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UNDER PRESIDENT NIXON 
WHAT FOREIGN POLICY? 

Speculation abounds. The follosing condensation of 
an editorial which appeared in the December issue 
of War/Peace Report touches on some specific prob- 
lems which the new Administration wil l  act, choose 
not to act or fail to act upon. As the editor notes, Presi- 
dent “Nixon has not had to vote or take executiue 
action on public issues for eight years, and d i i l e  his 
speeches offer some clues as to d i a t  he inay actually 
do, they are at the same time vague and contraclictory 
enough to make predictions of his behac;ior diflicult.” 

. . . In specific terms we would guess that Nixon’s 
foreign policy will look something like this: Thc 
strengthening of NATO will get priority over building 
the M e n t e  with the Soviet Union. The United Na- 
tions will not be a focal point of U.S. foreign policy; 
opposition to the entry of Communist China will con- 
tinue. The U.N. will be used only as a last resort, 
when unilateral action has failed. Economic aid to 
developing countries will continue, but it will bc 
too small in amount, too military in its composition, 
and too tied to the wrong kind of strings. Dictator- 
ships, so long as they are of the right and not of 
the left, will continue to be supported in the name 
of “freedom.” The U.S. military budget will continue 
to grow; many billions will be spent on the A.B.M., 
the MIRV and who knows what else. As to Vietnam, 
we can’t guess with any confidence how Nixon may 
move. 
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Lest this prognostication sound too gloomy, two 
points should be made. First, the Nixon foreign policy 
we foresee is not much different from what we have 
had for more than twenty years, and we have lived 
through that. Second, Nixon has given some indi- 
cation that he has learned a few things over the 
years.. . . 

Probably the single most important foreign policy 
issue that Nixon will encounter is . . .: Will the U.S. 
give priority to maintaining or gaining military su- 
periority over the‘Soviet Union, or will it stress efforts 
to slow down and eventually turn around the arms 

race? Nixon’s statements so far, including the one on 
arms control and disarmament (Oct. 26, 1968), seem 
to show that he feels both aims can be sought simul- 
taneously. At the same time, however, it seems clear 
that his first interest is on the military side. Confirmn- 
tion that this is the case would appear to come from 
Nixon’s selection of his foreign policy advisers. Among 
those whom Nixon has on his staff or has been con- 
sulting recently are Robert i\,lurphy, Richard V. Allen, 
Henry A. Kissinger, William R. Kintner and Robert 
Strausz-HupB, all of whom would be clilssified as 
“hard-liners” on the cold war. . . . 
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On the disarmament side, a similar conclusion on 
Nixon’s priorities emcrges from one action and onc 
non-action. The action was Nixon’s cilll for a delay 
in American ratification of the non-proliferation 
treaty (N.P.T.) because of the Soviet invasion of 
Czechoslovakia. His move was undoubtedly a major 
factor in causing the Senate to hold off ratification, 
which in turn brought about a worldwide slackening 
in the effort to get nations to sign and ratify the 
treaty. The non-action is Nixon’s failure ever to men- 
tion, much less endorse, the proposed strategic arms 
limitation talks (now becoming known as SALT in 
arms control jxgon) between the US .  and the USSR. 
Despite the fact that it is generally recognized that 
SALT is now the No. 1 item on the arms control 
agenda, it is conspicuously missing from Nixon’s 
seven point arms control program. . , . The missile 
talks were given high priority by the Johnson Admin- 
istration and were all set to go ahead just when thc 
Soviet Union invaded Czechoslovakia. We would 
suggest that the U.S. should continue to condemn the 
Soviet action in Czechoslovakia (just as the Russians 
should rcmain critical of American intervention in 
Vietnam ), but that both should immediately ratify 
the N.P.T. and begin the missile talks. If SALT could 
lead to a Strategic Arms Limitations Treaty, this 
would almost certainly be the most important arms 
control agreement since the end of IVorld War I1 
and could lead to a reversal of the arms race. 

h4oreover, without such an agreement, the non- 
proliferation treaty may never become a serious im- 
pediment to the spread of nuclear weapons. The 
N.P.T. requires the nuclear powers to take steps to 
limit their own “vertical” arms race, and if this is 
not done the near-nuclear powers may refuse to ratify 
the N.P.T. and instead go ahead with their own 
atomic weapons programs. Thus, the decisions made 
in the Nixon Administration could chart the course 
of world security (or insecurity) for a long time 
ahead. . . . 
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