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Kurdistan in Iraq

The Kurdish-Iraqi conflict lies in the fact that Kurdistan is a nation-without-a-
state and Iraq is a non-nation state, each possessing a nationhood project differing
from and opposing the other. Iraqi Kurdistan is an outward looking entity seeking
external patronage. Though external patronage has played a pivotal role in the
evolution of the Kurdish quasi-state, a lack of positive patronage has prevented it
from achieving independence.

This book looks at how the Kurdish and Iraqi quests for nationhood have led
to the transformation of Iraqi Kurdistan into an unrecognised quasi-state, and the
devolution of the Iraqi state into a recognised quasi-state. This is done by examining
the protracted Iraqi-Kurdish conflict and by analysing the contradictions and
incompatibilities between the two different nationalisms: Iraqi and Kurdish. The
author explains that Kurds as a nation without a state have their own nationhood
project which is in opposition to the Iragi nationhood project. Each has its own
identity, loyalty and sovereignty. The book answers the question as to how the
Kurdish quest for nationhood has been treated by successive Iraqi regimes.
Furthermore, it fills in the literary gaps which exist in relation to the Iraqi-Kurdish
conflict by specifying and categorising the cardinal conditions that drive ethnic
and nationalist conflicts which lead to the creation of separatist entities.

Drawing upon a vast amount of untapped Kurdish and Arabic primary sources,
the book draws on prominent theories on nation-states and quasi-states. It will
particularly appeal to students and scholars of international relations, political
theory and Middle Eastern Studies.

Aram Rafaat, PhD, is a freelance researcher and educator. He has published
widely in English and Kurdish and is the author of two books, The Kurds in Post-
Invasion Iraq and The Shiite's Position on Kirkuk and Federalism and a number
of journal articles.
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Glossary

Agha A Kurdish term for tribal chieftains

Amn Iraq’s General Security Directorate

Anfal An Arabic term for spoils of the war, it used by Iraq for a series of major
military campaigns carried out against the Kurds from 1987 to 1988

Ey Reqib A Kurdish term that literally means ‘O enemy’, the Kurdish national
anthem is popularly known as Ey Reqib, which is the title of the poem used
for the anthem

Jash A Kurdish derogatory term literally meaning small donkey, but popularly
used to mean pro-government tribal militia

Kurdayeti A Kurdish term for Kurdish Nationalist Movement

Mujama’at  An Arabic term that means collections, it used by the Iraqi govern-
ment to refer to collection camps; the majority of Kurdish villagers were
relocated in Mujama’at between 1976 and 1991

Mustashar An Arabic term that literally means adviser or consultant; it is used
for a Kurdish tribal commander of a Jash unit

Nawroz Kurdish national day

Peshmerga A Kurdish term that means those who face death, used by Kurds for
those fighting for Kurdayeti

Tanzimat An Arabic term used to refer to a series of reforms promulgated in the
Ottoman Empire between 1839 and 1876



Introduction

On 9 April 2003, US troops advanced into Baghdad. Shortly after the entry of the
US marines into the capitol city, a small crowd of Iraqis gathered in Firdos Square
in the middle of Baghdad, where a huge statue of Iraqi President Saddam Hussein
had been erected. In a highly symbolic act, a group of men climbed the statue’s
pedestal and attached a rope around the image of Saddam Hussein. Failing to top-
ple the statue, the US marine armoured recovery vehicle helped Iraqi citizens pull
it down. The Iraqis jumped with joy on the toppled statue, and waved the coun-
try’s pre-1991 flag, signalling to the world that Americans were ‘liberators’ of the
Iraqi people. Kurdish leaders, Masoud Barzani and Jalal Talabani, were among
the first who arrived in Baghdad to participate in the work of ‘rebuilding’ the Iraqi
state.! Nineteen months later, on 30 January 2005, the ‘new era of democracy’
commenced with the Iraqis’ purple-stained fingers. They had just voted in, prob-
ably, the first free election in modern Iraq. One of the most significant parts of
this development was that the overwhelming majority of the Kurds participated in
the election. Another important development was the ‘settlement’ of the Kurdish
issue in the new Iraqi constitution. On 15 October 2005, in a national referendum,
the majority of Iraqis voted for the constitution, which recognised Kurdistan as
a federal region run by its own regional parliament and government. The refer-
endum also demonstrated that 80 per cent of the Kurds voted in favour of the
constitution. This was taken to be proof that the Kurds supported Iraqi unity and
its federal system of governance. Another important building block in the Kurds’
participation in the new Iraq was the election of Kurdish president Jalal Talabani
by Iraq’s parliament. This was the first Kurdish president to be elected in Iraqi
history and carried enormous symbolic importance.

Official Kurdish statements emphasised that Kurds chose a voluntary union with
Iraq. For example, Masud Barzani, then the president of the Kurdistan Regional
Government, insists that “[Kurds] have participated and contributed effectively
in building a new Iraq,” and “[Kurds] are one of the founders of the [new] Iraqi
state.”” He further explained that “the first two brigades of the Iraqi new army
were founded by Kurdish security forces (peshmerga), while other parties were
not ready to contribute in rebuilding the Iraqi army.”* Similarly, Jalal Talabani,
the former president of Iraq, insisted that 80 per cent of the Kurds voted for Iraq’s
constitution, and this proved that the Kurds support Iraqi unity.* Further, Barham
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Salih’® explained that the Kurdish leaderships’ engagement in the formation of the
Iraqi government is unprecedented.® Kurdish leaders, however, claim that their
voluntary union comes with the precondition that the system of Iraq is federal.” In
their public statements, Kurdish officials describe federalism as “the best solution
for [Kurdish] issue™® and “one of the Kurdish top priorities”.” At the same time
they insist that federalism is “the absolute minimum the people of Iraqi Kurdistan
will accept”.!” In other words, for the Kurds federalism is a voluntary union."
Furthermore, the Kurds played a tough game to enshrine their quest for autonomy
under a federal system.'? Correspondingly, many commentators argue that the
Kurds in modern Iraq are pioneers of federalist thinking, and federalism’s most
zealous supporters.'* This Kurdish policy, many argue, is a realistic and pragmatic
policy." Thus, many believe that federalism in Iraq is a Kurdish objective, and
their return to Iraq and their advocacy of federalism signals Kurdish acceptance
of remaining as part of the Iraqi nation.'

Federalism apparently became the dominant theme in Kurdish official party
media and the Kurds actively participated in the reconstruction of the Iraqi state.
Article 117 of the Iraqi constitution recognised the legitimacy of the KRG in
a federal Iraq. Existing legislation and decrees promulgated by the Kurdistan
Region of Iraq (KRI) were formally recognised in Article 141 of Iraq’s permanent
constitution which also favoured the KRI with revenues (Articles 106 and 121).
The new Iraqi state was rebuilt on the basis of consensus, parliamentary power-
sharing, and federalism. Articles 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, and 115 ratified the
authority of both the KRI government and the central government. In addition to
the power-sharing arrangement in some fields of authority by Baghdad and Erbil,
pertinent exclusive rights were allocated to each side with the central government
apportioning a degree of its sovereignty to the KRI. In post-invasion Iraq the KRI
generally portrayed itself as a de jure federal region within Iraq. Many scholars on
the Kurdish issue have argued that the KRI compromised its independent status
by becoming an integral part of a federal Iraq.'® Based on this argument one might
argue that Iraq was transformed from a unitary state into a federal one, and the
Kurdish quasi-state was terminated by rejoining Iraq.

The ‘liberation’ of Iraq from 35 years of dictatorship, the Kurds’ participation
in popular elections, the recognition of the federal status of the KRI, and the elec-
tion of Talabani as president of Iraq resonated well with Western media outlets
imagining that ‘freedom’ and ‘justice’ for the Kurds had now been established in
Iraq and the Kurdish issue was settled. The dominant and popular interpretation of
the Kurdish issue is that it was an issue of citizenship and human rights. All that
was needed to settle the Kurdish issue was to remove the dictator, create a demo-
cratic atmosphere, include the Kurds into Iraqi state institutions, and introduce a
degree of federalism to insure their control of their local affairs.

This cheerful and wishful imagining of the Iraqi functioning democracy
quickly became a faded dream. Not only did the Kurdistan region not reintegrate
into the country but Iraq itself was on the verge of dismantlement as both the US
occupation and the new Iraqi rulers were challenged by a Sunni-dominated insur-
gency. Divided by civil war, the Shias and Sunnis were exhausted and during the
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first years of US occupation the Iraqi state practically collapsed. The US was the
only real authority in Iraq following its occupation in 2003. For many years Iraq
remained (nominally) a united country because more than 140,000 US-led coali-
tion troops assured that this was the case. The US had the ability to dismember
Iraq at will. But the US did just the opposite. The US was involved in the process
of reconstructing Iraq at the expense of the independence of Kurdistan region.
Initially, the US attempted to dissolve the KRG and impose a form of federal-
ism based on 18 governorates rather than a federal system based on a plan that
included the KRI as a federal region. Facing harsh rejection from the Kurds, com-
bined with anti-American insurgencies, the Sunni-Shia civil war, and a political
stalemate, the US abandoned its policy.

The unification between the Kurdistan region and Iraq, however, remained
mostly nominal as reunification did not diminish KRI status or its internal sov-
ereignty. From the Kurdish perspective, the KRI would not accept less than their
existing situation. On one hand, the Kurds were relatively successful in incorpo-
rating their version of ‘reunification’ into the Iraqi constitution. After the invasion
the Kurds insisted on the re-adjustment of the Kirkuk border and the inclusion of
the population of detached districts in a referendum over the destiny of Kirkuk.
Though this claim was included in Article 58 of the Transitional Administrative
Law (TAL) and restated in Article 140 of the Iraqi constitution, the Iraqi govern-
ment failed to implement these constitutional articles. On the opposing hand, the
KRI reserved and further consolidated its de facto rule in the Kurdistan region.
The KRG extended its authority into disputed areas that represented some 40 per
cent of what the Kurds believe to be their historical homeland. To do this, the
KRG used its armed forces and controlled most of the disputed areas. Follow-
ing the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS) blitzkrieg across Sunni areas and
the withdrawal of the Iraqi army from Kirkuk province, peshmerga (the Kurd-
ish army) replaced the Iraqi army and controlled significant areas of Kirkuk and
Mosul provinces. Though the relationship between the Kurds and Iraqis remained
calm, there were signs of cooperation between the two sides in their war against
ISIS, the potential for war remains high. The threat remains as most historical con-
flicts between the two sides have remained unresolved; both sides own military
forces and there are factions on both sides that incline towards military solutions
to resolve their conflicts. On many occasions, there were standoffs between the
peshmerga forces on one side and the Iraqi army and its militia on the other. The
most recent series of clashes between the peshmerga and the Hashed al-Shaabi,
an Iraqi militia, was in April 2016, where an open conflict broke out between the
two sides in the town of Tuz Khurmatu.

In June 2014, ten years after the Firdos Square incident, the Iraqi army col-
lapsed in almost the entire Sunni region of Iraq, including the two main cities of
Mosul and Tikrit as a result of unrelenting ISIS attacks. The collapse of the Iraqi
army resulted in the emergence of a new border between Iraq and the Kurdistan
region. The KRI-Iraq border dispute and emergence of the new border was the
central issue behind the contention between Baghdad and Erbil in post-invasion
Iraq. The two entities were separated by clear boundaries. On 18 February 2015,
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Masud Barzani visited peshmerga’s frontlines against ISIS in the province of
Kirkuk. In a speech to peshmerga’s commandos, Barzani stated that “they [Iraqis]
must know that either we will all die, or Kirkuk will never fall to the enemy ever
again.” Barzani emphasised that “today’s reality has been achieved with precious
blood and we will not tolerate any change to these borders.” Terms of ‘enemy’ and
‘border’ here are clear indications as to the tense nature surrounding the Iraqi state
and the new border line between Iraq and the Kurdistan region. The border con-
flict between Baghdad and Erbil gives the impression of being more of a dispute
between two rival neighbouring quasi-states than between two regions within one
country.

The Kurdish-Iraq conflict is not between a state and disadvantaged rebel or
minority group, nor is it from a peripheral territory or a conflict over cultural,
economic, human, and/or ethnic rights. Rather it is a conflict between two antago-
nistic quasi-states, each struggling to escape from its quasi-state status and be
transformed into a real sovereign state at the expense of the other’s sovereignty.
Similar to the ongoing border dispute between two rival neighbouring states, the
KRI-Iraq border dispute was the central issue behind the contention between
Baghdad and Erbil. The two entities were separated by clear boundaries. To gain
internal sovereignty, the KRI aimed to extend its authority into disputed areas
that represented some 40 per cent of what the Kurds believe to be their historical
homeland. To gain internal sovereignty, the KRG aimed to extend its authority
into disputed areas that represented some 40 per cent of what the Kurds believe to
be their historical homeland. To that end, the KRG unilaterally redrew the Kurd-
istan region’s border with Iraq. The KRI’s intention, in contrast, was to maintain
internal sovereignty and incorporate the disputed areas into its territory. To main-
tain its internal sovereignty, the KRI prevented Iraq’s institutions and army from
entering the Kurdistan region. Furthermore, each entity was protected by two sep-
arate independent military forces. The Iraq army has over 750,000 soldiers, very
few of whom are Kurds. The Kurdish armed forces number around 200,000. Of
course, Iraq has no authority to command these military personnel. Moreover, the
KRI has control over its own economy, military, education, and oil fields.

Conflict over external recognition of state sovereignty was another source of
contentiousness between the two states. Iraq asserts that establishing international
relations is its exclusive right and that Kurdistan has no right in this area since
it is part of Iraq. Yet on the contrary, the KRI established both diplomatic and
economic relations with foreign countries despite Iraq’s opposition to achieve
externally recognised sovereignty. The KRI established its representatives in doz-
ens of countries and many countries reciprocated by establishing direct relations
with the KRI by opening consulates in Kurdistan. KRI President Masud Barzani
was received by heads of states of numerous countries including the US, Turkey,
France, and Iran, who treated the KRI as a semi-independent entity. The latest
direct military aid to Kurdish forces, the KRI-Iraq border dispute, and rows over
oil shows that the conflict has remained as one of the country’s most pervasive
problems since the American invasion of Iraq. It also shows the nature of the
Iraqi-Kurdish conflict. Thus, despite the Kurds’ official statements, in the first
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years of the US invasion, regarding their reunification with Iraq, the US attempt
to dissolve the KRI, and the recognition of the federal status of the Kurdistan
region, the Iraqi government has not governed the Kurdistan region. Iraqi insti-
tutions, administration, and armed forces were not allowed to enter the region
and are totally absent in Kurdistan. KRI institutions and its structure remained
untouched; the Kurdistan region remained unoccupied by the US, and the Iraqi
authority failed to return to and govern Kurdistan.

In fact, this was not the first time that Iraq failed to govern the Kurdistan region
despite the ostensible rejoining of the Kurdish region to Iraq. On four occasions
Iraq was able to recapture or return to the Kurdish region: 1975, 1988, 1991, and
2003. On all of these occasions, however, Iraq failed to adequately govern, man-
age, and/or to maintain its rule in the region. From 1961 to 1975 the Iraqi author-
ity was absent in a significant part of Kurdistan, which the Kurds called Free
Kurdistan. With the collapse of Free Kurdistan in 1975, Iraq regained an oppor-
tunity to rule the region. However, during the era of Free Kurdistan (1961-1975),
Iraqi institutions were expelled from Kurdistan, and the Kurdish administration,
institutions, and armed forces replaced them. With the collapse of Free Kurdistan,
the Kurdish local administrations collapsed, leaving a void in civil administra-
tion, functional institutions, and native supporters. With this set of circumstances,
Iraq’s only option for maintaining its rule was to govern the region militarily. The
military, however, failed to meet its obligations satisfactorily. Within one year of
the collapse of Free Kurdistan, Iraq’s military superiority was challenged by the
peshmerga in rural Kurdistan. By the time that the Iraq-Iran war broke out, Iraq
had lost military control of most parts of rural Kurdistan. Thus, Iraq did not suc-
ceed in governing the Kurdistan region administratively or militarily.

The result of Iraq’s failure to govern Kurdistan from 1976 onward was that
the Kurdistan region was divided into four zones, each with a different policy
imposed by the central government. The policy for each zone was based on the
degree of the zone’s affiliation with Kurdish insurgency. The first policy offered
symbolic autonomy but with a heavy military presence in the main cities and
towns that were less directly affiliated with and less vulnerable to integration into
Free Kurdistan. The second policy offered indirect rule through middlemen and
the Jash militia. It was the policy for the newly created collection camps and
towns that were ruled by the Kurds. From 1975 onward this zone remained under
Iraq’s authority but was vulnerable to be being recaptured by the peshmerga. The
second policy was designed for the ethnically mixed areas that were less affili-
ated with Kurdish insurgency. Iraq followed the combined policies of Arabisation
and de-Kurdification in this zone. They were less vulnerable to being captured by
the peshmerga but insisted on being considered as an integral part of the Kurdish
homeland. The fourth policy was the depopulation of rural Kurdistan that was
ruled by the KQS-I until 1975 and by the peshmerga between 1980 and 1988.
Iraq also followed the policy of annihilation and de-Iraqification of inhabitants of
this region. By 1988 about 80 to 90 per cent of rural Kurdistan was depopulated.

The second occasion in which Iraq failed to govern the Kurdish self-ruled areas
followed the collapse of the second period of Kurdish self-rule in 1988 when Iraq
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defeated the peshmerga and recaptured the entire Iraqi Kurdistan region. Despite
its undisputed control over Kurdistan, Iraq did not attempt to reconcile with the
Kurds, repopulate, or reconstruct the war-devastated rural areas. Nor did they
attempt to provide services and implement a functional civil administration to
the region. What Iraq did was to expand its depopulation policies to towns and
collection camps that they had previously ruled indirectly. Thus, failing to govern
Kurdistan between 1976 and 1991 resulted in the depopulation of two-thirds of
Iraqi Kurdistan. The third occasion in which Iraq failed to govern the Kurdish self-
ruled areas was after the Kurdish uprising of 1991. Iraq defeated the uprising and
recaptured the main cities and towns. But it still failed to govern or maintain its
authority in the region. For the first time in its history, Iraq was compelled to with-
draw from all three Kurdish governorates, the region that eventually turned into
the de facto self-rule. The final occasion in which Iraq failed to govern the Kurdish
self-ruled areas was after the invasion period when the Kurds rejoined the country.
In 2003 the KRI formally rejoined Iraq, an act that became constitutionally recog-
nised and resulted in a federal and unified Iraq. The KDS established after 1991
was transformed into a more functional, progressive, and stronger quasi-state.

The main argument of this book is that both Iraq and the KRI are quasi-states;
the former is a recognised quasi-state (RQ), and the latter an unrecognised quasi-
state (UQ). To explain attributes that distinguish UQs from RQs, this book draws
from several theories of statehood. Constitutive theory, Jackson’s quasi-state the-
ory, and Weber’s legitimacy theory are used to understand RQs while declarative
theory and Colsto’s quasi-state theory are used to define UQs. Constitutive theory
focuses on the external legal rights and duties. The key to constitutive theory is
not an entity’s attainment of de facto statehood but, rather, prior international
acceptance of its asserted right to independence. Constitutive statehood is an
entity that enjoys international recognition regardless of its internal reality. Thus,
constitutive statehood is a juridical rather than an empirical entity. It enjoys recog-
nition but may lack internal legitimacy. Similar to constitutive theory, for Jackson,
international recognition is a precondition to recognise an entity as a state. For
him, a de facto state which is not recognised internationally is not considered as
a state. Unlike constitutive theory, however, Jackson’s definition of statehood is
both empirical and de jure. He identifies two forms of internationally recognised
states: ‘real’ and ‘quasi’. Jackson’s ‘real’ sovereign state enjoys dual legitimacy:
external, vis-a-vis other states, and internal, vis-a-vis its own citizens. Jackson’s
‘quasi-state’ is recognised by the international community as a sovereign state,
but clearly lacks internal legitimacy. However, Weber’s view of statehood resem-
bles the characteristics of empirical statehood and is useful to further understand
internal legitimacy. Weber defines the state in relation to its monopolisation of
the legitimate use of force. A state, according to Weber, is an entity that monopo-
lises legitimate use of physical force within a certain territory. Hence, based on
Weber’s definition, an entity that lacks the monopoly on legitimate violence can-
not be considered as a state. This definition of a state’s claim to a monopoly on
legitimate violence is used to further understand Jackson’s concept of internal
legitimacy and sovereignty.
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Declarative theory helps in the understanding of UQs. This theory focuses on
the internal factual situation. In other words, it focuses on the conditions of state-
hood (recognition of a state). A state, based on declarative theory, is an entity that
possesses four qualifications: a permanent population; a defined territory; govern-
ment; and the capacity to enter into relations with the other states. In other words,
declarative theory defines an entity as a state if it possesses these qualifications,
regardless of whether this entity is a member of the UN or not. Thus, declaratory
statehood resembles the characteristics of the unrecognised quasi-state. Similar
to UQs, declarative statehood is ‘empirical’ rather than ‘juridical’ and possesses
internal sovereignty but may lack international recognition. Kolste classifies as
quasi-states those states possessing internal sovereignty but lacking international
recognition.

These two sets of theory, however, fail to agree on a single and universally
accepted meaning of the term quasi-state. Some scholars use different and often
non-synonymous terms (such as artificial states, cleft states, failed states, rogue
states, non-nation states, and pseudo-states) to describe recognised quasi-states.
Other scholars use terms such as quasi-states, de facto states, pseudo-states, or
secessionist or rebel territories for unrecognised quasi-states. Moreover, scholars
on quasi-states do not agree on which type of states can be categorised as quasi-
states. To overcome these generalisations and confusion, as well as to address a
gap in the literature pertaining to quasi-states and drawing on these theories, this
work brings in several new and original models. Two sets of criteria are intro-
duced: one for RQs and the other for UQs. The former will be referred to as
recognised quasi-state criteria (RQC) and the latter will be called unrecognised
quasi-state criteria (UQC). These criteria are designed to distinguish RQs from
UQs, and both from real states. Four criteria are utilised to classify recognised
quasi-states. The first and second criteria of RQs pertain to the internal affairs of
the state, while the third and fourth are related to the state’s status vis-a-vis other
states. A state that enjoys external recognition but falls within the criteria of recog-
nised quasi-states (RQC) is considered as a recognised quasi-state. The first two
criteria of unrecognised states, however, pertain to the quality of the unrecognised
entities, the third criterion to the status of the parent state, and the fourth to the
quality of the UQs’ external patronage. If a de facto state, however, fails to gain
international recognition but falls within these four criteria, it can be defined as an
unrecognised quasi-state. Throughout this book, the status of Iraq is scrutinised in
light of RQC and the KRI in light of the UQC. Other new and original models and
themes that have been introduced and developed throughout the book include: the
notion of the existence of two quasi-states (i.e. a recognised and an unrecognised
quasi-state), the outward looking nature of the ‘nations without a state’, positive
and negative patronages, and criteria for negative patronage.

To date, few, if any, studies have focused on the question as to whether Iraq
may be considered a quasi-state and, if so, how that state of affairs impacted
Kurdish integration into Iraq. Kurdistan in Iraq: the evolution of a quasi-state
is both intriguing and extremely relevant to the debates currently taking place
regarding ethno-sectarian conflict in Iraq and the wider Middle Eastern region.
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Kurdistan in Iraq: the evolution of a quasi-state is the first book to dissect and dis-
cuss the diverse consequences of the evolution of the status of a nation without a
state (NWS) that exists within the boundaries of a sovereign state into an unrecog-
nised quasi-state. It is also the first to distinguish unrecognised quasi-states from
recognised quasi-states and for that purpose two sets of criteria are developed for
both forms of quasi-state. Moreover, the book is the first to trace the impact of
an unrecognised quasi-state on the devolution of a parent state into a recognised
quasi-state. The book will make a significant contribution both because these
themes and models are quite original and can be applied to international relations
theory, as well as because it analyses conflicts at the wider Kurdish, regional,
Middle Eastern, and international levels. The model of a country of two quasi-
states may offer answers not only to the protracted Kurdish-Iraqi conflict but also
to internal conflicts in other countries. It may help to re-categorise many countries
around the world as countries of two or more quasi-states. Cyprus is one example
that can be examined to determine whether it is a country of two quasi-states: the
unrecognised Turkish quasi-state and the recognised Cypriot quasi-state. Another
country that needs to be evaluated is Georgia in order to understand whether it can
be defined as a country of three quasi-states: the recognised quasi-state of Georgia
and the two unrecognised quasi-states, Abkhazia and South Ossetia.

The model of outward looking NWSs is another that may offer the answer to
internal conflicts in other countries. For example, it may offer the answer to the
question of why the Kurds of Iran and Turkey have not achieved de facto self-rule
or an unrecognised Kurdish quasi-state similar to that of the Kurds in Iraq. At the
regional level, do other territorial communities, such as the Azeri and Arabs of
Iran, qualify as NWSs and, if so, are they outward looking communities similar
to the Kurds of Iraq? Another model developed in this book is that of positive
and negative patronage. This model can be applied to the Palestinian territory, a
region that is supported by many Arab and Islamic countries. In this regard one
can ask, as there are Azeri and Arab states that would grant these two communi-
ties positive patronage, why have these two communities not established unrec-
ognised quasi-states? These two examples are also useful to further research the
role of negative and positive patronages in the emergence and survival of unrec-
ognised quasi-states. The ideas of negative and positive patronage are also useful
to answer the question as to why some unrecognised quasi-states (such as South
Sudan, Eritrea, and East Timor) have achieved international recognition, while
other quasi-states (such as the Tamils of Sri Lanka) collapsed. In between, how-
ever, are many unrecognised quasi-states that have managed to survive but failed
to achieve recognition. Among these are West Sahara and the Nagorno-Karabakh
Republic. These themes may also prove effective for finding a different and more
appropriate solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Answering these questions
not only offers a better understanding of the nature of protracted conflicts among
ethno-sectarian groups but may provide a proper solution to them.

This book is the first to argue that Iraq is a country of two quasi-states and that
the Kurdish-Iraqi conflict is a clash between these two quasi-states. The product
of amassing a vast amount of material, as well as marshalling and organising it
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into a coherent analytical narrative, this book examines these two quasi-states.
From 1961 onward the Kurdish-Iraqi conflict has turned into a conflict between
two separate states that exist within the boundaries of one country, rather than a
conflict within one nation. This book also clarifies that the devolution of Iraq from
a sovereign state into a recognised quasi-state is directly related to the emergence
of the unrecognised Kurdish quasi-state. It will also highlight how these dual
quasi-states within the boundary of Iraq have led to many of the most deep-seated
and intractable problems facing Iraq, the region, and the world today. In other
words, the aim of this study is to examine the three unexplored and most chal-
lenging issues facing modern Iraq: the Kurdish and Iraqi contradictory quests for
nationhood; the evolution of the status of the Kurds from being a nation without
a state to a nation that is now a quasi-state; and how the Kurdish problem has
caused Iraq’s status to shift from what was a ‘functional nation-state’ and to a
quasi-state.

Kurdistan in Iraq: the evolution of a quasi-state answers the question as to
how the Kurdish and Iraqi quests for nationhood have led to the transformation
of Iraqi Kurdistan into an unrecognised quasi-state and the devolution of the Iraqi
state into a recognised quasi-state. This will be done by examining the protracted
Iraqi-Kurdish conflict and by analysing the contradictions and incompatibilities
between the two different nationalisms: Iraqi and Kurdish. This book explains that
Kurds as a nation without a state (NWS) have their own nationhood project which
is in opposition to the Iraqi Nationhood Project (INP). Each has its own identity,
loyalty, and sovereignty. This study answers the question as to how the Kurdish
quest for nationhood has been treated by successive Iraqi regimes. Furthermore,
it fills in the literary gaps which exist in relation to the Iraqi-Kurdish conflict by
specifying and categorising the cardinal conditions that drive ethnic and national-
ist conflicts which lead to the creation of separatist entities.

It fills in the literary gaps pertaining to the Iraqi-Kurdish conflict by specifying
and categorising the cardinal conditions that drive ethnic and nationalist conflicts,
moving them towards separatist entities. This work will also address issues as to
how these matters have resulted in unsatisfactory consequences for the Kurdish-
Iraqi peace process in the last eight decades. This work will make sense of empiri-
cal theories on nationalism and the development of quasi-states. It will fill in the
gaps in the literature pertaining to the Iraqi-Kurdish conflict by specifying and
categorising the cardinal conditions that drive ethnic and nationalist conflicts, thus
moving them towards separatist entities. Finally, this work will contribute to the
field by providing insightful views and investigating unexamined materials writ-
ten in the Arabic and Kurdish languages that relate to the issue.

In sum, this work involves a comprehensive coverage of the following issues:
(1) to highlight the main principles and characteristics of the Kurdish National-
ist Movement and Iraqi nationalism; (2) to analyse the status of the Kurds and
address the question as to whether the Kurdish people of Iraq comprise a nation
without a state (NWS); (3) to scrutinise the status of Iraq and address the question
as to whether Iraq is a non-nation state (NNS); (4) to scrutinise how the respec-
tive statuses of the Kurds and Iraqis have reshaped the nature of the Kurdish-Iraqi
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conflict; (5) to study factors behind the Iraqi failure to govern and integrate the
Kurds into Iraq; (6) to evaluate the evolution of the Kurds from a NWS to a
quasi-state; (7) to analyse the simultaneous process of (i) the development of the
Kurdistan region into a quasi-state and (ii) the devolution of Iraq into a recognised
quasi-state; (8) to address the challenges and obstacles that kept the Kurds from
establishing an independent state; and (9) to investigate the dominant myth and
symbols of nationalism and statehood in a range of schools, codes, legal and offi-
cial documents, etc. These tasks are undertaken through an exhaustive study of
the theoretical approaches regarding nations without states (NWSs), non-nation
states (NNSs), sovereignty and recognised quasi-states (RQs), unrecognised
quasi-states (UQs), and through the application of the criteria determining posi-
tive and negative patronage to quasi-states.

