Mark Bruzonski

Should The U.S. Impose A Mideast Setilement?

As soon as the political niceties of this clection

year recede, whoever is to occupy the White .

House must confront the new Middle East stale-
mate. Following the Yom Kippur War there was
near-universal agreement that terminating the
progressively deseructive cycle of Israeli-Arab
warfare had become an imperative for U.S. Mid-
dle East policy. Sccretary Kissinger, in fact, was
considerably criticized for attempting too little,
rather than oo much; for notattemping an over-
all settlement choosing instead the slow and de-
lay-prone step-by-step approach. Others say, in
defense of Kissinger, that pushing for an overall
settlement was what the Secretary of State had in
mind with the 1975 Middle East “Reassess-
ment”, but he was hemmed in by intense domes-
tic pehucal counter-pressure mainly from the Is-
racli-Jewish lobby and supporters on Capitol Hill.

Notion Widespread

The notion that the U.S. might have to “im-
pose” a settlement on both Isracl and the Arabs s
now rather wisespread. Such a setelement would
include Israch withdrawal from nearly all of the
occupied terntories, creation of a Palestinian
state, a novel arrangment tor a united but dually-
administered Jerusalem, and various forms of in-
ternational guarantees possibly including a for-
mal U.S. treaty relationship wich Israel. Even the
Israeli-sponsored Israel Digest weekly carried an
article in May titled “Will a Middle East Solution
be Imposed by the U.S.2"” Reflecting on a recent
U.S. visit, the columnist {a former Director-Gen-
eral of the Israch Foreign Ministry) writes that
“Formerly, any talk of an ‘imposed solution’ was
taboo; today such a solution is regarded by most
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people as likely, and by many as the only way out
of the impasse. It 1s taken for granted that whoev-
er 1s elected President this November . . . will
not let matters drift as they have for so many
years in the past.” And a former Secretary-Gener-
al ot lIsracl’s dominant party, Arie Eliav, sadly
concludes that some U.S. plan might be
“ . . rammed down lsrael’s throat. . . . Given
the present relation of forees, I am afraid that this
is what 1s likely to happen.”

Imposition Anticipated

Jimmy Carter seems to agree. Even while cater-
ing to Jewish emotionalism he has let it be
known that “I favor early movements to discus-
sion of the outline of an eventual overall sectle-
ment.” Furthermore, a number of those spoken of
as Carter's Kissinger replacement have strongly
expressed the need for prompt and tough U.S. ini-
tiatives in the Middle East.

The Israeli-Jewish lobby 1s preparing, in fact,
for renewed confrontation in 1977, The editor of
the lobby’s Washington publication, Near East
Report, writes candidly (but in the Jerusalem
Post), that “The real crunch for Isracl will prob-
ably come during 1977 if Ford 1s clected—it will
be delayed by only a few months if a Democratic
candidate wins.” In short, the anxiety expressed a
few months back by a former Isracli minister
defines the potential of the now partially dor-
mant U.S.-Isracl schism. “U.S. pressure for an
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overall scertlement,” Aharon Yariv reported, is
swiftly growing. “They are getting fed up. One
day they might just lay it down the line o us:
take it or leave it

Would An Imposed Settlement Last?

Su one major question o be pondered, while
awaiting the electoral resules, is whether the US
in 1977 should move quickly and forcefully with
a U.S. outlined agreement, if necessary imposing
this solution on the hesitant parties. A thought-
ful answer should first reflect on what would
likely be the immediate results on such U.S. dic-
tate and then on whether such a settlement
would be likely to last.

Such a thought-process yields a “probably no”
answer. Far g LLS llu]mht'ul settlement would not
bring resolution of the conthet’s multiple dimen-
sions nor would it stabilize the Balkan-like condi-
tions which inspired it. The U.S,, through the use
of political, mihitary and economic inducements,
should rather strongly encourage a gradual proc-
vss of co-existence which could lead the Middle
Last combatants to an eventual peace they them-
selves would have created and would themselves
want to maintain,

Imposed Settlement Risky For Peace

An imposed settlement would not only unfair-

ly and dangerously force Israel into territorial re-
treat without reasonable compensation as envi-
sioned in Resolution 242, With today’s military
and political situation, such an American shiftin
the face of Arab oil threats and Russian military
.encroachments might actually create a seriously
negative psychology throughout the region. Israel
would feel totally isolated; probably swiftly de-
veloping a credible nuclear force, as Moshe Day-
an has been publicly advocating of late. Various
Arab parties, on the other hand, might come to
believe that Israel’s fate was now sealed, her
American life-line tangled, her existence only a
matter of awaiting the proper coalescence of cir-
cumstances.

Rather than creating real peace, an artempred
imposed settlement might only set the stage for
future conflict on a scale far more devastating
than ever before. Moreover, an imposed settle-
ment, by definition one not reached by mutual
compromise of the parties, would require the ce-
ment of a credible American guarantee (or even
less realistically of credible joint U.S.-Soviet or
even UN. guarantees) to guide the solution
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through the strains and tensions which must be
expected. There is neither the will nor maybe
cven the power in post-Vietnam America for such
a long-term protectorate role dn such a distant
and unstable arca of the world. Those ;Id\'uuiting
guarantees—and nearly all who suggest an im-
posed sertlement do—have yet o indicate the
strategic feasibility or the political possibility of
forging a Middle East settlement structured on
external assurances.

- . .

What Then Should U.S. Do?

