Comparative Politics

Domestic Responses to Global Challenges

Sixth Edition

Charles Hauss

George Mason University,
Search for Common Ground

: WADSWORTH AusFralia ° ‘Brazil. e Japan e I.<orea ® Mexico eSingapore
" CENGAGE Learning’ Spain ® United Kingdom e United States




CHAPTER OUTLINE

m Before We Begin

m Fiasco

m Thinking about Iraq

® The Third War and the New Irag
m Feedback

®m Conclusion: Fiasco Revisited

°
Mosul
(A} Mawsil)

IRAQ

Baghda&?,

Kerbala *®

.Nmﬁ




CHAPTER

Iraq

Iraq

Size
Population
Ethnic groups

Religious groups
GDP per capita
Currency
Capital

Prime Minister

President

437,009 sq. km. Roughly twice
the size of Idaho

27,500,000 with at least
2,000,000 in exile

Arabs 75-80%, Kurds 15-20%,

Others 5%

Muslims 97%, Others 3%
$1,900

1,466 new Iraqi dinars = US$1
Baghdad

Nuri al-Maliki (2006-)

Jalal Talabani (2005-)

Tasting the blood of collaborators is better
than that of occupiers.
STATEMENT BY AN UNIDENTIFIED
GROUP OF INSURGENTS, JUNE 2004

BEFORE WE BEGIN

his will be the most inconclusive and controversial
chapter in Comparative Politics.

It will be inconclusive because the war is still being
fought, and the transition to a new government that might
bring stability let alone democracy to this troubled country
will not be completed soon. It will be controversial because
people inside Iraq and abroad still disagree strongly about
the proper path that should be followed.

That said, this chapter may not be quite as controver-
sial as you might think. Because its focus is on the domes-
tic politics of Iraq, I will not spend a lot of time discussing
the more controversial aspects of the American-led inva-
sion of 2003. Instead, I will focus on the domestic politics of
Iraq and how they led to the confrontation that destroyed
Saddam Hussein's regime and so much of the country he
ruled for a quarter century.

Fiasco

evertheless, we cannot start without putting Iraq’s dif-
ficulties in the context of the three wars it has fought
since the 1980s, most notably the one initiated by the
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Saddam Hussein is led into a
courtroom on Thursday,

1 July 2004, at Camp Victory,
a former Saddam palace on
the outskirts of Baghdad.

© Karen Ballard/AP Photo

United States and its allies in 2003. That third war led to
the collapse of Saddam Hussein (1936-2006), his regime,
and eventually his arrest and execution.

While few people shed a tear for one of the most des-
potic leaders of our time, the speedy American victory on
the battlefield led to a prolonged insurgency that left 160,000
American troops in the country four years after President
Bush declared that major combat operations had ended.
Almost 4,000 American troops had been killed since then.
No one really knows how many Iraqis have died, but most
estimates start at ten times that number.

Supporters and opponents of the war alike are troubled
by what the Washington Post reporter Thomas Ricks calls
a Fiasco.! Indeed, as I write in September 2007, both the
United States and Iraq are trying to forge policies that can
provide that elusive stability there and allow American and
other allied troops to return home.

In Irag, there have been some positive steps, includ-
ing the first reasonably free election ever held in that
country. However, the bottom line is that the country was
in the middle of a civil war. More than 2 million people
had fled the country as a result. Particularly dangerous
were neighborhoods in which Sunni and Shiites (see the
section on the basics below) had lived together for genera-

'Ricks, Thomas, Fiasco. New York: Penguin, 2006.

tions, but now experienced ethnic cleansing which meant
that members of whichever group was in the minority was
forced out of the neighborhood and often killed. On most
days, suicide bombers blew up their cars and killed dozens
of people in Baghdad and other cities in central and south-
ern Irag. Many Iraqis had electricity for no more than four
hours a day. The overall infrastructure of roads, utilities,
schools, hospitals, and more was in far worse shape than
it was before the war began. In short, the country was in
shambles.

The war was also controversial in the United States, the
United Kingdom, and other countries that joined what Bush
called the “coalition of the willing.” The growing opposi-
tion to the war in Britain was the main reason Prime Minis-
ter Tony Blair had to resign in summer 2007. In the United
States, dissatisfaction with the war had turned George Bush
into one of the most unpopular presidents ever.