The book is based on a textual analysis and critical evaluation of materials
relating to the Kurdish issue in Iraq, including books, journal articles, essays, offi-
cial documents, and textbooks. It also draws on official statements and documents
published by Iraqi and Kurdish leaders. Iraqi and Kurdish newspapers are other
important sources that have contributed to the insights contained in this research:
Kurdish and Iraqi political parties’ programs, goals, and ideologies, as well as
the ideas of the ‘intelligentsia’ that have been published by different institutions
and articles in political party newspapers. Iraqi and the KRI constitutions, laws,
decrees, and regulations are also a vital source for this study as they allow for the
scrutiny of Kurdish-Iraqi relations, Iraq’s Kurdish policies, and Kurdish self-rule
as revealed in the state’s formal documents. Official documents, issued from inter-
national organisations, particularly the UN Security Council Resolutions (SCRs),
are critically reviewed. This approach enables a better understanding of the issues
of sovereignty, external support, and interference, as well as the international
dimension of the Iraqi-Kurdish conflict. A review of US post-invasion documents
including decrees, regulations, bilateral (Iraqi-US) agreements, and public state-
ments have also been scrutinised to add to the richness of coverage. The study
draws on contributions from the theoretical debates on nationalism/quasi-states,
comparative politics and ethnic groups, ethno-nationalism, nation-states, and
quasi-states, as well as the empirical literature relating to Kurdish-Iraqi relations.
The approach investigates these issues as they relate to the Kurds’ integration/
disintegration into/from the Iraqi state.

Consisting of an introduction and 12 chapters, this book considers the status of
Iraq as a country of two quasi-states and the Iraqi and Kurdish counter quests for
nationhood. With the exception of the first and second chapters, the book draws
on the comparative-historical method to analyse Iraqi-Kurdish relations. Chapters
are divided chronologically based on historical events and reflect the nature of
Kurdish de facto self-rule that has emerged in Iraq since 1961.

The first chapter, Recognised and unrecognised quasi-states, conceptualises the
notion of recognised and unrecognised quasi-states and in doing so introduces
several new and original models. These models include the following: the country
with two quasi-states; criteria for unrecognised quasi-states and criteria for rec-
ognised quasi-states; positive and negative patronages and criteria for negative
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patronage. These models will be used throughout the book to analyse the nature
of the Iraqi-Kurdish conflict. These tasks are undertaken through an exhaustive
study of the theoretical approaches regarding nations without states (NWSs), non-
nation states (NNSs), sovereignty and recognised quasi-states (RQs), unrecog-
nised quasi-states (UQs), and through the application of the criteria determining
positive and negative patronage to quasi-states.

Chapter 2, The context of two quasi-states in Iraq, outlines the contending debate
on Iraqi and Kurdish quasi-states. This chapter surveys the current literature on the
Kurdish and Iraqi quasi-states and scrutinises the contending debate on the oppo-
sitional nature of the Kurdish and Iraqi quests for nationhood. Many studies have
dealt with the role of good governance policies, political space, and democratisa-
tion in Kurdish integration with or secession from Iraq. This literature overlooks the
contradictions between the Kurdish quest for nationhood and the Iraqi quest for a
unitary state that guarantees Iraqi state sovereignty over all Iraqi territory, including
Kurdistan. Scholars tend to ignore the characteristics of Kurdish quasi-states and
their contribution to the reshaping of Kurdish-Iraqi relations. Many consider Iraq
as a rogue state or failed state. However, the literature cannot answer the question
of how and why Iraqi Kurdistan has developed into an unrecognised quasi-state.

Chapter 3, The two contradictory nationhood projects in Iraq, highlights the
main principles and characteristics of the Kurdish Nationalist Movement and Iraqi
nationalism. It explores how the status of the Kurdish people as a nation without
a state (NWS) and Iraq as a non-nation state (NNS) have reshaped the nature
of the Kurdish-Iraqi conflict and affected Kurdish integration or dis-integration
into/from Iraq. It also addresses the developing perceptions of Kurdish and Iraqi
perspectives from the formation of the Iraqi state to the present time. The chapter
begins with an examination of the roots and background of Kurdish ethnic and
nationalist awareness to understand how the Kurds perceive themselves. Atten-
tion is given to the literary works of several early nationalists. The chapter then
delves into the Kurds’ ‘imagined’ national identity and political culture prior to
the creation of the Iraqi state, focusing on contemporary Kurdish nationalists’ and
historians’ representations and perceptions of the Kurds. Issues addressed include
to what extent Iraq could be considered as an alternative national identity for the
Kurds and the development of Kurdistani identity among the Kurds. In addition,
the discussion of how this background affects Kurdish integration into Iraq is
explored. This chapter also examines Iraqi perceptions of Kurdish identity and
nationalism. Insight into Iraq’s official discourse is achieved by analysing pub-
lic statements of key Iraqi officials, politicians, newspapers, and decision-makers
that took place from 1921 to 2003. Special attention is given to the Ba’ath Party’s
perspective because they ruled Iraq for 35 years, a term longer than any other Iraqi
regime. The political implications of these viewpoints are discussed and linked to
the issues of the construction and justification of Iraq’s nation-building project, its
myth-making enterprise, and its Arabisation policies. Examination of the oppos-
ing viewpoints revealed in the Kurdish and Iraqi narratives relating to Kurdish
ethnicity and nationalism will shed light on how these disparate narratives have
affected Kurdish integration, or lack thereof, into Iraq.
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Chapter 4, The monarchy-Kurds relations, investigates the internal dynamics
of Kurdish society, the emergence of modern Kurdish political parties, and their
ability to monopolise the Kurdish political scene during the monarchy. Three
interconnected issues are covered in this chapter: first, attempts by the Kurdish
Nationalist Movement (KNM) to create autonomous Kurdish political parties;
second, the KNM attempt to win over the aghas and create a coalition of rural and
urbanite Kurds; and third, the KNM monopolisation of Kurdish political life. Ini-
tially, the two phases of the evolution of the KNM are highlighted. The first phase
began with World War I (WWTI) and continued until the outbreak of World War II
(WWII). The second phase commenced with the beginning of WWII and ended
when the monarchy collapsed in 1958. Next, to determine their impact on Kurdish
integration into the Iraqi state, the urbanite-agha relationship and the Kurdish-
Iraqi relationship are explored. The KNM ability to mobilise discontented aghas
for nationalist ends including the reformulation of the goals and ideology of the
KNM is explored. Special attention is given to the role and the legacy of the Hiwa
Party and its offshoots in Kurdish politics. The legacy and impact of this party
on Kurdish politics is traced along with their collusion with the aghas to domi-
nate the Kurdish political arena. The development of the Kurdish political par-
ties into autonomous political entities is also investigated. Finally, in considering
the monopolisation of Kurdish political life by KNM, the role of Iraq’s political
parties in Kurdistan is highlighted with special attention to the Iraqi Communist
Party. The relationship between the status of Iraqi political parties in Kurdistan
and the issue of Kurdish integration in Iraq are also highlighted.

Chapter 5, The first unrecognised Kurdish quasi-state (1961-1975), focuses
on Free Kurdistan, a vast area controlled by peshmerga between 1961 and 1975.
Focusing first on the bases for the establishment of Free Kurdistan, two develop-
ments are scrutinised: the emergence of Kurdish militias and the unified Kurd-
ish leadership that followed the collapse of the monarchy in 1958. Consideration
is also given to Free Kurdistan, a territory controlled by peshmerga. The demo-
graphics of these areas, including the geography and population, are focused on.
This is followed by the question of whether Free Kurdistan may be classified as
an unrecognised quasi-state (UQ). The status of Free Kurdistan is examined in
light of the four unrecognised quasi-state criteria (UQC) presented in Chapter 1.
To be classified as a quasi-state, Free Kurdistan must satisfy the four criteria.
The process of symbolic nation-building in Kurdistan is the first criterion to be
addressed, followed by the status of Free Kurdistan in terms of the militarisation
of Kurdish society. The relative weakness of Iraq as a parent state is the third cri-
terion. To scrutinise the relative weakness of Iraq, five major wars are reviewed
as the central government’s attempts to recapture Kurdistan. The fourth criterion,
external patronage, is briefly discussed, as this topic is covered more thoroughly
in Chapter 7.

Chapter 6, The case of negative patronage, analyses the pivotal role that exter-
nal patronage played in the emergence, survival, and collapse of the Kurdish
quasi-state of 1961-1975, and examines to what extent the Iraqi state in the period
concerned may be considered as a recognised quasi-state (RQ). This convoluted
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period of history cannot be understood without proper consideration of the role of
regional states and superpowers in the Kurdish-Iraqi conflict. This chapter begins
with a brief explanation of the importance of external patronage for UKQ-I. An
examination of the Soviet Union, Israel, Iran, and the US patronages of the UKQ-I
sheds light on the nature and role of external patronage in the emergence, survival,
and collapse of the UKQ-I. Each case is scrutinised in light of the three crite-
ria that determine negative patronage (NPC). These were outlined in Chapter 1.
Because Iran had a profound impact on both the survival and collapse of the UK-I,
its patronage is covered in greater detail. To scrutinise whether the Iraqi state was
a recognised quasi-state (RQ) during the period under review, the four criteria of
recognised quasi-states (RQC), outlined in Chapter 1, are applied.

Chapter 7, The rise and fall of Kurdish insurgency (1976—1988), examines the
nature of the Kurdish Nationalist Movement during the period encompassing
1976 to 1988 and the different phases it went through including the peshmerga
controlled areas (PCA). It highlights three phases of the Kurdish Nationalist
Movement from 1976 to 1988. In the first phase attention is given to the Kurdish
military movement and the Iraqi reaction to the resumption of peshmerga activi-
ties on the part of the Kurds. Special focus is on Iraqi policy that was designed to
depopulate rural Kurdistan. The chapter then scrutinises the second phase of the
Kurdish Nationalist Movement from 1979 to 1985. While identifying the factors
that contributed to the Kurds’ control over part of rural Kurdistan, concentration
is on the role that the Iranian revolution of 1979 and the Irag-Iran war in 1980
played in facilitating the expansion of the Kurdish insurgency. The third phase
of the Kurdish Nationalist Movement that began in 1985 is examined with atten-
tion on the collapse of the Kurdish insurgency in 1988. The chapter then traces
the impact of the Kurdish insurgency on the devolution of Iraq into a recognised
quasi-state (RQ). The change in Iraq’s status is scrutinised in light of the four
criteria of the recognised quasi-state (RQC).

Chapter 8, Iraq s failure to govern Kurdistan (1975—1991), examines the impact
of the unrecognised Kurdish quasi-state (1961-1975) and the Kurdish insurgency
between 1976 and 1988 on Iraq’s failure to adequately govern Kurdistan. The
focus is primarily on Iraq’s policy towards the Kurds between the collapse of
the UKQ-I in 1975 and the Kurdish uprising of 1991. The aim of this chapter is
threefold. The first aim is to analyse Iraq’s governing policy for Kurdistan dur-
ing the period 1975 to 1991. Attention is given to the Autonomous Region of
Kurdistan (ARK) that was established unilaterally by Iraq following the collapse
of the UKQ-I in 1975. Rights and privileges that endorsed the Kurds as well as
the limitations and weaknesses of ARK are highlighted. The second aim is to
trace the impact of the first Kurdish quasi-state (UKQ-I) (1961-1975) and the
Kurdish rebellion (1980-1988) on Iraq’s policies to govern the Kurdistan region.
The chapter traces how Iraqi Kurdistan was, for all practical purposes, divided
into four zones based on Iraq’s governing policy of Kurdistan. Iraqi policy vis-
a-vis each zone is dealt with separately. The relevance of Iraqi policy for each
zone and the zone’s affiliation with the UKQ-I and later the Kurdish rebellion is
also concentrated on. The final section of this book examines the effects of Iraq’s
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policies on the Kurdish uprising of 1991 that eventually evolved into the Kurdis-
tan Regional Government in 1992.

Chapter 9, The second unrecognised Kurdish quasi-state (1992-2003), exam-
ines the status of the KRI and, to determine whether it was a quasi-state, the four
criteria of unrecognised quasi-states (UQCs) are applied to the KRI. To answer
the question of how the KRI responded to the weak parent state criterion (UQC-
II), the weakness of Iraqi internal and external status in the period in question
is scrutinised. The militarisation of Kurdish society (UQC-II) is then examined.
Following that, the question as to what extent the KRI satisfies the criterion of
symbolic nation-building (UQC-I) is reviewed. Finally, the external patronage
criterion (UQC-IV) is applied to the KRI. Special attention is given to the UQC-
IV. Four forms of external patronage to the Kurds are analysed including: first,
Security Council Resolution 688 (SCR688) and the role of INGOs in the Kurdis-
tan region; second, the Safe Haven (Security Zone) created by the Allied forces in
1991; third, the No-Fly Zone (NFZ) imposed on Iraq between 1991 and 2003, and
fourth, Security Council Resolution 986 (SCR986), and the implementation of the
Oil-for-Food Program (OFFP) in Kurdistan. The question as to whether external
support was negative patronage is addressed by re-examining the four forms of
external patronage (SCR688, the INGOs, Safe Haven and NFZ, and SCR986 and
OFFP) in light of the identified negative patronage criteria (NPC). The answer
to this question relates to the Kurds’ decision to rejoin Iraq after the invasion in
2003. Finally, the question of whether Iraq was a recognised quasi-state between
1991 and 2003 is scrutinised. Iraq’s status based on the recognised quasi-state
criteria (RQC) explains the failure of the central government to adequately govern
Iraqi Kurdistan and the failure of the Kurds to integrate with Iraq.

Chapter 10, The third unrecognised Kurdish quasi-state after the 2003 inva-
sion, focuses on the KRI after the 2003 invasion of Iraq. After the US occupation
in 2003, the KRI rejoined Iraq. The question is whether this process terminated
the UKQ-II or whether it commenced a new phase of the pre-existing Kurdish
quasi-state. The question is approached by examining the status of the KRI in
light of the four unrecognised quasi-state criteria (UQC). The criteria involved in
nation-building is examined (UQC-I) before focusing on the militarisation process
in the Kurdistan region (UQC-II). The status of Iraq as a weak parent state of the
KRI is briefly discussed (UQC-III), followed by a discussion of patronage of the
quasi-state (UQC-IV). After 1961, negative patronage is the weakest point in
the Kurds’ successive periods of de facto self-rule. This chapter traces the Kurds’
approach to the patronage issue after the invasion of Iraq. The Kurds’ use of oil
as a mechanism by which to achieve positive patronage is then highlighted. This
chapter also examines Iraq during Kurdistan’s post-invasion Iraq stage beginning
with the recognised quasi-state criteria (RQC). Iraq’s reconfiguration during the
three phases of the US occupation is scrutinised. The impact of the treaties and
agreements between Iraq and the US as they impacted the sovereignty of Iraq is
also examined.

Chapter 11, Oil for external patronage and financial independence, traces the
Kurds’ approach to the patronage issue after the invasion of Iraq. The Kurds’ use



Introduction  xxv

of oil as a mechanism by which to achieve positive patronage is then highlighted.
The chapter suggests that a key KRI strategic objective was the achievement of
financial independence and finding alternatives to negative patronage through
producing and exporting oil. To achieve these goals, the KRI actively invested
in its newly discovered oil wealth. The KRI provided relatively lucrative oil con-
tracts and a friendly environment for tens of international oil companies (I0Cs)
as it portrayed itself as an emerging regional oil power. The KRI oil policy was
formulated as oil for external support and patronage, as well as for creating an
independent economy. The chapter highlights how these developments contrib-
uted to the transformation of the KRI into a developed form of quasi-statehood.

Chapter 12, Independence referendum and the case of negative patronage,
studies the independence referendum conducted by KRI on 25 September 2017.
This chapter explains that in addition to the long Kurdish aspiration for independ-
ence, there were several main factors that encouraged the KRI to move towards a
referendum, including the failure of consensus that the post-2003 Iraq was built
on, the Kurdish control of the disputed territories, and the rise of the Islamic State.
The chapter also addresses the question of why instead of consolidating the legiti-
macy of KRI’s status and boosting its bargaining power, the referendum back-
fired spectacularly and Kurds lost their control over the entire disputed areas. This
chapter explains that negative patronages were the Kurds’ Achilles’ heel and the
main reason behind the failure of the referendum.
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1 Recognised and unrecognised
quasi-states

There is no single and universally accepted meaning of the term quasi-states.
On one hand, different and often non-synonymous terms are used by scholars to
describe some recognised and unrecognised states around the world. For exam-
ple, concepts such as quasi-states, artificial states, cleft states, failed states, rogue
states, non-nation states, and pseudo-states are used for recognised quasi-states,
and terms such as quasi-states, de facto states, pseudo-states, and secessionist or
rebel territories are used for unrecognised quasi-states. On the other hand, scholars
on quasi-states do not agree on which form of states can be categorised as quasi-
states. For example, a quasi-state in Jackson’s model is a state that is internation-
ally recognised as a sovereign state, but clearly lacks the internal legitimacy. For
him, a de facto non-sovereign state which is not recognised internationally does
not fit in this category.' In contrast, for Kolste, Kosienkowski, Caspersen, Steins-
dorft, and Fruhstorfer, states that lack international recognition but enjoy internal
legitimacy are quasi-states; and those that enjoy such recognition but lack inter-
nal legitimacy are failed states.? Thus, the term quasi-state, in its classical use,
remains vague and problematic; some scholars use the term exclusively to refer to
recognised, and others to unrecognised, quasi-states.

This study attempts to tackle the terminological confusion which developed
in the study of quasi-states in two ways. First, fundamental distinctions between
the two types of states, and between them and other political entities, including
real severing nation-states or states with dual sovereignty (SWDS), will be high-
lighted. Second, using the Iraqi and Kurdistan regions as case studies, new criteria
which go beyond the traditional understanding of the quasi-states and statehood
are created. This work provides two sets of criteria, and this allows a clear line to
be drawn between these entities. Criteria for RQs and UQs are designed to dis-
tinguish RQs from UQs and the two forms of states from SWDS. This distinction
between the three forms of states helps to illustrate the ambiguities surrounding
the concept of quasi-states. It also can be seen as an attempt to standardise and
re-categorise these different entities in a manner which reinforces their contempo-
rary significance to our understanding of the quasi-states.

Theories regarding states and quasi-states need to be examined in order to
explore the behaviour of the KRI and Iraq. In this regard, Weber’s and Smith’s
perspectives of state are relevant. States, according to Smith and Weber, are
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autonomous institutions in a given territory, monopolising “coercion and extrac-
tion” (Smith), and/or “the legitimate use of force” (Weber).> However, in their
respective definitions the international status of the state is unknown. Therefore,
three other theories (namely, the declarative, the constitutive, and Jackson’s quasi-
state theory) may be used to complement the Weber-Smith theory in order to bring
about a fuller and more nuanced understanding. These theories may be useful to
explain attributes that distinguish states from other political entities and to explain
the similarities and differences between unrecognised quasi-states (UQs) and rec-
ognised quasi-states (RQs).

The declarative theory is useful to further understand UQs, and the constitutive
and Jackson’s theories to recognise RQs. The declarative theory suggests that a
state must meet four criteria specified in the Montevideo Convention, adopted in
1933 by the International Conference of American States. The first qualification
is a permanent population linked to a particular territory. The second and third
qualifications are a defined territory and a government that exercises its powers
on it. The forth qualification is the ability to enter into relations with other states.
The three forms of states — UQ, RQ, and SWDS — all meet all declarative criteria.
The three groups of states are similar in terms of their claim to sovereignty and
administrative monopoly over a territory with fixed population and demarcated
boundaries. The three forms of states, however, differ in their ability to enter into
relations with other states. Both SWDS and RQ enjoy complete relations with
international community. Though UQs are not recognised as part of the interna-
tional state system, many UQs have managed to establish low-key bilateral rela-
tions with several states and informal contacts with regional organisations. For
example, Taiwan, the Kurdistan region, Palestine, Northern Cyprus, and Somali-
land established their representatives in dozens of countries and many countries
reciprocated by opening consulates in these ‘countries’. Being established for
more than two decades, many quasi-states have demonstrated their capabilities
for acting within the international arena.

The declarative theory qualifications, however, are key attributes that dis-
tinguish states from other political entities. These criteria are indicators of the
existence of a state in practical terms and are preconditions for statehood and
its primary foundation. Establishing maintaining authority and administrative
monopoly over a territory and people is closely connected to the formation of
territorial states. Without a territory, a government, a permanent population, and
relations with the outside world, a state or any political entity, sovereign or non-
sovereign, cannot be imagined. One would have to include all these qualifications
in order to be able to talk about any kind of regime in the first place. The declara-
tive statehood, in fact, is an ‘empirical’ rather than ‘juridical’ statehood. In other
words, criteria presented by the declarative theory are prerequisites of the exist-
ence of statehood, rather than the quality of the state. Highlighting their empirical
status, many UQs reference the declarative doctrine to legitimise their claims for
recognition as a de jure state and international recognition.

In contrast to the declarative theory, the constitutive theory defines statehood as
a juridical rather than empirical entity. Oppenheim, one of the earliest theorists of
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the constitutive theory, suggested that “a new state before its recognition cannot
claim any right which a member of Family of Nations has.” He also emphasised
that “through recognition only and exclusively a state becomes an international
person and a subject of international law”.* Thus, the constitutive theory focuses
on the external legal rights and duties. The fundamental assumption of the consti-
tutive theory is that states are international legal persons with defined rights, privi-
leges, duties, and immunities. In other words, states are subject to international
law and statehood is contingent on recognition from other states. Recognition by
other states becomes a precondition of statehood and an entity is only considered
as a state if it is recognised as sovereign by other states.

There is a key difference between the declarative and the constitutive theories;
the former focuses on the conditions of statehood (recognition of a state), while
the latter focuses on the conditions of recognition (recognition as a state). Accord-
ing to the declarative theory, a sovereign state can exist without being recognised
by other sovereign states. For the adherents of the constitutive theory, states do
not exist in international law until recognised. The declaratory theory focuses
on the internal factual situation, namely: territory, population, government, and
relations. For the constitutive theory, by contrast, an entity can be considered as a
state without these requirements as long as it is recognised by other states.

Despite fundamental differences between the constitutive and the declaratory
schools, the two theories are relevant to the question of the RQ and the UQ and
help to understand the distinction between the two forms of quasi-states. The
constitutive statehood is similar to recognised quasi-states and the declaratory
statehood resembles the characteristics of the unrecognised quasi-state. An RQ is
an entity which enjoys international recognition but fails to function as a nation-
state and develop the necessary infrastructure capacity. Similarly, the key to the
constitutive theory is not an entity’s attainment of de facto statehood, but rather,
prior international acceptance of its asserted right to independence. A constitutive
statehood is based on the international recognition and disregards the internal
reality. By the same token, the main characteristics of the declarative statehood
are the same for UQs. A declarative statehood is an entity that has successfully
established a set of institutional forms of governance and maintained an admin-
istrative monopoly over a territory with demarcated boundaries. Its status, how-
ever, has not been sanctioned by international law. In other words, UQs resemble
normal states, but they lack international recognition. The declarative theory of
state defines an entity as a state if it possesses a permanent population, a defined
territory, government, and the capacity to enter into relations with the other states.

The two theories are also useful to redefine the real sovereign nation-state.
Since both the declarative and the constitutive views are theories of statehood,
both theories are complementary to each other. In fact, a real sovereign state is
the state that meets the definitions of both declarative and constitutive theories of
statehood. The constitutive statehood enjoys recognition but may lack capabili-
ties, whereas the declarative statechood possesses capabilities but may lack rec-
ognition. The nation-state or a state with dual sovereignties (SWDS) enjoys both
international recognition and internal capabilities. Accordingly, a SWDS enjoys
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all qualifications of the declarative and the constitutive theories. A SWDS is a
person of international law with a defined territory, a permanent population, a
government, and a capacity to enter into relations. This state enjoys a clear rec-
ognition as sovereign by other states and the international community. In other
words, a real state is both a legitimate and a legal entity. The legitimacy of a real
state is driven from the established internal capability and its legality comes from
the legal prerogatives of sovereignty.

In his development of quasi-states theory Jackson re-identified state and sover-
eignty. He argues that not all existing states in the world are ‘real’ states. Jackson
identifies two forms of states: ‘real’ and ‘quasi’. A positively sovereign govern-
ment, according to Jackson, is one which possesses rights of non-intervention
and the wherewithal to provide political goods for its citizens. Put another way,
the responsibility of a sovereign government is both external to other sovereign
states and internal to its citizens.’ Hence, a sovereign state enjoys double sov-
ereignty: external, vis-a-vis other states, and internal, vis-a-vis its own citizens.
Jackson classifies external sovereignty as a negative aspect of sovereignty and
internal sovereignty as a positive form of sovereignty. Negative sovereignty, for
Jackson, is the legal foundation upon which formally equal states fundamentally
rests. It can therefore be defined as freedom from outside interference: a formal-
legal condition. The positive aspect of sovereignty, however, presupposes capa-
bilities which enable governments to be their own masters. Negative sovereignty
is a formal and legal condition that is endowed by the international community.
Positive sovereignty is not a legal but a political attribute.® In other words, inter-
national community provides governments with negative sovereignty through the
act of general recognition, while positive sovereignty depends on the action and
resources of internal governments and their populations.

A real sovereign state is a state that enjoys double sovereignties, organised
domestic reality and not merely by international law. A quasi-state, in contrast, is
a state in which “its sovereignty is derived not internally from empirical statehood
but externally from the state-system whose members have evidently decided and
are resolved that these jurisdictions shall not disappear.” Therefore, the quasi-state
is upheld by an external covenant among sovereign states. Because this form of
statehood enjoys an internationally guaranteed independence, it does not require
positive sovereignty.” Hence, quasi-states, from Jackson’s perspective, are states
that only enjoy external (negative) sovereignty but lack the internal (positive)
sovereignty.

Jackson’s theory, however, is inadequate. One of the main weaknesses of
Jackson’s theory is that positive sovereignty is an absolute rather than a relative
concept. On one hand, no state enjoys ultimate positive sovereignty and no state
totally lacks it. On the other hand, there is a huge difference between a state that
totally lacks internal sovereignty and that ultimately enjoys it. The internal legiti-
macy of many developed European states, according to Jackson, demonstrates
real sovereignty, though they are rejected by many minority groups. Similarly,
many post-colonial states that Jackson classifies as quasi-states enjoy some form
of internal legitimacy and support at least by a faction of society. For example, the
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Iraqi state enjoyed internal legitimacy vis-a-vis its Sunni community until 2003,
and its Shia community after the invasion. Put another way, no state around the
world totally lacks or totally enjoys internal support and legitimacy. In addition,
states differ in their capacities, state-structures, and abilities to deliver services
and goods to their constituencies.

Recognised quasi-states (RQs) and criteria for recognised
quasi-states (RQC)

To overcome these generalisations and confusion, and drawing on Smith’s and
Weber’s definitions of state, this work introduces four criteria that a recognised
state must satisfy to qualify as a quasi-state. To distinguish a state that meets these
criteria from a ‘real’ sovereign state, it will be called a recognised quasi-state
(RQ); and criteria that have been used to classify such a state will be referred as
recognised quasi-state criteria (RQC).

The first criterion of a quasi-state is a state that exercises the illegitimate use
of force and that violates, instead of imposes, the rule of law and threatens some
of its citizens. For the purpose of this study, this criterion will be referred to as
(RQC-I). The second criterion is a state that loses monopoly over the legitimate
use of force in a given territory. This also includes the state’s failure to collect
taxes or to deliver public services to all or a portion of its population in a given
territory. This criterion will be referred to as (RQC-II). Another criterion is the
case of a state that is too weak to confront a separatist region without external
support. Due to its weakness, the state seeks external patronage from a stronger
state to enable it to challenge the separatist region. This criterion will be identified
as (RQC-III). The final criterion is a state that, in addition to lacking internal sov-
ereignty, suffers violation of its sovereignty from external powers. This criterion
will be referred to as (RQC-IV). Criteria RQC-I and RQC-II pertain to the internal
affairs of the state, while RQC-III and RQC-IV are related to the state’s status
vis-a-vis other states. A state that enjoys external recognition but fulfils these four
criteria will be classified as a recognised quasi-state (RQ).

First and second criteria for recognised quasi-states (RQC-I
and RQC-II)

The first two criteria are interconnected so that one criterion leads to another.
Therefore, it will be useful to scrutinise RQC-I and RQC-II at once. Jackson sug-
gests that internal sovereignty is an ‘empirical’ rather than ‘juridical’ aspect of
statehood and falls within the internal affairs of the state. International society can
only provide governments with legal status through the act of general recogni-
tion.® It is the citizens of the state, rather than the international community, that
endow the state and its rulers with domestic authority and power. This endowment
represents the marks and merits of empirical statehood. Internal sovereignty is
a function of the state’s ability to protect its citizens and to provide other ser-
vices, such as health and education. In many ways, Jackson’s understanding of
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internal sovereignty is similar to Max Weber’s definition of internal legitimacy.
Weber defines the state in relation to its monopolisation of the legitimate use of
force. A state, according to Weber, is an entity that “successfully lays claim to the
monopoly of legitimate physical violence within a certain territory”.” Two key
variables in Weber’s statehood are the state’s monopoly on force and the legiti-
mate use of it. The question is who determines whether the state’s use of force
is legitimate or not. Weber suggests that legitimacy can be achieved if the state
manages to maintain its control over the means of violence and its ruler enjoys
traditional authority, charisma, and legality.'”

Two important conclusions may be drawn from Weber’s definition of the state
and legitimacy. First, the state’s monopoly of the use of force is conditional and
subject to the legitimised use of force, and the legitimacy of the government is
a precondition for the legitimacy of government-sanctioned violence. Second,
Weber’s criteria for the legitimacy of the state are more aligned with the internal
affairs of the state rather with its international status. Control over the means of
violence, traditional authority, charisma, and legality are internal characteristics
of the state. Simply put, for Weber, the provision of security to citizens is synony-
mous with the notion of legitimacy of the state. Thus, in Jackson’s thesis, internal
sovereignty is intimately related to the notion of internal legitimacy in Weber’s
theory of the state. In fact, sources of internal sovereignty in Jackson’s model
are the same as legitimacy in Weber’s thesis, namely the population under the
state’s jurisdiction. In other words, the state that possesses internal legitimacy also
enjoys internal sovereignty.

