows: A university
can have any entrance require-
ments it wants as long as these are
appliedtoincoming freshmen. Once
the students are accepted, they
should be engineering majors as
freshmen, designatedto the field of
theirchoice. The students continu-
ence in engineering then becomes
conditional on the maintainance of
anoverall 2.0 GPA. This entrance
design offers the students a more
relaxed atmosphere knowing that
they have already made the major.
They had what ittook to get into the
department as freshmen, in turn
their obligation is to maintain a
GPAof atleast2.0.

Transfer students are also
easily addressed. Universities
have the right to set an entrance
GPAforthese students. However,
the aspect that should be given the
greatest weightis whether the stu-
dent is already an engineering
major atthe school (s)he is attend-
ing, or if (s)he initially qualified
for the program at the university
beingtransferredto.

At the other end of the spec-
trum are the universities that ex-
ercise what one might call badfaith.
Animportant understanding here is
that universities are pot exercis-
ing bad faith if they accept engi-

neering students to the university,
but not initially into the depart-
ment, as long as they practice the
above entrance design. These stu-
dents become pre-engineering
majors, and are given a second
chance after completeing a limited
number of core classes. These
classes are easily completed in the

freshman year and allow the stu-
dent time to think of other career
options if itbecomes apparent that
engineering is not the one.

It is the universities which
don’t accept anybody to the engi-
neering department as incoming
freshmen that practice bad faith.
Instead, they have the students go
through an extensive array of core
classes. These, when combined
with the other university general
education requirements, take the
majority of students at leastone and
a half years to complete. Addition-
ally, a GPA requirement of 3.0 is
needed in these core science
classes, or an overall GPA over
2.70. Then, after spending the time
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to complete these classes, the stu-
dent must apply tothe department.
While some students know that they
are going to make itinto the depart-
ment, othersrestonthe borderline
or did not even make the GPA re-
quirement. But why should stu-
dents with GPA's between 2.0 and
2.6 be denied careers in engineer-
ing? All of these students would be
wellontheirway to becoming engi-
neers if the school had accepted
them into the major as incoming
freshmen.

Universities that allow stu-
dents to study engineering for two
years then say that these students
cannot be engineering majors be-
cause they have GPA’s of less than
2.7 are practicing bad faith. The
university leaves these students in
abind by giving them no alternative
except to change their major. Even
transferring would be risky be-
cause these students are not offi-
cially engineering majors and so
might not be readily accepted into
the programs at other schools.

These are the universities
that deprive America of capable
young engineers, by first luring
students to their university but
then providing neither ample op-
portunity nor alternativesto these
students. If the United States is to
continue to be the formost “land of
opportunity”, it must strive to
utilize all of its resources, not dis-
courage andwaste them.

Douglas Jamiesonis a Sophomore at
UCSD.

by Horatio Galba

George Willis right. Govern-
ments inevitably shape souls be-
cause governments make laws and
all laws legislate morality. Laws
informus, if nothing elsedoes, that
murder is foul. Laws of taxation
require us to accept that we owe
some obligation to our country and
our fellow citizens. Traffic laws
tellus — again, if nothing else does
—that it is improper to hit and run.

Those concerns most often
thought of as “moral questions” or
“social issues” — abortion, drug
abuse, illegitimacy, and so forth —
are all subjects of legislation, and
yet, while legislation is of un-
doubted importance in dealing with
these moral questions and social
issues, the best way of dealing with
themis throughpeer pressure. The
difficulty with this approach is
two-fold: (1) one can’t legislate
peer pressure, and (2) many
people regard moralistic peer
pressure as obscene — more ob-
scene, infact, than obscene behav-
ior.

The first difficulty is not
insurmountable. Peer pressure

Legislating Morality

might not be subject to legislative
fiat, but it is certainly open to
suasion, itonly requires thatthose
who do the ‘suading be attractive
and self-assured. As forthe anti-
moralists, they are quite unable to
make the necessary distinctions
between social pressure that is
salubrious and that which is nar-
row and philistine. As such, they
are a lower form of intellect and
neednotdetainus here, as they will
prove to be either natural follow-
ers or whining ninnies of no use to
anyone.

Still, it might be of some
consolationtothese lesserbeings if
we concede up front that the peer
pressure this country requires is
not that of religious fundamental-
ists and others who want to ban
Shakespeare, Lewis Carroll, and
Mark Twain from school book-
shelves, or of backwoods simple-
tons who believe all our social
problems will be resolved by an-
other Great Awakening.

No, what this country needs is
a rebirth of elitism — of beautiful,
intelligent, snooty people who

think that promiscuity is just too
passe, thatdrug abuse is obnoxious,
and that polyester should only be
wornin extreme moderation.

We need elite institutions —
prep schools and Ivy League col-
leges and universities — that actu-
ally, and intentionally, produce
elites with elite tastes and elite
minds and who can express their
preferences with confidence and
vigor. If one had to pointto a single
great failing responsible for the
majority of America’s ills, it would
have to be the ubiquitous kow-tow-
ing to egalitarian sentiments,
which, in their inanity, have led
our elite institutions to lower their
sights to the point of blindness, our
educational establishments to vir-
tually abolish education as it has
been traditionally understood, and
givengeneral credence to the belief
that sanity and insanity, criminal
behavior and law-abiding behav-
ior, and good taste and badtaste are
merely alternative lifestyles, (and
that, inthe matter of taste, the bad
is usually much to be preferred to
the good because it is either avant-
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garde —andtherefore creative and
innovative — or popularly brutish
— and therefore democraticallv
enjoyable).

Rest assured, an insolent,
moralistic aristocracy of beautiful
people would not be resisted, it
wouldbe celebrated. Too intelligent
and successful to be ignored, too
attractive and graceful not to be
admired, it would wield enormous
power over the People-reading
classes, allKennedy worshippers,
and all young people who have not
alreadybeen so fardebasedas notto
like anyone who doesn't yell,
scream, and look like a maddened
derelict.

Andwhat would this achieve?
Plenty. When one changes the
points of reference of a society, one
changes the way a society thinks.
Thereis noreasoninthe world why
we should not aspire to make our-
selves people of discernment and
nobility.

And there is no reasonin the
world why we cannot achieve this
goal. Aerobics classes did not
springup because of Congressional

action, but because people felt it
necessary to improve their health
and fitness, and , concomitantly,
their attractivenessto the opposite
sex.

Having read Freud, we all
know that sex is a pretty powerful
tool, and surely from personal
experience we know that hard bod-
ies are ever so much more attrac-
tive when they are paired with
sense and sensability.

So, verily | say unto you, the
battle can be won, and all it will
take to proclaim victory is for such
blockbusters as Books and How to
usethem, The Mind as an Erogenous
Zone, and Good Music doesn't end
with Bolero to become bestsellers.
And that, my friends, could be the
start of another American Renais-
sance.

Horatio Galbais Cr's European Lit-
erary’Correspondent.
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. CR applauds a Japanese
knifemaker's warning “Caution: Blade
Extremely Sharp! Keep out of chil-
dren!” We hope future warnings will be
extended to protect adults as well.

* At the Washington Redskins’ last
practice before flying to San Diego to
crush the Broncos 42-10 in the Super
Bowl, a pep talk was given by none
other than Lt. Col. Ollie North. The
players ran off the field chanting “Ollie,
Ollie, Ollie” and refused to speak to
reporters.

