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Position Paper- Iraq Group
Iraq has no doubt been at the top of headlines for the past decade. During this time, Iraq has undergone both extremes in terms of government. This has resulted in Iraq holding the rating of second most unstable nation in the world. Much conflict and debate has arisen as a reaction to United States penetration in Iraq. We cannot see into the future, but in this paper we will cover aspects of Iraq that would possibly help us predict what and where Iraq will be and stand in the next decade to come. In the process of arriving to this prediction we will analyze Iraq’s policy goals, domestic and internationally, and its ideologies and nationalism. Finally, we will see if Iraq participates in regional or global organizations and alliances, if any.
        What seems as major foreign policy goals today differs from the goals during the Hussein regime. It is necessary that we recognize the roots of Iraq’s policy, and then elaborate on its current policy. From 1978 to 2003, Iraq’s policy did not seem to shift too much. During this period it had ties with the Soviet Union and France. In the early 1970s Iraq actually leaned toward the Western ideology of anti-communism due in part by trade pressures. Saddam Hussein was known to have many books of Stalin in his headquarters-this would indicate that he agreed and possibly admired Stalin’s theories of government. France also was a friend to Iraq from the 1970s up to the 1980s. France assisted Iraq in its initial nuclear enrichment project.  Today Iraq still seems to still hold ties that conflict with the United States interest. For example according to the New York Times, although Iraq went to war with Iran in 1980 which was supported by the US and the Soviet Union, as of October 17, 2007 Iraq has contracted with Iranian AND Chinese companies, or MNCs,  to help promote the reconstruction, specifically its energy infrastructure. Iraq has undergone agreements that would award these companies $1.1 billion dollars in contracts for building electric plants. This, of course, has serious implications for Iraq’s foreign policy objectives and interests.  It is common knowledge that the United States is directly partaking in the involvement of democratizing the new Iraq and also that it is undergoing negotiations with Iran to halt its testing on nuclear enrichment. It is safe to say that the super-power expects a certain degree of band-wagoning from Iraq. This means not partaking in any involvement with the United States’ “enemies,” such as Iran. In addition to this issue that will no doubt affect its policies in the near future, other policy goals may include using the United States as a resource. Iraq’s interests may be fulfilled in the long haul, creating a democratic running of its politics. History has shown that democracies tend to be the most successful nations in terms of GNP, and demonstrating a democratic nationalism gives a sort of “lee-way” to negotiate with more nations by building credibility.  
Will this backfire for the United States? Possibly. This will depend on the “enemies” and “friends” Iraq has today and will obtain in the future. The EU has opened opportunities for positive relations with Iraq. Upon successfully meeting their conditions, the EU sets timelines for elections to take place and to enhance formal political dialogue with the European Union.
The criteria also called for Iraq to draft a constitution. Is this a forced-upon friendship? Some would insist “yes,” but is a friendship nonetheless. Reflecting on the newly surfaced relations with Iranian power companies, we can predict that it will lead to talks and negotiations. In terms of enemies, this is a bit conflicting to cover considering that within the state of Iraq, three nations exist: Kurds, Shiites and Sunnis. These nations seem to be in constant conflict with each other.
        Iraq will depend on its main engine to reconstruct itself- oil.  Its new government needs to use this rich resource and apply it to its poverty rate and unemployment rate- its development as a nation in general. As mentioned before, trade among democracies is the most efficient and successful in terms of GNP in the world. Iraq will definitely find itself even more on the benefiting side when relations succeed with the ultimate super-power, in terms of trade, the EU. In addition, domestic variables, such as the five that were discussed in class also affect its domestic foreign policy.

It is quite difficult to truly compare and describe the five domestic variables to the situation in Iraq at the moment because of the large U.S. involvement for the past four years, but it is becoming clearer. Since the U.S. invaded and took over Iraq in 2003 the government has gone from being a totalitarian to a democratic system similar to many other European governments with a parliamentary system. The first leader that the U.S. put into power as Prime Minister was Iyad Allawi who had close ties to the CIA and could be trusted by the U.S. government to support them and the actions they took in Iraq. So the first real democratic leader of Iraq wasn’t actually voted in democratically, he was just put in by a foreign government because he was someone they could trust. So when you look at the idiosyncratic variable of domestic variables you see a leader whose background characteristics are cognitive and opened minded towards foreign troops being on his land.