The difference between Weber’s and Jackson’s definition of state is that Weber’s
state is empirical rather than juridical, de facto rather than de jure, while Jackson’s
state is both empirical and de jure. However, both emphasise that internal legiti-
macy is an ‘empirical’ rather than ‘juridical’ aspect of statechood. Weber defines
empirical statehood primarily in terms of its ability to monopolise the legitimate
means of force. Jackson suggests that the international recognition of an entity
is not enough to consider it as a real state; an entity can only be considered as a
state if it enjoys external and internal sovereignty. The state that lacks internal
sovereignty is not a state but rather is a quasi-state. By implication, the state that
lacks internal legitimacy is a quasi-state. Thus, the Weberian criteria of statehood,
namely the state’s monopoly on legitimate violence, is identical to Jackson’s
understanding of internal or positive sovereignty.

Legitimacy of the state falls within its internal affairs and relies on a positive
attitude of the state. It pertains to the relations between state and society, par-
ticularly the relations of power within society. Legitimacy is based on a specific
conception of how the state and society are linked and how the state’s authority is
justified. In addition, legitimacy is rendered by citizens through their adherence
to those laws that change legal prescription into legal practice. In other words,
legitimacy of a state is equivalent to the acceptance of its authority among citizens
in a given society or territory. If the state’s power is exerted through voluntary
compliance the state is legitimate and, therefore, lacks legitimacy when it exerts
power through coercion.!' The state is also legitimate if citizens accept it as the
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ultimate political authority in their territory. In other words, a state is considered
legitimate if those subjected to it consider it so. Thus, legitimacy is the empirical
rather than the juridical attribute of statehood. It concerns the relations between
the state and society and how the two are linked. Legitimacy depends on people’s
beliefs, perceptions, and expectations, and these characteristics are influenced by
both the relationship between the state and society and the capability and charac-
teristics of the state. To be legitimate, the state must gain recognition as the high-
est political authority from the majority of the population under its jurisdiction.
The legitimacy of the state constitutes the belief that there are adequate reasons to
voluntarily obey its commands. Such a belief depends on there being some kind
of consent among all those who are under its jurisdiction that the state treats them
fairly and provide them with security and other services. This consent is possible
if three conditions are fulfilled. First, the political and security needs of the state
must be similar to those of the population. The second condition is an established
rule of law that protects and reconciles the security needs of the state and popula-
tion. The final condition is the adherence of both the state and population to the
rule of law.

Legitimacy and the legitimate use of violence are complementary. On one hand,
the legitimacy of the state is situated in its ability to monopolise the legitimate use
of violence. On the other hand, the legitimacy of the government is a condition
for the legitimacy of violence. Both the legitimacy of state and its monopoly of
the legitimate use of force depend on the subordination of violence to the rule of
law. The rule of law can be defined as a situation in which “the state only subject
the citizenry to publicly promulgated laws, that the state’s legislative function be
separate from the adjudicative function, and that no one within the polity be above
the law.”'? Civilians in an area of conflict may obey the commands of authorities
voluntarily if the rule of law: protects fundamental rights; supports the rights of
citizens; subordinates the exercise of power to a legal and rational framework;
subordinates violence to decision-making; holds government accountable and
limits its powers; allows checks and balances on control over the use of violence;
only permits selective rather indiscriminate violence; and subordinate rulers to
the rule of law.

Establishing and maintaining the rule of law, and subordinating the rulers and
citizens to it, is a precondition for the legitimacy of the state. There are several
ways in which the effective application of the rule of law contributes to the estab-
lishment of legitimacy. First, while the rule of law allows the state to maintain its
control over the means of violence, it also restrains it from enforcing commands
through coercive measures. Second, if the population believe that the rule of law
is on their side and protects their fundamental rights, they will accept the state
as a fair administrator of justice and the protector of their fundamental rights.
Third, the effective application of the rule of law subordinates both the state and
the citizens to the rule of law. Rules that allow for an orderly process of change
that makes violence unnecessary are crucial for the legitimacy of the state. This
is because such rules improve the perception among the population, including
those in contested territories, regarding the legitimacy of the state. When violence
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becomes unnecessary, the state’s power can be exerted through voluntary compli-
ance. Accordingly, when the state is perceived as legitimate, its monopolisation of
the legitimate use of force is rarely challenged. Thus, on one hand, the effective
application of the rule of law subordinates both the state and the citizens to the
rule of law. On the other hand, adherence to and implementation of the rule of law
increase the state’s legitimacy and its monopoly over the use of force. By the same
token, failure to implement the rule of law undermines the legitimacy of the state
and its monopoly over the use of force.

There are two interconnected consequences of the state’s insubordination to, or
the absence of, the rule of law. The first is that in the absence of the rule of law,
rulers are not restrained from extreme use of violence against the people who
challenge the state’s legitimacy. If a state’s noncompliance to the rule of law is
combined with intense conflict and widespread violence, the state may resort to
the indiscriminate use of violence against a general population. To establish per-
manent control over a contested territory, many states commit genocide, ethno-
cide, or ethnic cleansing against the civilian population in secessionist territories.
The second consequence is that the extreme and indiscriminate use of violence
not only undermines the legitimacy of the state-sanctioned violence but also the
legitimacy of the state itself. In this context, illegitimacy of the state and its use
of force reproduce one other. On the one hand, the more the state frequently and
violently targets civilians in the area of conflict, the greater the risks of losing
its legitimacy. Civilians in the area of conflict challenge the legitimacy of the
choice of war, the legitimacy of the means adopted within war, and ultimately the
legitimacy of the state. On the other hand, in the absence of the state’s legitimacy,
coercion becomes commonplace. The state adopts violent responses to challenges
in secessionist territories and relies upon increasing levels of repression in order
to maintain its control and to survive. Consequently, in secessionist territories,
where the population is convulsed by internal violence, the state is considered to
be the illegitimate political authority.

Since legitimacy relies on a positive attitude of the state, the sympathy or neu-
tral attitude of the population in the contested territories towards the state changes
to a hostile one, and loyalties shift away from the state towards the separatist
leaders. Populations in these contested territories increase their challenge to the
state and its rules. As a result, secessionist movements gain more legitimacy, loy-
alty, and support from local citizens. In such an environment, the state cannot
effectively claim to have a monopoly of force throughout the contested territory.
The state is no longer able to maintain control without resorting to violence. The
more the regime loses its legitimacy, the more it resorts to violence. Accordingly,
instead of fulfilling its responsibility to protect society and its members from
internal and external threats, the state emerges as the main threat to the popula-
tion in secessionist territories. This means the state loses its position as a political
authority within the territory of conflict and its monopoly on legitimate violence.
This would have three interconnected consequences on the internal sovereignty of
the state. First, the provision of security is fundamental for the state’s legitimacy.
By losing its monopoly over the means of force, the state loses the significant
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elements of legitimacy and becomes illegitimate in the hearts and minds of its
citizens. Second, the state’s loss of internal legitimacy and monopoly on violence
enables secessionist groups to establish an effective monopoly on force within
significant territories and populations. Citizens then naturally turn more and more
to territorial and community loyalties and transfer their allegiances to rebellion
and secessionist movements and their leaders. The absence or weakness of the
central authority helps secessionist and rebellion groups to expand their control
over regions and subregions. They also build up their own local administration,
security apparatuses, and even a form of international relations. Thus, the third
consequence is that, by losing its position as a political authority in the secession-
ist region, the state loses its internal sovereignty, at least in the regions under the
control of rebels.

The question that is addressed in this chapter is whether the state that loses its
monopoly on violence in a contested territory still can be considered as a real or
sovereign state. Weber’s definition of the state is useful in answering this ques-
tion. Weber emphasises that “the state is held to be the sole source of the ‘right’ to
use violence.”!® In a separate work, Weber suggests that “the right to use physical
violence is attributed to any and all other associations or individuals.” This right,
however, is conditional and “only to the extent that the state for its part permits
this to happen”.' In situations where a secessionist movement’s monopolies of
force exist over a contested territory and its population, the state cannot any more
lay claim to a monopoly on legitimate violence within that territory. In many
countries (such as Iraq, Syria, Cyprus, Georgia, Yemen, and Somalia), secession-
ist movements have established their de facto permanent control over contested
territories. Secessionist movements thereby not only challenge the state, but also
carve out areas of monopolistic control for themselves which results in the state
losing control over a certain portion of the country. Thus, secessionist movements
undermine the essential criterion of statehood, namely the monopoly on force.
The state that loses its monopoly on force cannot be considered as a proper or real
state. Therefore, if a state loses its control and monopoly on the legitimised use
of violence over a territory, it satisfies the second criterion of a recognised quasi-
state (RQC-II). In many cases, the state not only loses its ability to act as a protec-
tor of the fundamental rights of the population and their security, but also turns
into an enemy of the people within secessionist territories. If a state turns from a
protector into an enemy to part of its population, it satisfies the first criterion of
recognised quasi-states (RQC-I).

Third and fourth criteria for recognised quasi-states (RQC-
III and RQC-1V)

So far, this study has addressed the situation where the state loses its internal sover-
eignty and monopoly over the legitimised use of force to an internal actor, mostly
secessionist movements. Criteria RQC-III and RQC-IV are designed to describe
the situation in which the state loses its internal sovereignty and monopoly over
the legitimate use of violence towards a foreign state. The third criterion is the
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case of a state that is too weak to confront a separatist region without the direct
military involvement of another country. The state that seeks external patronage
from and the military involvement of a stronger state in its internal affairs, in order
to enable it to confront the internal challenges of the separatist region, meets the
third criterion (RQC-III). The fourth criterion (RQC-IV) is a situation in which, in
addition to lacking internal sovereignty, a state suffers violation of its sovereignty
from external powers (e.g. direct occupation, imposed no-fly zones, the presence
of foreign military forces on its soil, or subjected to international sanctions).

Though the difference between the first two criteria (RQC-I and RQC-II) and
the criteria III and IV is clear, the two sets of criteria are interlaced and one repro-
duces the other. It is the state’s lack of legitimacy and internal sovereignty that
facilitate the military intervention of a foreign country. As was a case with the first
and second criteria of the recognised quasi-states, the third and fourth criteria are
also established on the notion of internal legitimacy and sovereignty. As discussed
earlier, the Weberian definition of a state’s claim to a monopoly on legitimate vio-
lence is identical to the concept of internal or positive sovereignty. Whether the
source of violation of the state’s internal legitimacy and sovereignty is external or
internal, the result is the same: the state lacks the criteria of Weberian statehood
(i.e. monopoly on violence) and Jackson’s real state (internal sovereignty).

Many states, however, only meet the first and second criteria (RQC-I and RQC-
II), and so cannot be considered as quasi-states. The state may lose its supreme
status and, therefore, lose its internal sovereignty over part of its territory, but may
mostly stay independent from foreign influences if there were no foreign troops
on its soil. In the context where the state loses its monopoly of force to an internal
actor, which is usually a non-state actor, the state may still maintain, or at least
claim, its external sovereignty. Many states have temporarily or permanently lost
control of part of their territories (e.g. China lost Taiwan; Russia lost its former
Soviet republics; and for a while it lost Chechnya). Russia and China, however,
cannot be considered as quasi-states, despite their loss of sovereignty over a part
of the land that traditionally was under their jurisdiction. When both internal non-
state actor and external state actors are involved, the state loses both supremacy
within one of its territories and its independence from foreign influences. Hence,
RQC-III and RQC-IV are crucial to distinguish states that possess dual sovereign-
ties, such as Russia and China, from recognised quasi-states from states that lack
these features. To be considered as a quasi-state, in addition to the first two crite-
ria, the state must also meet the two other criteria, namely, RQC-III (state invites
foreign troops to face internal challenges) and RQC-IV (state cannot prevent for-
eign military presence in its territory). The state meets criterion RQS-III if the
foreign military involvement of the foreign country on its land is at its request. In
this case, military bases are mostly established in areas under the host state’s con-
trol, as in the case of the Syrian army in Lebanon in the 1980s, Coalition forces
in Iraq following the emergence of the Islamic State (ISIS), and Russian forces
in Syria since 2015. The targeted state, however, meets the RQC-IV criterion if
foreign troops violate its sovereignty unilaterally. In this case, the foreign troops
are usually stationed in areas under the control of secessionist groups as in the
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case of Turkish forces in northern Cyprus and Russian bases in the Crimea region
of Ukraine.

Internal (positive) sovereignty is distinct from (external) negative sovereignty
in that the former is empirical and therefore is a relative sovereignty, while the
latter is de jure and therefore is an absolute sovereignty. The internal sovereignty
of statehood is relative in two senses. First, the empirical statehood may be still
far from complete and remains to be built. In other words, it may change with
time. Second, empirical statehood may fail in a certain region, mostly secessionist
regions, but operate satisfactorily in the rest of the country. In contrast to internal
sovereignty, negative sovereignty “is the legal foundation upon which a society
of independent and formally equal states fundamentally rests”. Therefore, it is an
absolute condition “in the sense that it is not dependent on any conditions other
than the compact itself which does not require positive action but only observance
and forbearance”." In other words, non-intervention and negative (external) sov-
ereignty are two aspects of the same entity.

With negative sovereignty, states are blessed with the right of independence
and non-intervention. The presence of foreign troops, whether with the permis-
sion of the state or without, results in the state’s loss of its absolute rights and,
therefore, its external sovereignty. The presence of the foreign military, whether
it be at the request of the host country or unilaterally, usually works in favour of
the foreign country and undermines the host state’s sovereignty. Even if these
foreign troops were invited by the host state (RQC-III), the host state cannot
claim sovereignty over all its territories. The foreign troops usually operate semi-
autonomously, which means the host state cannot impose effective and complete
control over foreign military bases that have been established within its territory.
This semi-autonomous status of the foreign military facilitates its interference in
the internal affairs of the targeted state and, ultimately, may lead to greater vio-
lence of sovereignty and more acts of intervention. Moreover, the intervention of
foreign troops in the host country’s affairs at the latter’s request means that the
host state is too weak to maintain its integrity and internal sovereignty without
this external patronage. To survive as an integrated country, the host state mostly
relies on a patron state and, thus, loses those rights that have been guaranteed
by international law: namely, independence, non-intervention, and equality with
other states.

If foreign troops enter into a state’s territory unilaterally to support secessionist
movements, as in the case of the Turkish invasion of Northern Cyprus and Russia
in Crimea, the targeted state meets the fourth criterion (RQC-1V). This unilateral
intervention is the most obvious form of violation of the target state’s negative
sovereignty. The principle of sovereignty of the state clashes with the unilateral
presence of foreign troops. By interfering militarily, the perpetrator state violates
a key rule of the negative sovereignty right, namely non-intervention. Failing to
prevent foreign military entrance into its territory, the targeted state no longer
can lay claim to unchallenged territorial sovereignty. The presence of the for-
eign troops, which usually results in further undermining of the targeted country’s
internal security, means that the targeted state cannot defend its land, maintain
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control over its own territory, or provide security and basic protection to its own
citizens. In such a situation, the state not only loses its monopoly over the legiti-
mate use of force but ultimately loses its legitimacy. Jackson defines negative
sovereignty as a “freedom from outside interference”.!® Hence, the presence of
foreign militaries results in the state’s loss of its distinctive rights as an independ-
ent and sovereign state, that is, freedom from outside interference.

This study examines the status of Iraq in different periods in light of the four
recognised quasi-state criteria (RQC) presented earlier in this chapter. To be clas-
sified as a recognised quasi-state, the state must satisfy these four criteria. This
study applies the four criteria of RQC to ascertain whether Iraq could be classi-
fied as a recognised quasi-state (RQ) in the period under consideration. All four
criteria used to determine RQ status must be met in order for Iraq to qualify as a
recognised quasi-state.

Unrecognised quasi-states (UQs) and criteria for
unrecognised quasi-states (UQC)

Jackson’s theory suffers another crucial deficiency. His theory pertains only to
those quasi-states that lack internal (positive) sovereignty and fails to address
unrecognised quasi-states (i.e. those entities that enjoy internal sovereignty but
lack international recognition). Similar to Jackson, Kolste distinguishes those
states that enjoy dual sovereignty from those lacking internal sovereignty and
those lacking international recognition.!”

One significant weakness found in Kolste’s treatment of Jackson’s quasi-state
theory is that a state that lacks internal sovereignty, but has been recognised by
the international community, cannot be considered as a quasi-state. Kolste clas-
sifies this entity as a failed state. In Kolste’s model, states that lack international
recognition but enjoy internal legitimacy are quasi-states; and those that enjoy
such recognition but lack internal legitimacy are failed states. This classification
is an over-generalisation for two reasons. First, the concept of failed state, devel-
oped by the Fund for Peace, uses 12 indicators to identify a failed state. These are:
mounting demographic pressures; massive movement of refugees and IDPs; leg-
acy of vengeance — seeking group grievances; chronic and sustained human flight;
uneven economic development along group lines; sharp and/or severe economic
decline; criminalisation or delegitimisation of the state; progressive deterioration
of public services; widespread violation of human rights; security apparatus as
a state within a state; rise of factionalised elites; and intervention of other states
or external actors. On one hand, recognised quasi-states (RQs) do not necessar-
ily meet all of these conditions; therefore, they may not be considered as failed
states. On the other, most countries around the world, with or without internal
sovereignty, to some degree share some of these characteristics.

Second, The Failed States Index (2009) has labelled the overwhelming major-
ity of states around the world as potentially failed states. The Failed States Index
2009 and The Failed States Index (2010), as examples, presented a list of 177
countries (almost all the countries around the world) and categorised them into
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‘extreme’, ‘most’, ‘middle moderate’, and ‘less failed’ states. The Failed States
Index mechanism for identifying ‘failed states’ has been criticised for painting
the majority of countries around the world with the same brush. Call, for exam-
ple, objects to such a generalisation, stating that: “It is silly to say that Colom-
bia, North Korea and Somalia are any more equivalent than are Belgium, Bolivia
and Burma, all of which at least share [the characteristic of] ethnic separatist
movements.” Call, however, more accurately defines the failed state concept. He
explains that the failed-state concept refers to wholly collapsed states, where no
authority is recognisable either internally to a country’s inhabitants or externally
to the international community. In the case of failed states, however, the state col-
lapse is often so thoroughgoing that the external power is required to exert author-
ity simply to avoid calamity. In the late twentieth century, this situation occurred
over a sustained period only in Somalia, from 1991 until roughly 2004. Hence,
there is a great difference between a failed state and a recognised state that lacks
internal legitimacy. In contrast to failed states, quasi-states that enjoy external
recognition are not ‘collapsed’ and they still enjoy external recognition by the
international community as well as internal recognition by part of its population.

Kolste, however, correctly classifies those states that lack international recogni-
tion, but enjoy internal sovereignty, as quasi-states. For Kolste a political entity
that enjoys internal legitimacy and lacks external legitimacy must fulfil three cri-
teria to be classified as a quasi-state: (1) “Its leadership must be in control of
(most of) the territory it lays claim to”; (2) “it must have sought but not achieved
international recognition as an independent state”; and (3) “to eliminate a whole
spate of ephemeral political contraptions, those that have persisted in this state
of non-recognition for less than two years [are excluded].”'® Kolste’s criteria fail
to establish themselves for several reasons. First, the criterion that its leadership
must be in control of (most of) the territory it lays claim to is problematic. Not
only non-recognised states, but also many sovereign states around the world fail
to control most of the territory to which they lay claim. Moreover, most separa-
tist regions share territory with parent states and have mixed ethnic and/or reli-
gious communities that both the parent state and the separatist entity lay claim to.
A striking example is Kirkuk and other disputed areas in Iraq; both Kurdish and
Iraqi sides claim Kirkuk as an integral part of their respective territories. Similar
examples may be found among many quasi-states as well. The second criterion is
also vague and over-generalised. Any separatist region, whether its leaders con-
trol their territory or not, may seek international recognition as an independent
state. The ‘two years’ criterion is not helpful for understanding the nature of a
separate entity. It is not time, but rather the issue of internal legitimacy, financial
resources, external support, and balance of power with the parent state that propel
a separatist region into quasi-statehood.

Kolste tackles a question that may be used as a criterion to classify a separatist
entity as a quasi-state when he asks how and why they survive and why some
survive longer than others. Here we see that the questions of survivability and
viability of a de facto state may be used as a threshold measure of quasi-statehood.
In this sense, Kolsto argues that five factors can be identified that contribute to
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the viability of unrecognised quasi-states. These factors are “symbolic nation-
building; militarisation of society; the weakness of the parent state; support from
an external patron; and lack of involvement on the part of the international com-
munity”."” The first four factors, in one way or another, relate to the same patterns
of a ‘real’ state as much as they are factors pertaining to the survivability and
viability of a quasi-state. Therefore, I will use these four factors as criteria to clas-
sify unrecognised entities as quasi-states.

The first criterion (UQC-I): nation-building process

The first factor that may be used as a criterion for classifying unrecognised enti-
ties as quasi-states is the nation-building process. The nation-building process
pertain soft aspects of state consolidation, such as the development of a common
national identity among the inhabitants through education, symbols, rewriting
of history, and the revival of traditions and national customs.?® Any real sover-
eign state is involved in a wide range of nation-building processes. If a semi-
independent separatist region is involved in a nation-building process, it thereby
plays the same role as an independent state in this regard. When only a recognised
quasi-state exists within a country, the issue of integration of all segments of soci-
ety and the improvement of the system of governance is more likely than in the
case where two quasi-states co-exist within a country. In the case of one quasi-
state there is only one nation-building and state-building process, though such a
process may be challenged by a portion of that state’s inhabitants. The process
of nation-building, in that case, is unbalanced and the process does not happen
simultaneously and at the same pace in all parts of the country. The process may
fail, but the state-directed nation-building project is the only dominant process.

In the case of two quasi-states (i.e. an unrecognised and a recognised quasi-
state) within the boundaries of one country, there are two necessarily oppositional
state- and nation-building projects transpiring simultaneously. Two different (and
usually oppositional) identities and loyalties make each state- and nation-building
project counterproductive and in opposition to the success of the other. In such
dual quasi-states, two rival forces vie for power and seek to monopolise the exer-
cise of violence in the secessionist territory. Two separate systems of army recruit-
ment and two armed forces are active in defending their respective territories, and
two entities push their respective legitimacies on the other. There is a de facto
boundary that separates the two states in which the institutions of the recognised
quasi-state are absent in the areas of the unrecognised quasi-state. The separatist
unrecognised entity finds it easy to portray the parent state as its main occupier
and threat. This perception was a useful and powerful tool by which to motivate
secessionist unification and nationalistic sentiments. In a country of one recog-
nised quasi-state, the process of integrating the inhabitants of different territories
and ethnic/national backgrounds is more likely than in a country with two quasi-
states. Thus, the degree of the de facto state’s involvement in the nation-building
process is considered as the first criterion (UQC-I) by which to classify a separa-
tist entity as a quasi-state.



Recognised and unrecognised quasi-states 15
The second criterion (UQC-II): the militarisation of society

The militarisation of society may be used as a criterion for classifying unrec-
ognised entities as quasi-states. The militarisation of society is not only a con-
tributing factor to the survival of the quasi-state but also a trait of the UQ. State
formation, in the case of the UQ, is more a revolutionary than evolutionary pro-
cess. UQs emerge out of a violent struggle for secession and independence. This
process requires a breach of orthodoxies of territorial integrity and the taboos of
secession. They tend to be involved in a considerably larger number of interstate
disputes than RQs and real sovereign states. Therefore, militarisation becomes
not only a protective measure but a method to create a balance of power with the
parent state. The militarisation of society does not necessarily mean that the UQs’
armed forces are very large. Though they need a strong military capability, com-
pared to their parent states, most UQs do not have a large military.

Militarisation in the UQs, however, could be understood primarily in terms of
the militarisation of all aspects of society rather than numbers of armed person-
nel. Military spending is one form of the militarisation of the UQs. Most UQs are
examples of making states by making war. UQs, however, are not protected by
the international system; they rely on military, which makes war a constant pos-
sibility. To survive, UQs devote a disproportionate share of the nation’s resources
to military expenditure. The need for a high military capability requires allocation
of the large part of their resources to their armed forces. Rising military spending
needs the diversion of funds from development projects and basic civil services to
military. This means inadequate spending on non-productive infrastructures; mili-
tary highways; construction of fortifications, armours, and other military equip-
ment; and weapon accumulation. And all of this at the expense of other productive
infrastructure: public goods, infrastructure, welfare, education, and health. This
process often associates with the rise of paramilitary groups and the diffusion of
small arms and light weapons.

Another dimension of the militarisation of society is militarisation of politics.
Military leaders of the UQs became powerful political actors. Most of the UQs
are established via military means. UQs lack negative sovereignty and interna-
tional protection. This state of non-recognition reshapes the role of armed forces
in several ways. First, armed forces possess a crucial role in the survival of the
UQs. Second, the military becomes the most influential institution in UQs. Third,
the armed forces of UQs are often highly politicised. This essential role of the
armed forces may lead to further legitimising militarism and militarisation of the
political environment. Participating in the ‘liberation war’ becomes the criteria
for gaining access to political power, and the armed forces of UQs are highly
politicised. Moreover, wars of independence elevate the status of military leaders
within the social and political life of UQs. In the post-conflict settings, politi-
cal processes such as elections and institutionalisation of the state can serve as a
mechanism to militarise politics. Institutions of war that characterise the period of
secessionist struggle are transformed into new political and social structures. The
attitude towards military leaders, veterans, ex-combatants, and warriors remains
supportive, and many people perceive their abuse of power to be deserved.
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The ‘post-liberation’ situation encourages the transformation of militias and
militarised organisations into political parties. In fact, to the extent that power-
ful military leaders perceive that they have the option to operate as politicians,
the chances of the transformation from a military organisation to a competitive
political party are increased. The post-secession situation may also increase the
opportunity for military leaders to transform their influence into political power
and control local political bodies. For many voters, the transformation of military
organisations into effective political parties means that their vote must be given to
those powerful leaders who are capable of defending the country. Consequently,
indisputably charismatic military leaders rise to power, enjoy a prominent role
in every aspect of political life, gain high political office, and enjoy great social
renown.

Militarisation of urban space is another form of militarisation of society in the
UQs. For many reasons, the UQs turn into uncivil places. First, unlike RQs that
are protected by international state systems and the military, UQs have to man-
age without international protection. Attempting to compensate for the shortage
of negative sovereignty and the lack of international protection, UQs continue to
provide civic defence. Second, because their survival depends fundamentally on
military strength, most of the post-secession UQs experience the rise of paramili-
tary groups and the diffusion of small arms and light weapons. During the war of
secession, individuals and different sections of society often find it necessary to
participate in the secessionist war and to protect their homeland. Consequently, the
larger fraction of the population possesses weapons and receives training for mili-
tary conflicts. In most UQ societies, civilians (including teenagers, junior soldiers,
and all sorts of irregulars) have access to weaponry. They buy cheap weapons and
small arms such as grenades, land mines, and, particularly, light machine guns.

Third, for the UQ rulers, the external threat is greater than the internal threats.
Most UQs are under the constant threat of re-invasion by their parent states and
remain highly suspicious of their parent states. Other UQs are often in direct armed
conflict with their parent states. Moreover, enjoying legitimacy and popular sup-
port, rulers in the UQs find that no significant internal threat exists. Therefore,
governments of UQs are unwilling to disarm civilians and collect those arms that
are mostly pointed outward at foreign powers rather than inward. Fourth, leaders
of UQs find their rule is more secure in the militarised society. The leadership of
UQs finds it easier to derogate civil rights whenever necessary. In the militarised
society, there are ready justifications and even ‘legal grounds’ to suspend civil
rights and to suppress opponents.

The militarisation of urban space may also come in the form of the establish-
ment of military bases around cities; the establishment of military checkpoints
along the administrative border; the construction of military highways; construc-
tion of fortifications; and establishment of new military installations. In many
cases villages along the border are forcibly evacuated and road and rail blockades
are imposed by the UQ authorities. Military convoys regularly travel between cit-
ies. The dispatch of peacekeeping forces in disputed areas often contributes in the
further militarisation of the urban spaces.
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Another aspect of the militarisation of society in the UQs is the combination
of militarism with business. Three factors may result in the militarisation of the
economy. First, lacking the de jure status, UQs are mostly maintained by military
means. Being a secessionist unit, the establishment of a UQ is resisted forcibly
by a central government. Parent states attempt to crush secessionist movements
through military force. UQs, therefore, would feel obliged to militarise. In the event
of a new outbreak of war, the loyalty and experiences of the veterans would be in
very high demand. Coupled with their military power and having benefited from
the revolutionary legitimacy, the veterans and warriors expect moral and financial
compensation. Such a socio-political context helps military leaders to transform
their influence into economic power. Second, the state of non-recognition and
lack of international relations results in the flourishing of the black market trade
in UQs. Smuggling of the military equipment and weaponry is highly profitable
trade. Inventing every possible subterfuge to secure financial resources, trade with
neighbouring countries is often arranged without paying production taxes or tariffs.
Luxury goods, mainly cigarettes and alcohol, can be brought in for resale or export.
Domination of such a trade may allow royal leaders to secure sufficient revenue for
governing the country. Third, military leaders often control shady business struc-
tures of their territories. UQs’ military capabilities are a function of illegal imports
and clandestine military training. Combining politics with business, military lead-
ers control these shady business structures. They establish a monopoly over lucra-
tive trade (often smuggling trade) such as cigarettes and gasoline. Consequently,
military leaders often take over areas of the economy and became competitive busi-
ness figures, and this may result in the militarisation of economic and social life.

Another form of the militarisation of societies in UQs is the militarisation of the
collective consciousness of society. Residents of the UQs feel that war may break
out again at any time. UQ authorities play on their population’s fears by induc-
ing a permanent-siege mentality within the UQ. With population war experiences
becoming an important part of the national discussion, state media broadcasts
patriotic programs, dance, song, and poetry, which continues to glorify their war
for independence and liberation. Rulers of the UQs often resort to militarised lan-
guage to produce their narratives with frames and metaphors from the UQ-parent
state conflicts. Vocabularies dominate the culture and range from the language
used to describe those who live ‘over there’ to the occupier of the homeland.
Examples of the militarised vocabularies are clashes, skirmishes, violent confron-
tations, human crime, national treason, battle, and wars of liberations. This lan-
guage is repeatedly used to signify the status of the UQ as a separate country with
its fixed border. Thus, the military is another common feature of separatist quasi-
states and sovereign states. Accordingly, the militarisation of society is the second
criterion (UQC-II) that may be used to classify a separatist region as a quasi-state.