» 127 Czechs were arrested in Pilsen
for stealing $200,000 worth of liquid
socialist property from the Pilsner
Urquell brewery. Apparently the beer
wasn't noticed until the fun police no-
ticed happy citizens in their workers
paradise.

* Hull, Mass. residents are hearinn
voices from their radiators, aluminum
sidings, and ovens because of the
50,000 watt Boston WBZ radio tower
near theirtown. One annoyed resident
complined “it's a pain in the neck to
listen to voices that are not of your
choosing.”

* Revealing photos? This time it was
Former Democratic Presidential Hope-
ful Pat Schroeder (D-Colo.) who has
enraged veteran's and other groups by
appearing onthe cover of the February
Ms. Magazine with Old Glory draped
around her shoulders. Apparently the
teary-eyed Congresswoman didn't
realize she was breaking a federal law
prohibiting the use of the flag as a
costume.

* Trueto his beliefs, James Denby, the
recently released American who was
shot down while flying his private plane
over Nicaragua, refused to speak out
against President Reagan's foreign
policies. “I told them | was a lifelong
Republican...That was like saying ‘I'm
your enemy."”

» Fromthe ‘Say It Ain't So’ department:
a Maryland group has formed a Draft
Jimmy Carter for President in 1988
Committee.

* Remember S. Brian Willson, the
protestor who had his legs severed by
a Navy train as he sat on the tracks
while trying to get the train to stop?
Remember how right after the incident
he hired a publicist, how he was visited
by Nicaraguan President Daniel
Ortega’s wife, how he contracted a
bank of lawyers to sue as much of the
government’ as he possibly could?
Well, he is now getting his just deserts:
the conductor, engineer, and
brakeman of the train have brought suit
against him, seeking compensation for
mental anguish, emotional and physi-
cal distress, and loss of earnings.

« This one is for everyone who has a
roommate. Sita Ram Raju had aroom-
mate who just wouldn't shut up. Fedup
withthe noise, Sita attacked him. Inthe
ensuing battle, Sita bit his roommate’s
finger off. Sita then got to have lots of
quite - in jail.

In Review

* Gosh, maybe there really is a
Glasnost. Only 30 some odd years
after it was written, “Doctor Zhivago” is
finally being released in the Soviet
Union.

* It's official, the Constitution has been
ratified. It seems that 200 years ago,
the town of Cornwall, Conn., never
quite got aroundto approving the docu-
ment, so residents recently got to-
gether and had an informal poll on

whetherto accept the Constitution as it
was presented in 1788, without the Bill

of Rights or other admendments. It
passed with only one dissenting vote.
Said one excited Cornwall resident
“Not many people in the country have

,had a chance to vote on the

Constitution.”

« Porkopolis is celebrating its bicenten-
nial and the City Council thinks a

" bronze statue of winged pigs would be

a fitting symbol. Cincinatti, the hog-
slaughtering capitol of the 1800'’s, has
decided that it already has plenty of
statues of old, bearded men, and
wanted something light-hearted for the
historic event. There have been a few
squeals of protest, but not enough to
stop the work.

* Recipes calling for stag, gazelle,
squab and tarru? These are just some
of the meats used in the 25 recipes
found on three clay tablets dating back
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to 1700 BC. The cuneiform written
tablets from Mesopotamia are now part
of Yale University’s Babylonian Collec-
tion.

» CR would like to congratulate British
Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher for
surpassing the record of Lord Asquith
to become the longest continuously
serving PM of the 20th century. Her

mark, as of Friday, February 5, now
stands at eight years, 276 days.

« It'sacommon story: a couple wanting
to marry, their families disapproving,
and the lover’s running away together.
The catch this time is that the bride-to-
be, DeGiuseppa Sandurra, is 77, and
her beau Alfio Fiamma is 90 years old,
and the cold-hearted families are their
respective children.

« Arkansas residents almost got away
with with a lucky break. It seems that
this years state tax forms had a slight
error, a line saying ‘less’ instead of
‘more’, which gave most residents a
100% tax refund. The revenue collec-
tors, however, expect people to make
the correction and pay what they are
required to.

* Then there is the case of the tax-
grinch in Fort Collins, Colorado. The
city had decided to enforce a 1968 law
requiring a tax on all non-profit fund
raising. In this case, the fund-raisees
were the Girl Scouts, and the taxwas 5
cents per box of cookies. However,
after a great deal of community protest,
the city council relented, and cookies
are once again tax-free.

* Mathew C. Huffine was caught for
driving 75 in a 55 mph zone in Ken-
tucky. Enclosed with his $82.50 fine
was an irate note requesting that local
police officers spend theirtime protect-
ing citizens. District Judge Carl Hurst
returned the check and demanded an
apology along with payment as an al-
ternative to a court appearance.
“Speedy” Huffine then, having learned
his manners, meekly complied.

California Review Student Poll No.1:

Fill out and send via Intra-Campus mail or drop off at the office, Room 212,

Student Center.

Do you consider yourself to be:
Moderate

Conservative

What is your political ideology?

Republican

Democrat

California Review
Intra-Campus mail
B-023-005

Liberal None

Independent Other

What do you think of the California Review?

Good Bad

Don't care

What would you like to see in this paper?
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by John S. Cleaves

Where has all the “fun”
gone? What has happened to the
petition seekers who used to stand
in Revelle harassing you when you
were already late to class? Orto the
people who used to ask you to sign
away your meal atthe cafeteriaina
protest against democracy in
Outer-Mid Oombdada? Where have
those guys who would only shave on
one side of their face gone? What
about the anti-CIA/FBI/INSer’s
who would make the day so inter-
esting with their lyrical chants,
their sit-ins, their physical at-
tacks? Just where has the Great
Unwashed disappearedto?

This year, more than any
other while | have been here, is
filled with a kind of sleepy apathy,
politics wise, by the “radical”
student population. Aside from the
rather common and wholly
unimaginative acts of vandalism

apparently trying to expose him-
selfinfront of aContra spokesman,
little or.nothing -has been done by

haven't built any shanty villages to
protest whatever hias caught their
attentionfortheweek, they haven't

‘thrownpaintonthe ROTC students,

they haven’t even attacked any
members.of the A:S. lately.
Certainly they still carry out
afewactivities: They publishtheir
assorted propagandapapers, occa-
sionally co-sponsor debates, and
play their bongo-drums almost
every Friday, but other than that
they are surprisingly inactive. The
Left of our campus has declined to
just a shadow of its former pres-

ence.
“How' could this happen?”

you might (but probably don't)
wonder. . ..

Have UCSD's students lost
their interest in political causes?
The answer to this question is an
emphatic “No!". Students here are
as active as ever, it's just that that
action is heading in a different di-

against the CR office, and a student ;.?i’ - R :
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the Left here-onicampus. They ‘

..The Rise of the Right

rection. This can be seen in the
popularity of two student groups,
Young Americans for Freedom
(YAF), which is one of the fastest
growing campus organizations, and
College Republicans, which con-
tinues to be one of the largest and
most active of the student groups.
How can this shift to support
of right-of-center political groups
be explained? Is it part of what the
national press has, in years past,

termedthe “conservativization” of
college students? Does it have
something to do with the recent
polls that show that over seventy
percentof these same students have
asagoalthe desire tobecome finan-
cially well-off?

Either of these could be part
of the cause. Almost all of the stu-
dents at this campus have grownup
as partof the Reagan Generation, a
time during which being American
has been construed as betng some-
thing good, rather than as some-
thing to be ashamed of. It has also
been the age of the material good,
when pursuit of wealth has become
socially acceptable.