On the day I started this chapter, General David
Petraeus (1952-) began his testimony before congressional
committees that were trying to determine when or if Ameri-
can troops should be withdrawn. Petraeus is widely seen to
be an expert on counter insurgency tactics and on strate-
gies that could have built support from average Iraqis who
were caught up in the fighting. Oddly enough, people who
both supported and opposed the war are now convinced
that things would have been dramatically different had
Petraeus been in charge of postwar reconstruction from
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Petraeus testifying to the House of Reprsentatives on 10 September
2007.

the beginning. Unfortunately, Petraeus was put in charge of
the surge of troops that many felt was the Bush administra-
tion’s last hope of rescuing the United States and Iraq from
Ricks'’s fiasco.

In short, this chapter is going to be the most controver-
sial in the book because politics in Iraq has divided and dis-
rupted so many countries. But, as noted earlier, our focus
will be on Iraq in two main respects. First, how did Iraq get
to the point that it fought those three destructive wars that
all but destroyed what could well have become the wealthi-
est and most democratic country in the Middle East? Sec-
ond, why have Iraq and the international community had
so much trouble restoring order there since the overthrow
of Saddam?

Because of these two questions, this chapter has to be
organized differently from most of the others. That is to say,
we will have to work our way twice through Iraqi politics,
treating the regimes before and after the fall of Saddam
separately.

THINKING ABOUT IRAQ

f we could go back in time and conduct a poll in July

1990, we would undoubtedlylearn that most Westerners
did not know who Saddam Hussein was, let alone where
Iraq was located. That was the case even though Iran and
Iraq had just ended an eight-year war that killed at least
half a million people in each country.

Ever since, Saddam Hussein and his country have
been on center stage. The sudden upsurge of interest in
this hitherto little-known couniry began because of Iraq’s
invasion of its small, oil-rich neighbor Kuwait on 2 August
1990. In an unprecedented display of cooperation, most of
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the international community, including both superpowers
and several Arab states, denounced Iraq’s actions and de-
manded its withdrawal. After Iraq refused to do so and
the United Nations approved an international military re-
sponse, President George H. W. Bush ordered the interna-
tional coalition he led into the Gulf War, which resulted in
the defeat of Iraq on the battlefield but not the overthrow of
Saddam’s regime.

Twelve years later, President Bush's son, George W.
Bush, led a much smaller coalition of states into another
war with Iraq. It seemed to end just as quickly and just as
decisively. But, as we already saw, while the United States
succeeded in toppling Saddam Hussein's regime, it un-
leashed an Iraqi resistance that bogged down American
and other occupying troops and reminded many observ-
ers of American involvement in Vietnam in the 1960s and
1970s.

The Basics

Any discussion of Iraqi politics must begin with the legacy
of more than thirty years of brutal rule by the Baath Party
and the man who was its undisputed leader from 1979 until
2003, Saddam Hussein. As in Stalin’s Soviet Union, a total-
itarian regime was established by a narrowly based party
that claimed to speak for the masses but that, in fact, rep-
resented little more than a tiny group of activists who were
never able to develop much genuine popular support.

Individual and minority rights were subordinated to
the "needs” of the state, which the party claimed it repre-
sented. Dissenters were systematically denounced as “trai-
tors” and “enemies of the state,” and the most prominent of
them were executed after a series of well-publicized show
trials that succeeded in instilling massive fear of the regime.

However, as in any country, we cannot understand
Irag’s politics without first considering some of the coun-
try’s social and economic features because those character-
istics give rise to many of the political issues Iraq faced dur-
ing Saddam Hussein's years in power and the difficulties it
confronts today.

Economic Potential

One of the tragedies of Iraqi politics is that its current
plight was by no means inevitable. Different policy choices
could have led to a very different outcome, including pros-
perity for most Iraqgis.

By third world standards, Iraq has tremendous re-
sources. There are over 100 billion barrels of oil (one bar-
rel holds forty-two gallons) under its soil, which represents
15 percent of all known Middle Eastern reserves. Only Saudi
Arabia has more. Many geologists believe that Iraq has
more undiscovered oil than any other country in the region.
Thus, in 1987, it was estimated that Iraq would not run out
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of oil for another 140 years at production levels prevailing
at the time.

