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Will America Imposea
Settiement?

MARK BRUZONSKY

When the political niceties of this
election year end, the future President
will have to confront the new Middle
East sialemats.

He will do so amidst the increasingly
widespread conclusion that the US.
should urgently pursue an overall Mid-
dip fast sertlemnent angd even Consider
imposing it. When spelled out, such an
overall ‘possible imposed settlement
usually includes  Israeli  withdrawal
fromn nearly 2l ocrupied ternitories,
creation of 3 Palsstinian “sotity’” or
state 2 novel arrangement fora united
but o dusBiv-administered lenusalem,
ared various forms of security armange-
ments and “guarantees” for fsrael The
iehanese blooxibath seems 1o have
exacerbated the now often-expressed
need for movement toward an overall
regional settiement.

American advocatesof such a course
are numerous and vocal. Israelis who
visit the U.S. are especially sensitive to
this mend.  In May, fsrasl Digest,
published by the World Zionist
Organization in Jerusalem, even titled
an article “Will a Middie Fast Solution
Be Imposed by the US.?” Written by
Walter Evtan, former Director-General
of the lsraeli Foreign Ministry, the
ariicle conchuded  that while “For
merly, any talk of an ‘imposed set-
tiement’ was taboo, today such a
selution is regarded by miost
{Americans} as likely, and by many as
the only way out of the impasse. it is
taken for granted that whoever is
slected President this Novermnber . |
will not et matiers drift as they have
for 3o many vears in the past”

Whether or not the next Ad-
ministration  actually  chooses 1o
implement such a course, it is now
beyond doubt that an imposed set
tlement has become one of the
scenarios being developed by Amer
ican policy-makers. 1t is especially
noteworthy that Assistant Secretary of
State for Near Fastern Affairs, Alfred
Atherton, delivered what can be read
as a veiled warning of just such a pos

hange

sibility in a lune speech before a2 Bnai
Brith audience in Nebraska: "8 would
Be fragic # the world communily
despaired of the hope that Arabs
gnd Israslis could find the answers
to thair own destiny and conciudsd
that peace should be imposed on
the nations of that toubled region.
Thic is not our way. We prefer to
work instead for a peace through
negotiations among the parties
themselves—with whatever assist-
ance we and others can provide, in
whatever forums prove the most
practical and acceptable. But i
the ahsence of 2 negolisting pro-
cess, and of the compromises that
will be necessary fo make such a
process possible, pressure will
grow to seek an alternative way.”

Attempting an imposed settlement is
recognized, even by most advocates,
2= undesirable —but such a policy is
now seen by manv iohe preferabletos
new sialemate. As Assistant Secretary
Atherton put it, “Whatever the risks of
moving toward peace, the risks in not
doing so are infinitely greater”

Unfortunately, the very term T
posed settlement” has become an ob-
stacle to the minimum policy of
strong atterpts to convince both sides
of the absolute need to take the risks
for peace which could finally lead to
an eventual settlement.  These are
really two very different policies.
While imposing a settlement does have
very serious drawbacks, there is an
alternative way to proceed—one less
direct but in the long run probably
more productive. Persistent advocacy
of concessions from both sides is not
the same as imposing a settlement—
though those opposed to such ad-
vocacy constantly try to confuse
reasonable pressure with attempls at
hiatant coercion

The great danger which must be
avoided is that a major U.S. policy shift
toward imposition, especially today in
the face of Araboil threals and Bussian
military encroachments, might actu-
ally create a negative psychology
throughout the region, achieving the
very opposite of what was intended.
israel wrongly might come 10 perceive
iself as totally isolated, and respond
by swiftly developing a credible
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nuclear force, as Moshe Davan and
others have been publicly advocaung
of ate And g number of the Arab
countries might come o delude them
sefves into perceiving Israels fate as
now sealed her Amencan leline
tangled, her existence only a matter of
awaiting the proper coalescence of
circumstances,

Moreover, an imposed settlement
would require the cement of a credible
American guarantee fo counteract the
sxpected strains and tensions. There s
neither the will nor maybe even the
power in post-Vietnam America for
such 3 longterm protectoraie ole in
sizch a dhstant and unsiable area. Those
advocating guarantees—and nearly all
who sugpest an imposed seftlement
dohave yei io convincingly asroie
the strategic feasibility or the political
possibifity of forging a lasting Middie
Fast peacs structhursd on Amencan
assurances.

The goal of American policy in 1977
is not likely to be one of imposing a
settlement  but rather of nudging,
inducing and, i necessary, gently
coercing to obtain the compromises
necessary for negotiation. Too often,
essential US. pressure for policy
changes are challenged as attempts {0
impose when they are rather attempts
to avoid the possibility of having to
impose. Through the use of political,
sronomic and military inducements,
the next Administration should strong-
iy encourage a gradual process of co-
existence which could lead the Middle
East combatants to a peace they would
themselves have created and would
want themselves to maintain.

Hopefully, Israeli leaders will come
to recognize that it has become
preferable to join with a determined
115, rather than fo continue throwing
road-blocks in the American path. As
Abhz than acknowisdged in an i
terview in The New York Times {April
19, 19761 “Time is of the essence and,
unhappily for us, time is running out.
We ought to prasp the central issues
and involve the United States in
resolving them ™ ’
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