Most students can easily re-
call the American scene prior to
Reagan: U.S. citizens held hostage
by the Iranians, rampant inflation,
and who can forget the odd-day,
even-day gas rationing during the
Oil Embargo of 1979? To many
Americans, the government of the
late 1970's was weak and ineffec-
tive, unable to make a decisionorto
provide an answer to the problems
ofthe day.

Then Reagan became presi-
dent and the problems evaporated
away:the hostages werefreed, gas
became plentiful, and the economy
took an upturn, eventually rising to
oneofthe highestlevels ever. Many
of the new problems to arise were
similarly solved decisively, such
as the freeing of Grenada from the
Communist grip, the bombing of
Libya, which noticably curtailed

‘terrorist activity, and the im-
provement of many national serv-

o= VS« ices, including education, while at

'( the same time reducing federal
incometaxes.

Living during a consetvative
and action-taking, presidency has
undoubtedly had'd great; impact
uponthe lives of most Amerieans. It
is natural, therefore, that many
people, viewing those results as
positive, have beendrawnto a more
conservative stance, one which
would bring them to support and
participate in like-minded organi-
zations oficampus.

Asecondpossible cause is that
many students hold becoming fi-
nancially well-off to be their most
importantgoal. These people, who
know that they are going to have to
work long and hardto achieve their
desires, are going to be less sup-
portive of policies which call for
such things as high levels of per-
sonalincome tax, or fora spreading
of wealth and property among the
masses. Infact, they willwantto do
everything in their power to pre-
vent such insidious things from
taking place. When these people

turn to find out who supports their
goals, they soon learnthat it is the

conservative groups which work to
the same ends. So these students,

who realize that they will soon be
outinthe “realworld”, are drawn
into the right-of-center organiza-
tions by their desire to protect
their property and their future
income.

However, there exists a third
plausible, and much more enter-
taining, reason behind the fall of
the Left and subsiquent rise in
popularity of the Right: the Left is
boring!

It's true, the movement as a
whole has become rather dull and
unoriginal. They haven’t come up
with any new catch-words in
years, their two favorites still
being “Vietnam” and “Fascism”,
which are used in such ways as to
prove they know nothing about ei-
ther the war or the definition
(which calls for a socialist econ-
omy, and is actually remarkably
similar to Communism). They
haven't changed their clothing
styles since somewhere inthe‘early
‘70's,'and they haven’tchanged any

- oftheirideas, concepts,oropinions

fromsomewhere evenfartherback
in history. Leftists voice the same
tired objections even when faced
with new and different situations,
seldom changing their perspective,
rarely, if ever, adapting to a
changingworld.

So it's really not much of a
puzzle. Right wing campus groups
are growing because they are much
more appealingto the present needs
and goals of students, while the
Leftists continue on in their

' 1960’'s motif, alienating the vast

majority of the student population
with out-of-date opinions and out-
of-style clothing.

John S. Cleaves, a Senior at UCSD,
is Editor-in-Chief of CR.

by Edwin J. Delattre

The Washington Summit of
President Reagan and General Sec-
retary Gorbachev has brought new
publicity to the issue of arms con-
trol, and with it, to a new college
course scheduledtobeginin Febru-
ary, 1988. Ajoint effort by Tufts
University and Moscow State Uni-
versity, the course emerges froma
resolution of several college
presidents inthe United States, the
Soviet Union, Japan, and China,
endorsing a “world-wide curricu-
lum for peace.” Last December,
The New York Times reported that
these presidents viewed informed
public opinion “that sees arms
control as an element of national
security” as “the best chance to
stop the arms race.” Tufts Univer-
sity president Jean Mayer said at

"Peace"” Curricula

that time, “If people knew enough
of what was going on, this would
help to cut down the arms race.”

Now, a year later, President
Mayersays the goalis “to organize
universities around the world to
commit themselves to a common
‘peace’ curriculum, the model for
which would be worked out in a
joint American-Soviet, satellite-
linked course on arms control...In
other words, educate the young to
achieve peace.” Classroomdiscus-
sionwillbe moderated by an histo-
rian at Tufts and a physicist in
Moscow, “Evgeny Vilikhov, a
member of the Central Committee
of the Communist Party.”

It appears, then, that the
“peace” curriculum is actually an
“arms control” curriculum. (One

wonders why college presidents do
not call such courses by their right
name.) Without a doubt, the arms
control debate is important for
students of international relations;
good courses on the subject cer-
tainly belong in the curriculum.
The question s, are courses like the
Tufts/Moscow State example more
likely to be exercises in political
ideology or serious academic ex-
plorations of this complicated sub-
ject? Will the participation of a
Soviet “professor” give the im-
pression that the Soviet Union re-
spects academic freedom, or that
the Soviets canbe trusted in inter-
national affairs?

Equally important, will the
professors whoteach suchcourses
have the courage to raise funda-

mental issues about peace among
human beings and nations? While
nuclearweapons are new, warfare
is unfortunately not. Throughout
history, some of humankind's most
profound thinkers and statesmen
have grappled with the issues of
war and peace.

For example, St. Augustine
argued fifteen hundred years -ago
that there will always be wars
because everyone is alike in desir-
ing peace. The catchisthatevery-
one desires his own idea of peace.
Since these ideas differ and con-
flict, there is no end towars. Inour
own century, Winston Churchill
said, “War s horrible, but slavery
is worse.” History, the greatest

continued on page 9
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Interview with Professor G. Allen Greb

In light of the President’'s recent
signing of the INF treaty, we here at
CRdecidedtobring you something a
little different than our usual fare.
Therefore, on the sunny day of 27,
January, Mr. Cleaves packed up his
gear and plunged into the Great
UCSD Outback, where he subse-
quently found the IGCC headquar-
ters, 517 MAAC. There he came
into contact with ProfessorG. Allen
Greb, aresearch historian who has
been with IGCC since its inception.
Hewas ableto tellus a bit about how
the INF treaty will affect the lives
of UCSD students, aswell as present
his views onwhere the negotiations
are headed.

CR: If you could tell us a little about
IGCC?

AG: That stands for Institute Global
Conflict and Cooperation. IGCCisa
system-wide organizationwithit’s
central offices here, that is they
are associated but independent
groups of faculty members and
students on each one of the cam-
puses of the U.C. system. All nine
campuses are loosely coordinated
from UCSD because the director is
here. The directoris Herbert York
of the Physics Dept., who is also
headofthe Science, Technology and
Public Affairs program. I'm the
associate director, my background
is in History. The other asscociate
director is Jim Scalley, who's a
sociologist. To give you an idea of
what we're trying to do, which,

broadly defined, is to create more
opportunities in the University of
California for people to address
peace and security issues in the
traditional way that people in uni-
versities do, which is with re-

search projects and with teaching

projects.

The course thatlteach, “The
History of Arms Control”, is an
example of the courses that are
funded and supported by the IGCC
but it has now been picked up by the
History and Political Science de-
partments here on campus. What
we're trying to do is get more
peopleinvolvedtalking about peace
and security issues in general,
running conferences, doing their
own individual research, and get-
ting younger scholarsinvolved and
teaching more courses on all of the
campuses.

CR: Dothe otherdepartments have
othercourses as well ?

