stratlon found itself faced W1th respon—

AS1a that Carter had strongly cntlclzed g

om the mlhtary assurances, the: Carter Ad-
ion ad pa1d httle attentlon to South and

a result misread’ Sov1et mtentlons Beginning
false sense of strength and superiority v1s -a-vis

n otlatlons ‘Yet problems -in ‘Soviet-American rela-
'ons have’ occurred apart from the. SALT negotia-
jor -various African; Middle Eastern and Asian
reas. Because the Carter Administration’s world
ler pohcy for matters other than strategic ones was
‘based on a doctrme of trilateralism, the SALT issue
:’as seen as a goal in itself without immediate rel-
evance to other events. The Soviet image held by the
ter Administration and conveyed to the American
pubhc — and to the Soviet Union — indicated the con-
ion in attitudes towards the Soviets within the
dministration. On one hand, the Soviet Union was
onsidered the major partner in building a strategic
orld order through the SALT agreements. On the
ther hand, it was seen as a perpetrator of gross
uman rights violations. There is no doubt that the
ccusations of human rights violations have had some
influence on the recent increase in numbers allowed
y emigrate. However, the over-all effect of this dual
: pohcy has been to give an impression of inconsistency.
_The Carter Admmlstratlon has recovered in part from
this shaky beginning; and Carter’s tough Annapolis
speech in June, 1978, can be seen as a watershed.

Arms Control : -
‘ & Carter Administration” has a mixed record on
arms control Its greatest success is the SALT II

: _cautlously Thea‘
“. sentiments: regar

. istrations, they linked arms sales to the purchaser

-achieved some positive results, but their inconsistency |
m carrymg out th1s pohcy was unfortunate ‘

foreign-aid programs to Congress and the public.
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dm1mstrat10n ‘has - expressed lofty

greatly alienated by the Administration’s -approach. §
The - Carter Adlmmstratlon has also ‘had a mixed |
record on arms sales. In contrast to previous admin- |

country’s stand on/ human rights. To an extent they|

Defence

The Carter Adn:umstratlon has generally sought to "3
exercise U.S. leadership through political and eco-}

nomic initiatives rather than through military threats.
- It ‘has maintained tradltlonal global  military com- §

mitments, but created  some . confusion because it}
lacked a clear definition of vital interests. In response §

to what was perceived to be the “lesson of Vietnam,” §

the Administration drew back from global military |

involvement at first and then began to restructure its §
defence commitments in terms of more limited objec- &
tives. However, it has become clear that the con-¢

prohferatlon, but the re. @ ort
- sults of its initiatives in this- area have been poor. |
The Germans and. Bramhans in partlcular ‘have been
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tinued existence of certain -vital strategic interests @

limits any radical changes in defence policy. The§
failure to consider the strateglc 1mphcat10ns of af
total withdrawal from Korea and the zig-zag decision
on the deployment of neutron bombs in Europe have §

contributed to an image of confusion.

- Foreign Aid o
" The Carter Administration has proclaimed extremely
high standards for its foreign-aid program, but has| :
not lived up to them. Despite its declared intent to} :
establish a foreign-aid program that would further|§ The T¢
American moral interests, the Administration has yet§
to come up with concrete criteria and objectives for |
foreign aid. Continuing traditional U.S. policy, the
Carter Administration has not changed the proportion

of aid to the poorer nations as opposed to that given g tion he

a few developed ones. It has made little effort to se

Human Rights

President Carter must be given credit for the i{l'
fluence he has had on the worldwide interest 1 g

difficult to assess the precise impact of the Cartel |
rhetoric, but it is clear that the.level of awarenesslof
the issue of human rights has increased. The Admin- ¢
istration has undoubtedly had a positive influence 01 g
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