The third criterion (UQC-I11): weak parent state

The third factor that may be used as a criterion for the formation of quasi-states
is the weakness of the parent state. Kolste emphasises that “the parent state of
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most quasi-states is a weak state, in political and institutional as well as in mili-
tary terms.”?' Military strength and weakness, however, are relative measures. In
addition to the military balance of power between the parent and separatist region,
the parent state politically and militarily is a weak state. So the balance of power
favours the quasi-state as it keeps the parent state at bay. This factor is based on
the comparison between the parent state, which is at the same time a recognised
state, and the separatist region. Therefore, a separatist region is strong enough to
be compared to, and at the same time challenge, the parent state.

The term ‘parent state’ refers to political units that have international legal rec-
ognition but are unable to exercise authority over a particular region of their terri-
tory. The failure to exercise authority by the central government over all parts of
the country means that the coexistence of a de facto state and a parent state within
a country is expected. The criterion of weak parent states is designed to answer
questions related to relations between parent states and their separatist territories.
Many factors may account for a parent state to be weak and such weaknesses pro-
pel the following questions: Why do some de facto states evolve to the quasi-state
status while others are not? Why do some of these UQs manage to survive without
international support and recognition while some fail to exist? Why have some
UQs successfully obtained independence with very little opposition and others
have failed to transform into sovereign statehood? Why are some cleft states
protected from fragmenting and others not? Why is the status of all recognised
entities protected as members of the international community? Why can some
countries successfully protect their territorial integrity while others cannot? The
questions raised here will not only help in understanding the difference between
long-term survival or failure of a de facto state but also the difference between
unrecognised quasi-states and other forms of de facto states. The prospects for
UQs hinge generally on two things: their survival and their ability to develop into
de jure entities. UQs exist and survive by virtue of the UQ-parent state balance of
power. The weakness of the parent state is one of the main contributing factors for
the emergence of the UQs and their development into sovereign states. The weak-
ness of the parent state creates an internal circumstance which makes it easier for
quasi-states to emerge, survive, and eventually develop into a de jure entity.

The category of weak parent state covers a variety of cases and cannot be
defined by a single variable. A careful assessment of several manifest indicators
may provide evidence for the weakness of the parent state. What makes parent
states different from non-parent states or nation-states is the degree of nation-
building process, territorial control, effective administration and bureaucratic
functional governance, strength of its armed forces, and sufficient economic
resources. While most parent states lack sufficient military capability, effective
government structures, and sufficient economic resources, non-parent states or
nation-states perform well in all these indicators. Non-parent states possess con-
trol over their territories and their territorial integrity and monopolisation of the
legitimate use of force are rarely challenged. The people of these states possess
a strong sense of cohesion, cultural harmony, and a shared history. Non-parent
states enjoy legitimacy in the eyes of most of their citizens and their minority
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groups are less inclined towards territorial claims and do not threaten the ter-
ritorial integrity. This form of state rarely faces demands for territorial secession
from the territorial communities. Instead, elites in most regions continue to seek
autonomy within the state. The central government faces pressure to reform its
basic institutional ties between the central and regional governments. Demands
for regional autonomy are far more common than those for independence. Territo-
rial demand, however, is limited to the equal distribution of power and economy.
For example, residents of a certain territory may call for control over the appoint-
ment of local officials and for a larger share of the revenues. Political and military
leaders of these states usually respond to those demands with negotiation rather
than coercion. As demands for regional autonomy have been far more common
than those for independence, the probability of separatist rebellions and wide-
spread violence remains low. The main characteristic of the non-parent state is
that the struggle of the ethno-nationalist or socio-political groups is regulated by
rule of law which takes place within the state and not outside of it.

Many parent states, by contrast, possess all necessary ingredients of weak states
in terms of lacking military capabilities, ineffective government structures, insuf-
ficient economic resource, heterogeneous society, and an uncompleted nation-
building process. In addition, many parent states lack bureaucratic functional
governance. Though parent states may provide reasonable public goods for the
dominant ethnic group in the mainland, they often fail to supply inhabitants of the
separatist region with the basic essential services needed for decent livelihood.
The lack of basic social amenities may propel the separatist region to rebel against
the central government and the inhabitants of the secessionist territories are often
regarded as the enemy by their parent states.

Most parent states suffer the absence of material resources and lack sufficient
economic resources and a robust economy. Parent states experience secessionist
and often civil wars, as well as spend most of their funds on updating military
arsenal. Therefore, providing public goods to inhabitants of the separatist regions
becomes less and less of a priority. They lack enough capital resources necessary
for maintaining road or rail access to distant districts and for providing proper
health and education to inhabitants of the separatist regions. Insufficient economic
resources may lead to the weakness of the parent state in several ways. First,
impoverishment potentially undermines the legitimacy of the state. Second, lack
of enough resources makes reintegration of little interest to separatist territories.
This is because a weak economy of the parent state means there is little to offer to
the separatist region and its population to rejoin the parent state. Third, a seces-
sionist de facto state survives because the parent state fails to mobilise resources
to suppress the secessionist movements successfully. If the parent state has abun-
dant resources, it may be difficult for a separatist region to have its way. Iraq and
Nigeria are good example of this scenario. The oil boom in Iraq and Nigeria in the
late 1960s and early 1970s had a significant role in the collapse of the Kurdistan
Region of Iraq in 1975 and Nigeria’s Biafra region in 1970. Accordingly, weak
parent states are far more vulnerable to disintegration compared to non-parent
states.
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The military weakness of the parent state reveals its inability to prohibit the
formation of the de facto self-rule in one or more of its separatist regions. The
extent of a state weakness can be measured by how much of the country’s territory
is controlled by the central government and by how nominal or contested the par-
ent state’s authority is over the separatist territory. Though, in theory, weak parent
states enjoy a monopoly of legitimate force within their borders, they often cannot
control their borders and their authority over sections of territory is almost absent.
One of the state’s prime functions is to prevent any loss of their territories. Main-
taining the separatist territory under control would be militarily and financially
imprudent. Furthermore, most parent states lack the capacity to channel social
tensions, regulate conflicts, and control their territory and borders. This failure
facilitates the widespread internal insurgent movement directed against the gov-
ernment. Failing to contain armed revolts led by separatist movements may result
in loss of territory to the separatists. This helps separatists to use the region as safe
havens and as a base for their attacks. Such inability to prevent the emergence of
a separatist movement which may implicitly result in cross-border invasions and
infiltrations often lays ground for foreign intervention in the internal affairs of the
parent state. The intervention of a stronger state usually has a severe impact on the
disintegration of the weaker state and strengthens the statehood of the separatist
regions. As a result of the loss of legitimacy of the state over significant parts of
the population, the already weak parent states are likely to become even weaker.
Thus, the physical absence of the state in certain regions of the country becomes
a distinguished characteristic of the parent states.

The uncompleted nation-building process is another weakness of the parent
states. Unlike non-parent states, many parent states are weak and heterogeneous
in nature. In most cases, two or more territorialised ethno-religious groups exist
within their borders. These groups lack a shared culture, common ancestor, and
history. Societies in these states suffer primordial cleavages and cultural fragmen-
tation. Never integrated into the state in the first place, territorial and separatist
groups reject the legitimacy of central rule in their territories. In other words,
most parent states suffer the failure of the nation-building process and thereby
lack internal legitimacy and socio-political cohesion. The state itself is perceived
as illegitimate in the eyes of a large number of the inhabitants of the separatist
territories. By explicitly dishonouring the legitimacy of the parent states, minori-
ties” demands are mostly for the purpose of independence. The emergence and
survival of UQs can be attributed to the failure of the nation-building process of
weak parent states.

The immediate consequence of this weakness could be the demise of parent
states as functioning states. Given the structural, financial, and militarily weak-
ness of the parent state, it can easily fragment and collapse, as well as prepare
the ground for the emergence of the de facto separatist regions. These weak-
nesses are major factors and a precondition for the emergence and survival of the
UQ. The degree of the UQ’s success can be measured by the extent of its parent
state’s weaknesses. The disorganised and fragmented nature of weak states lays
the ground for some de facto semi-independent entities to evolve enough to be
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considered as quasi-states. In other words, without the dissolution of weak parent
states, it may prove a Herculean task for de facto groups to evolve into a quasi-
state. In some sense the separatist region is equivalent to its parent state. Through
the weakness and strength of the parent state, one can imagine the weakness and
strength of the de facto independent state. Therefore the character of a weak par-
ent state may be a third criterion for classifying the separatist entity as a quasi-
state (UQC-III).

The fourth criterion (UQC-1V): positive and negative patronage

The fourth factor that may be used as a criterion for classifying the quasi-state
is external patronage. Most quasi-states are dependent upon support from an
external patron. Such a patron, however, fulfils the same role as the international
community does vis-a-vis failed states. External patronage is therefore another
similarity between unrecognised quasi-states and recognised states. Accordingly,
a separatist entity’s ability to find external patronage may be considered as the
fourth criterion (UQC-IV) by which to qualify as a quasi-state. Thus, in this work,
to be classified as a quasi-state, a de facto self-rule of a secessionist territory must
satisfy these four unrecognised quasi-state criteria (UQC): (1) a symbolic nation-
building process (UQC-I); (2) a militarisation of society (UQC-II); (3) a weak
parent state (UQC-III); and external patronage and support (UQC-IV).

Positive and negative patronage

Kolste does not recognise different forms of patronage. Highlighting the patron
state’s agenda, he suggests that the patron states use the quasi-states as political
instruments “to put pressure on the parent states and, generally, to project power
into the region”. Putting pressure on the parent state and projecting power into
the region are probably common agendas of all patron states. However, it is not
the only reason behind the patronage project. Patron states may also be motivated
by the fact that the ethnicity and the nationality of the client population is the
same as the patron state. They may also be motivated by irredentist agendas, such
as historical claim of the separatist territory. Accordingly, the nature of external
patronage may be categorised according to the motivations and agendas of the
patron state. There are two forms of external patronages: positive and negative.
I distinguish the two forms by applying three criteria.

The first criterion used to determine whether an example of external patron-
age is negative or positive is the ethnic and cultural identity of the patron and
client states. In negative patronage, populations of the patron and client states do
not share the same ethnic or cultural identity. I refer to this criterion as the first
negative patronage criterion (NPC-I). In positive patronage, however, the popula-
tion shares the same ethnic background and the population of the client state is
a natural extension of that of the patron state. In many cases the patron state has
historically claimed separate territory of the client state as part of its homeland.
Hence, in positive patronage, supporting and consolidating ethnic, cultural, and
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territorial rights of the client region are the main reasons behind the patron state’s
willingness to provide assistance. In negative patronage, however, such motiva-
tion is absent. Rather, a patron state is mainly motivated by issues other than the
identity of the client state. The second negative patronage criterion (NPC-II) is
that the patron state is not motivated by the interests, rights, and/or identity of the
client state. The third criterion for determining the positive or negative status of
patronage is whether the patron state is willing to recognise the independent state.
In positive patronage, the client state’s independence and the consolidation of its
political, cultural, and economic status strengthens the internal and external posi-
tion of the patron state. In negative patronage the independence of client states
may jeopardise the patron’s interests. Thus, the third negative patronage criterion
(NPC-III) is the fact that the patron state does not seek the client’s independence
and is not willing to recognise the independent status of the client state. In positive
patronage, however, the patron state supports and often recognises the independ-
ence of its client state.

Positive patronage-client relations are based on good will, long-term interests,
and the principal values of the patron state and longstanding patronage. For the
client state it is a reliable and indispensable source of external support and is
therefore considered as positive patronage. While negative patronage is a tactical,
short-term measure of limited support, it is usually a no-win policy for the client
and it often ends up with the patron state using the client state as a bargaining
chip. It is an unreliable source of external support and therefore is considered as
negative patronage. Turkey’s, Serbia’s, and Armenia’s patronage of North Cyprus
Turks, Republika Srpska in Bosnia, and Nagorno Karabagh in Azerbaijan are a
few examples of positive patronage. The form of patronage that has been offered
to the Iraqi Kurds by Iran in 19611975, and Turkey and the US in the 1990s, are
examples of negative patronage. External patronage is negative if it fulfils three
negative patronage criteria (NPC): (1) the populations of the patron and client
states do not share the same ethnic or cultural identity (NPC-I); (2) the patron state
is not motivated by the interests, rights, and/or the identity of the client state; and
(3) the patron state does not seek the client’s independence and is not willing to
recognise the independence of the entity.

Recognised quasi-states (RQs) versus unrecognised quasi-
states (UQs)

There is strong evidence that explain why the two forms of quasi-states, the rec-
ognised and unrecognised, should be differently defined. The difference between
the RQs and the UQs goes beyond the issue international recognition. The first
significant difference between the two entities is that a RQ is a de jure state while
a UQ is a de facto state. RQs are constitutionally independent in a formal way,
while UQs are informal but with more of a substantive condition. The second key
difference between the two quasi-sates is that UQs are more coherent domesti-
cally with fewer civil conflicts compared to RQs. Compared to RQs, the UQs
enjoy broader popular support and their governance is more effective. Another
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difference is that a RQ is a juridical entity that suffers a crisis of legitimacy and a
UQ is an empirical entity that suffers the crisis of legality.

RQs are accepted as wholly legal international personalities and function as
such, but they lack capabilities and have failed to take such effective control over
their territory. RQs exist because of their formal acceptance by the international
community rather than their internal legitimacy. UQs, by contrast, enjoy legiti-
macy from the vast majority of the population at home, but lack recognition. They
have perceived illegal personalities by the international community. Most UQs
have shown their ability to take effective control of a territory and population, as
well as to establish an efficient government. Though both UQs and RQs attempt
to escape their quasi-statehood status, they follow different methods for that end.
UQs use the internal legitimacy that they have established to promote their status
to a legal entity. The RQs, by contrast, view their legal status of sovereignty and
recognition as a contributing factor to promote the legitimacy that they failed to
establish. Thus, both RQs and UQs are by-products of the new sovereignty regime.

The final striking difference between the two forms of quasi-states is that the
UQ is a case of the secession process but the RQ is that of decolonisation. Unlike
RQs, which are the by-product of the self-determination process, the claim of self-
determination by the UQs, is perceived to be outside the framework of decolo-
nisation. No UQ are a case of decolonisation. UQs are cast within a context of
secession and separatism and not decolonisation. The international society denies
the de jure status of the UQs for three reasons. First, historically, the right to self-
determination was confined to the colonial territories and this right has not gone
beyond the decolonisation context. Second, the international community deals
with the principle of self-determination as that of the sanctity of existing territorial
borders. Therefore, secession, especially a unilateral secession, is perceived as an
illegitimate process. Third, the majority of states around the world perceive seces-
sion as a threat to their fundamental interests. Thus, the international community
resists any attempt to sanction self-determination through secession from a recog-
nised state. The denial of the right of self-determination is the main reason behind
the survival of RQs to integrate countries and failure of the UQs to promote to a
de jure status. Accordingly, a UQ is a result the existing entity in which an empiri-
cal statehood in large measure is built, on one hand, and the unwillingness of the
international system to condone secession on the other.

States with dual sovereignty (SWDS) versus quasi-states

A ‘real’ sovereign state enjoys dual sovereignty: external, vis-a-vis other states,
and internal, vis-a-vis its own citizens. If an internationally recognised state lacks
internal sovereignty and falls within the criteria of recognised quasi-states (RQC),
it is considered as a recognised quasi-state (RQ). If a de facto state, however,
fails to gain international recognition but falls within the criteria for unrecognised
quasi-states (UQC), it may be classified as an unrecognised quasi-state (UQ).
These theoretical discussions will be used throughout the book to analyse the
nature of conflict.
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2 The context of two quasi-states
in Iraq

Many studies have dealt with good governance policies,' political space,” democ-
ratisation,® and the Kurdish integration with or secession from Iraq. However,
little attention has been given to the question of the significance of Kurdish and
Iraqi counter quests for nationhood and the evolution of Kurdish nationalism into
a quasi-state and its influence on Kurdish integration into Iraq. Few, if any, studies
have focused on the question as to whether Iraq may be considered as a quasi-state
and, if so, how that state of affairs impacted Kurdish integration into Iraq. The
debate relating to the Kurdish-Iraqi conflict is categorised into three types: the
oppositional nature of the Kurdish and Iraqi quests for nationhood, the unrecog-
nised Kurdish quasi-state, and the recognised Iraqi quasi-state.

Contending debate on the oppositional nature of the Kurdish
and Iraqi quests for nationhood

Analyses of the relations between the Kurds and the state of Iraq have often
focused on Iraqi nationalism as the factor to be explained. Davis and Yaphe have
argued that Iraq has already achieved nation status.* However, this Irag-centric
perspective fails to explain the nine decades of ongoing Kurdish-Iraqi conflict
and the enduring clash between Shia and Sunni Arabs. Davis insists that the cur-
rent ethno-sectarian violence in Iraq is a direct result of America’s invasion.’ In
contrast, Dodge argues that the Iraqi predicament is rooted in both the British (in
the 1920s and 1930s) and the US (post-2003) failure to create the elements that
would enhance state-building in Iraq.’ The concept of ‘political space’ is another
relevant variable that sheds light on this issue. Natali argues that the extent of eth-
nicisation of Kurdish national identity is a result of the political space character of
the state.” Iraq’s current political predicament, its ethno-sectarian conflict, and the
desire by the Kurds for their own ethnic-based organisations are the result of dis-
crimination by Sunni-Arab rulers.® According to this reasoning, if the Kurds were
accorded more suitable political space, they might leave their secessionist dreams
and develop an enduring loyalty to the Iraqi state.” Bozarslan argues that provid-
ing more acceptable political space may not terminate the conflict, but discrimina-
tion may provoke a shift from peaceful interaction to a more violent expression
by the Kurdish opposition.!® Similarly, Gurr and Harff state that discrimination
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encourages ethnic groups to organise for action against the source of discrimina-
tion."" Nevertheless, they acknowledge that the most serious political grievance of
the Kurds is not discrimination in the usual sense but, rather, involves restrictions
on their efforts to express and pursue their ethnic interests.'? In this sense, regard-
less of the extent of political space, the Kurds are likely to remain a politically
active ethnic group.

Another relevant variable that aids our understanding of the Iraqi-Kurdish
conflict is ethno-political conflict. Gurr views ethno-political groups as identity
groups whose ethnicity has political consequences."® Scarritt depicts the Kurds
and their ongoing agitation for independence as an ethno-political conflict. He
points out that the grievances, clash of identities, and violence are three main
characteristics of ethno-political conflicts.'* The ethno-political approach, how-
ever, fails to adequately describe the current Kurdish conflict because the theory
ignores the size and character of the ethnic group and does not take into account
the various underlying causes and unique demands of this people. Gurr and Harff
have refined a model of ethnic conflict based on group demands and goals of
statehood, economic autonomy, and political power-sharing. Their model applies
to four important types of contenders: ethno-nationalists, ethno-classes, indig-
enous peoples, and communal contenders. They used the Kurds as their case
study and defined them as ethno-nationalists. However, their analytical work is
based on the assumption of the superiority of Iraqi civic-nationalism over Kurd-
ish ethnic-nationalism. Their work also excludes the fact of Kurdish intermittent
self-rule since 1961 and all the experience and history that the self-rule period
involved.

Other studies, such as Cottam and Cottam and O’Leary, classify Iraq as a non-
nation state (NNS).'5 Both studies assert that the identity and comparison patterns
of an NNS produce deeper conflicts and greater violence than they do in nation-
states. Cottam and Cottam outline three significant scenarios of NNSs. First is
intensity of group identity; second is the lack of a common identity; and third is
the weakness of the notion of citizenship.'® O’Leary attributes most of the vio-
lence of the Iraqi-Kurdish conflict, including the slaughter of the Kurds by the
Ba’ath regime, to the status of Iraq as an NNS."” However, like ethno-nationalist
models, the NNS model was built in abstraction without regard to the fact of
Kurdish controlled territories since 1961. The model also ignores the question as
to why the establishment of the Kurdish quasi-state after 1991 culminated in the
most peaceful period in Iraqi-Kurdish relations in history.

There are several gaps in the literature relating to the nature of the Iraqi-Kurdish
conflict. It overlooks the contradictions between the Kurdish quest for nationhood
and the Iraqi quest for a unitary state that guarantees Iraqi state sovereignty over
all Iraqi territory, including Kurdistan. The study also fails to explain how these
contradictions affect the peace-building process in the post-invasion period of
Iraq. It ignores the evolution of Kurdish nationalism into a quasi-state. Finally,
less attention tends to be paid to the status of Iraq either as a parent state to the
separatist region of Kurdistan or as a quasi-state that lacks internal and/or external
sovereignty.
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Contending debate on the Kurdish quasi-state

Most studies dealing with the Kurdish quasi-state concentrate on factors that con-
tribute to either the survival of or the decline of the Kurdish de facto state. Schol-
ars tend to ignore the characteristics of this de facto state and their contribution to
the reshaping of Kurdish-Iraqi relations. They also tend to ignore the process of
Kurdish integration into Iraq. The existing approaches may easily be categorised
into five types: (1) the geopolitical approach, (2) internal divisions focus, (3) the
international factors approach, (4) the institutional designs model, and (5) the
humanitarian aid approach.

The first model suggests that the Kurdish desire to secede is blocked by implac-
able opposition from large, hostile neighbours.!® This model is based upon two
geopolitical facts. First, Kurdistan is landlocked and surrounded by neighbour-
ing states that refuse to countenance an independent Kurdish state. This makes
a potential Kurdish state dependent on its neighbours and vulnerable to embar-
gos and blockades.!” Second, the dispersal of the Kurdish population throughout
four countries and the irredentist nature of Kurdish separatist movements give
the Kurdish problem a transnational character.”* Believing that an independent
Kurdish state would threaten their territorial integrity, proponents of this approach
argue that an independent Kurdish state cannot survive because the surrounding
countries with substantial Kurdish minorities would not hesitate to intervene and
even invade Kurdistan, if necessary, to keep them from gaining full independence.
Thus, a contested secession would be a recipe for suicide.?! This model, however,
is based on the assumption that the Kurds, as a peripheral ethnic minority, would
be passive, vulnerable, and unable to defend themselves, if attacked.

The geopolitical approach, however, fails to consider three interconnected
issues. First, since 1961, Kurdish nationalistic fervour has helped to move the
Kurdistan region into quasi-state status. The Kurdish quasi-state has managed
to survive for over two decades. Second, the Kurdistan region has developed its
oil sector and transformed Kurdistan into one of the richest regions in terms of
oil wealth in the world. In this sense, the Kurdistan region has moved from the
sidelines of regional activity to the very centre of regional economics and politics.
Third, as a result of this shift in the status of the Kurdistan Region of Iraq (KRI),
the balance of power between the KRI and neighbouring states has shifted from
hostile interactions to interdependence and cooperation. Taken together, these
three factors have raised the probability of Kurdish independence becoming a
reality.

The second model suggests that intra-Kurdish divisions are the main cause of
the failure of the Kurds to achieve statehood. Mack argues that Kurdish internal
struggles are the most immediate danger to their security and future develop-
ment.”? These internal struggles have caused the collapse of the de facto Kurdish
state in the 1990s, and undermined the Kurds’ quest for independence and state-
hood.* Highlighting the impact of the Kurdish internal conflict on their failure to
achieve statehood, Chorev argues that the Kurds have no worse enemies than them-
selves.?* This model, however, undermines the reunification and reconciliation
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process between the Kurdish factions in post-invasion Iraq. Another central issue
that this approach ignores is the administrative divisions of Iraqi Kurdistan. While
it has a unified administration, parliament, and institutions, the KRG adminis-
ters less than two-thirds of the region that the Kurds believe historically belongs
to Iraqi Kurdistan. The province of Kirkuk, however, remains outside the KRG
administration altogether. The approach also ignores the question as to how this
administrative division has led to the border dispute between the Erbil and Bagh-
dad, and how this dispute has been dealt with. It seems like a conflict between two
separate states, the KRI and Iraq, rather than a conflict within one nation. Finally,
this model fails to trace the links between internal Iraqi divisions (i.e. the Sunni-
Shia conflict) and their impact on further strengthening the Kurdish quasi-state.

The third model suggests that the Kurdish conflict is an international issue and
that the future of the KRI depends significantly on international elements.? This
approach is based on two assumptions. One assumption is that the region occu-
pied by the Kurds straddles four countries and is therefore a transnational issue
with serious implications for the Kurds’ neighbours. An independent Kurdistan
would threaten the territorial integrity and stability of these pre-existing neigh-
bouring states, and so disrupt the international system.?* Consequently, within the
state-centric international system, any border change becomes a call to action for
the international community.?’

Another assumption is based on the fact that the Kurdish question is the histori-
cal result of complex international power-plays in the region since WWIL.%

Gurr and Harff maintain that the international factors that determine the future
of the KRI are beyond the Kurds’ control.”” Relationships between Kurdish and
international movements are characterised as an imbalance against and subordina-
tion of the Kurds. Whether the Kurds secede from or remain a part of Iraq depends
on their understanding and recognition of these international factors.*® One contra-
diction inherent in this model is that while it emphasises the international nature
of the Kurdish conflict, at the same time it claims that the Kurds themselves are
minor players. It also overlooks the fact that Kurdish nationalism has propelled
the Kurdistan region into a quasi-state. The quasi-state status of Kurdistan is par-
tially a result of the Kurds’ ability to destabilise the region due to its international
role. Iraq is also a victim of international interference, and this has enlarged the
capacity for manoeuvres by the Kurdish quasi-state to improve its status and sur-
vivability. This is evidenced by UN Resolution No. 688 of 5 April 1991 and the
confirmation of a subsequent Kurdish Safe Haven which culminated in the present
Kurdish quasi-state.

The fourth model, the institutional design approach, suggests that whether the
Kurds remain in Iraq depends heavily on the institutional design of the Iraqi state.’!
This approach can further be categorised into (a) Iraq/state centrists and (b) conse-
quentialists. The Iraq/state centrists stress integrative mechanisms that encourage
de-ethnicisation and fragmentation of Kurdish politics.*? These integrative mecha-
nisms include the cross-ethnic electoral system, the banning of Kurdish parties,
and an 18-province territorial federation.** The consequentialists claim that the
Kurds’ quest for self-determination may be satisfied while avoiding the unwanted
consequences of secession. This can be met by a multi-national federation with
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proportional representation and territorial and cultural autonomy for key nation-
alities.** However, given the current quasi-state status of the KRI and the internal
divisions within Iraq, this raises questions as to who would implement such mod-
els, by what means they would do so, and what the costs and risks would be.

The fifth model is the humanitarian aid approach. This model was advocated by
Natali and presents a more realistic analysis on the Kurdish quasi-state entity that
emerged after the second Gulf war. She correctly defines the de facto Kurdish self-
rule in the 1990s as a quasi-state. She defines quasi-state as political entities that
have internal but not external sovereignty. These political entities seek some form
of autonomy or independence.’® Her basic thesis is that the emergence, survival,
and development of the Kurdish quasi-state are attributed to external humanitar-
ian aid programs offered and provided to the Kurds. This humanitarian and exter-
nal aid, furthermore, determined the extent of the economic, social, and political
achievements and therefore the nature of the Kurdish entity. Viewing it this way,
she suggests three phases of development in Kurdistan based on external assis-
tance, namely: (1) emergency relief phase (1991-1996); (2) Oil-for-Food Program
(OFFP) phase (1996-2001); and (3) democracy mission phase (2003-present).*

Natali’s thesis, however, has several weaknesses. First, for Natali it was the
nature of the type of foreign aid offered to the Kurds that determined the extent
of sovereignty and leverage of the Kurdish quasi-state entity. Hence, internal sov-
ereignty of the quasi-state was provided by external patronage rather than from
the internal legitimacy provided by the Kurdish population to the de facto state.
Second, by attributing the nature and survivability of the Kurdish quasi-state to
external humanitarian aid, Natali overlooks other forms of patronage such as dip-
lomatic, political, military, and logistical support. By the same token, Natali disre-
gards other important factors that contributed to the survivability and development
of quasi-states such as the military capability of the quasi-state, the internal legiti-
macy that leaders of the quasi-state enjoy among its population, the weakness of
the parent state and its unpopularity in the separatist region, and finally the ability
of the quasi-state to perform the state- and nation-building process in which it pro-
vides basic service and protection to its population. Third, Natali deals with the
Kurdish quasi-state of the 1990s as a separate abstraction taken from the history
of the Kurdish controlled areas experiment that they enjoyed during the 1960s,
1970s, and 1980s. Thus, the literature on the Kurdish quasi-state suffers from
several major gaps in coverage.

Contending debate on Iraq as a quasi-state

Little scholarship, if any, has been devoted to the state of Iraq as a quasi-state. For
many scholars the functionality of Iraq as a sovereign nation is an open question.
Two prominent approaches in the literature pertain to the status of Iraq as a ‘real’
nation-state. The first approach portrays Iraq as a rogue state and the second as a
failed state. Scholars of comparative politics and policy analysts often refer to Iraq
as a ‘rogue state’ though they disagree on the definition and usage of the rogue
state concept.’” Princeton University defines the rogue state as that which does not
respect other states in its international actions.*® In contrast, Rose defines rogue
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states as those that possess the power and credibility to engage in behaviour that
sharply conflicts with the net interests of international society as defined by major
powers.** Three most commonly invoked criteria used to define rogues are (1)
states that work for WMD proliferation, (2) support for terrorism, and (3) those
that violate human rights.*’ Thus, the more common understanding of rogue states
portrays them as violating international norms.

Regardless of whether Iraq qualifies as a rogue state, the definition of ‘rogue” has
little relation to the issue of sovereignty, which is a qualification of the quasi-state.
‘Quasi-state’ refers to either the lack of internal sovereignty vis-a-vis the state’s
population or the lack of external sovereignty vis-a-vis the international com-
munity. Abuse of human rights refers more to the character of the regime while
sovereignty refers to the inherent power of the state to function autonomously.
With the installation of a new democratic regime, the issue of human rights abuse
and even support for terrorism would be expected to be terminated. Terminating
abuse itself would not normally change the status of the state in terms of sover-
eignty. Iraq is a striking example that illustrates this situation. Under Saddam
Hussein, especially during the 1980s, Iraq fulfilled all three criteria: the regime
abused human rights; it supported terrorism; and it obtained and used WMD, such
as chemical weapons. Interestingly, the rogue concept has widely been applied to
Iraq during the period between the second Gulf War and the US invasion in 2003.
Iraq improved its behaviour in all three respects after the invasion. However, post-
invasion Iraq is less sovereign and more aptly fits the definition of ‘quasi-state’
than the pre-invasion Iraq under Saddam.