AG: There are severalcourses here
at U.C.S.D., though they are not as
far as advanced as those at some of
the othercampusesinthe U.C. sys-
tem which have developed either
undergraduate minors, or fields of
concentrationthat cut across lots of
different disciplines. We are
starting here at U.C.S.D. to do that,
and | hope by the end of this year,
when we re-organize the central
office here, to establish an inter-
disciplinary minor in Peace and
Securities Studies hereat U.C.S.D.
that will include courses in the

Political Science, History, Sociol-
ogy, Communications, Psychology,
and Frontiers of Science. So there
willbe lots of courses available, in
factthere already are, its just that
many students are unaware of
them, except by thumbing thru the
schedule of classes. If it's organ-
ized in to a minor, then it will
appear in the U.C.S.D. catalog and
will be easier for the students to

identify.

You're going to get
a lot of questions
about the U.S.

commitment to
NATO

CR: Could you tell us a little bit
aboutthe recent INF Treaty?

AG: It's aninteresting agreement
inthat from my perspective noone
really thought that either the U.S.
orthe Soviet Union would be coming
to any kind of an agreement on this
particular issue at this time or at
any time in the near future. | think
it reflects the different domestic
political environments of both the
U.S. and the Soviet Union. Both
sides want this kind of an agree-
ment, orwantanagreement per se.
That's not to say that the treaty as
it's signed and hopefully will be
ratified doesn’t have merit in of
itself, political and military merit
while enhancing the National Secu-
rity interests of both sides. Ithink
itwas helped along by the domestic
political situation in both the U.S.
and the Soviet Union.

CR: So Glasnost helped...?

AG: Sure!lbelieve so. You might
use Glasnostas acatchallphrase or
“perestroika”, the restructuring
of the Soviet society and the impli-
cations of that, but what's more
important is that you have now in
the Soviet Union a situation where
the succession crisis is over. You
had awhole series of Soviet leaders
who were not really lively leaders,
who took power and either became
sick almostimmediately or already
were. Everyone knew that they
woould not be in power for a very
long period of time. You had
Brezhnev who got sick and was not
even ruling in a fundamental sense
for perhaps the last year or two of
his term of power. Then you had
Chernenko and Andronov and with
bothofthose guys itwas clearthey
would not be in power very long.
Now that that is out of the way and
most people are arguing that if the
young, new, vivrant leader is not
pushed out of power, he will be
thereforaverylongtime. Hisideas
are about restructuring the Soviet
foreign policy and international
policy and specifically it's rela-
tions withthe U.S. and getting at the

issue of savingmoney. Crie waytc do
that is to calm things dovit 3 an
international basis and arms con-
trolis one way to calm things down
between the Soviet Union and the
U.S. Itis not the only means, it is
only a piece, but it is an important
piece nonetheless.

CR: What happened domestically
in the U.S. that allowed us to go
forward with this?

AG: Allofthesedecisionsinthe U.S.
stem from the very top, from the
president himself. There was a
reconsideration for a number of
differentreasons:reactions to what
had taken place during the second
Reagan adminstration, bothdomes-
tically and in Europe. | think there
was a fundamental re-evaluation
by the president himself and many
of his advisors. Those advisors are
a different group than those who
were advising him during his first
administration, not necessarily
people who are “dove-ish” if you
will, or soft-headed, but who have
a broader perspective on how to
. dealwiththe issue of how to handle
U.S. security. That is those who
believe that we should at least pur-
sue the route of diplomacy and try
to get the Soviets to agree to the
things that are in the interests of
both countries. as wkll as pushing
forward with a strong defense. In
particular, the changes that have
taken place in the Dept. of Defense
itself. | think, with the entrance of
Carlucci, with Pearl's departure,
and especially with Weinberger
leaving, the new advisors are a bit
more pragmatic about some of these
issues, and less ideological than
those we had before.

CR: So would you say that diplo-
macy is becoming more important
in U.S. foreign policy?

AG: Yes! Whenyou have apresident
who serves two terms there is a
naturaltendency on the part of that

No one thought the
U.S. & the USSR
would be corning to

any kind of
agreement

president to reflect in his second
term on how history will view his
entire eight years in office. The
notion being that he wants to make
contributions in the area of inter-
national relations, national secu-
rity policy, and the strengtening
our defense policy, contributions
that Reagan believes he has made.
The perceptions about what has
been done has allowed us to be in a
positionwhere we have been able to
make the progress that we have in
the arms control arena with the
Soviets. Itis like you have to have
all sorts of accidental historical

forces thatcome togetherat a par-
ticular point in time to create an
opportunity for major break-
throughs is arms control negotia-
tion, and Ithink we've got that. The
same situation that we had in the
early 1960’s with the interest of
Khrushchev and Kennedy leading to
a united test ban, and in the early
1970’s for very different reasons.
Theinterests on the part of Kissin-
ger and Nixon and Brezhnev to try
and deal with the issue of Strategic
Arms Limitations. the SALT aaree-
ments. We've got some forces

coming together on both sides that
create an environment in which
this treaty has been made possible.
You canhave those forces allin line
andtogether, butthat doesn’t mean
that a fundemental agreement will
be found. But we have one, and |
think its for the good of interna-
tional relations in general and U.S.
national security policy in par-
ticular.

CR: Did Nato have any influence on
the negotiations?

AG: Well, there are some compli-
cating forces at work. We probably
did not consult as much aswe should
have withour NATO allies in regard
tothistreaty. Butif you look atthe
history of the INF question (Inter-
mediate-range Nuclear Forces),
it's one in which we talked to our
NATO allies more than in any other
— certainly more than we talked to
them about other strategic talks
now going on between the U.S. and
the Soviet Union . Although we do
consult them, it’s not in the same
manner thatwe hadinregardto the
INF treaty. The original deploy-
ment of our INF forces in Western
Europe came as aresult of arequest
by West German Chancellor
Schmidt in 1977. Leading then to
the 1979 dual track decision that
was made very much with our NATO
allies, that if the Soviets got rid of
their SS-20's, the U.S. would not
deploy the Pershings or the ground
launched cruise missles (GLCM's).
So | think there has been more
consultation going on in this par-
ticularissue than there has beenin
a lot of the other ones. However,
now thatyou have anagreementthat
is signed . sealed. and dealivered.
you're naturally going to get a lot of
questions from the European allies
about the nature of the U.S.
commitment to the NATO Alliance.
It's usefulto raise these questions
andto starttalking about questions
that we should have been talking
about 10-15years ago. Nowwe are
going to have to start facing the
issues. Although, what the treaty
does itself is so minimal, eliminat-
ingonly three to four percent of the
actual weaponry that is in Europe,
although it is a visible political
symbol since it is weaponry that is
land-based, and it's there and ev-
eryone knows it's there, it’s still
only three to four percent and
therefore it doesn’t fundamentally
alterthe commitment that the U.S.
has made to detering the Soviet at-
tack.

CR: Didn’tthe treaty eliminate the
missles but not the actual war-
heads?

AG: Well, the vehicles, the launch-
ers, and the missles themselves,
and the part of the vehicle that
contains the warhead will be de-
stroyed. The fissionable material
inthe warheads themselves is going
back intothe inventories of the U.S.
and the Soviet Union, to be used in
any way those nations see fit.
Probably it will go back into the
‘stockpile’ of fissionable material
which is then an issue for separate
negotiations.

CR: You were.in the Soviet Union
during the negotiations. Could you
tell us a bit about that experience?