The current Prime Minister of Iraq today is Nouri al-Maliki, who was voted in using the parliamentary system and with 75% of the registered Iraqi population voting. This is an enormous step in Iraq beginning to pull away from relying on the U.S. and it proves that Iraq has the possibility to function without the U.S. having to stay for a longer period of time. Nouri al-Maliki also has shown that he is not afraid to use his power against the U.S. if they try to push him or the people of Iraq around, for instance he demanded that the privately contracted security company known as Blackwater needs to leave Iraq in the next six months because of their trigger-happy killings of innocent Iraqi civilians. Al-Maliki is beginning to fit the role of a sovereign leader who has been put into power by his people, so time will tell how he decides to organize his country’s foreign policies once the U.S. leaves. 


There is a great disunity among the three major groups known as the Shiite, the Sunni, and the Kurds, located throughout the country. The Kurds have been the main power for a while and have a tremendous amount of power in the Iraqi government at the moment, which is leading to many uprisings and civil wars between the three groups. Having one large power makes it hard to decide on any kind of foreign policy when the other two do not agree and will use any tactics necessary, including bombings and other acts of violence, in order to get their voices heard as well. 


Iraq does not have a great deal to offer foreign countries besides oil due to their low abundance of usable land to grow crops and their lack of water to farm as well. The rivers they do possess have been drained because of government water control projects in which they dry up or divert the feeder streams and rivers. Oil, which is discussed in detail below, has been their most important and basically only real export money maker for their economy. With the U.S. in charge of their oil supplies at the moment though they will have difficulty trading all they have to offer with any other foreign powers that could help stabilize the country.

It is difficult to tell what kind of resources Iraq has currently when it comes to economic and military capabilities because since 2003 the U.S. has dismantled the Iraqi army and hurt Iraq’s economy drastically. Before the U.S. invasion Iraq had seven different branches to their military: the Army, Republican Guard, Navy, Air Force, Air Defense Force, Border Guard Force, and Fedayeen Saddam. Their availability for military manpower exceeded 5.9 million men, and they had a little over 3.3 million men fit for military service. Iraq had a large amount of soldiers, but they were not trained and organized as well as some of their neighbors or the U.S. forces.


The U.S. has begun training Iraqi soldiers to try and bring their military back to power in order to put down any insurgents that may try to take over when the foreign powers no longer have soldiers stationed to help them. Eventually, Iraq will have a full military force again with better training and organization which will help them in pursuing their foreign policy objectives in the future and be taken more seriously as a power among other states. At the moment though, Iraq relies almost entirely on foreign help (U.S. help mostly) when it comes to military power.


Iraq does not have a tremendous amount of natural resources to help support and stimulate their struggling economy. Iraq has petroleum, natural gas, phosphates, sulfur, and oil for its main natural resources that it can export to other countries. Iraq’s economy is dominated by its oil sector, which has traditionally provided about 95% of foreign exchange earnings. They have had a long list of problems with their oil revenues since the eight year war with Iran in the 1980s and then the economic sanctions forced upon them after their invasion of Kuwait in 1990. The UN made Iraq become part of an oil-for-food program starting in 1999 in which Iraq was allowed to export limited amounts of oil in exchange for food, medicine, and some infrastructure spare parts. This helped improve conditions for the average Iraqi citizen, but it definitely hurt the Iraqi economy because they had limits on how much oil they could produce and export. In the past, Iraq’s main export countries have been Russia, France, Switzerland, and China, but it is unknown right now which of these countries is still receiving exports from Iraq due to the U.S. influence and presence in Iraq. Hopefully in the near future exports will be under control of Iraq again and more money can flow into the already struggling economy. 


When examining its foreign policy objectives, it is immediately clear that Iraq is an unusually complex state in terms of its nationalistic and ideological tendencies, stemming from its rather arbitrarily-drawn borders as a British mandate by 1926. To understand the complexities, it should be noted that several “nationalisms” exist in Iraq based on ethnicity and political divisions. Kurdish nationalism is strong amongst that ethnicity in the as-yet non-existent territory of Kurdistan (which includes Northern Iraq); the majority Arab population at times identifies with Pan-Arabism, which transcends national boundaries; and finally Iraqi state nationalism exists in conflict with the previous two. While religion is most often intricately woven into a people’s nationalism, Iraq presents a special case. Certainly Iraqi nationalism is defined in large part by adherence to Islam, as both Arabs and Kurds are overwhelmingly Muslim. However, problems arise because Iraqis as Muslims are split along sectarian lines: roughly 60% are Shiite, while about 35% are Sunni. Sectarian identity in the case of Iraq is an ideological one, and not a nationalistic one. Therefore, at times when the citizens of Iraq exhibit a strong sense of national identity (that is, as Iraqis), their ideological identity in terms of their Islamic sect is highly dampened. This works in reverse as well: the stronger Iraqis identify with either Shiite or Sunni Islam, the less they identify with the Iraqi state. In its short history, Iraq’s people have at certain times chosen to primarily identify themselves in a variety of ways, whether it be Kurd, Arab, Iraqi, Sunni, or Shiite. 