What then should be U.S. Middle East policy in
197772 It is true that the parties probably cannot or
will not make peace if left to themselves. A half
century of escalating Jewish-Arab  animosity
unlikely  without extia
regional eforts. Isracl’s existence is not as yet ful-
ly accepted by most of the Arab states or by any
major scgment of the Palestinian movement. And
within Israel there is a paralysis brought about by
a major ideological split between those who
would stake the tuture on toughness toward the
Arabs and those who would take the risk of major
CONCess1ons.

The task for the U.S. should be not to impose
but rather to nudge, induce and if necessary co-
erce. By acting as an involved go-between the
U.S. can buttress both Arab and Israeli moderate
positions. Then at a reopened Geneva Conference
a real process of step-by-step peace could be creat-
ed by political forces actually desiring to do so for
reasons of their own political leanings and vital
interests.

males reconciliation

Sympathetic Coercion

The U.S. will, albeit sympathetically, have to
first apply coercion to its Israeli friends. Israeli
journalist Matti Golan is perceptive in writing
that “. . . Israel has arrived unprepared at the
tume of decision. . . . Israel has arrived at her
moment of truth.” Domestic Isracli political
stalemate prevents the Jewish State from being
responsive to the world political environment.
Warnings such as that in the Jerusalem Post, ‘“We
can no longer afford the luxury of granting prima-
¢y to considerations of internal politics,” are
heard but not translated into actuahity. As the
delegated spokesman for American Jewry, Rabbi
Alexander Schindler (this year president of the
umbrella organization which links nearly all ma-
jor Jewish organizations in the U.S.) puts it, Isra-
eli leaders “would almost be more comfortable,




for domestic political reasons, if the decisions
were imposed rather than arciculated and accept-
¢d from within.”

Three Crucial Issues

I brief, there are now unavoidable issues and
still no new Ben-Gurion to take the reins. In this
situation, rather than imposing a settlement, the
U.S. should rather impose its leverage on Israel
regarding three crucial matters:

I. Palestinian nationalism must be recognized
as a legitimate expression of the will of the Pales-
tinian Arab people, Consequently a Palestinian
State on the West Bank and Gaza Strip should be
accerted as a possible outcome of resumpuon of
the Geneva Conference. The Palestinian problem
is “the heart” of the confliet as State Department
spokesman Harold Saunders testified before the
Congress last November. From this essennal re-
alization closely follow the two other matters on
which the U.S. must convince the Israelis to alter
their positions

2. At Geneva, the Palestinians deserve sepa-
rate recognition and the PLO, should 1t agree to
negotiate with Israel at the conference, is one of
the major clements which will undoubtedly
make up the Palestiman delegation. Furthermore,
Resolution 242 requires either modification or
reinterpretation to acknowledge the political and
national rights of the Palestiman Arabs. This re-
solution is not bibhical; its primary author Lord
Caradon (who in 1967 was the British representa-
tive on the Sceurity Council) has repeatedly spok-
en of the need for such modification. This 1s a
concession the Palestinians can rightly demand.

3. Israel must be clearly willing to abandon
settlements in the occupied territories of Golan,
the West Bank and Sinai under appropriate condi-
tions ensuring Isracli security. Minor territorial
adjustments are certainly possible and a special
arrangement for Jerusalem essential—but ter-
ritortal withdrawal and abandonment of the sct-
tlements must become stated Israeli policy. Both
the Arabs and the Israeli citizenry need to be clear
on this matter.

How Arabs Should Reciprocate

Once the U.S. has imposed its leverage upon Is-
rael in this way a comparable imposition should
be applied to the various Arab parties. Syria and
Egypt must explicitly recognize that Israeli secu-
rity considerations are legitimate. In exchange for
near-total territorial return, concrete and multi-

ple security arrangements must be accepted by
the Arabs. These might include Israel presence
on the Golan ridge above the Huleh Valley; demi-
litarization of Golan, Sinai and the West Bank;
and permanent peace-keeping forces actually ca-

pable of intervention if need be and not subject to

removal without the consent of all parties.

In addiuon, [sracl can nghty cxpect major
political concessions. A willingness by the Arab
states to begin the long process of creating a nor-
mal peace should symbolically begin with stages
of progressive cconomic and cultural contact.
There must be as well a termimaton of hostile
propaganda and an agreement for arms limitation
and control. Furthermore, the Palestinian move-
ment must understand unequivocally that the
U.S. is comnzitted to Isracl’s survival and welfare;
that U.S. willingness to help in the creation of a
Palestinian state is predicated at a minimum
upon the peaceful cocexistance of that state with
Isracl. Consequently the Palestinians will have to
show their good faith by accepting demilitariza-
tion, peace-keeping forees, and a process of nor-
malization of relations following on the lead of
their brother Arab states.

U.S. Should Buttress Moderates

Hopefully, Israch leaders will come to recog-
nize that it is far preferable to begin cooperating
with a determined U.S. than to continue throw-
ing road-blocks in the American path. As Abba
Eban acknowledges, ““Time is of the e¢ssence and,
unhappily for us, tume 1s running out. We ought

to grasp the central issues and involve the United

States in resolving them.” Hopefully as well, va-
rious Arab parties will come to see in U.S. efforts
their own enhightened self-interest. But failure to
cooperate on the part of some of the parties can
no longer prevail. The U.S. should strongly pur-
sue her new course with whatever tools of per-
suasion and coercion are at her command—and
they are numerous and powerful.

“Peace in the Middle East . . . is not a promis-
ing subject,” writes scholar Malcomb Kerr in the
introduction to a new book detailing the at-
tempts and failures since the Six-Day War in
1967. “Everything in the historical record must
encourage the most pervasive pessimism.”” Ney-
ertheless, the Middle East has come to represent a
test of the entire world's ability to derail foreseea-
ble disaster. The Middle East as well has become
a crucial test ot the superpower detente.