AG: Well, it was afascinating expe-
rience to see how the Soviets cov-
eredthe same kinds ofissues. Inthe
Soviet Unionwe gota running com-
mentary from our host about the
television coverage of the Summit
every night. | mean it was THE
major issue in the Soviet Union.
That’s notto say thatthe manonthe
street there knew more than the
man on the street here in the U.S.,
like which missles were being cov-
ered orwhatthe INF agreement was
actually doing. But there was an
incredible amount of interest inthe
notion of improvement of US-So-
viet relations just in general. |t
domianted the news, the speeches
by Reagan and by Gorbachev were
shown in full. The one issue that
wasn’'t covered in any great detail
wasthe behind the scenes bantering
between Nancy Reagan and Raisa
Gorbachev, because the Soviets
resent Raisa's apparent influence
and also herconspicuous consump-
tion, the use of the credit cards,
wearing the fur coats and all that.
We didn’t hear any of that in the
Soviet Union. Some of the Soviet
general programming included
such things as Mr.Rogers on the
Soviet children’s program “Good
Night Moscow.” It was a major is-
sue among even the mid-level offi-
cials that we were dealing with at
the various institutes in Moscow,
such as the U.S.-Canada institute,

the Institute on World Economy and
International Economy (IMEMO),
and some of the others. | mean that
was the issue that was dominating
their consciousness. What was
going to be the impact of this
treaty? What was the nature of it?
What did this mean for U.S.-Soviet
relations in general? It certainly
made the jobthatwe had, which was
trying to set up relationships be-
tween some of these institutes and
our institute(the IGCC). a lot eas-
ier. It really helped in that regard
to be in in the environment of im-
proving U.S.-Soviet relations. We
certainly would not have been as
well recieved, noraccomplished as
much as we did, if it had been at
another time and at another place.

CR: Did you see any of the opening
up of the Soviet society as we talked
about under Glasnost and Peristo-
rika?
AG: Indiscussions with some of the
people that wetalked with, there is
agreatdesireforit, not necessar-
ily opening up but the restructur-
ing notion, getting theireconomy on
a 20th century footing, and in that
sense opening up their relations
with other nations. Obviously, for
example, with regard to interna-
tional security issues the verifica-
tion provisions that we included in
the INF agreement are unprece-
dented. Theydo indicate a willing-
ness on the part of the political
leadership, and apparently the
military leadership as well, to
start opening up that aspect of re-
lations. Now, with what’s goingon
internally inthe Soviet Union, a lot
of the people we talked to, even
though they desired to have these
changestake place, believed thatits
going to be very difficult to do that
internally. There is already sucha
structure of getting things done by
working around the established set
of rules that it is going to be diffi-
cult to try to impose on that funda-
mental changes inthe Soviet econ-
omy. If youdothatyou are goingto
step on a lot of toes, and that's
already starting to happen, and the
questionthen becomes how far, and
how much, can Gorbachev and his
political leadership survive with-

outgettingpushedbackthemselves.
For example, the same thing hap-
pened to Khruschev in the early
‘60’s, and hisbeing removed from
power in 1964. | think Gorbachev
is more politically astute than
Khruschev was, and he probably
won't have an embarassment like
the Cuban missle crisis to push
things along. He seems to be han-
dling things on an international
level front much differently than
Khruschev. Soitgives some hope at
leastthat things are going forward.

All of these
decisions in the

U.S. come from

the Very Top

CR: While in the Soviet Union did
you do any work on possible joint
U.C.S.D.-Moscow State University
classes?

AG: Yes, wedid talk with people at
the Moscow State University. Asan
initiation of our cooperation with
them, we've made arrangements,
not to do a joint class, but to do a
summer seminar on international
security, global security, and arms
control issues, and to hold that in
Moscow in the summer of 1989. It
will be a three-way conference in
which we will bring in teachers,
professors, and scholars from
Eastern Europe, Western Europe,
and from several Soviet Univer-
sites, as well as people from the
Unviersity of California. Scholars
andteacherswho plantoteachthese
kinds of courses on international
peace and security, or who are al-
ready teaching these courses but
want to improve them. We will get
them together for a two-week pe-
riod of time and basically bombard
themwith lectures and give theman
intensive course on the nulcear
question, so that they caninturngo
back andteach bettercourses. This
would be an initial kind of coopera-
tion with Moscow State University.
Certainly in the future if that's a
success, we did mention the possi-
bility of having jeint courses,
using joint textbooks and a joint
curriculum, between the U.C. uni-
versities and several of the Soviet
universities. The education abroad
program within the university has
set an affiliation with Lenigrad
State University. They have ex-
changes of scholars and students,
where U.C. students cango and study
atLenigrad forasemesterorevena
year and the Lenigrad State Uni-
versity students can do the same
thing with regard to the University
of California.

CR: What type of student ?

AG: The initial target group are
students from the hard sciences,
Physics, Chemistry, Biology, and
soforth. I'msure there will be a lot
of students from U.C.S.D. in that
regard, but in the long run it isn’t
limited at all, students from the
Social Sciences aswell as students
from the Humanities department
will be able to take part in this
program.

CR: Will the senate ratify the INF
Treaty, or will so called “killer”
admendments be attached to pre-
ventits passage?

AG: The position of Senator Robert
Dole is critical in all that. To his
credit, he has come out and said that
he hopes the treaty will be ratified
How soon it will be ratified is
anotherquestion, and that relates to
the tactics that will be taken by
some of the opponents of not only
this treaty but other potential
lona-term treaties hetween the
U.S. and the Soviet Union, for ex-
ample fifty percent cuts in strate-
gic weapons. They're taking the
positions thatthe longer the ratifi-
cation can be delayed, the less
likely it willbe thatthe U.S. andthe
Soviet Union canconclude an agree-
mentto be signed in Moscow in May
or June with reagard to strategic
forces. |don'tbelieve that anyone
is trying to “kill” the INF agree-
ment being negotiated in regard to
strategic weapons. One of the most
significant points about the INF
Treaty isthatit's achance we sel-
dom get: its the right President, at
the right time, with the right
treaty. Itgivesus achancetogetthe
arms control process back on
track, at least domestically. The
last treaties that have been signed
between the U.S. and the Soviet
Union have not been ratified.

CR: Whichtreaties are those?

AG: Those are SALT Il, and two test
ban treaties signed in the mid-
1970’s: the “Threshold” test ban
treaty, and the Peaceful Nuclear
Explosions treaty. Although now
discussions about those two trea-
ties have been reopened and you
might see the first real programin
nucleartestingissues. Ifwe canget
the INF Treaty ratifiedinareason-
able length of time, and after
watching the ratification hearings
it seems that the opposition is
minimal, and that the opposition
comes from a very small group,
people such as Senator Jesse
Helmes, or Senator Ted Kennedy,
who says thatthe administration is
using the this as an excuse to mod-
ernize battlefield nuclearweapons,
andthatthe oppositiondoesn’tseem
to be having a majorimpact, at least
not yet. So | see the treaty being
ratified . It will be the first treaty
signed and ratified by the two coun-
tries in over 10 years, which is
significant politically.

continued on page 11




Page 8-Califomnia Review-February

Totalitarianism & Democracy are not "Moral Equivalents"

by C. Brandon Crocker

The doctrine of moral equiva-
lence — the notion that the United
States and the Soviet Union are
essentially the same morally — is
an incredibly popular belief nowa-
days. Recent polls in Britain, for
instance, have shown that a major-
ity of the people of this great ally of
the United States believe the U.S. to
be at least as great a threat to world
peace as the Soviet Union. In this
country, liberals like to express
the view that the Soviets are just
like Americans — they enjoy peace,
they share many of our amuse-
ments, and their children fear
nuclear war as much as do our kids.
And if the Soviets accasionally
carry out aggressive foreign poli-
cies, they only do so to the same
extent we do to protect our own
interests in the world.