The second approach to Iraq as a quasi-state in the body of literature considers
Iraq as a ‘failed state’. Many in this camp argue that Iraq is one of the world’s
prominent failed states.*’ The Fund for Peace’s Failed State Index presented in
2009 and in 2010, for example, ranks Iraq as the world’s sixth and seventh most
failed states, respectively.*? Definitions of failed states vary, but the most accurate
definition comes from Call, who refers to such as wholly collapsed states. In such
a state no authority is recognisable either internally to a country’s inhabitants or
externally to the international community.* In the case of failed states, Fukuyama
insists that the outside power is forced to exert authority simply to avoid calam-
ity.* The failed state by definition has lost both external and internal sovereignty.
In quasi-state theory, however, the state lacks one of its sovereignty types. Since
1932 when Iraq achieved independence from the British, this situation existed for
only one year when the Iraqi state collapsed completely during the occupation of
Iraq in 2003. Therefore, the literature on failed states does not aid the understand-
ing of Iraq as a quasi-state. This book analyses, develops, and applies quasi-state
theory in order to scrutinise the quasi-state status of Iraq.

Nations, nations without states, and non-nation states

The existing approaches to the Iraqi-Kurdish conflict can be categorised into three
major types: (1) primordial (ethno-symbolic), (2) instrumental, and (3) construc-
tive. The primordialist approach takes the view that the Kurds identify themselves
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according to clans, language, or regional divisions.* This approach draws on the
primordialist theoretical orientation, which attaches a high value to historical con-
tinuity, group sanctions, and social solidarity as determinants of human behaviour.
The second approach considers the role of the Kurdish leadership in reshaping
Kurdish-Iraqi relations. It is widely understood that in the interests of securing
their vital interests and to avoid the costs of secession, Kurdish leaders have not
promoted the vision of a separate state.* This view is compatible with instrumen-
tal theory, which posits that politicians benefit from calculated behaviour, from
the manipulation of nationalist appeals, and from the struggle over resources. The
third approach emphasises that Kurdish identity has emerged and evolved over
time, first from religion to ethnicity and then to ‘Iraqiness’ during the monarchy.
Later, ethnic elements re-emerged in response to discriminatory policies directed
against the Kurds by central governments.*” This approach may be categorised as
‘constructivist’ and emphasises that collective and ethnic identities are socially
constructed, fluid, and endogenous.

It must be noted that, however, none of these three approaches adequately
describes the situation of the de facto Kurdish self-rule that has been established
since 1961. Moreover, all three are inadequate to provide a comprehensive theo-
retical framework for understanding these issues. To fill this gap, prominent theo-
ries on ethno-nationalism and scholarly treatises that deal with the concepts of
nations, states, and quasi-states are drawn on to build a new theoretical frame-
work. This new theoretical framework is relevant to the question of Kurdish and
Iraqi counter quests for nationhood and the status of the Kurdish controlled ter-
ritories since 1961, though intermittently, as a quasi-state.

Gurr’s and Harff’s theory of ethnic-mobilisation and ethno-nationalism can be
used as a foundation to explain the Iraqi and Kurdish counter quests for nation-
hood. Gurr and Harff define ethno-nationalism as “relatively large and regionally-
concentrated ethnic groups that live within the boundaries of one state or of several
adjacent states; their modern political movements are directed toward achieving
greater autonomy or independent statehood.”® Three key variables are used by
ethno-nationalists to make their cases: (1) ethnic group, (2) region, and (3) political
agenda. In their work on ethnic conflicts, Gurr and Harff used the Kurds as a case
study to test their theory on ethno-nationalism.* In doing so, they categorised
Kurds as ‘ethno-nationalists’. Accordingly, the Kurds emerged as a territorial eth-
nic group directed politically towards building a nation-state in their traditional
homeland.

For Smith, nations are territorialised communities that feel a strong attachment
to their respective territories.” In Smith’s definition of nations, three dimensions
can be found: (1) territory, (2) community, and (3) attachment to homeland (iden-
tity). McDowall’s approach to the national identity of the Kurds is useful when
analysing the Kurdish case. He states that Kurdistan is both a practical and a
mythical territory that exists in the minds of most Kurds as the basis of their
conceived national identity.’! Three criteria used for defining the Kurds’ status
by McDowall are: (1) Kurdistan as a territory, (2) Kurds as a community, and (3)
Kurdistan as an identity. By combining Smith’s theory and Gurr’s and Harff’s
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theory, a useful formula is found to define the Kurds: the Kurds are a territorial-
ised community that is politically bent on building a nation-state, and that com-
munity makes its territory the basis of its identity. Two more pertinent theories
are Anderson’s “imagined community”” and Guibernau’s “nation without a state”
(NWS). For Anderson, a nation is an imagined political community with finite
boundaries and limited sovereignty.”> Anderson’s imagined political community
presents a useful tool for understanding the Kurds’ self-identification as a nation.
It also integrates well with Smith’s notion of territorial identity and Gurr’s and
Harff’s political agenda attributed to the Kurds. Anderson’s notion of sovereignty,
though limited, is that of a sovereign state, and therefore goes beyond the Kurds’
current status.™

Guibernau’s NWS concept is a useful alternative. He suggests that “nations,
which in spite of having their territories included within the boundaries of one or
more States, by and large do not identify with them.” Moreover, nations “maintain
a separate sense of national identity generally based on a common culture, history,
attachment to a particular territory and the explicit wish to rule themselves”.>
Guibernau’s criteria for nations without states incorporate both Smith’s criteria of
nation and Gurr’s and Harff’s criteria of ethno-nationalism. These are: community
(nation), territory, identity, and desire for self-rule. In other words, the NWS refers
to a nation that lacks a state and that is politically directed towards creating such
a state. Guibernau’s theory, however, fails to distinguish between those states that
include NWSs from those that do not. Cottams’s theory of nation-states and non-
nation states (NNSs) is useful for the research questions posed by this book. Their
definition of nation-states is states which a nation should be based on.** Using these
criteria, a state that is not based on a nation is a non-nation state. Hence, Ander-
son’s theory, Guibernau’s explanation of a NWS, and Cottams’s approach to NNSs
provide guidelines for analysing the oppositional nature of the Kurdish quests for
nationhood versus Iraq’s status as a nation-state. In sum, the Kurdish-Iraqi con-
flict lies in these two entities’ respective statuses as a nation without a state in the
case of Iraqi Kurdistan and a non-nation state in the case of Iraq. Each possesses
a nationhood project that differs from and opposes the other’s to the extent that
Iraq is unwilling to accommodate the Kurdish Nationhood Project (KNP) and the
Kurds are unwilling to accept the Iraqi Nationhood Project Project (INP).
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3 The two contradictory
nationhood projects in Iraq

An examination of the Iraqi and Kurdish nationhood projects shows that the
Kurdish-Iraqi conflict lies in these two entities’ respective statuses as a nation
without a state (NWS in the case of Iraqi Kurdistan) and a non-nation state (NNS
in the case of Iraq). Each of these two entities possesses a nationhood project that
differs from and opposes the others to the extent that Iraq is unwilling to accom-
modate the Kurdish Nationhood Project (KNP), and the Kurds are unwilling to
accept the Iraqi National Project (INP). The aim of the INP is to create a homo-
geneous and overarching Iraqi identity. To achieve such a homogenous identity,
the INP was centred on two principles. The first was the abnegation of the Kurd-
ish ethnic, national, and territorial identities in order to solidify one nation-state.
The second principle was the Arab identity and the unitary integrity of Iraq. The
KNP, by contrast, is based on the creation of a homogeneous Kurdistani identity
and a sovereign independent Kurdish state. The Kurdish project is built on the
perspective that the Kurds are a nation and eligible to establish their nation-state
on their traditional homeland of Kurdistan. The Kurds constitute an NWS and
their project is to establish an independent Kurdish nation-state in their historical
homeland in present-day northern Iraq. Since the early years of the establishment
of the Iraqi state, Kurdish nationalism with its nationhood project has become the
main obstacle to the success of the INP. The irreconcilable and oppositional nature
of the respective Kurdish and Iraqi nationhood projects were the main reasons
underlying the Iraqi-Kurdish conflict, the emergence of three successive Kurdish
(Kurdish quasi-states) since 1961, and the devolution of Iraqi status into a recog-
nised quasi-state.

Iraqi Nationhood Project and the Kurds

Iraq’s nationhood project has several ramifications. The first is the denial of Kurd-
ish self-representation as a separate nation. Since the creation of the modern state
of Iraq in the 1920s, in addition to the Arab identity of the country, the Iraqi
Nationhood Project focus has been on the abnegation of Kurdish ethnicity and
identity, assimilation of the Kurds into Arab society, the criminalisation of the
Kurdish Nationalist Movement, and the delegitimisation of its nationhood project.
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The abnegation of Kurdish ethnicity

One of the main elements of the Iraqi Nationhood Project was the abnegation of
Kurdish ethnicity. Though Kurdish identity has been constitutionally recognised
for decades, the separate ethnic identity of the Kurds was denied. The Kurds were
commonly viewed as an ethnic minority inhabiting Arab land and perceived as
potential Arabs. During the era of the monarchy, Iraq’s mainstream media and
state discourse officially refrained from using the words ‘Kurds’, ‘Kurdish peo-
ple’, or ‘ethnic Kurds’.! The Kurds were re-categorised as ‘Kurdish elements’ or
‘northerners’.? After the monarchy, Iraqi official discourse and media outlets fol-
lowed their predecessors’ policies, denying the Kurdish people’s separate national
identity and their distinct ethnic heritage. One exemption, however, was Abd al-
Karim Qasim, who seized power in a 1958 coup d’état and remained Iraqi prime
minister until his death in 1963. He initially offered a degree of recognition to
Kurdish rights. For example, he stated that Iraq is not only an Arab state, but an
Arabo-Kurdish state. As a gesture to his belief that Iraq is an Arabo-Kurdish state,
he introduced an article to the Iraqi constitution. Article 3 stated that “Arabs and
Kurds are considered partners in this homeland.” He also placed a yellow sun on
the Iraqi national flag and a Kurdish dagger. Moreover, it was under Qasim’s rule
that, for the first time, a Kurdish party, namely the KDP, was officially licenced.
However, he changed his discourse following the Kurdish rebellion in Septem-
ber 1961 to the extent that he denied the ethnic identity of the Kurds. He stated
that the Kurds were not a nation or an ethnic group, and the term ‘Kurd” histori-
cally had been used for Persian nomads.

Components of Iraqi ethno-symbolism include: the Arab and Islamic identity of
the country, a shared Arabic-Islamic culture, and the integrated history associated
with Mesopotamia and Islamic civilisation. The Iraqi Nationhood Project empha-
sises Iraqi identity, which rests on the idea that Iraqis are the direct descendants
of the Sumerian, Babylonian, Assyrian, and Arab peoples. The Iraqi approach of
reviving their ethnic past was designed to eliminate the Kurdish Nationhood Pro-
ject and to impose its nationhood project on the Kurds. For example, while Kurds
trace their origin back to the Medes, Qourties, and other Zagrossian ancient groups,
Iraqi history textbooks describe these groups as invaders, barbarians, uncivilised,
and the destroyers of the Mesopotamian civilisation. A similar trend was evident
in the post-invasion Iraqi state. For example, the Iraqi textbook for year 10, while
glorifying the Arabic, Islamic, and Mesopotamian civilisations and emphasising
the Arab and Islamic identity of Iraq, avoids mentioning any trace of civilisations
that prove the historical existence of the Kurds in Iraqi Kurdistan. The textbook
even teaches most old towns and cities in Iraq and other Arab countries but avoids
mentioning ancient Kurdish cities such as Kirkuk and Erbil. Similarly, Principles
of geography, a textbook for year 10 emphasises the old civilisations of Mesopo-
tamia and avoids mentioning any trace of the historical and/or the geographical
existence of the Kurds in Iraq.’ The Iraqi textbook for year 9 emphasises that Iraq
has five great, proud, and distinct civilisations, which developed into the Sumer-
ian, Akkadian, Babylonian, Assyrian, and Arab Islamic civilisations.* Though the
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Iraqi textbooks do not demonise the Zagrossian civilisation, as has been a norm
in the pre-invasion Iraq, they ignore the existence of these civilisations in today’s
Kurdistan region. Moreover, the Iraqi textbooks glorify Islamic conquests and the
process of Arabisation and Islamisation of the conquered people.’

The Iraqi textbooks don’t recognise the existence of the Zagrossian civilisa-
tion and overlook the existence of the Kurds in today’s Iraq. It is noteworthy to
mention that it is rare to find the terms ‘Kurds’, ‘Kurdish’, or ‘Kurdistan’ in most
Iraqi textbooks in post-invasion Iraq which pertain to the study of Iraqi history,
geography, culture, and society.® One exception is The modern and contemporary
history of the Arab countries. The mention of the Kurds in this textbook, how-
ever, comes within the framework of the eternal existence of the Iraqi nation and
motherland and its indivisible unity. The textbook explain how the Zahab Treaty
signed between the Ottoman and Safavids in 1639 resulted in the division of many
Kurdish tribes. The textbook, however, emphasises that what happened in 1639
was the division of the Iraqi soil and the loss of part of Iraqi land to Iran.”

Re-tribalisation of Kurdish society

The monarchy followed a conciliatory policy towards Kurdish landlords, religious
leaders, and tribal leaders (hereafter aghas),® as well as attempted to reinstate their
power and authority within Kurdish society. Initially, the British mandate passed
separate legislation for the tribal areas that remained as law throughout the mon-
archy.’ The British aim of these laws was to undo the detribalisation process of the
Tanzimat reforms that were initiated by the Ottoman authorities and re-establish
the tribal system.' These policies favouring traditional strata over the urban
Kurds continued until the Kurdish uprising in 1991. The British and Iraqi re-
tribalisation policy was strategically calculated. The Ottoman Tanzimat reforms
of the nineteenth century were only partially implemented in Kurdistan." After
the creation of Iraq, the aghas still dominated Iraqi Kurdistan socio-economically
and kept their privileged position in the local power structure. In contrast to the
Arabised Kurds, they were an integral and essential part of the social, economic,
and cultural life of rural Kurdistan. The status of the aghas put them in a highly
awkward position. The state’s interference in the daily life of the aghas might
imply the loss of their socio-political power. The aghas, however, showed their
staunch resistance to Iraqi penetration into their local communities and defended
their semi-independent status. Tribal resistance to Iraqi centralisation policies had
often resulted in tribal rebellions, as it did with the Barzani revolt of the early
1930s. This resistance presented a serious obstacle to the Iraqi state-building
process and Iraq’s goal to integrate the Kurds into the Iraqi state. Therefore, the
eradication of the aghas’ social and cultural base was vital for the state-building
process and maintenance of Iraq’s integrity. Baghdad, however, adopted a policy
of reinstating the aghas’ socio-political base.

By securing the aghas’ loyalty, Baghdad aimed to gain support and legitimacy
in the Kurdish countryside and limit the impact of the Kurdish Nationalist Move-
ment. In other words, the policy of indirect rule in tribal areas was designed to
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pacify a significant part of Kurdish society, isolate Kurdish nationalism, and gain
a modicum of legitimacy of Iraqi rule in Kurdistan. To that end, Iraq followed
the policy of indirect rule in rural areas of Kurdistan. The aghas were one of
the most influential groups in Kurdish society at that time. Accommodating the
aghas was not perceived as a threat to Iraq’s integrity. In order to gain legitimacy
within Kurdish society, Baghdad followed the policy of accommodating them and
offered them a modicum of autonomy and sovereignty. Iraq ceded sovereignty
to the aghas in many crucial areas such as taxation, maintaining armed forces,
and handling judicial issues. This policy was carried out by both the monarchy
from 1925 to 1958 and the Ba’ath regime from 1968 to 2003. Tribal communities
were permitted to maintain their de facto autonomy in rural Kurdistan during the
monarchy. The agha, as head of the tribe, enjoyed undeniable authority over his
areas of responsibility. The status that Kurdish tribes enjoyed can be described as
tribal autonomy. These autonomous tribes possessed traditional boundaries that
separated one from another. The area of an autonomous tribe was equal to that of
a tribe’s territory. Many autonomous tribes had an area that was equal to that of a
state the size of Lebanon. For example, in the early 1930s, Sheikh Ahmed Barzani
administered an area of 10,000 square kilometres.'? The status of tribal communi-
ties was especially evident in their right to maintain their militias. Even during the
mandate era, the aghas received arms and ammunition from the British." In the
early 1930s, for instance, the Jaf tribe alone had more than 2,500 militants and
the confederation of Barzani under Sheikh Ahmed had 10,000 fighters.'* These
militias were under the direct command of their aghas and were not organised by
or administered from Baghdad. Hence the state ceded its right to monopolise the
legitimate use of force in Kurdistan.

Jurisdiction was another area in which tribal communities enjoyed autonomy.
Tribes were excluded from the jurisdiction of Iraqi courts; the absolute juris-
dictional authority was given to the aghas. The head of the autonomous tribes
retained the right to settle civil and criminal cases including land and other local
disputes of the community." Fiscal autonomy was another sign of the autonomous
status of the tribes. In tax affairs, certain aghas whose tribes enjoyed autonomy
retained dual rights: on the national level they enjoyed special tax benefits while
on the local level they extracted taxation rights.'® Tribes also retained the right to
regulate commercial affairs in their areas. The Iraqi state gave up many important
symbols of sovereignty including the monopoly of the legitimate use of force,
governmental jurisdiction, and the power to collect taxes from Kurdistan. The
majority of tribal communities (whether a single tribe or a confederation of tribes)
enjoyed a degree of administrative autonomy.

In the 1980s, Iraq allowed indirect rule in the collection camps (Mujama’at)
and towns of Kurdistan. This indirect rule took several forms. First, the conscrip-
tion system was replaced by the Jash system. The tribal system was revived in
Kurdistan and almost all tribes were organised into one or more battalions with
the aghas appointed as commanders. Each Kurdish tribe was organised into one
battalion or more, and in principle, each battalion constituted some 1,000 irregu-
lar troops. The tribal chieftains (aghas) were appointed as commanders of their
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respective units and granted the title of mustashar (consultant). Baghdad con-
ceded a degree of sovereignty to the aghas who acted as middlemen between the
Mujama’at and the populated towns and state. They were responsible for the local
security of their areas.

Assimilation and Arabisation of the Kurds

Another significant element of the INP is the assimilation and Arabisation of the
Kurds. This policy was designed to create a homogeneous and overarching Iraqi
identity. This was often done by forcibly assimilating the Kurds into Arab society
and/or crafting an Arab identity for them. The Kurds were viewed as ‘prospective
Arabs’ by successive Iraqi regimes. The ‘rediscovery’ of Kurdish Arab origins
was used to constrain the Kurds’ self-representation as a separate nation. Sati’
al-Husri, who is considered as a father of pan-Arab nationalism and the engi-
neer of the Iraqi education policy, laid the theoretical foundation for the system-
atic Arabisation of the Kurds. His Arabisation project was based on two pillars:
‘finding’ the Arab origin of the Kurds and legislating their forced Arabisation.
According to him, an Arab was one who inhabited Arab lands and spoke Arabic
regardless of origin or race. From his viewpoint Iraq was an Arab country, and
since many Kurds do indeed speak Arabic, Arab identity extended to them as
well regardless of ethnic origin, self-identification, or cooperation.'” Abd al-Salam
Arif, Qasim’s successor, revived al-Husri’s ideologies and conducted a propa-
ganda campaign that reconstructed the Arab origins of the Kurds. Several books
were published during his rule including al-Fil’s, which emphasised the Arab ori-
gin of the Kurds who supposedly immigrated from the Arabian Peninsula to their
present homeland."®

When the Ba’ath came to power in 1968, the policies of Kurdish assimilation
and denial of Kurdish identity continued. Constructing a convincing myth of the
Arab origins of the Kurds became a permanent enterprise in the official Ba’ath
agenda that controlled Iraq between 1968 and 2003. According to senior Ba’ath
leader and historian Hani al-Fukaiki, establishing Arab roots for the Kurds was
one of the primary missions of the party since its beginning.'® In his research on
the Arab origins of the Kurds, Ba’ath researcher Naji Maruf provided detailed
information on the ‘Arab background’ of the Kurds.” In 1989, the Ba’athist-
affiliated al-Watan al-Arabi magazine published two so-called scientific research
articles that purported to ‘re-discover’ the Arab roots of all Kurdish tribes.?! These
articles were translated into Kurdish and published by the state-owned magazine
Roshinbiri Nwe.” They emphasised the superiority of the Arabs as a nation vis-a-
vis the Kurds, who supposedly lacked a distinct ethnic heritage. The belief in the
existence of Arab elements among the Kurds was concocted to superimpose Arab
identity upon the Kurdish identity.

From the Ba’ath Party’s perspective, the Kurds are potential members of the
Arab ethno-cultural community. According to Article 10 of the Ba’ath constitution,
“an Arab is anyone that lives in or wants to live on Arab lands, secure affiliation
with the Arab nation and whose language is Arabic.” Thus, the three Ba’athist
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criteria for being ‘Arab’ was (1) one’s ability to speak Arabic, (2) living on Arab
land, and (3) affiliating with the Arab nation. These criteria deserve further inves-
tigation. Language was the first Ba’athist criterion for being considered as part of
the Arab nation. How this criterion was meant to assimilate the Kurds is clearly
described by Khayrullah Tulfah.* He emphasised that anyone who dwelled within
the Arab homeland and can speak Arabic is an Arab regardless of ethnic origin or
desire. Since the creation of Iraq in the 1920s, the Arabic language has been the
compulsory language of instruction in all schools and levels of study in Kurdis-
tan. Though often only partially carried out, at least until 1991, most Kurds who
attended public schools or served time in compulsory military service were consid-
ered to be bilingual. Since they spoke Arabic, they were counted as potential Arabs.

The second Ba’athist criterion for being considered as part of the Arab nation
was living on Arab land. According to Article 7 of the Ba’ath constitution, “the
Arab homeland was a stretch of land inhabited by the Arab nation that extended
between the Taurus Mountains and the mountains of Bstquih and the Gulf of
Basra.” Accordingly, Iraqi Kurdistan was indisputably ‘Arab land’. It is note-
worthy that not only the Ba’ath constitution, but all Iraqi constitutions ratified
between 1958 and 2003, emphasised (i) the Arab identity of Iraq and (ii) Iraq is
part of the ‘greater Arab nation’. Thus, as residents of ‘Arab land’, the Kurds met
the second Ba’athist criterion for being considered ‘Arab’.

The third Ba’athist criterion for being considered ‘Arab’ was one’s affiliation
to the Arab nation. Michel Aflaq (1910-1989), the founder of the Ba’ath Party,
the founding father of Pan-Arabism, and the mentor of Saddam Hussein, left a
significant mark in this regard. In Aflaq’s attempt to find a theoretical basis for the
Arab origin of the Kurds, he categorised minorities into two groups: (1) those with
distinctive and clear ethnic characteristics, and (2) those with no specific char-
acteristics. The former was comprised of ‘special nations/ethnic groupings’ (al-
Qawmiya al-Khasa) and the latter was comprised of non-ethnic/national groups.
According to Aflaq’s schema, to be considered as a ‘special ethnic/national group’
the group must possess its own land, history, and civilisation. Since the Kurds
had lived on Arab land within Arab society for centuries, they failed the test of
‘possessing their own land’. He also argued that there had not been a single Kurd-
ish rebellion in history.”” Aflaq stressed that these people lived within and were
integrated into Arab society while defending Arab land. Therefore, he claimed,
the Kurds had no unique history but shared history in common with the Arabs.
Accordingly, the Kurds failed to create their own civilisation, but instead accom-
modated to Arab civilisation and adopted its values as their own.? Thus, for Arab
nationalists, the Kurds were neither a special nation/ethnic group nor a nation
different from the Arab nation.?’ Aflaq concluded that because of their deep inte-
gration into and intermingling with Arab history and participation in Arab glories,
the Kurds gained a special status. This meant that the Kurds were Arab Muslim
citizens like other Arab Muslims and there was no difference between them. Sim-
ply put, the Kurds are Arabs.*

On many occasions Saddam Hussein made claims similar to those of his men-
tor, Aflaq. He stated that the “[Arabs and Kurds] are Iraqis and they belong to



The two contradictory nationhood projects 41

the Arab nation’s tradition, heritage, glory and honour, and they look forward to
carrying out their role honourably in the service of the Arab nation.”' In 1979,
Hussein stated that to be a Kurd did not contradict being part of the Arab nation.*
Hence the Kurds were Arabs by nature of their ability to speak Arabic, their resi-
dency on Arab land, and their affiliation with the Arab nation, as claimed by Arab
nationalists. Thus, ever since its foundation, the Ba’ath Party attempted to legiti-
mise the assimilation, accommodation, and Arabisation of the Kurds.

Several Ba’ath policies derived from the stylised imagined idea of the Arab
origin of the Kurds. The first was the forced assimilation of the Kurds through
the ‘nationality correction’ policy. In 1977, after almost a decade of Ba’athist
totalitarian rule in Iraq, Aflaq assessed the Arabisation process. He conceded that
some minorities inhabiting Arab land had retained their Arab identity, while other
segments of the population had not been fully integrated into the Arab nation.®
Following his direction, several Kurdish religious groups and tribes were forced
to change their identities to ‘Arab’. Consequently, in an official statistic that was
published in 1977, these groups had been officially and forcibly registered as
Arabs. The main target of this process was the non-Muslim Kurdish religious
groups such as Yezidis, Kakays, and Christians.* Arab identity was also superim-
posed upon Kurdish tribes inhabiting mixed areas such as the Shabaks, Gargars,
Salayi, Gezh, Palani, and Kikan.

By 2001 the correction of ethnicity or nationality became Iraq’s official policy.
The Revolutionary Command Council (RCC) officially introduced the ‘national-
ity correction’ code which supposedly ‘corrected’ the ethnic identity of the Kurds
and other minorities.® These minorities were ordered to avow that they had been
mistakenly registered as non-Arabs and that they now wished to reclaim their
Arab origins.*® Although the policy was designed for all non-Arab minorities of
Iraq, it was used primarily against the Kurds.>” By 2001, one-third of the Kurds
lived in areas and cities that were ruled by the Iraqi government; therefore at least
one-third of the Kurds had faced these measures. Harsh punishment including
confiscation of lands and properties, deportation, displacement, and imprisonment
was applied to those unwilling to change their identities.*® Prior to this, another
decree was issued by the RCC in 1988 that prohibited the Arabs from changing
their ethnic identity to Kurdish or any other identity. In addition to the rejection
of one’s appeal to change his/her nationality from Arabic to Kurdish, the resistor
could face at least one year of imprisonment for not changing his/her identity to
Arab.* Thus, one of the main ramifications of the Iraqi Nationhood Project was
the denial of the Kurds’ self-representation as a separate nation and/or separate
ethnic group.

Post-invasion Iraqi nation-builders followed their predecessor in considering
the Kurdish land as an Arab land. Textbooks present a prime example in this
regard. The grade 8 Iraqi textbook, for example, describes the greater Arab home-
land in the same way as it has been described by Article 7 of the Ba’ath constitu-
tion. Similar to the Ba’athist constitution, the textbook emphasises that the Arab
homeland starts with the Torus and Zagros mountain ranges that extend between
the Iraqi border with Iran and Turkey. The Kurdistan region’s lakes, mountains,
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and valleys were used as examples to explain different geographical aspects of
the Arab homeland.* Thus, based on post-invasion Iraqi textbooks, the Kurdistan
region is part of the greater Arab homeland.

By considering the Kurdistan region as part of the Arab homeland, post-invasion
Iraqi textbooks carefully avoid using the term ‘Kurdistan region’. Instead, the
term ‘Shimal al-Iraq’ (northern Iraq) is used for that region. Post-invasion Iraqi
textbooks in this regard borrowed from the Ba’ath-era textbooks the term ‘Shimal
al-Irag’ (northern Iraq) to describe or indicate cities, towns, rivers, and mountains
of the Kurdistan region.*! The geography of the Arab homeland, a textbook for
grade 8, is an example that uses the topography, natural resources, and agricultural
products of the Kurdish region as examples of the richness of the Arab homeland.
Explaining the tobacco product in the greater Arab homeland, the textbook high-
lights that:

Tobacco is grown in areas where water is available during the summer sea-
son. It is cultivated in northern Iraq, especially in Sulaimania area and in
the region of Latakia and Tartus in Syria and in the north of Tunisia, on the
slopes of a mountain in Lebanon and Jordan. The total production of tobacco
is about 59,000 tons which is used in cigarettes industry.*

Thus, post-invasion Iraqi students are taught that, similar to Latakia and Tartu of
northern Tunisia and the mountain regions of Lebanon and Jordan, northern Iraq
is also part of a greater Arab homeland and its agricultural production is viewed
as part of the richness of the Arab homeland. By using the term ‘northern Iraq’
for the Kurdish region, the textbook denies the separate status and identity of that
region. Instead, the Kurdistan region is viewed as an integrated part of Iraq and
therefore part of the greater Arab homeland.

Another example of identifying the Kurdistan region as northern Iraq and
part of the greater Arab homeland by post-invasion Iraqi textbooks is Natural
geography for grade 11, which focuses on the natural geography of the greater
Arab homeland. On many occasions, the textbook uses the term ‘northern Iraq’
to explain some aspects of the Arab homeland’s natural geography. For example,
when explaining how the Earth’s motion has contributed to the formation of the
Arab homeland, the textbook states that ground motions are torsional or refrac-
tive, which may be represented by former valleys that contained concave folds,
as is the case in the valleys and Sindi Shahrazour and Ranya in northern Iraq.*
The map of the greater Arab homeland, taught in post-invasion Iraqi textbooks,
shows the similar vision of the Ba’ath Party of the greater Arab homeland borders
which include the Zagrossian and Torous ranges (i.e. the entire Kurdistan region
is considered as part of the Arab homeland). Similarly, the lakes of Dukan and
Darbandikhan in Sulaimania, and the oil fields of Kirkuk, are used as examples
of the richness of the Arab homeland in terms of natural resources.* Avoiding the
use of ‘Kurdistan region’, describing the region as northern Iraq and part of the
Arab homeland, means that despite the dominance of Shias in post-invasion Iraq,
the Iraqi Nationhood Project has basically remained the same since the 1920s,
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namely the integrity, unitary, and Arab identity of the country. It also means that
the post-invasion nation-builders follow their predecessors’ strategies of denying
the existence of a separate identity of the Kurdistan region, and of imposing the
Iraqi and Arab identity on the region.

