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RELEASE IN PART B6 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Pls print. 

H <hrod17@clintonemail.com > 

Sunday, July 31, 2011 1:24 PM 

Oscar Flores 

Fw: Weekend Reading I 

From: Anne-Marie Slaughter [mailto: 
Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2011 12:01 AM 
To: H 
Cc: Abedin, Huma <AbedinH@state.gov>; Mills, Cheryl D <MillsCD@state.gov>; Sullivan, Jacob J 
<SullivanJJ@state.gov> 
Subject: Weekend Reading I 

I hope you had a good trip; the reviews were great. You may have seen that I published an op-ed on Libya in the FT 

today, reprinted below. I sent a draft to Jake earlier in the week and benefited from his comments. In sum, I know that 

we have regarded any participation by any Gaddafi in a post-Muammer govt as a red line, but in my view our only 

chance of getting Muammer to step down (a slim one, I agree, but I think we have to try) is to give him the face-saving 

option of handing off in some way to Saif (perhaps as co-chair of a transitional council) — something he is reported to 

have proposed two years ago. I know all the reasons why that would be unattractive and certainly unacceptable to the 

rebels unless they had no other option, but moving toward a post-Gaddafi political process as fast as possible will create 
new possibilities and opportunities (and Jake can share with you my view of Saif). It is also the right message to send to 

Assad etc — that a way out of the violence can be found w/o complete surrender but rather with genuine representation 

of all sides. The alternative, I predict, will be the de facto division of Libya at least for the foreseeable future. And the 

longer the stalemate continues the harder it will be to think out of the box in any way without it seeming like .a 

capitulation. This strategy also creates a split b/w Gaddafi and Saif/other children. In the next email I'll send you my 
inaugural foreign policy column. 

Best, 

AM 

Compromise must be reached to end Libya conflict 

It is time for real compromise in Libya. The principal reason to support the intervention in the first 

place was to protect the people of Libya. Decisive action aligned the west with popular movements 

sweeping the Middle East and north Africa — a goal justified by both ideals and interests. For the 

same reasons, stopping the fighting now is more important than an opposition victory on the current 

terms advocated by the National Transitional Council in Benghazi. 

Some conditions remain non-negotiable. Muammar Gaddafi must step down. If he remains inside 

Libya, it must be in a place and on terms that prevent him from maintaining a personal power base. 

The fighting must stop and both sides must pull out of population centres. But everything else should 

be on the table. 

Remember how the intervention began. The only ground on which the Arab world and then the United 

Nations could agree on the use of force was the protection of Libyan civilians. Security Council  

resolution 1973, which authorised the no-fly zone and other measures, listed a long set of 
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humanitarian concerns and justifications, beginning with "the responsibility of the Libyan authorities 

to protect the Libyan population", and noting the perpetration of gross and systematic human rights 

violations and possible crimes against humanity. On April 14 Nato and its partners announced that 

they would continue "a high operational tempo against legitimate targets" (ie, intensive bombing) until 

Col Gaddafi ended attacks and threats of attacks against civilians and civilian-populated areas, 

verifiably withdrew all his forces to bases, and permitted humanitarian access to all Libyans who need 
help. 

Those are genuine humanitarian conditions, but de facto they would require Col Gaddafi to give up all 
the military gains he has made against opposition forces by pulling out of all the cities that are 

currently contested. He has no incentive to give up the fruits of his military victories except in return 
for an acceptable political agreement with the opposition. 

Here is where the views of leading coalition members come into play. The US, Britain and France 
appear to have political red lines of their own, most notably the non-participation of any Gaddafi 

family members in some kind of transitional governing arrangement. Since Col Gaddafi himself has 

refused any suggestion that does not include the face-saving formula of allowing him to transition at 
least some power to one of his sons, real progress is stymied until Col Gaddafi is killed either by a 

bomb or one of his own associates. Yet none of his family members have any incentive to advocate 
compromise, as his fate and theirs are tied. 

I fully understand why the idea of any member of the Gaddafi family continuing to hold power of any 
kind is so repugnant. I in no way accept a moral equivalence between the two sides; Col Gaddafi's  
abuse of his own people extends back nearly a half century. I was an early and vocal supporter of the 
UN intervention in Libya precisely because I foresaw that Col Gaddafi's ruthlessness and disregard 

for the lives and prospects of his citizens imperiled a city of 700,000 people. I also share the genuine 
commitment of many in the NTC to create a liberal democratic Libya that protects and empowers all 
Libyans. 

Yet it is time to rethink, because the longer the fighting continues, the longer it is likely to continue. 
This is counter-intuitive; both sides assume that each is wearing the other down and thus "victory" is 
just a matter of weeks or months. But in a conflict like this one, where for various reasons neither side 
has the ability to deliver a decisive blow, the fighting itself creates a cycle of radicalisation and 
entrenchment that makes it progressively harder rather than easier to reach a settlement. 

At the outset, I and many others saw the conflict not as a civil war but as an uprising of the Libyan  
people against their government. I continue to think that widespread opposition to Gaddafi exists in 

Tripoli and across Western Libya. But opposition to Gaddafi has not translated into mass uprising or 
manifest support for the Benghazi forces, in no small part because the more family members lose 

loved ones, suffer prolonged privation and life disruption, and are victims of the kinds of human rights 
abuses that reporters and non-government organisation observers are beginning to document on the 
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part of opposition forces, the more reason they have to believe Col Gaddafi's propaganda and 

conclude that the devil they know is better than the devil they don't. 

The more sacrifices individual fighters make for their cause the more they hate and harden their 

positions, on the grounds that only a complete victory can justify the mounting costs of the struggle. 

The longer the fighting continues, the more opposition members will have blood on their hands as 

well. Moreover, the destruction of ongoing warfare undermines the economic and social preconditions 

for any meaningful political order in Libya over the coming years. 

Meanwhile, the human costs to the Libyan people that Nato seeks to protect mount daily. In battle 

zones, widespread death and rape, with the attendant destruction of families and the all-too-human 

desire for revenge. The destruction of vital infrastructure necessary for economic activity, from oil 

production to ordinary small business. The flooding of the country as a whole with arms, which will 
spur further conflicts and raise the overall levels of violence in communities across the country. The 

continued shortages of food, medicine, power and other basic necessities of life, the disruption of 
education, business, travel, and interaction with the outside world. The deepening of tribal divisions  
and ancient enmities across the country. 

All this will make it much harder to rebuild a Libya with a government that actually serves rather than 
oppresses its people: the ultimate goal not just in Tripoli, but across north Africa and the Middle East. 
We have seen such a political tragedy unfold many times before, in Iraq, Afghanistan, Somalia and 
the Democratic Republic of Congo. The relative success stories, such as East Timor and Kosovo, are 
ones where the fighting ended quickly once the basic objective had been achieved. It is time to 
explore all possible avenues to add Libya to that list. 

The writer is the Bert G. Kerstetter '66 University Professor of Politics and International Affairs at 
Princeton University and, former director of policy planning for the US state department 
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