By talking about the similar-
ity of Soviet citizens and U.S. citi-
zens, liberals try to reduce what
they see as anunhealthy fearofthe
Soviet Union by Americans. The
more we see the Soviet people as

reflections of ourselves, the more._ -

trusting we will be-etthem and this, *

supposedly, will réduce world ten-""

sions.
Unfortunately, in a totalitar-
ian society such as the Soviet
Union, what the average citizen is
like is irrelevant to policy issues.
The people who set Soviet foreign
and domestic policies are in-no way
ordinary and are not likely repre-
sentative of the Soviet people.
Furthermore, it is not terri-
bly difficult to demolish the argu-
ment that U.S. and Soviet foreign
policy are similarly based. Ameri-
cantroops were sentto Grenadato
protect U.S. lives endangered by a
bloody coup, and to prevent the
further evolution of the country
into a supply base for Soviet-
backed revolutionary groups inthe
area. This use of force was very
different from the Soviet invasion
of Afghanistan, where Soviet troops
murdered the existing head of state,
installed a Soviet puppet, and are
currently protecting him by means
ofgeneral slaughter froma popular
uprising. Most of the major inci-
dences involving American use of
force abroad, since the end of World
War |l, have been to counter un-
provoked Soviet moves. The U.S.
sent troops to South Vietnam to
counter Soviet-backed North Viet-
namese aggression; the U.S. sup-
plied aid to the “Contras” only af-
ter the Sandinistas entered into
military agreements with the So-
viet Union, supplied weapons to
communist guerrillas in neigh-
boring countries, and began
amassing the largest army in Cen-
tral America with Soviet arms, and
with Soviet and Cuban military
advisors. What, one may ask, is the
Soviet Union's interest in Angola,
where the government'’s forces are
led by Soviet generals, and where
the Soviets proxy, Cuba, has
35,000 troops? Itisthe West, not
the Soviet lJnion. which has a stra-

tegicinterestinthe area (the Sovi-
ets already being self-sufficient in
the strategic minerals found in
southern Africa). The U.S. hasonly
recently responded to this threat-
ening act by sending limited aid to
Jonas Savimbi's popular UNITA
forces.

The most pronounced moral
difference between the United
States and the Soviet Union, how-
ever, is not foreign policy, but
domestic policy. By examining how
the Soviet leadership treat its own
citizens, we can make accurate
judgments on Soviet morality

‘which are relevant to any dealings

with the Soviets.

In making this examination it
is best to stay away from focusing
on specific actions which are not
institutional in nature. For in-
stance, the systematic murder of
tens of millions of Soviet citizens
under Stalin was allowed by the
Soviet political apparatus, but
cannot be said to be a fixed part of
that apparatus—just as the intern-
ment of Japanese-Americans dur-
ing World War Il is not a fixed part
of the American political appara-
tus.  Such comparisons of inci-
dences of injustice moves the
analysis in the wrong direction.
After all, all countries have them
(though they may not be “morally
equivalent”), and the argument can
always be made that thjngs are dif-
ferent now. :

Where the examination
should focus is on the basic under-
lying structure of the political
system—a structure that will not
change fromleaderto leader with-
out revolutionary actions. Forthe
United States, this basic underly-
ing structure includes representa-
tive government and freedom of
speech. These are enduring aspects
of our society, guarded by constitu-
tional protections. The basic
underlying structure of the Soviet
Union includes strict government
control over the flow of informa-
tion and suppression of political
dissent. Strong institutional fix-
tures uphold this structure, and not
even Mikhail Gorbachev's
“glasnost” policies come close to
dismantlingthem. Gorbachev him-
self has stated “we are not going to
challenge the role of the party.”
And, as Soviet expert Richard Pipes
has noted, much of the effect of
“glasnost”, aside from manipulat-
ing Western public opinion, has
been to embarrass and weaken
Gorbachev's foes within the party.

The United States' institu-
tional structure includes regularly
scheduledfree elections, constitu-
tionalguarantees such a equal pro-
tection of all citizens under the law,
and a government set-up which
makes large, unchecked concentra-
tions of power extremely difficult
to establish. The institutional
structures within the Soviet
Union, on the other hand, are nec-
essarily set up to restrict the ac-
tions of individuals. Dissentis not,

and never has been, tolerated inthe
Soviet Union, as it cannot be in any
totalitarian society. Therefore, the
government directly controls the
press in order to keep non-ap-
proved opinions, and events which
may induce the generation of non-
approved opinions , out of mass
circulation. Despite this control
over the flow of ideas, however,

people do still have the ability to
think freely, and thus censoring the
press is not sufficient, initself, to

stamp out public political dissent.

The obvious solution to nos-

sibly disruptive political free
thought has been adopted into the
Soviet institutional structure.
Those who advocate political or
religious freedom, or who com-
plain of government brutality and
oppression, are not allowed to
spread these views. Instead, they
are arrested and isolated from the
general population in a sprawling
system of hard labor camps, pris-
ons, and psychiatric hospitals, or
for many of the less fortunate, who
are notknown inthe West, that just
“disappear”. The accounts of Solz-
henitsyn, Bukovsky, Shcharansky,

that of their God, are only neces-
sary to maintain the power of the
political elite. This is a key differ-
ence between the Soviet and Ameri-
cansystems. The American system
is arranged to diffuse power to
protect the liberties of individuals;
the Soviet system is arranged to
maintain and enhance the power of

its leaders. : :
Is a government which will

not allow a free press in order to
maintain or enhance its power
going to cringe from lying to other
governments? Is a government
which is willing to put peaceful
dissenters to death or to a life of
hard labor in order to maintain or
enhance its power going to be
squeamish about invading other
countries? (If you have doubts,
look to Hungary, Czechoslovakia,
and Afghanistan.) Is agovernment
with these characteristics, which
the Soviet Union possesses in full,
astrustworthy and as equal athreat
toworld peace asisafree andopen
society such as the United States?
The answerto alithese questionsiis,
unavoidably ho¥Addto this the fact
that totalitarian societies have

and other Soviet dissidents . natural and obvious advantages in
eloquently tell of the brutality and ;- ®gonducting covert activities (in-
barbarism inherent in such sup-.- “ciuding cheating on agreements),
pression. : “*and in carrying out overt armed

The inevitable question is . aggression, and the dangertoworld
Why? Why maintain a system of - peaceposedbythe Soviet Union, as
gulags and psychiatric-hospitals, a #acompared to the United States, is
brutal secret police force, and a = further magnified.

strictly controlled press, which
manipulate, intimidate, torture,
and murder the citizens of one’s
country who may have it within
them to disagree publicly with of-
ficial policy? What can be of such
overriding importance to outweigh
the basic human rights of one’s
citizens? The answer, quite sim-
ply, is the maintenance of political
power. Government control of the
press, and jailing and murdering of
political dissidents and of those who
put the authority of the State behind

To put the morality of the
Soviet political systemonthe same
plane with that of the United States
is extraordinarily ludicrous. the
differences between the underly-
ing political structures of our two
countries are enormous, and we
cannot afford to ignore the implica-
tions of these differences.

C. Brandon Crocker is CR’s Im-
perator Emeritus.

Now Available for Campus Use

AGENTS OF
DECEPTION

An exciting fifty-minute film describing and
documenting Soviet “active measures” —that is,
the manipulation of the Western press and “front”
groups for the purposes of Soviet foreign policy.