Iraq also has significant agricultural potential, despite
a southwestern region that is a desert and the high salt con-
tent of the soil elsewhere. There are surprisingly fertile areas
in the Kurdish regions of the north and along the banks of
the Tigris and Euphrates rivers, which provide ample water
for irrigation and the generation of electricity.

Iraq’s other major resource is its population. With more
than twenty-five million people, it is relatively large, espe-
cially when compared with Saudi Arabia and the smaller
Gulf states, and can therefore support a diversified and in-
tegrated economy. Moreover, Iraq’s labor force is relatively
skilled and well educated by regional standards.

As a result, Iraq could easily be an economically suc-
cessful country. In fact, in the mid-1970s, following the
worldwide quadrupling of oil prices, many observers pre-
dicted that it would soon emerge as the economic power-
house of the Arab world.

Although some of this newfound wealth was used to
modernize the country’s infrastructure and provide Iragis
with an enhanced standard of living, the staggering increase
in oil revenues mostly enabled the regime to buy sophisti-
cated weapons to both strengthen its political control and to
build up the military.

Diversity

Iraq’s population is more than 95 percent Muslim. Behind
this apparent homogeneity, however, lies a sharp distinc-
tion between Sunni and Shiite Muslims and Arabs and
Kurds.

Iragi population figures are notoriously inaccurate.
Nonetheless, the best guess is that approximately 60 per-
cent of the population is Shiite and approximately 35 per-
cent is Sunni, with the majority of them being Kurds.

The origins of the Sunni-Shiite rivalry dates back to the
dawn of Islamic history. The prophet Muhammad died in
632 without naming a successor to head the rapidly expand-
ing Muslim empire he had created. Almost immediately, his
followers split into two camps. The one that became Sunnis
believed that the most prominent members of the commu-
nity should select the new leader, or caliph, on the basis of
personal attributes such as piety, wisdom, morality, leader-
ship ability, and general competence. Others, however, con-
tended that the leadership of the Islamic community should
stay in the prophet’s family. They believed that Muhammed
had designated his cousin, son in law, and close companion,
Ali, to be his successor. They were called Shiites, a word
derived from Shi’at Ali which means “the partisans of Ali”

(www.arches.uga.edu/~godlas/home html).

Although the soon-to-be Sunnis won the argument, Ali
was eventually elected to the caliphate in 656 after the death

of Uthman, the third caliph. However, Muawiyah, Uthman’g
nephew and governor of Syria, refused to accept this deci-
sion. Eventually, Muawiyah prevailed and established the
Damascus-based Umayyad dynasty (661-750).

The Shiites never recognized Umayyad rule and con-
tinued to claim that only the descendants of Ali had the
right to govern the Islamic community. In 680 Ali’s second
son, Hussein, led a group of his followers in an armed upris-
ing against the Umayyad dynasty. Despite his bravery anqd
courage, Hussein was defeated and killed at Kerbala in what
is now southern Iraq.

The story of Hussein’s defeat lies at the heart of Shiite
culture, especially its emphasis on martyrdom. To the
Shiites, who rapidly became the most important minority
sect within Islam, the battle of Kerbala symbolizes worldly
injustice and the triumph of the forces of evil over the forces
of good. More significantly, the defeat widened the gulf be-
tween the two main Islamic sects. In the following centuries,
what initially had been limited to a disagreement over who
should succeed the prophet became a full-fledged religious
and political schism that continues to be felt throughout the
Muslim world.

In addition to the Sunni-Shiite split, Iraqgis are also
divided into two main ethnic groups—Arabs and Kurds.
(See figure 14.1.) About 75 percent of Iraq's population is
Arab—that is, people who speak Arabic and identify with
Arab culture. The Kurds, who represent 20 percent of the

FIGURE 14.1 Distribution of Ethnic Groups in Iraq
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population, speak Kurdish, which has nothing in common
with Arabic. Kurds also have their own history and modes of
social and political organization. Indeed, they have less in
common with Iraq’s Arab majority than they do with other
Kurdish communities in Turkey, Iran, Syria, and the former
Soviet Union. In fact, Kurds are the largest ethnic group in
the world without their own state.

