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To advance this vision into the practical, let us delineate two
idealistic principles of American foreign policy -- idealistic in that
they are designed to reflect America's meaning, to further human
rights and political freedom in the world. One principle is simply for
American foreign policy to encourage the practice of human rights and
political freedom and to offer "hard support" against their violation,
whenever feasible. The other principle is to actively defend against
the imperialistic expansion of totalitarian and despotic forces when
that expansion threatens the U.S. or its free allies. The latter is
easily as important as the first to the goal of furthering human
rights and political freedom around the world.

Those two idealistic principles are obviously sometimes in conflict.
They were in conflict during World War II when we actively supported,
economically and militarily, a totalitarian society whose violation of

human rights were massive and intensive -- the Soviet Union: millions
killed, millions in concentration camps. We supported that brutal
society -- properly and necessarily -- because it was totalitarian

Nazi Germany which at the time was imperialistically threatening the
U.S. and its free allies.

In short, establishing these two idealistic principles in re human
rights does not yet establish exactly what position we should take in
every situation -- in Lebanon or Central America or anyplace else.
There may be different judgments, for example, as to whether a given
situation abroad is strictly internal, although threatening human
rights, or an expansionist act threatening the U.S. and the principle
of human rights. In a given situation, there are many different
strategic and tactical judgments to be made.

We do not have, and are not likely to have, a Jewish consensus on
those specific judgments of fact or tactic; nor are many of those
judgments part of the expertise of the various Jewish agencies.
However, under the circumstances, neither does that absolve us of the
responsibility to establish an informed forum in which the underlying
considerations are laid forth in an informed manner.

One of those considerations, for example, is that Jewish fate,
Israel's fate, America's fate, the fate of freedom in the world are
today indivisible, in hard fact as well as in the rhetoric of
hasbarah. Another consideration is the special stake that Jews have in
the principle of enlightened interventionism. Yes, Jews have a special
stake in world peace -- and in the understanding that there can be a
symbiotic relationship between American interventionism and peace.
Associated is the consideration that Jews have a special stake in an
American response to the complex of terrorism which exceeds piety and
will not build layers of frustration.

A more informed Jewish consciousness can, as it has in the past, help
to shape the American consciousness on these considerations. And that
Jewish consciousness can stand on a consensual platform which fully
captures the vision of America's meaning, and integrates that vision
with American foreign policy. That in itself would serve to
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reintegrate the public affairs agenda of the organized Jewish
community.

But at the same time it would put us in a better position to deal
effectively with problems of American support of Israel. Those
problems will not arise in the foreseeable future because of anti-
Israel feeling, or anti-Jewish feeling, or such things as a bad press
for Israel. Those problems will primarily arise because of prior
shifts in American foreign policy in general. Those shifts are not
inevitable, but there are signals that they are gquite possible. And
we are not paying attention.
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