Featuring interviews with actual agents

of influence and the Soviet intelligence officers
who ran them along with Soviet, activities
among Western peace groups.

For information, rental or purchase, contact:
Committee for the Free World
211 East 51st Street, Suite 11A, New York, NY 10022
(R1R) 759-7737

February-Califomia Review-Page 9

joint classes
continued from page 5

teacher, provides countless ex-
amples of men forced to make hard
decisions about war and peace.
Should Moses have said to
Pharoah, “Let us have peace!” in-
stead of “Let my people go?”
Should Eleazar, the Maccabean
sage, have taught the young to be-
tray their religious faith for the
sake of peace? Should David have

asked Goliath for peace?
Should Socrates have sought

peace at his trial, and should Jesus
have capitulated before Calvary?
Should Abraham Lincoln have
settled for peace after Fort
Sumter? Should Martin Luther
King have stayed away from Bir-
mingham for the sake of peace?
And, by contrast, should Chamber-
lain have paid the price he (and,
eventually, all of Europe) paid to
Adolf Hitler for peace at Munich?

It is always possible to
achieve peace if we are willing to
foresake everything else: liberty,

justice, human rights, common
decency toward others, and self-
respect. Butsuchpeaceis not hon-
orable, and may not even be toler-
able. In 1942, for example, Anto-
ine de St. Exupery foresaw whatthe
Nazis had in store for France:
“Already as | move in the direction
of Arras, peace is everywhere be-
ginning to take shape...This is a
nameless peace that stands forthe
end of everything...It spreads apace
like a gray leprosy.”

A true “peace” curricula
would teachfree menandwomento
defend themselves against the do-
minion of such tyranny. It would
take proper notice of the fact that
peace among two nations — one
dedicated to liberty, the other, to-
talitarian — is always a difficult
thing. It would acknowledge, and
even honor, people who have cou-
rageously refused to settle for
peace at any price. As Supreme
Court Justice Joseph Story saidin

1840, the inheritance of American
youth has beenbought by the “toils,
and sufferings, and blood of their
ancestors” and can “perish in an
hour by the folly...or negligence of
its keepers, THE PEOPLE."
Students takina such a course
would also need to considerthe role
of public opinion itself in matters
of war, peace, and foreign policy.
One of our most astute political
commentators, Walter Lippman,
wrote in 1955: “There is no mys-
tery about why there is such aten-
dency for popular opinion to be
wrong in judging war and peace.
Strategic and diplomatic questions
callforakind of knowledge — notto
speak of an experience and a sea-
soned judgement —whichcannotbe
had by glancing at newspapers, lis-
tening to snatches of radio com-
ment, watching politicians per-
form on television, hearing occa-
sional lectures, and reading a few
books. It would not be enough to

make a man competent to amputate
aleg, anditis not enough to qualify
himto choose warorpeace, toarm
or not to arm, to intervene or to
withdraw, to fight or to negotiate.”

Courses that ignore basic
questions about history, political
theory, and the human condition
cannot advance the interests of stu-
dents; they will not do much to in-
form public opinion. Until such
courses do address the hard, funda-
mental questions, the “peace”
curricula is likely to become yet
another promotion of a fashionable
political agenda at students’ ex-
pense.

This article was provided by the
Collegiate Network. © 1988.
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Defector exposes Sandinista Corruption

by Alfred G. Cuzan

A former senior officerin the
Sandinista military, Major Roger
Miranda, recently defected to the
Unites States, making shocking
revelations about what the Com-
munists are doing in Nicaragua.
Miranda said that the Sandinistas
are planning a massive military
buildup forthe day the Contras are
disarmed or defeated. The Soviet
Union has agreed to ship to Nicara-
gua in the next few years enough
tanks, helicoptergunships, MIG jet
fighter airplanes, AK-47 assualt
rifles, flamethrowers, and gas
masks to equip a force of half a
million.

Miranda, who served as co-
mandante Humberto Ortega's prin-
cipal aide, said that he was once a
dedicated Communist who became
disillusioned by the corruption of
his bosses. Several of the Sandin-
ista comandantes, including the
Ortegabrothers, Tomas Borge, and
Jaime Wheelock, own Swiss bank
accounts running into the millions
of dollars. Anotherfactor which led
to hisdefection wasthe realization
thatthe Nicaraguanpoor haverisen
in opposition to Communism:
“What we have been fighting all
these years is a peasant insurrec-
tion. Whole families have taken up
arms against the Sandinistas,”
Miranda told the New York Times.

Like the Hitler-Stalin pact of
1939 and Krushchev’'s “secret
speech” denouncing Stalin's
crimes in 1956, events which
shocked many fellow-traveling
intellectuals into breaking with
Communism, Miranda's exposures
should lead at least a few Latin
Americanists who have heretofore
beensympathetictothe Sandinistas
to reconsider their position. One
academic, however,who, farfrom
having second thoughts about his
previous apologies for the Sandin-
istas, has leaped headlong to protect
themfromthe impact of Miranda's
revelations, is William LeoGrande,

associate professor of political
science at the American Univer-
sity.

In an essay published in the
New York Times only four days af-
ter Miranda's expose was pub-
lished in that paper (“How to Pre-
vent Endless War in Central Amer-
ica,” December 18, 1987, p. A-
39), LeoGrande, ignoring the
Sandinista corruption and the
peasant insurrection which
prompted Miranda to defect, has-
tens to assure us that the planned
military buildup is nothing new
and, inany case, itis all the fault of
the United States.

gua andthe United States.”
LeoGrande explains that
“given the history of their coun-
try,” the Sandinistas fear a U.S.
invasion, and as “long as they har-
bogthat expectation, they will view
a large military establishment and
a close relationship with Cuba and
the Soviet Union as indispensable to

their survival.” LeoGrande's so-

lution? A “non-aggression pledge
fromthe United States and the nor-
malization of diplomatic and eco-
nomic relations” in exchange for a
Sandinista promise “to limit their
armedforces.”

LeoGrande's precipitous re-

LeoGrande saysthat “nothing
in this plan departs significantly
from Nicaragua's national security
policy overthe past several years”
and that the plan is only a “worst
case”scenario premised onacon-
tinuation of Washington's “impla-
cably hostile” policies. “In
short”, summarizes LeoGrande,
“Miranda has shown us the future
we can expect if President Reagan
gets his way” on continued Contra
aid.

Butnotto worry, the profes-
sor, a long-time apologist for the
Sandinistas, tells us. The military
plans Miranda has exposed need not
come true if only the United States
stops funding “the Contra war,” if
Contradora proposals prohibiting
“‘the sort of Nicaraguan military
buildup Major Miranda foresees”
arerevived and. ahove all. if there
are “direct talks between Nicara-

sponsetoMiranda's exposuresdoes
not deviate one iota from the
Sandinista propaganda line. Like
the Sandinistas, the professor
wants us to believe that United
States “hostility” pushed them
into the Soviet camp. But anyone
who has studied the Sandinistas’
ideological and political develop-
ment knows that they have been
Communists and Soviet agents all
along, top comandantes like Hum-
berto Ortega (head of the Sandinista
military) and Tomas Borge (head of
the Sandinista police) having spent
years training in Cuba before con-
quering Nicaragua in 1979.