Key Questions

As noted in Chapter 11, most less developed countries
struggle with three related problems—economic develop-
ment, ethnic tensions, and limited prospects for democra-
tization. These are key issues in Iraqi politics as well. How-
ever, given the discussion so far, it should be clear that we
need to focus on other questions as well. In particular:

B How were Saddam Hussein and the men around him
able to create such a powerful regime?

B Howwere they able to sustain it despite all the set-
backs of the two decades before the 2003 war?

®  What are the likely outcomes following the war that
began in 2003 and the tumult that followed it?

The Evolution of the Iraqi State

In European liberal democracies, the development of the
state was mostly an indigenous process that spanned hun-
dreds of years. Consequently, when the twentieth century
began, most Europeans already thought of themselves as
belonging to a “nation”"—a group of people bound together
by a common history, a shared culture, a sense of collec-
tive identity, and a willingness to live together.

By contrast, few third world countries are more than a
half-century old in their current form, and imperialist pow-
ers often arbitrarily imposed their boundaries. As a result,
countries like Iraq have had to simultaneously address
both state and nation building under less than auspicious
circumstances.

Urban civilization began some six thousand years
ago in the city-state of Sumer in what is now southern Iraq

"'""{www.al—bab.corn/arab/countries/iraq/history.htm). The
Sumerians were the first to invent writing by drawing pic-
tures on clay tablets, and they invented irrigation, literature,
mathematics, architecture, metal working, transportation
(they built the first wheeled chariot), and astronomy (they
produced the first reasonably accurate calendars). Their
successors added to those accomplishments—most nota-
bly, the Babylonians, who produced the Code of Hammu-
rabi, the first complete legal framework. After their region of
Mesopotamia was incorporated into the Muslim empire
during the seventh century, its fame and prosperity reached
new heights. Baghdad was the seat of the Abbassid dynasty
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(750-1258), during which time Islamic civilization reached
its peak while Europe still lived in the Dark Ages.

Given its strategic location on the eastern flank of the
Arab world and its defenseless border, Iraq was always cov-
eted by foreign powers that sought to dominate the region.
Its period as one of the leading cultural centers in the world
came to an end when the Mongols invaded and destroyed
Baghdad in 1258 and slaughtered 100,000 Iraqgis. A century
and a half later, in 1394, the invading Tatars reportedly built
a pyramid with the skulls of their unfortunate victims in the
small provincial town of Tikrit, where Saddam Hussein was
born 543 years later.

Even this brief overview should illuminate the distin-
guished history of the area that is now Iraq. Yet Iraq as a
distinct political unit is barely eighty years old. Until World
WarIbroke out, “Iraq” was nothing more than an ill-defined
region of the Ottoman Empire.

In 1914, the already weakened Ottoman authorities
made what turned out to be a disastrous choice when they
entered World War 1, siding with Germany and the Austro-
Hungarian Empire against France, Britain, and Russia. Dur-
ing the war, the Ottoman Empire collapsed, which gave
Britain and France the opportunity to divide its former Arab
provinces between themselves. They created entirely new
countries, the borders of which were drawn to fit Britain’s
and France's colonial ambitions and did not reflect the dis-
tribution of religious, ethnic, and linguistic groups or the
wishes of the populations involved. Iraq was one of these
new countries. (See table 14.1.)

In 1916, when most of the Arab world was still under
Ottoman control, British officials struck a deal with a group
of local leaders. In an attempt to facilitate the allied war ef-
fort, they promised to support the creation of one large Arab
state after the war if the Arabs rose up against the Ottomans.
The Arabs lived up to their side of the bargain, but the British
did not. By 1920, Arabs found themselves living in separate
countries under regimes installed and controlled by either
France or Britain. Understandably, the Arabs felt bitter and
betrayed. To complicate matters for the future, no Kurdish
state was created.

TABLE 14.1 Key Events in Iraqi History

YEAR EVENT

1919 Treaty of Versailles, giving Britain mandate over
Iraq

1932 Nominal independence

1958 Overthrow of monarchy

1963 First, short-lived seizure of power by Baath Party

1968 Definitive seizure of power by Baath Party

1979 Saddam Hussein takes control
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The British imposed a constitutional monarchy on
Iraq, a political system entirely alien to the area’s customs
and traditions. They then added insult to injury by select-
ing a foreigner to be Iraq’s first king. Faisal I was a member
of the prestigious and pro-British Hashemite family, whose
roots lay not in Iraq but in the western part of what is now
Saudi Arabia.