The Iraqi textbooks also emphasise the existence of Iraq as an administra-
tion unit throughout the Ottoman era. The modern and contemporary history
of Arab countries, a textbook for year 12 students, is an example. The book
teaches that the loyalty of Iraqi people to Iraq goes back many centuries. For
example, it emphasises that during the Ottoman era, the Iraqi people’s loyalty
was to Iraq and not to the Ottomans.* Emphasising the deep-rooted loyalty to
the country during the Ottoman era, the book suggests that only those Walies
(governors) of Iraq who were successful were chosen by Iraqi people and whose
loyalty was to Iraq rather than to the Ottoman Sultans. The book also teaches
that Iraq, including the Kurdistan region, had always been a united country and
that the division of Iraq was created by the Ottomans in 1864, when the country
was divided into three Wilayet (governorates) of Mosul, Baghdad, and Basra.
Despite this administrative division, Baghdad remained the capitol city of Iraq.
Though intermittently, both Mosul and Basra Wilayets were reporting to Bagh-
dad rather than to Istanbul.*® Whether these teachings of Iraqi history are facts
or fictions is irrelevant; they show the nature of the Iraqi Nationhood Project in
post-invasion Iraq and its denial of the status of the Kurds as a separate national
and territorial group.

Delegitimisation and criminalisation of Kurdish nationalism

Another ramification of the Iraqi Nationhood Project was the delegitimisation
and criminalisation of Kurdish nationalism. Iraq’s strategy was to eliminate the
Kurdish Nationhood Project and to impose its nationhood project on the Kurds.
Since the early years of the creation of Iraq in the 1920s, the Kurds’ quest for
nationhood with a separate territory was rejected, suppressed, and criminalised as
the Kurdish plotters conspired with the enemies of the Arab nation. The Kurdish
issue was perceived as a security issue and threat to the very nature and existence
of the Iraqi state. Under the monarchy, Kurdish nationalist claims were perceived
as part of a British conspiracy against the Iraqi state and its Arab identity. This was
the main discourse of both pro- and anti-British Iraqi politicians.” Others, how-
ever, described the Kurdish revolts as communist movements.*® Post-monarchy
regimes followed the same norm. Qasim, for example, maintained that “all previ-
ous Kurdish revolts in Iraq were instigated by imperialism”.* In 1966, President
Abdul-Salam Arif of Iraq called the leader of the Kurdish rebellion (1961-1975),
Mustafa Barzani, a “puppet of imperialism”.%

The Ba’ath Party further developed this notion and adopted it as its official
stance when dealing with the Kurdish issue. Aflaq, for instance, argued that while
the Kurds were part of the Arab nation, the Kurdish patriotic movement should be
considered as a legitimate and original part of the Arab revolution against imperi-
alism. According to his ideals, the Arabs emerged as nationalists and a patronising
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‘big brother’, while the Kurds were portrayed as dwellers of the Arab homeland.
Therefore, the Kurds’ only right or purpose was to be Iraqi patriots and defend the
Arab nation and cause.’' According to this view, the Kurdish patriotic movement
of Iraq should not be seen as contradictory to the Arab revolution. If it were, it
would require an imperialistic interpretation to discredit it. Aflaq further insisted
that Kurdish nationalist and ethnic movements only began when Western impe-
rialism entered the Arab homeland. He insisted that Kurdish nationalism was an
imperialist legacy; the distinctiveness of Kurdish ethnicity, language, and history
was also seen as an imperialist project designed to divide Arab countries.’ Thus,
Ba’athist discourse reconstructed binary nationalisms by superimposing a ‘supe-
rior Arab nationalism’ as a historical fact and by portraying the ‘artificial’ and
‘treacherous’ Kurdish Nationalist Movement as a counterfeit movement created
by imperialistic forces against the Arab nation.

The Kurdish Nationalist Movement rejected the Iraqi patriotic and pan-Arab
nationalist principles and ideals, and instead developed their own Kurdish
brand of nationalism and patriotism. Kurdish nationalism, as will be explained,
remained the main challenge to Iraqi integrity and its Arab identity. The hegem-
onic discourse of the Iraqi state involved the accusation of the Kurds as being in
diabolical alliance with enemies of the Arab nation, namely, imperialism, Zion-
ism, and Iran.’{The Iraqi mainstream media and official discourse often refrained
from identifying or mentioning the Kurdish parties or leaders by name. Whenever
the Kurdish question was mentioned in Iraqi state discourse, Kurdish nationalists
were portrayed as traitors, agents of imperialism, plotters, conspirators, collabo-
rators with the enemy, criminals, and saboteurs. The areas controlled by Kurdish
rebellions were described as ‘pocket[s] of foreign agents’, ‘the other Israel’, ‘the
second Israel’, and/or ‘the offspring of treachery’.’* Viewed this way, the war
against Kurdish nationalism became associated with the Arab war against imperi-
alism and Zionism.> Thus, another policy that derived from the Iraqi Nationhood
Project was the criminalisation of the Kurdish Nationalist Movement due to its
supposedly imperialist backing.

Elimination of Kurdish nationalism

Another set of policies was the physical elimination of the Kurdish National-
ist Movement. Since the very beginning, Kurdish nationalism challenged the
state-sponsored nation-building process, the legitimacy of Baghdad’s authority
in Kurdistan, and the integrity of Iraq. To contain Kurdish nationalism, all suc-
cessive Iraqi regimes followed policies of exclusion, suppression, and criminali-
sation of Kurdish nationalism. Throughout the mandate and monarchy periods,
all political parties of the urban Kurds had been banned. The Kurds were also
prevented from founding democratic institutions, Kurdish cultural associations,
and civil society trade unions, as well as from offering free elections.’ The Kurds
were thus deprived of the legal political channels and proper venues of expression
of their ideas. The Kurdistan region was also largely excluded from the economic,
political, and military institutions of Iraq.
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Iraq has often accused the Kurds of being traitors, clients of Iraq’s enemies,
imperialists, Zionists, pro-Iranian, and other denigrating names. During the early
years of the monarchy, the Kurds were accused of being agents of colonialism.
The ‘Kurdish question’ is portrayed as being created by the British to weaken Iraq
and its national unity.’” Not only Kurdish rebellions, but many Kurdish MPs who
accepted the Kurdistan region as being part of Iraq faced these accusations after
making relatively moderate demands. Kurdish leaders appealed to the Iraqi prime
minister in 1945 to explain how the conspiracy theory was used by different Iraqi
rulers in their dealings with the Kurds. They complained that:

When [pro-Nazi] Rashid Ali’s government declared war on the British, every
nationalist Kurd was regarded as a British spy and agent by that government.
Later, when things returned to normal, the Kurds were accused of harbouring
Nazi ideologies and of being of German origin.>®

Iraqi historians and officials accused Kurdish nationalists during the 1930s of
being encouraged by Germany. It was claimed that the Hiwa Party, a Kurdish
nationalist organisation established in 1939, was created by the British and that
Barzani had ‘special relations’ with the British.> These accusations were made
despite British participation in suppressing the Barzani rebellions of 1931-1932
and 1943-1945.

Referring to the Kurds as puppets of the ‘imperialists’ was part of the post-
monarch political discourse and the accusation has been used by all successive
Iraqi governments. The Ba’ath Party described the Kurdish rebellion of 1961—
1975 as a reactionary and imperialistic insurgency encouraged by imperialist cir-
cles. The Ba’ath insisted that the Barzani anti-revolution (i.e. Ba’ath rule) did not
result from Barzani’s personal decision but was a major attack of the imperialists
and Zionists against the Iraqi state. The aim of the Kurdish insurgency, according
to the Ba’ath Party, was to drain, weaken, destroy, or subjugate Iraq to American
imperialism. The Ba’ath also insisted that Iraq’s war against the Kurds was a fight
against reactionary insurgency and Zionist imperialists who supported Barzani.*

The Iraqi perception of the Kurds as plotters, conspirators, and enemies of the
Arab nation justified sustained state-sponsored violence and militaristic strategies
against the Kurds. The Kurdish issue was perceived as a security threat to the
very nature of the Iraqi state. To contain this threat, state violence and militaristic
strategies levelled against the Kurds prevailed and became an important part of
Iraq’s Kurdish policy. The state-sponsored military violence against the Kurds
came in the form of the genocidal operation known as the Anfal operations. It
involved the gassing of civilians, destruction of over 4,000 Kurdish villages, dis-
placement and resettling of 1.5 million Kurds, and depopulation of 45,000 out of
75,000 square kilometres of Kurdistan.®' Kurdish-Iraqi relations were dominated
by constant, systematic, and widespread violence by the Iraqis. The Iraqi percep-
tion of the Kurds as plotters, conspirators, and enemies justified this sustained
violence and unrelenting oppression. These elements of the Iraqi Nationhood Pro-
ject show the irreconcilable and oppositional nature of the respective Kurdish
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and Iraqi nationhood projects. They are also important contributing elements to
the constant state of conflict between Iraq and Kurdistan and the evolution of a
separate Kurdish Nationhood Project.

Kurdish Nationhood Project

Kurdayeti was constructed with the perspective that the Kurds as a people could
qualify for, but are deprived from, achieving nation-state status. The Kurdish
Nationhood Project (KNP) was designed with nationhood status and an independ-
ent state in mind. Kurdish nationalism and its national project emphasised several
fundamental principles.

A separate collective memory

One significant element of the KNP is the rediscovery of a form of ethno-
symbolism that differentiates them from Iraq and contradicts the Iraqi official
national narratives. As explained previously, the INP emphasised integrated his-
tory associated with Mesopotamia and the Islamic civilisation. To deconstruct the
Iraqi official narratives, however, the Kurds promoted a self-image that empha-
sised their shared culture, a common myth of ancestry, and an integrated history
associated with the Zagrossian territory that stretched into antiquity. Based on the
Kurdish narrative, the Kurds share a distinctive culture, a common myth of descent
(ancestry), and an integrated history associated with Kurdistan. Kurdish national-
ism emphasises that the Iraqi Kurds and Arabs never shared a common memory,
ancestry, culture, language, history, territory, or national identity. The Kurds are a
distinct people who shared a culture, possessed a common myth of descent (ances-
try), and had an integrated history associated with Kurdistan. Kurdish scholars
argue that the Kurds, as an identifiable ethnic group, have existed for more than
2,500 years under related names such as Kardu, Karda, Kurti, Qurtie, Cordueni,
and Gordyeni. The Kurds also suggest that the ethnogenesis of the Kurdish people
is believed to have started as early as 2500-1000 BC and the Kurdish language as
an independent language goes back to at least 700-300 BC. From their perspec-
tive, the Kurds belong to a pure racial stock and the phenomenon of miscegenation
has not significantly affected them, as it has other ethnic groups.®

Kurdish nationalists have revived and sustained their pre-Islamic myths of the
construction of the Kurdish nation. For example, the symbol of the sun of Mith-
raism and Zoroastrianism has been adopted as the Kurds’ national symbol and
is placed in the centre of the Kurdish flag.®® Legislation no. 14 of the Kurdis-
tan National Assembly (KNA) in 1999 ratified the Kurdistan national flag that
“reflected the feats and glories, the history and struggle and aspirations of its
people”.®* According to the legislation, the Kurdistani flag reflects the pride and
dignity of that people and symbolises the home of that people. Article 6 ordered
the Iraqi flag to fly alongside the Kurdistani flag on occasions where required, and
only after the recognition of the Kurdish right of federalism. The Kurdistani flag
was a symbol of the status of the Kurds as a separate nation (rather than a minority
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within Iraq), with its own history that goes beyond the borders of the Iraqi state.
According to the legislation, the flag’s red colour “symbolise[d] the martyrs of
the Kurdish liberation movement”. The Kurdish flag represented and continues to
represent for the Kurds one of the most important symbols of the nation-building
process and the crafting of a separate identity for Kurdistan.

Another important symbol of the nation-building process is the Kurdish national
day Nawroz. In 1997, the Kurdistan National Assembly (Parliament of Kurdistan
Region) in its Legislation no. 2 promulgated Nawroz as the Kurds national holi-
day. Nawroz is another pre-Islamic myth. It represents the myth of the Kurds’ vic-
tory over tyranny in 700 BC.% It also represents both the Kurdish New Year and
calendar. Nawroz has been accepted throughout greater Kurdistan as their national
day. In 1958, Nawroz was even recognised by the central government as a national
holiday, albeit by a different name.*

Another important symbol of the Kurdish Nationhood Project is the Kurdish
national anthem, known in Kurdish as Ey Reqib. The Kurdish national anthem
was first created and adopted by the Kurdish Republic of Mahabad in Iranian
Kurdistan in 1946. The KRG described Ey Reqib as “a mirror of the thoughts
and the conscience of all segments and strata of the Kurdistani nation”.®® Moreo-
ver, Ey Reqib emphasises that “We [Kurds] are the children of the Medes and
Cyaxares,” Both our faith and religion are our homeland.” Hence, similar to the
sun of Zoroastrianism represented in the Kurdish flag, by tracing Kurds to the
Medes and Zagrossian civilisations, Ey Regib abnegated any Kurdish relations
to Iraq.

The establishment of the Median Empire in 700 BC is the start of the Kurd-
ish calendar.” The Kurds’ belief that they are the offspring of the Medes' and
the heirs of the Median legacy is emphasised in the Kurdish national anthem.
Finally, the legend of Kawa the Smith and his ‘victory’ over Zuhak’s tyranny™
have inspired the Kurdish struggle for freedom and independence.” This past
glory of the pre-Islamic Zagrossian civilisation is firmly rooted in the Kurds’ com-
mon memory. A popular belief among Kurdish scholars is that their origins date
to ancient times and refer to those who lived in the Zagros-upper-Mesopotamian
region since antiquity.” The KNM ceaselessly sustained the pre-Islamic myths to
homogenise mentalities and to construct an overarching identity for the Kurdish
nation.

Kurds’ interpretations of the major historical events of the twentieth century
also negate the Iraqi narratives. One of the most significant historical events in
contemporary Iraq is the 1920 revolution against the colonial power. The rev-
olution has become the founding myth for Arab Iraqis and has rendered their
myth and imagination. However, scholars of the Kurds portrayed the revolution
as Iraqi-Arab revolution and not a Kurdish one. By contrast, the uprising of 6
September 1930 in the city of Sulaimani became a national myth for Kurdish
nationalists. On 6 September 1930, mass demonstrations had been arranged in
Sulaimani, a Kurdish city. Some 60 protestors were killed by the Iraqi police,
and tens were either wounded or arrested.” The uprising known as ‘the Dark
Day of September Sixth’ is a milestone in the Kurdish Nationhood Project in
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contemporary Iraq. Many famous and well-respected Kurdish poets of the time
wrote poems for the uprising.”® In addition, The new and modern history, a text-
book for year 12 Kurdistan region students, describes the Dark Day as a modern-
day symbol of Kurdish resistance and victimisation.”” Thus, on the one hand, the
Kurds have retained their own symbols, memories, myths, and values. On the
other hand, the Iraqi state has failed to homogenise the country’s population and
to unify them around shared values, symbols, myths, and memories based on
Mesopotamian and Islamic mythology.

Kurdistan as a separate imagined national identity

The KNP was constructed with the perspective that Kurdistan and Iraq com-
prise two separate homelands and Kurdistan has been a separate national identity
throughout its history. To deconstruct the Iraqi official narratives, Iraq is portrayed
as though it never served as the national identity for the Kurds. The identity of the
Iraqi has been ‘artificially’ imposed upon the Kurds and it is wholly and unequivo-
cally unacceptable. Kurdistan is represented as an ‘authentic’ national identity
and as central to their imagined and real national identity. Kurdish nationalism
emphasised that the Kurdish homeland had never been part of Iraq prior to the cre-
ation of the modern state of Iraq. Kurdistan as the national identity of the Kurds
precedes the creation of the modern Iraqi state. Prior to the creation of the state
of Iraq, Kurdistan was a well-established national territory of the Kurds and their
national identity was Kurdish.

The first generation of Kurds in the new Iraqi state inherited and transferred
the ideals of the Kurdish nation and the Kurdistani national identity from one
generation to the next. In 1931, Sheikh Mahmud wrote that the Kurds lived on
their own land and that southern Kurdistan had never been part of Mesopota-
mia or a part of Arab land and territories.”® He also labelled the Iraqi state and
government as an Arab state and government and the Iraqi army as an Arab
army.” Similarly, in 1931, Tofiq Wehbi stated that southern Kurdistan was the
historical homeland of the Kurds, which had never been part of Arab land, and
which had never been ruled by Arabs — even during the caliphate period.*® He
insisted that the annexation of Kurdistan to Iraq was illegitimate and unjustified.
He protested against identifying the Kurds as Iraqis, explaining that it would be
as wrong to identify them as Iraq as it would be to identify an Irish person as
‘English’.#'More than eight decades later, Jalal Talabani** reiterated the League
of Nations Commission’s claims that Kurdistan had never been part of Iraq and
the Arab part of Iraq did not encompass Kurdistan. He further argued that, at the
Paris Peace Conference, the separate homeland of Kurdistan received similar
treatment and equal status as Arabia, the Arab homeland, and Armenia.** He
also pointed out that in all Ottoman documents and early Arab geography text-
books that had been used in Egyptian schools, Kurdistan was shown as a separate
country from Iraq. For Talabani, ‘Iraq’ was a strange and unknown name for the
inhabitants of Kurdistan and the Kurdish people in Iraq were part of the Kurd-
istani nation.®
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Kurdistan has always been identified as a separate geographic and political
entity in Kurdish political party literature and official documents. In 1960, Khabat
newspaper, the mouthpiece of the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP), published
an article suggesting that historically the term ‘Iraq’ was used to describe a land
much smaller than what is known today as Iraq.% Khabat further explained that
Kurdistan had never been part of Arab land, and the part annexed to Iraq is part of
Kurdistan. Khabat stressed that the term ‘Iraq’, as a political entity, was formed
after WWI by forcible annexation of ‘Southern Kurdistan to Iraq by the British’.
From Khabat's perspective, Iraq consisted of ‘Southern Kurdistan and the Arab
part, Mesopotamia’. Finally, Khabat re-emphasised that only the Arab part of Iraq
is part of the greater Arab homeland, and the Kurdish part was a part of the greater
Kurdistan region.*® This view is shared by most Kurdish nationalists.®” Kurdis-
tan is considered by the KLM to have always been a separate homeland from
Arab Iraq.

Moreover, Kurdish historians and scholars insist that the term ‘Iraq’ had been
used historically for two different, albeit adjacent, regions. The term Iraq-i Arabi
or Iraq al-Arab had been used to refer to a region in modern southern Iraq. The
term Iraqi-Ajami or Iraq al-Ajam, which means ‘non-Arab Iraq’, was used to
describe modern southern Iran. The Kurds also argue that contemporary north-
ern Iraq was referred to as Bilad al-Akrad (‘the land of the Kurds’) and in later
centuries as Kurdistani Jenubi (southern Kurdistan).*® According to Izady, the
land of the Kurds has been called ‘Kurdistan’ for nearly a millennium.* Nebez,
however, states that the first map that shows ‘Bilad al-Kurd’, or the land of the
Kurds, goes back to 1073.%° The new and modern history, a textbook for year
12 Kurdistan region students, emphasises that contemporary northern Iraq was
referred to as Bilad al-Akrad (‘the land of the Kurds”) and in later centuries as
Kurdistani Jenubi (southern Kurdistan).”! When the Iraqi state was created, these
geographical, territorial and administrative separations still applied. The commis-
sion that was founded by the League of Nations to determine the statutes of Mosul
Vilayet or ‘Kurdistan’ discovered that historically modern Iraq was comprised of
and known by three different regions: Arab Iraq, al-Jezire, and Kurdistan. They
also found that throughout history the inhabitants of Kurdistan never considered
themselves to be Iraqi, nor were they ever known or referred to as Iraqi.”* Thus,
from the Kurds’ perspective, the Kurdish homeland had never been part of Iraq or
a part of an Arab land and/or territory, and ‘Iraqi’ had never served as the national
identity of the Kurds prior to the creation of the modern state of Iraq. Kurdistan
and Iraq consisted of two separate homelands: the Arab part of Iraq was part of
the greater Arab homeland and Iraqi Kurdistan was part of the greater Kurdistan
region.

The Kurds perspective that Kurdistan as the national identity of the Kurds pre-
cedes the creation of the modern Iraqi state is supported by the work of several
primordial nationalists. Sharafkhan Bitlisi’s book, Sharafname, written in 1597,
offers a history of the Kurdish ruling families that goes back for centuries. Bitli-
si’s work presents the first documented conscious use of the term ‘Kurd’ by the
Kurds themselves. His book, written to present the Kurdish case to neighbouring
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nations, has revived and sustained the medieval myths in order to construct a
distinct origin of Kurdish ethnicity and to demonstrate the uniqueness of Kurd-
ish identity.”® Bitlisi’s historical inquiry is confined to the Kurdish people and
includes all Kurds, regardless of geographic distribution, political orientation,
administrative status, loyalties, dialects, and religion. His ‘others’ include Arabs,
Turks, Persians, and Armenians.” Thus Bitlisi distinguished clear boundaries of
inclusion and exclusion.

Bitlisi is probably the first Kurd to associate the term ‘Kurd’ with a geographi-
cal territory. For him, Kurdistan referred to a territory that belonged to ethnic
Kurds irrespective of political and/or administrative boundaries. He confidently
outlines the boundary of Kurdistan:

The boundaries of the Kurdish land begin from the sea of Hurmiz [the Persian
Gulf] and stretch on an even line to the end of Malatya and Marash [south of
today’s Turkey]. The north of this line includes Fars, Irag-i Ajem [southern
Iran], Azerbaijan, Little and Great Armenia. To the south, there is Irag-i Arab
[southern Iraq], Musul and Diyarbakir.”

Thus, for Bitlisi, Kurdistan is the defined homeland of the Kurds. Kurds easily
can claim that the imagined national identity of the Kurds existed long before the
creation of Iraq.

Nearly a century later, in 1695, Ahmedi Khani’s Kurdish romantic epic, Mem i
Zin, made an even clearer boundary of inclusion versus exclusion that was motivated
by his extreme feelings and consciousness of ‘Kurdishness’. Khani hails the Kurds
as a visible tower among the Georgians, Arabs, Turks, and Persians.”® More than
being distinct from these ‘other’ nations, Khani portrays the Kurds as surrounded,
targeted, and even oppressed by the Turks and the Persians. He represents the Kurds
as being at war with these nations and complains about the Kurds’ failure to estab-
lish an independent state. He explicitly calls the Kurdish rulers ‘princes’ that must
unite, select a king among themselves and establish a united Kurdish state. Khani
instructs the Kurdish rulers to unify in order to reverse the subjugated status of the
Kurdish people, and instead to subjugate the Turks and Persians to the Kurds.”’

Two important figures of the nineteenth century are Sheikh Ubeiydeulla-i Nehri
and Haji Qadri Koyi. In 1880, Nehri led the largest movement in Kurdish history
by joining together the Kurds of the then-Ottoman and Persian Kurdistan area.
He depicted the inhabitants of Kurdistan as a nation apart. He also suggested
that Kurdish customs, beliefs, and religion were different from that of the Arabs,
Turks, and Persians, and therefore they should enjoy an independent state.”® Haji
Qadri Koyi (1817—d. 1892), a nationalist poet of the late nineteenth century, draws
on Bitlisi’s vision of a Kurdish national identity and Khani’s call for an independ-
ent state in his nationalist poems. However, unlike Khani, Koyi’s vision and call
to unify in order to establish a Kurdish state was not limited to Kurdish rulers; it
was directed to ordinary Kurds as well.”” The great respect that the Kurds have
maintained for Bitlisi, Khani, Nehri, and Koyi as pioneers of Kurdish nationalism
remains to the present day.
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Koyi presented a similar description, though better detailed geographical
boundaries of Kurdistan. He also provided an estimated area of the Kurds’ land.'®
In a memorandum to the Versailles Peace Conference in 1919, Sharif Pasha,
the head of Kurdish delegation, presented a map of ‘greater Kurdistan’ for the
proposed independent Kurdish state.'” It is noteworthy that, under the name of
‘Kurdistan’, the first Kurdish newspaper was founded in 1898. Hence, a building
block of the Kurds’ nationhood project is that, prior to the creation of the Iraqi
state, Kurdistan was represented as a separate territory with a well-established
‘imagined’ national identity.

Hence, historically and geographically speaking, from the Kurds’ perspective,
both today’s Kurdish and Arab regions of Iraq were and are considered as two
separate territories. Iraqi identity and nationalism was an alien phenomenon to the
Kurds, artificial and externally imposed, and therefore it was rejected.

Kurdistan as a separate political entity

Another element of the Kurds’ nationhood project is that Kurdistan is consid-
ered to have been a political entity throughout history. Kurdish historians insist
that Kurdistan as a separate administrative unit goes back to the Umayyad era
in the eighth century.'® Other Kurdish historians and scholars suggest that the
term ‘Kurdistan’ was used both as a territorial and administrative-political unit
by the Seljuks in the twelfth century.'® Bitlisi used the term Welati Kurdistan (the
country of Kurdistan) in his referral to the homeland. Although he recognised that
Kurdistan was divided among many Kurdish principalities, he dealt with Kurdis-
tan as one homeland and presented each principality as part of the whole political
system of Kurdistan.'” He categorised three systems of governance in Kurdistan.
The first system was the era of the sultans and kings, whose rule and status parallel
that of the Arab and Turkish caliphs. The second category was the Kurdish rulers,
whose rule was equivalent to a state but did not claim independence. These rulers
maintained their own armies and currencies, and their names are mentioned in
Khutba (Friday prayers).'® According to the Islamic faith, only the name of the
caliph or the head of state should be mentioned in Friday’s prayer. They didn’t pay
tribute to the sultan and there were no Ottoman fiefdoms that required an army to
protect. The entire revenue of the principality was granted to the prince himself
and Ottoman armed forces did not exist in areas under the principalities’ rule.'%
This category was probably the most common and long-lasting form of govern-
ance in Kurdistan. The third category, according to Bitlisi, was the princes’ rule.
The prince was the head of a confederacy of tribes and submitted taxes to either
the Ottoman or Safavid empires.'"’

The official Ottoman documents of the sixteenth, seventeenth, and nineteenth
centuries demonstrate that Kurdistan was an administrative unit called Wilayet-i
Kurdistan, the province of Kurdistan. This Wilayet (Vilayet) included vast areas
of Kurdistan territory with Diyarbakir (a Kurdish city in modern southeast Tur-
key) as its centre.'”® During this period, both Mosul and Shehrizor, two prov-
inces of Kurdistan, reported to the governor of Diyarbakr, rather than to Baghdad



52 The two contradictory nationhood projects

or Istanbul.!” For centuries the term ‘Kurdistan’, both as a territory and as an
administrative-political unit, “[was] in circulation and readily used in the official
sources and documents of the Ottomans”.''® Prior to the collapse of the Ottoman
Empire and the creation of the new Iraq, the Ottomans dealt with the Kurdish and
Arab regions separately. From the mid-sixteenth century until the mid-nineteenth,
the Ottomans followed two systems of governance: one indirect and nominal rule
of Kurdistan, and the other a direct rule of Baghdad, Basra, and elsewhere. The
Kurds enjoyed semi-independence and were governed by Kurdish principalities.
Furthermore, from the sixteenth to the nineteenth centuries, the term ‘Kurdistan’
commonly denoted an administrative unit with Diyarbakr as its capitol; all other
Wilayets of Kurdistan reported to it.""" In contrast, the Ottomans that ruled the
region until WWI never dealt with Iraq as a single administrative unit. By the
mid-nineteenth century, however, the last five principalities had been destroyed
by both the Iranian state and the Ottoman Empire. Despite the success of the
Ottomans in abolishing the Kurdish emirates, they never succeeded in imposing
a direct central administrative authority upon Kurdistan. Until WWI and the col-
lapse of the Ottoman Empire, the tribal chiefs and religious sheikhs imposed their
authority on Kurdish society; they filled the local power vacuum and became the
spokesmen for the Kurds as a whole.'"

Prior to its formal annexation to Iraq in 1925, Kurdistan was dealt with by the
colonial powers as a separate entity. While the British occupied Iraq and imposed
direct colonial rule in Iraq for several years (with Kirkuk as an exemption), Kurd-
istan never had such an experience. In fact, the British made “a clear-cut politi-
cal and administrative distinction between Southern Kurdistan and Iraq”.'"* They
proposed an autonomous Kurdistan region and even recognised the authority of
Sheikh Mahmud as a Hukmdar (ruler).'* For several years, the Kurds enjoyed a
degree of administrative, economic, and security self-rule, albeit intermittently.
Sheikh Mahmud founded his first government in October 1918 that lasted until
June 1919. In 1922, the second Kurdish government was formed and he pro-
claimed himself king of Kurdistan. The British role in Kurdistan was confined
to that of providing political and administrative advice to Sheikh Mahmud.'"
Despite the fact that the British removed both governments, “British officials in
London and the Middle East often referred to the autonomous entity as the ‘Kurd-
ish state’.”"'® It is noteworthy that after the creation of Iraq, the term ‘Southern
Kurdistan’ was still commonly used by British officials and scholars at least until
the mid-1940s."” Thus, another substantial element of the Kurds’ nationhood pro-
ject is that, for many centuries, until the annexation of Kurdistan to Iraq, Kurdis-
tan enjoyed a form of self-rule that contributed to its political culture.

Autonomous political parties

Another distinguishing characteristic of the KNP is its capability to establish
autonomous political parties. The term ‘autonomous political parties’ is used to
describe the status of the post-WWII Kurdish political parties, especially the KDP,
the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK), and other smaller Kurdish parties. For
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several reasons, these parties that functioned outside the state control may be con-
sidered autonomous. One reason to describe as ‘autonomous political party’ is
that these parties were founded and operated outside state control. Their goals,
functions, and ideology were not necessarily compatible with Iraqi legislation or
regulations. Moreover, their programs were, in fact, independent of and antago-
nistic to the state’s constitution, laws, and ideology. Though apparently clandes-
tine and outlawed, they acted relatively free of constraints and were even able to
monopolise politics in rural areas of Kurdistan. This is due to the fact that in these
areas the government’s interference and authority was either absent or too weak
to restrict or terminate their activities.