It is not Nicaragua’'s “his-
tory” which accounts for the
Sandinistas’ real or pretended
“fears” of a U.S. invasion. If his-
tory were an explanation, Mexico,
which lost half its areato the United
States in the Mexican-American

war, would be an armed camp. Yet
Mexico's military is, in propor-
tion to the country’'s population,
one of the smallest in Latin Amer-
ica. If the Sandinistas fear an
American invasion. it is because
they know that turning Nicaragua
into another Cuba, another Soviet
satrapy armedtothe teethand bent
on a “revolution without fron-
tiers”, threatens U.S. national se-
curity.

And neither would a “non-
aggression pledge” pry Nicaragua
fromthe Sovietbloc, any more than
President Kennedy's 1962 vow not
toinvade Cubaweaned Fidel Castro
away fromMoscow. Shouldthe U.S.
make a similar pledge to the
Sandinistas, the probable outcome
would be an acceleration in the
communization and militarization
of Nicaragua. Like the Cubans,
Nicaraguans will be sent by the
thousands to do “internationalist
duty”in Angola, Ethopia, and other
far-away Soviet client states, not
to mentionthose who willbe sent to
subvert fragile democracies in
Latin America.

What Miranda has exposed
LeoGrande can't hide: a regime cor-
rupted atthe highestlevels, waging
waron poor peasants, and planning
a massive, Soviet-supplied mili-
tary buildup for the day — which
everyone concerned about true
democracy and lasting peace in
Central America has to hope will
notcome —whenthere are no more
Contrasto stop them.

Dr.Cuzanis an associate professor
of political science at the Univer-
sity of West Florida, in Pensacola.
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The Ultimate Taste Test

by Devon B. Laing

Inthe second half of the twen-
tieth century it has become neces-

sary to market and package politi-

cal candidates as though they were
soft drinks. In this presidential
election year there are six candi-
dates attempting to winthe Repub-
lican presidential nomination - a
six pack of candidates. Each of the
candidates has a distinct flavor, yet
they all have acommon bond. They
are all members of the Republican
party. Choosingbetweenthesecan-
didates is like choosing between
Classic Coke, New Coke, Diet Coke,
orCherry Coke. The candidates are
Vice President George Bush, Sena-
tor Robert Dole, Congressman Jack
Kemp, Pat Robertson, former Gov-
ernor Pete DuPont, and former
Secretary of State Alexander Haig.
Thig is the ultimate taste test.
Regardless of how a presidential

candidate is packaged, it takes four
elements to launch an effective
campaign. First, there must be a
candidate. Second, itis necessaryto
raise enough money. Third, the
candidate must have a firm grasp of
the issues. Forth, the campaign
must have effective organization.
The candidate and his issues are
greatly dependent on campaign or-
ganization, and organization re-
quires agreat dealof money . Thus,
in today’s political world, money
determinesthe success or failure of
most any campaign.

In this years race for the Presi-
dency, half of the candidates will
fail to raise enough money to win
the nomination. Al Haig and Pete
DuPont have failed to raise enough
money. Therefore their campaign
organization is not sufficient to
motivate voters to choogg either
candidate. Jack Kemp, although

still hopefull, has been plagued by
money problems since last Spring.
Kemp will not have enough support
to win the nomination. Pat
Robertson has been quite success-
fulin his fundraising efforts, how-
ever he lacks the organization to
gain popular support for his cam-
paign. George Bush and Bob Dole
have both successfully tied the
elements together in order to
launch successful campaigns for
the Republican nomination.

Both Bush and Dole are effective
leaders, and they both have the
required experience to become
President of the United States. But
what makes themdifferent? George
Bush has a greater diversity of
experience.

He has served as a Congressman,
RNC chairman, Envoyto China, CIA
director, and Vice President. Dole
does not have the same diversity of

experience, but he does offer some-
thing else. He offers leadership. He
has demonstrated leadership
throughout his tenure as U.S. Sena-
tor. Bush would make a good Presi-
dent as aresult of his great experi-
ence. Yet, Dole would make an ef-
fective President because of his
demonstrated leadership.

Although George Bush is favored
to win the nomination, Bob Dole
also has a good chace of winning.
Bush will be marketed as the expe-
rienced candidate. Dole will be
packaged as the candidate who can
lead the country. Only the voters
candecide which willtaste best. The
results of the ultimate taste test
will be final on the closing of the
Republican National Convention in
New Orleans this Summer.

Devon Laing is presidens of College
Republicans at UCSD.
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It's fun, it's exciting...
c'mon, you know you want to give it a try...
you'll never forget the first time

you get published in the Review.
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The Official California Review

Subscription, Renewal, or Gift Form

(Not to be confused with cheap imitations!)

Gentlemen, ;
Please send me California Review for the full academic

year (6 issues) for the incredibly low price of just $15.00.

Name (please print or type)
Address
City State Zp

Please include payment with order.

California Review
P.O. Box 12286
La Jolla, Ca 92037
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interview

continued from page 7

CR: Where are we headed - more
negotiations, more treaties?

AG: Yes, the next step is the much
more fundamental issue of the
strategic forces of both sides and
the potential for this fifty percent
cutthat's beentossedback andforth
for three years. Inthe long term,
we're heading toward denucleari-
zation of the European battlefield,
which requires the negotiation of
the reduction of conventional
forces in Western Europe and to
deal, as the INF did, with the un-
equal reductions to balance the
sides. The Soviets have made indi-
cations about being open to that
possibility. Chemical weaponary
seems to be something very much
on the minds of both sides now. In
the long term, looking toward a
more secure and stable strategic
nuclear and conventional environ-
ment between the two sides where
they can address some of the much
more fundamental problems that
existbetweenthe two sides.

CR: Thank you very muchfor your
time professor, it has been a pleas-
ure.

AG: Thankyou.

Back Issues

Back Issues Free to Students.

1981-82
Neil Reagan $1.50
1982-83
Milton Friedman Sold Out
Clarence Pendleton $1.50
Adm. U.S.G. Sharp Sold Out
Phyllis Schlafly Sold Out
Charlton Heston Sold Out
G. Gordon Liddy $1.50
1983-84
Arthur Laffer $1.50
Jack Kemp $1.50
Thomas Sowell $1.50
Pete Wilson $1.50
George F. Will $1.50
Bill Lowery $1.50
1984-85
Joseph Sobran $1.50
George Gilder . $1.50
Duncan Hunter $1.50
Gen. Alexander Haig $1.50 .
George Stigler : $1.50
Midge Decter - $1.50
1985-86
Michael Antonovich $1.50
Nina May $1.50
Jack Wheeler $1.50
Reed Irvine $1.50
Steve Kelley $1.50
David Horowitz $1.50
1986-87
Daniel Graham $1.50
Media Attrocities $1.50
Ron Packard $1.50
Wally George $1.50
Adm. James Stockdale $1.50
1987-88
Congressional Power $1.50
Leo Lacayo $1.50
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A President

g 1

A Celebrity

You meet them all and many more |

when you work for the Review.
CR needs an assistant editor who

wants to learn the business, and
prolific writers to join the staff.

Deadline for the next issue is
Thursday, February 18.

CR

The College Republicans at UCSD

We are located in Room 212 of the Student Center

“Join the fight for freedom*”
(upstairs in the media office-just look for the

announces a

American flag!). Office hours are Monday at 4:30 and General Meeting
assorted other times. February 9, 1988
at 7:00 pm
If no one is there and you have an article or a letter in the Undergraduate Affairs Conf. Room
to the editor, just stick it under the door-we'll get it. of the International Center

Or you could call, our number is 534-6881. special guest speaker:

San Diego Counly Supervisor Susan Golding

All are welcome to join the Club
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