From the beginning, therefore, the Iraqi government
lacked legitimacy. It also had to contend with the hetero-
geneity of Iraq’s population. When the British created Iraq,
they brought together disparate ethnic, religious, and tribal
groups, none of whom considered themselves “Iragi” nor
wanted to become part of the new country. In fact, some of
the groups artificially stitched together by the British had a
long history of mutual distrust and hostility. Thus, it was not
easy to forge a cohesive political community out of a patch-
work of rival groups that shared neither a common heritage
nor a willingness to live together.

During the 1920s and 1930s, the task of the new regime
was made even more difficult by the presence of rebellious
Kurdish and Shiite tribes and by traditional feelings of dis-
trust toward any central authority.

In 1932, Iraq became formally independent, although
British advisers continued to exert tremendous influence
over the kingdom. The minority Sunni Arabs controlled
every regime since Iraq gained its independence until the
defeat of Saddam. Their domination grew out of a legacy of
the Sunni-ruled Ottoman Empire, which systematically dis-
criminated against Shiites. It continued under the monar-
chy, when Shiites and Kurds were forced into the new state
against their will.

After twenty-six years under the monarchy, a group of
military officers overthrew the regime but retained Sunni
domination. In retrospect, the demise of the monarchy
seemed all butinevitable, consideringits consistentlynarrow
base of support, the poor quality of the men at the helm, its
perceived subservience to British interests, and its unwilling-
ness or inability to reduce glaring social inequalities and to
reach out to arapidly growing and politicized middle class.

The decisive moment in the downfall of the monarchy
came after the spread of pan-Arab, socialist ideologies in
the army’s ranks. Riding a wave of popular discontent, Arab
nationalist officers, led by General Qasim, organized a suc-
cessful coup and in 1958 established the first republican re-
gime in the country’s short history. It proved to be a republic
in name only. The country was ruled by heavy-handed army
officers for most of the first decade after the overthrow of the
monarchy. In 1963, the Baath Party overthrew the officers
then in power, but was itselfforced outin a matter of months.

In July 1968, the Baath came back to power. This time,
the Baathists were determined to stay in control, and they
rapidly moved to eliminate everyone else from positions

TABLE 14.2 Key Events in Iraq since the Baath Took Power

YEAR EVENT

1968 Baath Party seizes power

1970 Government signs autonomy agreement with Kurds
1972 Kurdish autonomy agreement collapses; war

breaks out in north between Baghdad and
Kurdish separatists

1975 Iran and Iraq agree on Kurds and Shatt al-Arab
waterway

Kurdish uprising collapses
Deportation and resettlement of Kurds

1979 Saddam Hussein becomes president

1980-88  Iran-Iraq War, including use of chemical weapons
against Kurdish civilians

1990 Invasion of Kuwait, Operation Desert Shield

1991 Gulf War

1995 Saddam’s son-in-law and former minister of industry,

Hussein Kamel al-Majid, defects to Jordan
Referendum gives Saddam Hussein another term

1996 Hussein Kamel al-Majid is pardoned, returns to Iraq,
is killed

Saddam launches attack on Kurdish enclave in north
Assassination attempt on Saddam'’s son, Uday

1998 Crisis between Irag and the West over UN weapons
inspections

Four-day bombing campaign of Iraq by American
and British forces

1999 Continued U.S. and U.K. bombing in response to
Iraqi violations of 1991 cease-fire terms

2003 U.S.-led invasion topples Baath regime

of influence. (See table 14.2.) Eleven years later, Saddam
Hussein forced his predecessor, Ahmad Hassan al-Bakr,
into retirement. He announced his ascension to the presi-
dency at a meeting of the Central Committee of the Baath
party, after which almost a third of its members were sum-
marily executed.

Afterward, he consolidated his own power along with
that of the party to the point that it was all but impossible to
separate the two, as we will see in the rest of this section. The
dictatorship of the Baath Party gave way to personal rule by
Saddam Hussein. Indeed, the state became little more than
a tool Saddam, his family, and the rest of his entourage used
to reinforce their hold on the country.