Kurdish nationalism experienced several phases of development. The first phase
may be considered as a transitional period in which the Kurds found themselves
with new boundaries and under the new authority of a hitherto fellow-subjugated
nation. This phase was characterised by the proliferation of political parties, a
state of non-cooperation between the urbanites and the aghas, the fragmentation
of Kurdish political parties, and the lack of a unified Kurdish front. Despite these
weaknesses, Kurdish nationalism was able to challenge the Iraqi nation-building
process in Kurdistan. First, Kurdish nationalist sentiments emerged as a dominant
ideology among the urbanites. Second, Kurdish nationalism departed from its
tribal and traditional sphere and organised itself into a modern political structure.
Third, all first-generation political parties were based on and associated them-
selves with Kurdistani rather than Iraqi identity. These parties were separate from
and antagonist towards Iraqi political parties.

Another reason to describe Kurdish parties as ‘autonomous’ is their ability to
institutionalise the KNM. For example, possessing de facto political status, the
KDP felt confident enough to institutionalise the KNM through the establishment
of Kurdish popular (youth and professional) organisations. These organisations
were affiliated with Kurdish nationalism and independent from their Iraqi coun-
terparts or state-licenced NGOs."® In 1952, for example, the Kurdistan Women’s
Union (KWU) was founded by the female members of the KDP. Advocating for an
autonomous Kurdistan, the KWU actively participated in Kurdish struggle. Thus,
KWU goals went far beyond the limits of defending the rights of Kurdish women,
and thereby put women on the frontlines of Kurdish politics.""” Another exam-
ple of institutionalisation of the KNM was the Kurdistan Teachers Union (KTU),
founded in 1952. The KTU insisted that the foundation of the General Directo-
rate of Education for Kurdish Studies (GDEKS) includes all Kurdish areas.'?
Founded in 1952, the Kurdistan Student Union (KSU) was another organisation
that pushed for a separate national identity from Iraq."!

Kurdish nationalism operated in the rural areas and in the founding of
a Safe Haven and power base in rural areas, whereas the aghas enjoyed de
facto self-rule and the Iraqi administration was either absent or weak. In other
words, Kurdish political parties were autonomous and founded and operated
outside state control. Throughout the last century, Kurdish nationalism domi-
nated Kurdish politics and the Iraqi political parties were absent in Kurdis-
tan. Kurdish nationalism was unified and organised into autonomous political
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parties that dominated the political sphere and operated freely in rural Kurdis-
tan. They were well supported and protected by tribal militants. Being autono-
mous, Kurdish parties developed topics such as Kurdistani identity; the Kurdish
nationhood; Kurdish history; distinct Kurdish culture, language, and customs;
reviving common memories; and the glorification of Kurdish heroes and mar-
tyrs. These themes dominated all Kurdish political party discourses. For many
decades, these discourses were re-emphasised daily through several radio sta-
tions belonging to Kurdish political parties, and tens of weekly, monthly, and
periodical publications.'?> Thus, the KNM created Kurdish political parties
as autonomous political entities outside of Iraqi control and monopolised the
political sphere in Kurdistan. Advocating for the Kurdish quest for nationhood,
Kurdayeti challenged the Iraqi quest for a unitary state that insisted upon Iraqi
state sovereignty over all of Iraq.

Iraq as occupier of Kurdistan

The perception of Iraq as an Arab occupier has dominated Kurdish nationalist lit-
erature throughout the last century. Kurdish political rhetoric abounds with terms
such as ‘the occupier regime of Iraq’ and ‘the occupiers of Kurdistan’, which are
used as descriptors of the four countries that have incorporated parts of greater
Kurdistan into their state territory. This notion has dominated Kurdish nationalist
literature.'* Similarly, post-monarch Kurdish nationalists have portrayed Iraq as
the occupier of Kurdistan.'** Rejecting the legitimacy of Iraqi rule over Kurdis-
tan, Jalal Talabani insisted that the Kurds did not agree to be part of Iraq. Rather
the League of Nations was responsible for authorising the Iraqi army to occupy
Kurdistan.'”® The Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK)'** and the Kurdistan Toil-
ers League (Komalla)" referred to the Iraqi army in Kurdistan as the occupation
army.'*® The internal political program put forth by the first and second PUK Gen-
eral Congresses depicted Kurdistan as an occupied and divided country and the
Kurds as a subjugated nation divided into several parts.'?

The occupation of Kurdistan and the assimilation of the Kurds was a domi-
nant part of Iraqi political culture. For example, Sabir, a well-respected Kurdish
intellectual, posited that the Kurds were forced to be ‘Iraqi’ via an occupation
of the Kurdistan region through tyranny and terror. The reciprocal role of the
occupied and occupier was the bond that connected ‘Southern Kurdistan’ to
Iraq.”®® Kurdish Islamists shared the perception with the nationalist and left-
ist Kurds that the central government was the ‘occupier’. For example, Osman
Abd al-Aziz, the leader of the Islamic Movement in Iraqi Kurdistan, blamed the
‘occupiers of Kurdistan’ (i.e. Iraq, Iran, Syria, and Turkey) for the division and
subjugation of the Kurdish nation."’! Textbooks of the Kurdistan region often
describe Iraq as an occupier of Kurdistan. For instance, The new and modern
history, a textbook for year 12 Kurdistan region students, describes Kurdistan as
an ‘occupied country’ and the Kurds as ‘a subjugated nation’."* Thus, a signifi-
cant feature of the Kurdish Nationhood Project was the portrayal of Iraq as the
occupier of Kurdistan.
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The Kurdish Liberation Movement

Another distinguishing feature of the Kurdish Nationhood Project is the Kurds’
perception of its nationalist movement as a ‘liberation movement’. Since the
1940s, the ‘liberation of Kurdistan’ from ‘Iraqi occupation’ was an objective of
both autonomous and separatist-minded Kurdish nationalists. The Kurdish strug-
gle has been glorified as a Kurdish Liberation Movement (KLM). This vision has
dominated most Kurdish political parties’ discourses and the majority of them
have identified themselves as part of the KLM. For example, in a memorandum
to the UN dated 18 January 1946, the Kurdish Rizgari Party'*® stated that its duty
was to achieve the liberation and sovereignty of the Kurdish nation.!** The consti-
tution of the Freedom Committee, a front founded by Kurdish officers who joined
the Barzani uprising of 1945 and the Hiwa Party,'** stipulated that their party’s
goals were “to liberate Iraqi Kurdistan by political means”."* The KDP also fol-
lowed the same line of thinking during the monarchy.'*’

Major post-monarch Kurdish political parties adopted the same principles of
the liberation movement. For example, the KDP, which has dominated Kurdish
politics since its establishment in 1946 until the present, emphasised that it is a
pioneer and leader of the KLM."3® Similarly, in 1992, the PUK, which has also
played a dominant role since 1976, stressed that it is the revival and leader of the
KLM.!* The Kurdistan Toiler League, Komalla, claimed that it is at the forefront
of the KLM.'* The Kurdistan Democratic Popular Party (1979-1992) is another
that identified itself as part of the KLM.'*! The Iraqi Kurdistan Front (IKF)!4
insisted that its role was to lead the Kurdish Liberation Movement.!** The term
‘Kurdish Liberation Movement’ is enshrined in the KRI’s constitution, referred to
in Kurdish literature, and common in Kurdish political discourse. The preamble
to the Draft Constitution of the Kurdistan Region glorifies “the Kurdish liberation
movement” as a movement “for our freedom, for the defense of our dignity, and
the protection of our nation”.!** Albeit intermittent, the Kurds have imposed their
de facto self-rule on wide areas of the Kurdistan region since 1961, and referenc-
ing these areas as liberated or Free Kurdistan dominated political discourse.'** In
the same way, the terms ‘non-liberated’ or ‘occupied” have been used to refer to
such areas as Kirkuk, which is controlled by the Iraqi government. Thus, the por-
trayal of the KLM as a liberation movement is deeply rooted in Kurdish political
culture.

In many ways, the Kurds’ belief of being a liberation movement has reshaped
Kurdish-Iraqi relations, as well as the process of Kurdish integration into the
country, in many ways. First, the Kurds used the self-declared liberation move-
ment to refute Iraq’s policy of delegitimisation, and further criminalisation of
Kurdish political parties. Second, the liberation movement provided the KLM
with a basis by which to legitimise and mobilise the Kurdish populace. Third, by
pointing out Iraq’s occupier status, the Kurdish parties undermined the legitimacy
of the central government’s rule in Kurdistan among the Kurds. Fourth, categoris-
ing the Kurdish-Iraq relationship as that of ‘liberator versus occupier’ motivated
the Kurdish Nationhood Project and elevated the probabilities of its survival. This
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is because the KLM used the struggle against ‘occupy Iraq’ as a fertile ground to
recruit Kurds into its ranks. Hence, the dichotomy in use by KNM of ‘Kurdistani
liberators’ versus ‘Iraqi occupiers’ exposed the oppositional nature of the Kurdish
and Iraqi nationhood projects.

Search for outside protection from internal exploitation

Rejecting the legitimacy of Iraqi authority in Kurdistan for the past 80 years, the
Kurds have been in an almost constant quest for an outside source of protec-
tion. Iraq’s leaders, likewise, have constantly accused the Kurds of conspiring
with the enemies of the Arabs/Iraqis. Between 1925 (the year Iraqi Kurdistan
was first annexed to Iraq) and 1932 (the year of Iraq’s independence), the Kurds
sought British and League of Nations’ protection. During that period, regardless
of their demands, most pro- and anti-colonial Kurds considered the British as their
main security against Iraqi oppression. This is evident in that the Kurdish MPs in
the Iraqi parliament were viewed as advocates of British interests against Iraq’s
interests. Their pro-British stance, however, was based on trusting British ‘good
faith’ to protect them. A striking example in this regard is a petition written by six
Kurdish MPs to Britain in 1928 requesting both protection and self-rule for the
Kurds. '

Following the independence of Iraq in the 1930s, the Kurds’ nationalist stand
shifted from a pro-British to an anti-imperialist position. Such change did not
result in rapprochement of the Kurdish nationalists and Iraqi rulers, however.
Their oppositional status was augmented to the extent that their inherent rivalry
developed into a military confrontation that would last for decades. A supreme
irony is that the same Kurdish rebels who fought the British and Iraqis also sought
British protection. Sheikh Mahmud and Mustafa Barzani, who were in constant
rebellion against the British, preferred British rule over that of the Iraqis. In two
separate memoranda, both leaders demonstrated their willingness to obey the
British rather than the Iraqis."” From 1930 to 1932, Kurdish leaders and differ-
ent segments of Kurdish society presented dozens of petitions to the League and
often to the British seeking support. Kurdish demands ranged from autonomy to
the independence of Kurdistan; but in either case, the Kurds insisted on Britain or
League of Nations’ protection from the exploitation of Iraq.'*® Between 1940 and
1958, Kurdish nationalists unsuccessfully pursued another method which was to
communicate with various international bodies and leading statesmen. Jwaideh
reviewed 24 letters,'* and Andrews documented 20 letters, notes, and memoranda
that were presented by Kurdish nationalists to foreign powers.'*® They found that
the Kurds’ demands ranged from protection and minority rights to the right of
self-determination and full independence.

The Kurds’ search for outside protection during the monarchy became part of
their political culture and was adopted by future generations of Kurdish national-
ists and intellectuals. Since the establishment of the first Kurdish quasi-state in
1961, the Kurds continued searching for a regional state or a superpower to serve
as patron. During this period the Kurds received political, logistic, military, and
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financial support from other states. The Kurds established relations with whoever
was willing to offer them assistance, regardless of their stand on Iraq or even
the Kurdish case itself. For example, at different times, the Kurds found sup-
port from Iraq’s traditional enemy, Israel, as they did in the 1960s. They found
support from the Kurds’ traditional enemy, Turkey, in the 1990s and from both
the Kurds’ and Iraq’s traditional enemy, Iran, from the mid-1960s to the end of
1980s. They found support from the US in the 1970s and the 1990s. Explaining
the Kurds’ eagerness for outside assistance, Mustafa Barzani stated that the Kurds
were “blind beggar[s]” who were “incapable of seeing who was pressing a gold
coin into their palms”.'s' However, only during the 1991 Kurdish mass exodus
could they gain any sort of international protection. This was granted in SCR688
and the subsequent establishment of the Kurdish Safe Haven of 1991 that inci-
dentally culminated in the present de facto Kurdish state.'* After the US invasion
and its negotiation with the Iraqi government over the status of the US forces in
Iraq, it was apparent that while the Iraqis preferred the withdrawal of all American
forces, the Kurds called on the US to establish a permanent military base in Kurd-
istan.'® Rejecting the legitimacy of Iraq’s rule in Kurdistan, the Kurds were less
inclined to negotiate with Iraq to attain political and cultural rights within Iraq’s
boundaries. Thus, another feature of the Kurdish Nationhood Project was its out-
ward search to find external patronage and support for attaining Kurdish demands.

Self-governance and indirect rule

Another element of the Kurdish Nationhood Project is the deeply rooted culture
of self-governance and indirect rule. Centuries of Kurdish self-governance and
semi-autonomy have shaped the Kurdish way of life and contributed to its politi-
cal culture and belief system. The creation of the modern and highly centralised
Iraqi state in the 1920s put the Kurds at a crossroads. To establish a strong central-
ised Iraqi nation-state, Iraq’s rulers thought they had to eliminate Kurdish politi-
cal traditions. Most Kurds expected their relative independence to be respected
if they were going to accept externally imposed governance. The expectation of
being free from direct rule of the central government was evident in the political
behaviour of almost all segments of Kurdish society. This expectation applied
to all Kurds: tribal or urban, modern or traditional, pro-Iraqi or rebel, whether
irredentist or autonomously inclined. In the early 1930s, the Barzani Kurds
rebelled in reaction to the central government’s policy of imposing direct rule
and interfering in the local affairs of the Barzan district of Kurdistan.””* From
1944 onward, traditional segments of Kurdish society began to play significant
roles in the KLM. The military and proto-nationalist tribal leaders, such as Sheikh
Ahmed Barzani in 1932, Mustafa Barzani in 1942—-1945, and Sheikh Mahmud
during WWII, ranged between fiscal autonomy, cultural rights, and administrative
autonomy. The demands of the moderate wing of the aghas (Kurdish tribal lead-
ers) were limited to a few cultural and economic rights.

One prominent figure of tribal leaders was Mustafa Barzani. His principles and
programs were an extension of the political culture that had dominated Kurdish
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society for centuries, namely the culture of principalities. Barzani’s call for admin-
istrative autonomy under British protection later evolved into demands for an
autonomous Kurdistan that cooperated with Baghdad. Barzani was accepted as a
nationalist leader of the Kurds, especially after his participation in the Republic of
Mahabad of Iranian Kurdistan, in 1946—1947, and his exile in the Soviet Union.
Throughout the twentieth century, the Barzanis remained in a state of rebellion
against practically all successive Iraqi regimes. From 1946 onward, the Barzanis
joined the Kurdish nationalist movement. Close to the Barzan district, leaders of
the Lolan, Zibari, and Herki tribes cooperated with all successive Iraqi regimes.'>
Their cooperation was attributed to the central government’s compromise to allow
these tribes to manage their own local affairs. The cooperation between the central
government and leaders of these tribes began from the first years of incorporating
Kurdistan into Iraq, and it continued throughout the monarchy and republican
eras up to the present day. The main factor that contributed to the tribal rebellion
or cooperation was the central government’s policy of direct and indirect rule
in tribal areas of Kurdistan. All successive Iraqi regimes, from King Faisal to
Saddam Hussein, ceded the pro-centrist government segment of Kurdish soci-
ety a limited sovereignty and permitted local autonomous cantons based in tribal
confederations.

The political culture of self-governance is reflected in the Kurdish political
discourse and literature throughout the last century. For example, in its founding
statement, the KDP called for federalism for Kurdistan.'®* However, from 1961
onward, the party’s primary goals were democracy for Iraq and autonomy for
Kurdistan.”” The PUK, a coalition of several organisations that was founded in
1975, followed a similar pathway. For many years, the PUK’s primary goal was
the achievement of democracy for Iraq and real autonomy for Kurdistan.'*® In
other words, all Kurdish parties that accommodated the tribal leaders, including
the Azadi Committee, KDP, and the Shoreshgeran,' called for autonomy. Those
that remained exclusively urban, such as Tekoshin, Shoresh, and Komalla,'® called
for independence. Hence, another element of the KNP was the deeply rooted cul-
ture of self-governance and indirect rule. This political culture is ingrained in the
KLM and serves to challenge Iraqi rule and its centralisation policy as it applies
to Kurdistan.

Kurdish right of self-determination

The Kurds of Iraq portray themselves as a nation eligible for and capable of self-
determination and the establishment of their own independent state. Being part
of Iraq is perceived as a usurpation of their inherent rights as a nation. There-
fore attaining the right of self-determination has become a common goal of most
Kurdish political parties. For many Kurds attaching Kurdistan to Iraq against
its will meant the usurpation of their right of self-determination. Prior to the
League of Nations’ decision to annex Kurdistan to Iraq, many treaties and dec-
larations provided for Kurdish self-determination. US President Woodrow Wil-
son’s famous Fourteen Points, declared on 8 January 1918, is a prime example.
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President Wilson not only promoted the principles of self-determination, but he
also aided and abetted the Kurdish hope to attain such a right. In Point 12, Wilson
declared that “other nationalities which are now under Turkish rule should be
assured an undoubted security of life and an absolutely unmolested opportunity of
autonomous development.”'é' The Paris Peace Conference held in 1919, an inter-
national conference in which a Kurdish delegation was represented, produced
another international document that supported the principle of self-determination
for the Kurds. Other international documents are Articles 61 and 63 of the Treaty
of Sévres (1920), which clearly proposed an independent Kurdish state.'®

The commonly held belief among the Kurds was that their right of self-
determination was recognised in the Treaty of Sévres and they were thus enti-
tled to practise such self-determination. Thus, the Kurds’ hope to attain autonomy
and independence has been formally substantiated. However, these promises have
never come to fruition; the Kurds were left without a state as they became a minor-
ity in the newly created state of Iraq. Many Kurds understood their right of self-
determination to be usurped by the British and League of Nations. Most political
parties, personalities, and institutions in the last century described the annexation
of Kurdistan to Iraq as a clear violation of the Kurds’ right of self-determination.
For example, in the 1940s, the Rizgari Party stated that the awarding of Kurdistan
to Iraq ultimately led to the denial of self-determination for the Kurds.'®* The
Kurdistan Toilers League (Komalla), another influential political party, described
the attachment of Kurdistan to Iraq as a usurpation of the Kurds’ right of self-
determination.'™* In 1988, Talabani, then secretary general of the PUK, held that
the process was a clear violation of the Kurds’ right to self-determination.'®> He
stated that the Kurdish question was a direct result of the usurpation of the Kurds’
right to self-determination. In 1992 the Kurdistan National Assembly (parliament)
stressed that the Kurds were entitled to practice their right of self-determination,
but international interests have prevented them from carrying out this right.
Hence, for the majority of Kurdish nationalists, being part of Iraq was equivalent
to the usurpation of their right of self-determination.

The denial of the Kurds’ right to self-determination cut so deeply that it bred
discontent, disorder, and rebellion throughout the years of the last century. The
solution to the Kurdish question based on their right of self-determination became
the theme of prominent Kurdish parties. As early as the 1930s, Tawfiq Wahbi, the
authorised representative of many Kurdish organisations and leaders, called for the
right of self-determination.'®® A decade later the Rizgari Party demanded “full nat-
ural rights and full opportunity to self-determination” for the Kurds.'®” The more
conservative KDP, which demanded autonomy until 1992, also emphasised the
Kurds’ right to self-determination. Attaining self-determination became the main
article of the party program since its 11th conference in 1993.'%¥ Self-determination
became the theme of the PUK since 1985.' The IKF stated that a lasting and
just settlement of the Kurdish question rests on the attainment of the right of
self-determination.'” Consequently, Kurdish history in Iraq has been character-
ised by the domination of Kurdish nationalist parties that put the achievement
of self-determination at the top of their agendas. Hence, the Kurdish demand for
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self-determination has historically been a fundamental principle of Kurdayeti and
its nationhood project. It is probably correct to say that the failure of Kurdish inte-
gration into the Iraqi state was due to their unending quest for self-determination.
However, it is incorrect to say that Kurdish self-determination is equivalent to the
creation of an independent Kurdish state.

Voluntary unification with Iraq

Another significant future of the Kurdish Nationhood Project in modern Iraq is
their call for voluntary union with Iraq. Historically, the right of self-determination
has not gone beyond the decolonisation context. The international community
does not allow minority nations that already belong to a ‘sovereign’ state to have
self-determination. The Kurds’ demand for such a right has been challenged by
the international community itself, and this denial has been justified by the prin-
ciple of state sovereignty and integrity, guaranteed by international law princi-
ples such as the UN Charter. In the case of the Kurds, this challenge is further
complicated by the fact that the Kurds are divided among four sovereign states.
This means that in addition to the opposition by the international community
to the dismemberment of these sovereign states, these four countries individu-
ally and collectively oppose the formation of a Kurdish independent state that
would threaten each of their states’ territorial integrity. Therefore, it has become
extremely difficult for the Kurds to attempt to secede based on the principle of
national self-determination no matter how enshrined the principle is in interna-
tional documents.

Because an independent Kurdistan may not survive, many Kurdish mainstream
leaders no longer aspire for independence. A union based on volunteerism is seen
by the Kurds as a more realistic and pragmatic policy and remedy to arbitrary
annexation and the usurpation of their right of self-determination. Since the 1960s,
many Kurds have replaced the precarious goal of an independent Kurdistan with
the desire of autonomy or a federalist system based on the voluntary union of the
Kurds and Arabs. For example, in 1986, the PUK, then the largest Kurdish party
in Kurdistan, called for a voluntary union based on the right of self-determination
within a federal and democratic Iraq.'”" The collapse of the Iraqi state in 2003
was a historical opportunity for the Kurds to declare their independence. How-
ever, Jalal Talabani and his PUK party, which previously had actively proclaimed
‘self-determination’ as the party’s main theme, rejected the opportunity to pursue
independence. During this opportune time, it stated that an independent Kurdish
state “could not survive because neighbouring Turkey, Iran and Syria would close
their borders”. He advocated remaining within Iraq as being “in the interests of
the Kurdish people”.'”> Masud Barzani, the president of the KDP and the Kurdis-
tan region, insisted that the Kurds had the right of self-determination. However,
he explained that a Kurdish state was a claim of suicidal nationalists.'” It appears
that these two leaders’ concerns related to the survivability of the Kurdish state,
rather than their loyalty to Iraq. Therefore, both appear to be content to remain in
a federal Iraq.
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Through its first political program ratified in 1946, the KDP is probably the
first political party that called for the voluntary unification between the Kurds and
Arabs as an alternative to forced amalgamation.'” In 1956, the Iraqi Communist
Party, under the Kurds’ influence, proclaimed Kurdish internal sovereignty based
on a voluntary and fraternal unification.'” During the 1970s negotiations between
the Kurds and Iraq over autonomy for Kurdistan, the Kurds insisted on the vol-
untary unification of the Kurdistan region with Iraq. The IKF that was ratified by
eight Kurdish parties states that Kurdistan Front’s goal is to attain the right of self-
determination for the Kurdish people and to achieve a voluntary and free union
between the Kurdish and Arab nations within an independent and democratic
Iraq." Thus, the Kurds’ notion of self-determination seems to be predisposed
more to voluntary union, rather than separatism, for pragmatic reasons.

In summary, Iraqi Arabs and Kurds are two separate nations with two distinct
nationhood projects, whose goals run in opposition to that of the other. The Iraqi
Nationhood Project emphasises the unitary integrity of Iraq, including the Kurd-
istan region, as its historical Arab homeland. The Iraqi nation-building project
aims to create one homogenised and unified Iraqi nation through the abnegation
of Kurdish ethnicity and identity, the criminalisation of Kurdish nationalism, and
the delegitimisation of its nationhood project.

The Kurds’ project, in contrast, is to establish an independent Kurdish nation-
state in its historical homeland in present-day northern Iraq. The Kurdish Nation-
hood Project is based on the creation of a homogeneous Kurdistani identity and a
sovereign independent Kurdish state. The two nationalisms shared neither com-
mon ground nor the intention to accommodate each other. Iraq’s perception of the
Kurds as plotters, conspirators, and enemies of the Arab nation justified sustained
state-sponsored violence and militaristic strategies against the Kurds — from Iraq’s
perspective. For decades, the Kurds remained in a state of rebellion against prac-
tically all successive Iraqi regimes. Military movement was introduced into the
Kurdish nationalism modus operandi of resistance to fulfil its nationhood pro-
ject and to challenge state ‘oppression’. Consequently, the oppositional nature
of Kurdish and Iraqi nationalisms, their respective nationhood projects, and their
exclusive visions were important contributors to the tension that existed between
two nationalisms that existed at the expense of the other.
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4 The monarchy-Kurds
relations

Modern Iraq was created by the British after the fall of the Ottoman Empire and
placed under the League of Nations mandate in 1921. Initially, the newly created
state of Iraq did not include the former Ottoman province of Mosul, the area that
constituted the Kurdish region. While the British occupied Iraq and imposed direct
colonial rule in Iraq for several years (with Kirkuk as an exemption), Kurdistan
never had such an experience. The colonial power dealt with Kurdistan as a sepa-
rate entity and made a clear-cut political and administrative distinction between
Kurdistan and Iraq. The British proposed an autonomous Kurdistan region and
even recognised the authority of Sheikh Mahmud as its Hukmdar (ruler).' For sev-
eral years, the Kurds enjoyed a degree of administrative, economic, and security
self-rule, albeit intermittently. Sheikh Mahmud founded the first Kurdish govern-
ment in October 1918 that lasted until June 1919. In 1922, he formed the sec-
ond Kurdish government and proclaimed himself king of Kurdistan.? During that
period, the British role in Kurdistan was confined to that of providing political and
administrative advice to Sheikh Mahmud.

By the end of 1922, Britain shifted its policy from supporting Kurdish self-rule
to incorporating their region to Iraq. The British were committed to building a
strong Iraqi state, and the policy of privileging the Iraqi centre over the Kurd-
ish periphery. Kurdish self-rule posed a challenge to British imperial priorities
and a direct threat to the state-building project that tied Iraqi and British inter-
ests together. At this point it was clear that Britain was willing to sacrifice the
Kurds and had a vested interest in the attachment of Kurdistan to Iraq and the
establishment of a strong, centralised government. To contain Kurdish opposition
to attaching Kurdistan to Iraq, the British made generous promises. In Decem-
ber 1922, the British and Iraq issued a joint declaration and offered the Kurds the
opportunity to establish an autonomous Kurdistan if the Kurds first agreed to be
part of Iraq. The British and League of Nations also promised an administrative
autonomy under mandate protection for 25 years, in return for Kurdish support for
the annexation of the province of Mosul (Kurdish region) to Iraq.

To determine the future of the Kurdish region, the League of Nations, estab-
lished the Fact-Finding Commission (FFC) in September 1924. The mission of
the FFC was to find out whether the people of Kurdistan were Turks or Iraqis.
A nominal referendum of Mosul was arranged by the League of Nations in 1925
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and the commission declared that the desires expressed by the population were
more in favour of Iraq.> From the very beginning, Kurdish leaders rejected the
legitimacy of the League of Nations’ decision to authorise Britain to force Kurd-
istan to join Iraq. In a letter to the League he stated that their decision was a
grave injustice that harmed the moral status and reputation of the League.* By
1926, the British, Iraq, and the League of Nations reneged on their promises to
protect the Kurds and to guarantee some form of Kurdish self-rule. By 1930,
the British announced unconditional support for Iraq’s entry into the League of
Nations without any formal safeguards in place for the Kurds. For many dec-
ades, the British clearly showed their commitment to maintaining the unity of
the Iraqi state.

Forcing the Kurds to stay in Iraq, the British contributed directly and played
a main role in the defeat of all Kurdish rebellions in Iraq between the two World
Wars. The Royal Air Force (RAF) suppressed the Kurdish government under the
leadership of Sheikh Mahmud. The British destroyed the Kurdish government
of Sheikh Mahmud and occupied its capitol in 1923. The RAF then helped the
new Iraqi army put down revolts led by Sheikh Mahmud from 1924-1927 and
1931-1932. The British also played a key role in preventing Sheikh Mahmud
from reviving his movement during WWII. In addition to the presence of the
British army and its direct involvement, British forces encouraged and supported
the Iraqi state in attacking Sheikh Mahmud’s forces and declaring martial law in
Kurdistan in 1943. The Barzan revolt of 1932 was defeated only with the help of
British troops and an extensive RAF bombing campaign. Later in 1936, the RAF
participated in the suppression of another Barzan rebellion led by Khalil Khosh-
ewi. In 1943 when Mustafa Barzani began his second revolt, the British moved its
forces to Kurdistan to fight against him. In 1945, following the defeat of the Iraqi
army, the RAF bombarded the Barzan region, the heartland of the rebellions, and
their villages. Thus, for decades the imbalance of power between the Kurds and
Iraqis was buttressed by the military support of Britain for Iraq against the Kurds.

Following Iraqi independence and its membership in the League of Nations in
1932, the international community treated the Kurdish issue as an internal affair
of the Iraqi state. Iraq adopted the policy of ‘Iragisation’ of the Kurds through
introducing the concepts of ‘Iraqi subjects’ (Re ‘aya) or describing them as a ‘race’
or ‘linguistic minority’, rather than a distinct nation or ethnic group which the
Kurds considered themselves to be. Iraq’s mainstream media and state discourse
officially refrained from using the words ‘Kurds’, ‘Kurdish people’, or ‘ethnic
Kurds’. The Kurds were re-categorised as ‘Kurdish elements’ or ‘northerners’.
Baghdad confidently took an uncompromising stand towards Kurdish national-
ism and was unwilling to accommodate their aspirations. Kurdish nationalism
was perceived as a serious threat to the integrity of Iraq. Kurdish nationalism was
delegitimised and even criminalised. Iraq’s leaders constantly accused the Kurds
of conspiring with the enemies of the Arabs/Iraqis. Though the colonial power had
a decisive role in the suppression of the Kurds, Iraqi official discourse and media
outlets represented Kurdish nationalism as part of the British conspiracy against
the Iraqi state and its Arab identity. Kurdish political parties were frequently
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referred to as puppets of the ‘imperialists’ and the accusation was used by both
pro- and anti-British Iraqi politicians.