To further complicate matters, these identities are not homogeneous entities, as the Kurds and some Arabs are Sunni, while other Arabs are Shiite, but all Arabs are ethnically distinct from Kurds. At various times in its history, Iraq has seen severe surges and declines in nationalism, and it is sometimes not Iraqi state nationalism. Instead, the state is often divided along ethnic lines (between Kurdish and Arab nationalism), but especially in the last decade, ideology has taken rise in primary adherence to either Shiite or Sunni Islam as identity. 


The secular dictatorship of Saddam Hussein forged and fostered a strong sense of Iraqi nationalism through the manipulation of nationalist symbols and often through the institutional use of fear and force. To be Iraqi usually meant one was a Muslim and an Arab, and as such the Kurdish minority and the sectarian differences among Muslims were repressed. The sense of Iraqi nationalism began to strengthen during the long, horrific war with Iran between 1980 and 1988, as all Iraqis came together to fight against their bitter rival (that is to say, state nationalism surged because of the presence of the “other”). Just two years after that conflict ended, Hussein began to rally the nationalist spirit again by continually reinforcing Iraqi identity as a major reason for the invasion of Kuwait: that Kuwait was originally Iraqi territory and they had a natural right to it. The ensuing conflict with the United States served to strengthen Iraqi nationalism in the same way the conflict with Iran had. It was even further reinforced during the Gulf War due to the presence of Syrian and Saudi Arabs in support of the coalition (Arab nationalism within Iraq was severely dampened in favor of Iraqi nationalism). Thus, the 1980s and 1990s in Iraq were characterized by an intense sense of state nationalism due to more than a decade of conflict with neighboring states and the United States. Sectarian Islam as an ideology was greatly reduced as a result of this, both through internal repression and the fact that in each of these cases, Muslim states were the enemy. 


The 2003 toppling of the Hussein regime by the American invasion drastically changed all this. No longer were the people of Iraq held together by the iron fist of a government that placed secular state identity above all else. The destruction, chaos, and near anarchy caused by the war and the ongoing insurgency unleashed a Shiite population that had for years been violently repressed, and now seeks vengeance against its Sunni oppressors. This has had the adverse affect of driving Iraqis into the arms of sectarian leaders, who for most of the past four years were best able to provide security against the whirlwind of violence that the invasion released, as each sect brutally attacks and retaliates against the other. In addition, the Kurdish population of the north is once again seeking greater autonomy or even separation from the majority Arab state that has throughout its history violently kept them down. The conflict has evolved into no less than a civil war, and until only very recently the concept of Iraqi nationalism seemed to have died with Hussein. American politicians speak very seriously of a tripartite division of Iraq into three new states, one Shiite, one Sunni, and one Kurd, precisely for the reason that there appears to no longer be an Iraq. However, as bleak and hopeless as this outlook has been since the invasion, several very recent events have begun to reverse this surge of ideology in favor of state nationalism again.


According to a study conducted by the University of Michigan Institute for Social Research, more than 50% of Iraqis polled describe themselves as primarily “Iraqi”, rather than “Muslim” or “Arab”. That figure one year earlier was a mere 28%. Part of this resurgence of nationalist feeling is a general disfavor among Iraqis of both sects of a religious government, similar to the theocracy of Iran. Iraq’s government has traditionally been secular, and popular opinion reflects the desire for the new government to remain that way. Also, the vigorous debates occurring in the United States Congress and the seemingly widespread American support for a partitioned Iraq has actually done much to galvanize Iraqis into agreement. The partition proposal is not popular among any group in Iraq and the greater it is pushed in the United States, the greater Iraqi opposition to it. This resurgent nationalism manifested itself in the Iraqi soccer team’s Asian Cup championship victory in July 2007. Iraqis took to the streets celebrating, waving Iraqi national flags, and demonstrating a wave of nationalist sentiment not seen for many years. Although the reality of the unabated violence that continues, as well as the government’s inability to control it, make Iraq’s future as a stable democracy look doubtful, these events of the past few months are a clear indicator that the people favor change and there is still a strong underlying sense of nationalism amidst the ideological sectarian strife.