Iraq under Saddam

During the third of a century that Saddam Hussein and his
Baath colleagues ruled Iraq, they built a regime that had
a lot in common with the Soviet Union under Stalin and
Germany under Hitler (See Chapters 9 and 6 respectively).
Understanding what turned out to be a suicidal as well as
a tyrannical regime is vital to seeing why the country is in
such trouble today.
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Cultural Pluralism

Iraq's history produced a culture that political scientists
believe hinders the development of a stable, effective, and
popular regime, let alone a democracy. Even without the
years of repression under the Baath, Iraq would have had a
hard time creating any sense of national unity, let alone a
commitment to democracy.

As in most of the third world, religious and ethnic divi-
sions acted as a brake on the development of an Iraqi na-
tional identity. Instead, older, parochial identities thwarted
government efforts to promote any sense of Iraqi national-
ism. After all, Iraq originally was little more than an artifi-
cial conglomerate of tribes, clans, and religious and ethnic
groups that lived in isolation from one another for centu-
ries, had no tradition of political cooperation, and shared
a long history of mutual distrust and hostility. Some would
argue that that still is the case today.

The sharply differentiated religious and ethnic com-
munities were reluctant to give up their distinctive charac-
ter for an Iraqi identity mostly concocted by British colonial
officers. Although religious and ethnic cleavages did not al-
ways preclude cooperation between Sunnis and Shiites or
between Arabs and Kurds, they did make nation building
more difficult than in any of the other less developed coun-
tries considered in this book.

The Baath regime understood the need to defuse ten-
sions among Iraq’s ethnic and religious communities. Ac-
cordingly, it tried to convince Iragis that a common identity
rooted in the country’s Mesopotamian heritage transcends
its religious and ethnic divisions. Its propaganda portrayed
modern-day Iraqis as direct descendants of the ancient
Sumerians, Akkadians, and Babylonians. In addition, it in-
vested huge sums of money in the rebuilding of Babylon
and in archaeological excavations intended to showcase the
country’s pre-Islamic past.

However, these efforts failed because many Iraqis con-
tinued to identify primarily with their clan, ethnic, and reli-
gious groups. This is by no means uncommon in the third
world, butin Iraq, the way in which parochialism has played
itself out at both the mass and elite levels put exceptional
burdens on the former regime and seem likely to do so for
whatever government finally takes hold.

That means that the differences between Kurds and Ar-
abs and Shiites and Sunnis are a central element in Iraqi po-
litical culture. Those differences surged to the surface in the
monthsafter the U.S.-led invasion in 2003, but have been part
of the country’s political landscape for many generations.

The inability of Arabs and Kurds to coexist peacefully
has always been a major problem for Iraqi leaders. Given the
development of a Kurdish nationalist movement at the turn
of the twentieth century and the lip service paid by the Great
Powers to the principle of self-determination after World

@ Barry Iverson/Woodfin Camp & Associates
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A group of Kurdish rebels showing off a captured Iraqi airplane after
the first Gulf War.

War 1, the Kurds had hoped that the postwar settlement
would see the establishment of a Kurdish state. Instead, as
noted above, the Kurds found themselves scattered in five
countries, none of which they could call their own.

Most Kurds never accepted the crushing of their na-
tionalist aspirations. Consequently, their relationship with
successive Iraqi governments has been stormy. Kurdish
uprisings have punctuated Iraqi political life since the mid-
1920s. In turn, the Iraqi central authorities have always seen
Kurdish aspirations for autonomy as a threat to the coun-
try’s very existence. The fact that Kurdish insurgents were
supported by Iran, the United States, and other outsiders
did little to ease the tension between them and Iraq’s Arab
majority. Thus, at the height of the Iran-Iraq War, one of the
two main Iraqi Kurdish organizations, the Patriotic Union
of Kurdistan (PUK), cooperated with the Iranian army and
helped it seize a number of villages in Iraqi Kurdistan.