From Kurdish nationalists’ perspective, attaching Kurdistan to Iraq against its
will meant the usurpation of their right of self-determination. Prior to the League
of Nations’ decision to annex Kurdistan to Iraq in 1925, many treaties and dec-
larations provided for Kurdish self-determination. President Woodrow Wilson’s
famous Fourteen Points, published in 1918, promoted the principles of self-
determination and the Kurds’ independent state.” The Paris Peace Conference held
in 1919, an international conference in which a Kurdish delegation was repre-
sented, produced another international document that supported the principle of
self-determination for the Kurds. Articles 61 and 63 of the Treaty of Sévres clearly
proposed an independent Kurdish state.® These promises, however, have never
come to fruition; the Kurds were left without a state as they became a minority in
the newly created state of Iraq.

Kurdish nationalists perceived the attachment of Kurdistan to Iraq as an impe-
rialistic process that usurped the Kurds’ right of self-determination. Equating the
process of incorporation of Kurdistan into Iraq to usurpation of their right of
self-determination has become a shared vision of most Kurdish political parties
as well as individuals. Iraq was viewed as an ‘occupier’ and Kurdistan was seen
as an occupied homeland. Attaining the right of self-determination has become
a common goal of most Kurdish political parties during the monarchy era. For
instance, Tawfiq Wahbi, the mayor of Sulaimaniya in the early 1930s, called for
the right of self-determination.” In the 1940s, both the Rizgari Party® and the
Yeketi Tekoshin® advocated Kurds the right to self-determination for the Kurds
and the establishment of an independent Kurdish state.' Kurdish history in Iraq
has been characterised by the domination of Kurdish nationalist parties that put
the achievement of self-determination at the top of their agendas. The failure of
Kurdish integration into the Iraqi state was mostly due to their unending quest for
self-determination.

To earn legitimacy in Kurdish society and to make a claim at the League of
Nations that the Kurds were adequately represented, the monarchy regime
relied on the Arabised Kurds and ex-Ottoman Kurdish officers (hereafter Ara-
bised Kurds).!" This segment of Kurdish society was the only group that inclined
towards accommodating the Kurds and advocated for the ‘Iraqi-first’ identity
policy. Arabised Kurds lacked Kurdish nationalist sentiments and were the first
among the Kurdish population that openly identified as Iraqis and declared their
loyalty to the newly created state. Accommodating this group was not perceived
as a threat to Iraq’s integrity. Bakir Sidqi, an Arabised Kurd who replaced the old
cabinet of pan-Arabs in a coup d’état on 30 October 1936, is an example. As an
Arabised Kurd and advocate of the Iraqi-first policy, he attempted to identify with
the Iraqi state.'? Like many other Arabised Kurds, however, Sidqi was motivated
by his personal interests and Iraqi nationalism rather than Kurdish nationalism.
Between the 1920s and the early 1940s, the Arabised Kurds actively participated
in the Iraqi state-building process. Most Kurdish deputies and ministers were
from this group and four Arabised Kurds served as prime ministers.
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Accommodation of Arabised Kurds, however, neither had significant impact
on the perceived legitimacy of Iraqi authority in Kurdistan, nor did it aid Kurdish
integration into Iraq. Though the Arabised Kurds were Kurdish by origin, they
belong to families that migrated to Arab areas of Iraq, mostly to Baghdad, during
the last part of the nineteenth century. Most Arabised Kurds were not residents
of Kurdistan and they had little influence on Iraqi-Kurdish relations. Arabised
Kurds were assimilated into Arab society and were Arab in sentiment rather than
Kurdish. They rarely claimed their Kurdish origin and had little, if any, Kurdish
nationalist feelings. They had little contact with the Kurdish community and had a
weak political and social base and support among the Kurds. They were perceived
by many Kurds as proxies for British and Iraqi rulers.

The inclusion of Arabised Kurds into Iraqi politics cannot be considered as an
accommodation to Kurdish society. By the early 1940s, Kurdish resentment and
feelings of alienation had increased, resulting in the emergence of new a wave
of Kurdish nationalism. Baghdad’s reliance on the Arabised Kurds to earn legiti-
macy in Kurdish society failed. In desperation Baghdad began to search for a bet-
ter alternative to reliance on Arabised Kurds to strengthen their standing within
Kurdish society. Two influential segments of the Kurdish population that played
critical roles during the monarchy in Iraq were urban nationalists (hereafter urban-
ites) and traditional tribal leaders. The regime applied different policies to each
segment of the population. The monarchy followed a conciliatory policy towards
Kurdish landlords, religious leaders, and tribal leaders, as well as attempted to
reinstate their power and authority within Kurdish society.

The monarchy-urban Kurds relations

Urbanites were pioneers and advocates of Kurdish nationalism. They were by-
products of the modernisation process of the Ottoman Tanzimat reforms that
began during the second half of the nineteenth century. Urbanites were educated
by the educational system of the Ottoman Empire and later by the monarchy. The
urbanites of Kurdistan were aware of modern political ideologies and witnessed
the development of Arab and Turkish nationalisms into strong political move-
ments. They, however, showed little, if any, loyalty to Arab nationalism in Iraq
and they did not seek a role within the Iraqi state structure. Aiming to play a politi-
cal role of their own, from the very beginning the urbanites challenged the state-
sponsored nation-building process in the Kurdistan region. Likewise, the majority
of the urbanite Kurds rejected membership within the Iraqi political parties and
alternatively created their own nationalist parties such as Hiwa, Rizgari, the Kurd-
istan Democratic Party (KDP), and the Kurdistan branch of the Iraqgi Communist
Party with leftist and nationalist orientations.

The Kurdish urbanites were influential segments of Kurdish society. Several
striking examples demonstrate the urbanites’ leadership role in Kurdish society.
In Sulaimaniya, for example, the city’s notables and intelligentsia arranged mass
demonstrations in September 1930. Tens of protestors were killed by the Iraqi
police and tens were either wounded or arrested.'* The September demonstration
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known as ‘the Dark Day of September Sixth’ was considered by modern Kurds
to be a milestone in the Kurdish Nationalist Movement. The uprising turned into
a modern-day symbol of Kurdish resistance and victimisation.'* Urbanities also
demonstrated their ability to challenge the Iraqi nation-building process. For
example, they succeeded in convincing the Kurdish masses to elevate Nawroz,
a pre-Islamic myth, to a Kurdish national day, thus replacing Iraq’s national day
which celebrated the founding of the Iraqi army. From 1940 onward, Nawroz
was popularly celebrated in Iraqi Kurdistan as the Kurdish national day.'® In fact,
not only in Iraqi Kurdistan but throughout greater Kurdistan, Nawroz has been
accepted as Kurdish national day. Since 1958, Nawroz has been recognised by
the Iraqi central government as a national holiday.'® The urbanites emerged as a
driving force to threaten the legitimacy of Iraqi rule in the Kurdistan region and
the integrity of the Iraqi state.

To constrain the urbanites’ role, Baghdad followed a policy of exclusion and
suppression against them. Throughout the mandate and monarchy periods, all
political parties of the urban Kurds had been banned. The Kurds were also pre-
vented from founding democratic institutions, Kurdish cultural associations, and
civil society trade unions, as well as from offering free elections.!” Iraq has often
accused the Kurds of being traitors, clients of Iraq’s enemies, imperialists, Zion-
ists, and other denigrating names. They have used these accusations to justify
their rejection of the Kurds and even to perpetrate wars against the Kurds. Dur-
ing the early years of the monarchy the Kurds were accused of being agents of
colonialism. The ‘Kurdish question’ is portrayed as being created by the British to
weaken Iraq and its national unity.' Iraqi historians and officials accused Kurdish
nationalists during the 1930s of being encouraged by Germany. It was claimed
that the Hiwa Party, a Kurdish nationalist organisation established in 1939, was
created by the British and that Barzani had ‘special relations’ with the British."”
These accusations were made despite British participation in suppressing the Bar-
zani rebellions of 1931-1932 and 1943—-1945.

The monarchy’s policies of exclusion and repression of urbanites proved to
be counterproductive. The policy resulted in the decrease of the legitimacy of
Iraq’s authority in the Kurds’ eyes. Kurdish nationalists rejected Iraqi rule in
Kurdistan and portrayed Iraq as an occupier rather than legitimate ruler. The
perception of Iraq as an Arab occupier has dominated Kurdish nationalist litera-
ture. Kurdish political rhetoric abounds with terms such as ‘the occupier regime
of Iraq” and ‘the occupiers of Kurdistan’. The Kurdish Rizgari Party, for exam-
ple, emphasised that its duty was to achieve the liberation and sovereignty of
the Kurdish nation.”® The Hiwa Party stressed that its goal is to liberate Iraqi
Kurdistan by political means.?! The KDP also followed the same line of think-
ing during the monarchy.?> By pointing out Iraq’s occupier status, the Kurdish
parties undermined the legitimacy of the central government’s rule in Kurdistan
among the Kurds. Categorising the Kurdish-Iraq relationship as that of ‘liberator
versus occupier’ motivated Kurdish nationalism and elevated the probabilities
of its survival. The struggle against ‘occupy Iraq’ was used as a fertile ground to
recruit Kurds into its ranks.
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Rejecting the legitimacy of Iraqi authority in Kurdistan, the Kurds have been
in an almost constant quest for an outside source of protection. Between 1925 and
1932, the Kurds sought British and League of Nations’ protection. Regardless of
their demands, most pro- and anti-colonial Kurds considered the British as their
main security against Iraqi oppression. From 1930 to 1932, Kurdish leaders and
different segments of Kurdish society presented dozens of petitions to the League
and often to the British seeking support. Kurdish demands ranged from autonomy
to the independence of Kurdistan; but in either case, the Kurds insisted on Britain
or League of Nations’ protection from the exploitation of Iraq.”® Between 1940
and 1958, Kurdish nationalists unsuccessfully pursued another method, which
was to communicate with various international bodies and leading statesmen.
Tens of letters, notes, and memoranda were presented by Kurdish nationalists to
foreign powers. Their demands ranged from protection and minority rights to the
right of self-determination and full independence. The Kurds’ search for outside
protection during the monarchy became part of their political culture and was
adopted by future generations of Kurdish nationalists and intellectuals. From the
Kurdish perspective, the search for outside protection was a legitimate reaction
to internal exploitation by Kurdistan’s occupiers. The Kurds’ constant search for
outside support was considered by the Iraqi officials a violation of the country’s
sovereignty.

The monarchy-aghas relations

For many centuries, Kurdistan enjoyed a form of self-rule that contributed to
its political culture. Kurdistan as a separate administrative unit goes back to the
Umayyad era in the eighth century. During the Ottoman era (1453—-1920), the
empire followed an indirect and nominal rule in Kurdistan. The Kurds enjoyed
semi-independence and were governed by Kurdish principalities. The Ottoman
Tanzimat reforms of the nineteenth century were partially implemented in Kurd-
istan.?* Centuries of Kurdish self-governance and semi-autonomy have shaped
the Kurdish way of life and contributed to Kurdistan’s political culture and belief
system. After the creation of Iraq, the aghas still dominated Iraqi Kurdistan socio-
economically and kept their privileged position in the local power structure. They
were an integral and essential part of the social, economic, and cultural life of
rural Kurdistan. Aghas expected their relative independence to be respected if
they were going to accept externally imposed governance.

The status of the aghas put them in a highly awkward position. The eradica-
tion of the aghas’ social and cultural base was vital for the state-building process
and maintenance of Iraq’s integrity. The state’s interference in the daily life of the
aghas might imply the loss of their socio-political power. The aghas, showed their
staunch resistance to Iraqi penetration into their local communities and defended
their semi-independent status. Tribal resistance to Iraqi centralisation policies had
often resulted in tribal rebellions, as it did with the Barzani and yazidis revolts
of the early 1930s. This resistance presented a serious obstacle to the Iraqi state-
building process.
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To assure their loyalty and cooperation, both the British and Iraq had to
acknowledge and support their local authority, albeit at the expense of state sover-
eignty. Initially, the British mandate passed separate legislation for the tribal areas
that remained as law throughout the monarchy. The British aim of these laws was
to undo the detribalisation process of the Tanzimat reforms that were initiated
by the Ottoman authorities and re-establish the tribal system. Similarly, Baghdad
adopted a policy of accommodation and maintained the Kurdish tribal system.
These policies favouring traditional strata over the urban Kurds continued until
the last years of the monarchy.

The Iraqi state gave up many important symbols of sovereignty including the
monopoly of the legitimate use of force, governmental jurisdiction, and the power
to collect taxes from Kurdistan. 4ghas maintain their right to appoint their lead-
ers. Baghdad had little say in appointing the head of the tribal community. In most
cases, the tribal community rejected the government’s candidate for heading the
community, as was the case with the Jaf tribe.” The agha, as head of the tribe,
enjoyed undisputed authority over its areas of responsibility. Many aghas gov-
erned a territory that was equal to that of a state the size of Lebanon. For example,
in the early 1930s, Sheikh Ahmed Barzani administered an area of 10,000 square
kilometres.?® The status of tribal communities was especially evident in their right
to maintain their militias. Even during the mandate era, the aghas received arms
and ammunition from the British.”” In the early 1930s, for instance, the Jaf tribe
alone had more than 2,500 militants and the confederation of the Barzan under
Sheikh Ahmed had 10,000 fighters.”® These militias were under the direct com-
mand of their agha and were not organised by or administered from Baghdad.
Jurisdiction was another area in which traditional communities enjoyed autonomy.
Tribal areas were excluded from the jurisdiction of Iraqi courts and the absolute
jurisdictional authority was given to the aghas. The head tribes retained the right
to settle civil and criminal cases, including land and other local disputes of the
community. In tax affairs, certain aghas whose tribes enjoyed autonomy retained
dual rights: on the national level they enjoyed special tax benefits while on the
local level they extracted taxation rights. Though theoretically the monarchy was
a centralised state, an unspoken system of semi-decentralisation and indirect rule
had been arranged in many parts of Kurdistan. This indirect rule in rural Kurdistan
has reshaped Kurdish-Iraqi relations in modern Iraq.

The British and Iraqi re-tribalisation policy was strategically calculated. The
monarchy lacked suitable governmental apparatuses and administrative control
over Kurdistan. It also failed to gain sufficient support in Kurdistan to carry out
their national plan. In the years following WWII, these difficulties were com-
pounded by the establishment of a coalition by right wing urban nationalist Kurds
and many discontented aghas. Within this unfavourable context, reinstating the
power and authority of the aghas was not perceived as a serious threat to the
integrity of Iraq. The majority of the aghas focused principally upon land owner-
ship and they were therefore not motivated by notions of Kurdish nationalism that
might jeopardise their tribal interests. The aghas who were motivated by Kurd-
ish nationalism adopted a minimalist approach to Kurdish rights. Their demands
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ranged between cultural rights and fiscal and administrative autonomy. The mon-
archy agha policy, therefore, was a double-edged sword. While it provided a
scope of indirect rule and tolerance for the Kurdish culture, the policy reinforced
the fragmentation of Kurdish society and kept the Kurds under the state’s control.

The emergence of the urbanite-agha coalition

WWII impacted the political atmosphere of Kurdish society significantly. WWII
led to the diminution of the British influence in Iraq and this further exacerbated
internal Iraqi conflicts. On 1 April 1941, Rashid Ali al-Gaylani, a pan-Arabist and
pro-Nazi Sunni Arab politician, led a military coup against the pro-British regime
of Iraq. Though toppled by the British, the coup revealed the rise of pan-Arabism
and the manipulation of power politics in Iraq. This increased the aghas’ feeling
of vulnerability due to the potential threat to the survival of their tribal autono-
mous entities. This anxiety was made evident by the rebellion of Sheikh Mahmud,
Barzanis, and many tribes against the government. Due to increasing pressure
from state elites, both traditional and urbanite Kurds found it necessary to coop-
erate and became less isolated from one another compared to their relations in
the early 1930s. In this manner, the decline of the British presence facilitated the
cooperation between Kurdish urbanites and aghas; the al-Gaylani coup, coupled
with the effects of WWII, resulted in the diminishment of the British role in Iraq.
After their withdrawal from Iraq, their ability to suppress and subvert any Kurdish
rebellions diminished.

In addition to the ascendency of pan-Arabism, many factors created a fertile
ground for the revival of Kurdayeti after WWII. Among other factors that played
a crucial role in breathing life back into Kurdish nationalism were the decolonisa-
tion process, the emergence of a new independent state, and the rise and fall of the
first Kurdish republic of Iranian Kurdistan. The widespread use of radio and other
telecommunications resulted in the spread of modern ideals such as communism,
Nazism, liberalism, and democracy. Consequently, the newly educated generation
of aghas exposed to modern ideals and politics and it indicated their willingness
to participate in Kurdish nationalism. Two examples are Bahaddin Nuri, the for-
mer secretary of the Iragi Communist Party, and Jalal Talabani, then a member of
the KDP politburo. This provided an opportunity for the traditional Kurdish tribal
leadership to join forces with the urban nationalist movement. Mustafa Barzani,
who joined the Kurdish nationalist during his exile in Sulaimaniya (1933-1943),
is an example that shows that the two strata were more apt to cooperate than they
were during the first wave of reawakening. By now, the urban Kurds were no
longer the single body to represent Kurdish nationalism. The cooperation of the
two strata resulted in an unprecedented revival of Kurdish nationalism among tra-
ditional and urban Kurds. Both nationalist aghas and the urbanites extended their
popularity and authority beyond their respective territories.

The Hiwa Party may be considered as a pioneer of the urban-tribal elites’ coali-
tion. In 1944, for the first time in modern Kurdish history, the Hiwa Party organ-
ised both urban and tribal communities within one political party, namely the
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Azadi Committee. By 1944, the Hiwa Party was dissolved and two years later, on
16 August 1946, the KDP was established as a coalition of leftists, army officers,
city nobles, and dominant tribal leaders. The ex-members of the Azadi Commit-
tee and the Hiwa Party took the leadership role of the new party and wrote its
constitution.” The party became a broader coalition of tribal leaders, leftists, city
notables, and dominant tribal leaders such as Barzani and Sheikh Latif. In other
words, the KDP adopted the policy of incorporating both urbanites and aghas
into one political party. The KDP adopted the principle of dual leadership (aghas
and urbanites) of the party. Rafiq Hilmi, the leader of the Hiwa Party, introduced
the idea of dual leadership, civil and militant, for the Kurdish Nationalist Move-
ment.*® The militants were exclusively tribal and with the officers, but the urban-
ites were more civil. By implication, the Hiwa’s call consisted of nothing more
tribal and urban leadership. This perspective was adopted by the Azadi Commit-
tee. While offering the chairmanship of the party to Barzani as tribal leader, all its
central committee members were from the officers.’! It is worth noting that, apart
from Barzani, all leadership members were also members of the Hiwa. Similar
principles were followed in the establishment of the Iraqi KDP. This was evident
in the fact that Barzani and the army officers were in Mahabad when they initi-
ated the establishment of the KDP. They also formalised the silent understanding
to allocate the positions of the president and secretary within the KDP evenly
to tribal and urban elites. The tribal leaders guaranteed the nomination of the
party’s presidency and the urbanites retained the positions of secretary and politi-
cal bureau of the party. Barzani, Sheikh Latif, and Kaka-Zyad, three of the most
significant figures within Kurdish tribal society, were appointed as the party’s
president and deputies, respectively. The KDP remained one of the main politi-
cal parties that dominated the Kurdish political sphere since its establishment in
1946. Though in a different form, the dual leadership is still followed by the KDP
today. The president of the party is dedicated to the Barzani family, with Masud
Barzani as the president. His nephew, Nechirvan Barzani, is its vice president, and
the secretary of the party and the majority of its politburo are allocated to non-
Barzanis of whom most are members of the urban elite.

Urbanites introduced the militaristic rebellion as a method to achieve nation-
alist goals. The tribal or semi-tribal wing of the Azadi and the KDP (including
leader Mustafa Barzani) originated from the rural regions and had a warrior back-
ground. They preferred to draw on military methods to oppose the Iraqi authority
in Kurdistan. The Iraqi authority itself had a military mentality as a consequence
of the army’s role which was evident in a series of military coups that transpired
between 1937 and 1941. The Hiwa approached Barzani to confront this develop-
ment through the creation of an armed force. Consequently a militia of some
4,000-5,000 persons was established.* Hence, for the first time, Kurdayeti in Iraq
established an organised military force. In the following decades the tribal and
rural leaders retained the military wing of the KDP.

Urbanites also invested tribal revolts for the nationalist agenda and the redirec-
tion of tribal unrest to a nationalist rebellion. Urban nationalists were disappointed
at the failure to achieve Kurdish rights through peaceful and political means. In
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a letter to Barzani, Rafiq Hilmi expressed the nationalists’ disappointment at
being deprived of legal channels to express nationalist sentiments. He suggested
that a successful nationalist movement required a military and a political wing.
Viewed in this way, Hiwa perceived the second Barzani revolt (1943—1945) as an
opportunity to invest in both political and nationalist goals. The rebellion initially
began as a tribal insurgency against increasing governmental interference in the
Barzani tribal affairs and its main goals and demands were exclusively tribal.
Iraq appointed Majid Mustafa, a Kurdish minister in Baghdad, as the govern-
ment’s representative to negotiate on its behalf with the Barzanis. Mustafa was an
independent personality who established a close relationship with the clandestine
Hiwa.

Not impressed with the urbanites’ style of nationalism, the traditional com-
munities’ demands were mostly concerned with tribal interests and local commu-
nity affairs. Therefore, on the one hand, in order to bring the rural communities
into the Kurdish nationalist struggle, Hiwa, through Azadi, offered significant
concessions based on nationalist principles, such as abandoning irredentism and
secessionism. Hiwa minimalised its nationalist goals to more closely meet tribal
concerns that centred on fiscal, cultural, and administrative autonomy. Urbanites
abandoned their goal of the liberation of greater Kurdistan and the establishment
of a united Kurdish state and confined their goals to the liberation of Iraqi Kurdis-
tan. On the other hand, Mustafa Barzani elevated his tribal demand to nationalist
rights on behalf of the wider Kurdish community. Barzani proposed to negotiate
with Baghdad in April 1944. As a leader of the Barzan rebellion, and with the
encouragement of the army officers, Barzani replaced his tribal demands with
moderate Kurdish rights.** Barzani summed up his claims as follows: organising
the Kurdish provinces and districts in Iraq within one administrative unit. This
unit was to be administered from Baghdad through a Kurdish minister in the Iraqi
government. A Kurd was to be appointed as deputy minister in each ministry.
The Kurdish administration would retain decision-making authority over cultural,
economic, and agricultural affairs, while security issues would remain with the
central government.

As pointed out, many tribes enjoyed a modicum of autonomy and retained the
right to bear arms, collect taxes, and administer their local affairs. Most tribes,
however, resented interference in their internal affairs by a Kurdish political
party as much as that by the central government. That is why the aghas were not
attracted to the Kurdish political parties or their nationalist ideologies until WWIIL.
Two factors encouraged the aghas to adopt a more conciliatory attitude. First, the
developments related to WWII reshaped state-agha relations. The autonomous
status of traditional communities was not officially organised or constitutionally
recognised. The lack of official status deprived these traditional communities of
the ability to institutionalise or to find a network of collaborators or central com-
mand. Therefore, their very survival depended on the weakness of the central
government and the influence of the British in the country. However, since WWII,
British influence declined and pan-Arab and centrist ideologies ascended among
the leadership in Iraq. Accordingly, the main threat to the Traditional Autonomous
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Entities (TAE) did not come from the Kurdish party; rather it came from Baghdad,
which was eager to consolidate its control over all parts of Iraq.

Kurdish nationalists’ (especially Hiwa and KDP) policy was to include the
aghas into its ranks, thus bringing the urban and tribal elites of Iraqi Kurdistan
together in one coalition. This step had three important messages for the aghas
and the traditional communities. First, it meant that the KDP would accommodate
tribal and the rural populations’ interests. Second, it showed the party’s willing-
ness not only to accept members from all segments of tribal communities, but
also to provide a position within the Kurdish movement that matched their socio-
economic status. Though the KDP diminished the agha power base by emerging
as an additional new player in Kurdish rural society, it was compensated by offer-
ing the aghas political status. For the traditional stratum, the KDP provided an
opportunity to retain its role in Kurdish politics. Third, the KDP’s willingness to
establish direct and conciliatory relations with traditional communities meant that
the party would refrain from interference in their internal affairs. Fourth, the KDP
offered a potential counterbalance against both the Iraqi state and the left wing of
the Kurdish Nationalist Movement. These factors merged the moderate urbanites
and aghas into a conciliatory, if not a common, front.

A common urban-tribal front resulted in the change of the balance of power in
favour of Kurdish nationalism. The coalition of the aghas and urbanites resulted
in the emergence of Kurdish political parties as modern and autonomous politi-
cal entities. The most significant consequence of this development was that
the rural areas were opened up for urban activities. Through incorporating the
aghas, the KDP became the first nationalist party to establish a base in the Kurd-
ish rural areas. At the same time the traditional elites found a leadership role and
representation in a nationalist party. Thus, the KDP not only spoke on behalf
of the urban nationalists, but also represented the tribal and rural communities.
Consequently, the Kurdish nationalists penetrated the rural areas of Kurdistan,
areas that had not been penetrated by any Kurdish or Iraqi political parties up to
that time.

The KDP monopoly of Kurdish politics

The establishment of a common front between the tribal and urban communities
strengthened the Kurdish Nationalist Movement significantly. From the 1940s
onward, the hitherto fragmented feudal leadership of Kurdish society was replaced
by a unified nationalist leadership outside of Iraqi state control. Until 1940, Kurd-
ish nationalists failed to unify its ranks and leadership. However, initiated by the
Hiwa Party, the dual leadership facilitated the KDP’s ability to establish a unified
leadership centred on the legendary personality of the Kurdish leader Mustafa
Barzani. Thousands of Iraqi Kurds, mostly under the leadership of Mustafa Bar-
zani, participated in the establishment and defence of the Republic of Mahabad.
He was exiled to the Soviet Union following the collapse of the Republic. Now as
a national hero who defended the Kurdish republic and was exiled for the Kurd-
ish cause, Barzani assumed leadership of the Iraqi Kurds. The KDP literature
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considered Barzani to be a symbolic hero of the Kurdish Nationalist Movement
and could find no one of his stature to replace him. Despite his exile for 12 years
(1946-1958), the KDP did not search for a leader to replace Barzani. Barzani’s
charismatic personality enabled Kurdayeti to challenge the impact of the Iraqi
personalities on ordinary Kurds.

By the end of the 1940s, Kurdish nationalists enjoyed a safe haven in rural
areas and their activities were no longer monitored or restricted by Iraqi security
forces. Though apparently clandestine and outlawed, the KDP acted relatively
free of constraints and even monopolised Kurdistan’s political sphere. Most Iraqi
political parties, nearly a dozen pan-Arab or Iraqi-first types, failed to find enough
Kurdish followers to create an organisational base in Kurdistan. The ICP, how-
ever, was an exception. The party that emerged as a major Iraqi force in the 1950s
and early 1960s was the only Iraqi party that created an organisational base in
Kurdistan. The Kurds’ attraction to the ICP was significant enough that in the
1950s and 1960s the Kurds constituted more than 31 per cent of the party’s central
committee and 3540 per cent of party membership.

The autonomous environment that the KDP enjoyed enabled the party to pub-
lish its clandestine publications and establish its popular organisations. The KDP
was founded and operated outside state control and the legal system of Iraq, and it
had no permission or licence.* Its goals, functions, and ideology were not neces-
sarily compatible with Iraqi legislation or regulations. Its programs were, in fact,
independent of and antagonistic to the state’s constitution, laws, and ideology.
Though limited, Kurdish nationalists were still free in their relations with the out-
side world, especially with fellow Kurds in Iran. During the Iraqi monarchy, many
semi-nomadic Kurds still followed their traditional summer practice of travelling
to the highlands of Iranian and Turkish Kurdistan. This also provided freedom
of movement for nationalists to cross borders into and from Iranian Kurdistan.
Kurdish leaders in Iran and Iraq frequently took refuge on the opposite side of
the border. Within this relatively free and uncontrolled environment, the KDP
established relations with the Kurds from elsewhere — far from the eyes of the
central government of Iraq. For example, the Hiwa Party had a significant role
in the establishment of the Komallay Jyanewey Kurd (the Kurdish Renaissance
League in 1943), which later developed into the Kurdistan Democratic Party-Iran
(KDPI). In August 1944, Kurdish nationalist leaders from Turkey, Iran, and Iraq
met and signed a mutual support pact.*> Moreover, when the Republic of Mahabad
was declared in 1946, tribal militants under the leadership of Mustafa Barzani and
military officers from Iraqi Kurdistan formed the most effective wing of the new
republic’s military.

By the early 1950s, the KDP felt confident enough to institutionalise the nation-
alist movement through the establishment of the Kurdish youth and professional
organisations. In 1952, for example, three popular organisations were founded
to institutionalise the Kurdish Nationalist Movement: Kurdistan Women’s Union
(founded by the female members of the KDP), the Kurdistan Teachers Union, and
the Kurdistan Student Union. Other popular organisations that were founded to
institutionalise Kurdayeti were the Youth Union of Kurdistan, the Islamic Scholars
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Union of Kurdistan, and the Writers League of Kurdistan. These organisations
were territorially (Kurdistan) based unions that emphasised separate national
identities, namely Kurdistani identity.

The Iraq monarchy was so weak in Kurdistan that it failed to impose its author-
ity in rural areas. Consequently, the aghas successfully resisted the penetration of
Iraqi state institutions into their areas. What further worsened the Iraqi position
in Kurdistan was that Kurdish nationalists were already active and in a dominant
position. Official Iraqi state mechanisms and organisations by which the Iraqi
nation-building project could operate were absent in Kurdistan. That is why all
Iraqi regimes, beginning with the monarchy and ending with Saddam, depended
on the aghas for support to impose their rule in Kurdistan. With the failure of the
Iraqi nation-building project, coupled with the absence of grass-roots support-
ers of the Iraqi state in Kurdistan, the Kurdish population found a voice in their
nationalist parties, especially the KDP. Thus, Kurdish nationalism was unified and
organised into autonomous political parties that dominated the political sphere
and operated freely in rural Kurdistan. They were well supported and protected
by tribal militants.
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