Finally, in regards to the Kurds, a parallel rise of Kurdish nationalism since the 2003 invasion not only threatens the survivability of the Iraqi state, but puts immense pressure on the entire region, especially Turkey. According to Robert Olson, the “liberation” of the Kurds from Hussein’s regime, combined with American use of Kurdish forces to fight the insurgency, Turkish hesitation to get involved in Iraq, and Turkish bids for EU entry are among the main reasons for the emergence of a de facto independent Kurdistan in northern Iraq, whose existence is an enormous threat to the state. Olson claims that the key to quelling Kurdish nationalism is for the United States and Turkey to offer much-needed economic incentives, but as yet not much progress is being made in that direction. If the current lack of attention toward Kurdish developments continues, Turkey and the broader region may soon face a secessionist Kurdistan that will profoundly alter the Middle Eastern situation, not to mention the ramifications it will have on the state of Iraq.


Another issue of the fledgling Iraqi state is its relationship with international organizations, the extent to which it is involved in them, and how these things have changed since start of the war. At first glance, nothing seems to have changed, as Iraq continues its membership with a multitude of international organizations and alliances, the most important of which include the United Nations, OPEC, and the Arab League. However, what has changed is the nature of Iraq’s position in and relationship to these organizations. Whereas before 2003, Iraq acted as any other sovereign state insomuch as being a driving factor for these groups, since international organizations are run by the states they are composed of. The situation now is very different, as the Iraqi state is more often than not the target of international aid and the receiver of these organizations’ actions. The primary example is the United Nations. Iraq has continued its membership in the United Nations despite the regime change and occupation by the United States. In fact, its representatives are serving on the Economic and Society Council until their rotation ends in 2009. As of yet the new Iraqi government has not made any move toward accepting compulsory ICJ jurisdiction, but it is working through a standby agreement with the IMF toward rebuilding its fractured economy. Such organs of the UN and other groups have been mildly influential in the rebuilding of Iraq, but so far most of the work is being done through the United States. In terms of oil production, production was only limited by the UN and US for the two months between the start of the invasion in March and May 2003. UN Resolution 1483 ended civilian sanctions, withdrew its monitors on crude oil production, and agreed to phase out its food-for-oil program in six months. The US followed suit by lifting its sanctions and endorsing the resolution. In most other areas, however, the government is in large part working with private contractors and companies, such as a debt reduction agreement it has negotiated with the Paris Group, a highly powerful transnational corporation that is active in the Middle East and Eastern Europe. 


Probably Iraq’s most important membership is that of OPEC. 95% of Iraq’s foreign exchange earnings come from its oil exports, and its relationship with OPEC has been and continues to be critical to the survival of its economy. Saddam Hussein had many dealings with OPEC and especially during the mid-90s put pressure on the organization to crack down on states such as Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates for over-producing their quotas. On May 22, 2003, the UN Security Council voted 14-0 in favor of allowing the United States and United Kingdom full control of Iraq’s oil revenues to work toward rebuilding the state, and Iraq continues to be unbound by the quota system (since 1998). However, OPEC was able to continue meeting its production standards with little difficulty by bringing in extra reserves of its other members. Since the invasion, Iraq has had little influence on OPEC compared to that which it previously enjoyed under Hussein, and the administration of its industry by the United States is certainly a setback, but there is no indication that Iraq will not return to the level of involvement within OPEC that it once enjoyed sometime in the near future.


The status of Iraq as a sovereign state in the international community has been unique since the American invasion of 2003. Most of Iraq’s support for rebuilding infrastructure, its economy, and its new democratic system comes from the United States, its coalition, and a whole host of transnational actors that normally do not have so much influence on a sovereign state. The sudden and drastic change in government that has occurred in the past four years and the detriments the war has caused to its economy and society has plunged the Iraqi people into chaos, which as yet shows few signs of letting up. As a state experiencing what amounts to full-blown civil war, Iraq has a long way to go toward returning to a stable state in the system. In terms of international politics, it has little time, resources, or energy to look outward, and is entirely concerned with what’s going on domestically. That’s not to say the situation in Iraq does not affect global politics, especially since it is the United States that has the greatest stake and influence there. Iraq and the United States have become inexorably linked in the international arena, and it is going to take a lot of time and work before Iraq is handed back its full sovereignty.
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