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Saddam: Same Old Tricks, No End to Inspection Evasion

(Wait A Minute, Didn't We Go Through This Before?)

Here We Go Again!

In clear defiance of the international community and the United States in particular, Iraq has once again ceased cooperation with United Nations inspectors tasked with verifying Baghdad has rid itself of its weapons of mass destruction (WMD) programs. The latest intransigence comes in the form of U.N. inspectors not being allowed to visit any new sites suspected of housing evidence of WMD programs. And yes, we have gone through this before—e.g., this past January, the U.S. appeared to be on the brink of launching attacks on the Iraqis because of their refusal to allow inspectors into what were termed "presidential palaces." As was mentioned in SIPB 11, January 28, 1998, "Saddam has put himself right back on the brink, perhaps growing bolder in the midst of the current siege of White House scandals. And the danger is that he may underestimate U.S. resolve to restrain his development of WMD."

Sadly, it appears he estimated the U.S. correctly. The Clinton Administration has done nothing to punish Iraqi dictator for his defiance, and has even taken several steps backward, with senior Administration officials convincing chief inspector Richard Butler to first delay and then cancel altogether searches which, according to Scott Ritter (the most senior U.S.inspector who recently resigned in protest of U.S. policy) would have turned up conclusive evidence of WMD. Why? The obvious conclusion is that the White House does not want to use force against Saddam, most likely due to an inability to gather international support for its use. This unwillingness to enforce the Gulf War cease-fire authorizing the searches directly contradicts President Clinton's own words from February this year, as quoted by Richard Grenier in the September 1 Washington Times, when speaking of what Saddam would do if promises of punishment went unfulfilled:

        "Well, he'll conclude that the international community has lost its will. He'll then conclude that he can go right on and do more to rebuild an arsenal of devastating destruction. And some day, some way, I guarantee you, he'll use that arsenal... Inthis century, we learned through harsh experience that the only answer to aggression and illegal behavior isfirmness, determination and, when necessary, action. If we fail to respond today, Saddam, and all those who wouldfollow in his footsteps, will be emboldened tomorrow by the knowledge that they can act with impunity."

The President was right in February, and is wrong today.

Scott Ritter: Poster Boy to Pariah

For months, the most visible American member of Richard Butler's inspection team was Scott Ritter. He was loved by those who want to see the inspections carried out to their full potential, and hated by the Iraqis. His aggressive style and dogged determination gave Iraq fits. Things once went so far that an Iraqi soldier charged with blocking access to a site Ritter wanted to search took his pistol and put it Ritter's head, explaining that if he went one inch further he would kill him. As it became apparent that there is no support for American and British strikes against Baghdad, however, Ritter, over time, became a liability to the Administration. Perhaps his persistence made it too obvious the Iraqis were hiding things from UNSCOM, which made Clinton's position untenable. And then Ritter resigned in disgust when he perceived Administration officials, including Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, called Richard Butler to convince him to conclude well justified inspections should be postponed and then canceled outright.

Ritter's letter of resignation describes not only a pattern of deception and subterfuge on the part of the Iraqis, but also a pattern of avoidance by the White House: "In August, we had another team deployed, ready to go; we had very, very good sites based on sound intelligence.

This time the United States, through intervention from both Madeleine Albright and Sandy Berger, had the inspection first postponed for a matter of days and then canceled outright." An earlier letter to Richard Butler described "unfettered Iraqi obstruction and nonexistent Security Council enforcement of its own resolutions." When asked to respond to Ritter's accusations, Secretary of State Albright, appearing on CNN's Late Edition, did not deny that U.S. officials had indeed actively sought to stop imminent inspections, but said Ritter "doesn't have a clue about what our overall plan has been; that we are the foremost supporter of UNSCOM, that we have directed--have inspired really more inspections than anybody else." Whatever the facts turn out to be, the Clinton Administration has probably given away the best opportunity to make Saddam answer for his unwillingness to abide by his promise to permanently disband his WMD programs. Peter Rodman, a former Nixon Administration official, went so far as to tell Reuters that "the world is on the edge of some major crisis and I don't sense anybody has any idea of what to do. I don't know if this administration

is capable of it ... American leadership is called for and a distracted president may cost something."

Saddam Could Rearm In As Little As Six Months

Ritter also told ABC that Baghdad could reacquire a weapons capability within six months. If this were to occur, seven years of American and international efforts to thwart this tyrant would be for naught. High Frontier has often noted the Israeli attack on an Iraqi nuclear power plant site just before it became operational 17 years ago. Isn't that episode, followed by 8 years of war with Iran, followed shortly by his invasion of Kuwait, enough to convince the Clinton Administration that, maybe, this Saddam Hussein character won't respond the way we want to "carrots," and that more "sticks" might be needed? One would certainly think so, but we are constantly disappointed with our lack of follow-through on our promise of consequences.

In Search Of A Backbone and a Better Plan

Truly, commitment from the U.S. to make good on its promises is in short supply. While additional bombing missions could be unpopular with the international community, how unpopular would it be for the U.S., or more likely its overseas troops and allies, to be attacked with chemical, biological or nuclear warheads mounted on ballistic missiles? Unfortunately, U.S. policies which most annoy other countries sometimes best promote U.S. interests. This is one of those times. The Clinton Administration has been notorious for governing "by the poll," sticking with the policies which keep him popular. Unfortunately, there is little chance the White House will do the right thing and enforce the conditions of the Gulf War cease-fire.

High Frontier"s Chairman, Ambassador Hank Cooper, summed up the situation: "It seems clear the Clinton Administration's policy is misguided. Every indication is that it is one of appeasement, if not of Iraq then of our allies who do not want to use military options to compel Saddam to abide by the agreements he signed. Over time, the White House has established a pattern of weakness, allowing Baghdad and others to cross the "line in the sand" again and again, with no consequences ever being exacted. What is worse, the Administration has been unwilling to defend us and our allies against the delivery systems for weapons of mass destruction: ballistic missiles. Until the blind faith in our ability to convince others not to pursue the same capabilities by which we gained and hold on to our power, the U.S., its overseas troops and allies will be threatened by these terror weapons."

The time has long passed to give up on words and "good vibes" as the sole means to achieve peace and stability. What is needed instead is a strong, reliable defense against ballistic missiles.

