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In the period before Tuesday's election, San Francisco Jews were
bombarded with material alternately proving that either Humphrey or
McGovern was a "better friend .of Israel."
There's something offensive about any material which suggests that
Jews are "one issue" voters. They're not. On the other hand, American
Jews are legitimately interested in whether their government is supportative of Israel.
But what makes one politician a "better friend" of Israel than another
politician?
At one of the pre-election meetings in San Francisco, someone asked
about the candidate who was being promoted: "But how does he feel
about Israel deep in his heart?"
That had better not be the measure. There's no reason for us to expect
non-Jews to have the same special warm feelings about Israel that Jews
have. And, by and large, they don 't.
So the next question is whether the candidate understands Israel 's
importance for American national interest. But, in itself, th at 's not going
to divide very many candidates. Outside of the State Department's Mid. ~""'~-.,;.; die East Desk, most public figures will agree that Israel
is the "bastion of democracy" in the Middle East and
indeed the bastion of resistance to Russian domination
Ji~f!l~·~ of the area.
But that still leaves the big question: how prepared
is the candidate to resist Russian domination in the
Middle East? Or, to put it coldly, how prepared is the
candidate to maintain American military power, so
that it can be used to protect democracy and national
Ra
interest at critical points in the globe?
A lot of people would like to side-slip that question. But it's the crucial
one. All the rhetoric about Israel being a bastion of one kind or another
won't help if there's no American neet around the Mediterranean and no
American air force to speak of.
With the help of American arms, Israel can defend itself against simple Arab aggression. But only the deterrent of American military
strength will keep Russia out of the game. The President made it clear, in
his message to Congress last week, that greater freindship between the U.
S. and the USSR was still based on the principle of mutual deterrence.
That doesn't mean that we have to use, or display that military power
indiscriminately. We can still make choices -to stay out of a Vietnam, for
example. But if we don't have military strength, then we don't have any
choice. And we automatically stay out of everyplace · including Europe
and the Middle East.
So no questions to candidates about "friendship to Israel" make
sense unless they are related to the candidate's posture towards America's military strength. That's the hard, cruel fact of the matter. That's a
larger question than Israel, but in today's world, it includes the destiny of
Israel. Nor should we kid ourselves that a candidate's attitude towards
American military strength is not eventually going to affect his attitude
towards dispensing arms support for American allies.
It should be noted that a Congressman Maillard of San Francisco recently polled his constituency on this question: "Should the U.S. become
militarily involved in the Middle East if a war breaks out in which a communist nation takes an active military role against Israel?" About two
thirds of his San Francisco and Marin constituency said "No," we should
not become involved. About a fifth said "Yes." The rest were undecided.
These people were not responding that way because of what they felt
about Israel-but because of what they felt about American military and
foreign policy in general. That's why the hard question to a political candidate is not whether he loves Israel, but how he is prepared to maintain
and use America's deterrent military strength in general.
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