|
|
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Much of the blame for Arab-Kurdish hostility also lies
with a succession of Iraqgi governments that never made a
sincere effort to meet even limited Kurdish demands. In
1970, for instance, Kurdish leaders and Saddam Hussein
reached an agreement granting administrative autonomy
to Iraqi Kurdistan, the teaching of Kurdish in schools, the
use of Kurdish as the official language in the north, and the
increased representation of the Kurds in state institutions.
Within a year of signing the agreement, however, it had be-
come clear that the Baath leadership had no intention of
living up to its provisions. And, as many Westerners learned
for the first time in the run up to the invasion of Iraq, the au-
thorities in Baghdad used chemical and biological weapons
against its own Kurdish citizens during the war with Iran.
In postwar Iraq, the Kurdish-Arab split remains important.
Many Kurds are unwilling to live under a government dom-
inated by Arabs and want at least autonomy over their own
region if not outright independence. Meeting Kurdish de-
mands for more freedom from Baghdad while maintaining
the territorial integrity of Iraq will be a major challenge for
the new regime, especially since the Kurds have been out-
side Baghdad’s control since the Gulf War of 1991.

The split between the Arab Shiite and Sunni commu-
nities is likely to prove even more intense as the United
States and Iraqi authorities try to reconstruct the country.
Their antagonism stems more from political, social, and
economic differences than from theological disagreements.
There are differences of faith, as there are between Catho-
lics and Protestants in Northern Ireland. However, religion
has become more a symbol of communal identity, and a
way for Shiites to express their grievances over the inequali-
ties in wealth and power that have characterized Iraq since
its formation.

In the late 1960s, there was not a single Shiite on the
Revolutionary Command Council (RCC), which officially
sat atop the Baath Party. By the late 1980s, however, more
than 25 percent of the RCC members and close to 30 per-
cent of all party leaders were Shiites. They were represented

Key Concepts in Iraq

The first and most obvious conceptual question to ask is why
Iraq ended up with a totalitarian regime in the first place.
Second, readers have to ask themselves how much of
Traq's political culture is an outgrowth of its own history or
of the impact of outsiders.
Finally, in one sense, Iraq is the best example we
have of the impact of globalization. To be sure, we think of
globalization primarily in economic or cultural terms, but it
is also geopolitical and reflects the might the United States
exercises throughout the world.

© Ceerwan Aziz/Reuters/CORBIS

Shiite cleric Mugtada al-Sadr leads Friday prayers in the town of Kufa,
some 160 km south of Baghdad on 16 April 2004 at the height of
Shiite resistance to the U.S.-led occupation.

in numbers roughly proportional to their share of the popu-
lation at lower levels of the bureaucracy. Yet Shiites’ sense
that they were discriminated against erupted in the first
months after Saddam’s overthrow in one phase of the insur-
gency led by the cleric, Mugtada al-Sadr (1973-).

The Shiites’ sense of deprivation has also been fueled
by the pe}ception that their community has been discrimi-
nated against economically. Living conditions in the pre-
dominantly Shiite south were so miserable in the 1940s and
1950s that tens of thousands of Shiite peasants migrated
to Baghdad every year, where they formed the nucleus of
a rapidly developing urban proletariat in what used to be
Iknown as Saddam City and is now Sadr City. It is not sur-
prisingly a neighborhood that has been beset with inter-
communal violence since 2003.

The Baath regime worsened the already deep division
between the two sects. Initially this occurred because of the
party’s militantly secular orientation, which antagonized re-
ligious minded Shiites, and by its long-standing rivalry with
the Communist Party, which traditionally had recruited
heavily in the Shiite community. Tensions deepened follow-
ing the creation of a distinctly Shiite underground move-
ment, al-Da’wa al-Islamiyya (the Islamic Call), which called
for the establishment of an Islamic regime in the country.

'The Baath government responded to this challenge in a
particularly brutal manner in order to break the hold of re-
ligious leaders in the Shiite holy cities of Kerbala and Najaf.
Clerics and theology students suspected of being affiliated
with al-Da’wa were arrested and as many as forty thousand
of them were deported to Iran.

The outbreak of the Iran-Iraq War, however, forced the
regime to reconsider its strategy toward the Shiites. The fear
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that they might defect and support their coreligionists to the
eastled Saddam Hussein to temper his repression with vari-
ous measures designed to win them over, including bring-
ing a large number of them into the nominally governing
RCC.

But, the moderation was not to last. When Shiites
finally rose up in the wake of the first Gulf War, the authori-
ties’ brutal response only heightened Shiite antagonism to-
ward Baghdad. In order to flee the government, many Shiite
rebels took refuge in the southern marshes, which were a
vital part of the regional economy. Saddam had the marshes
drained in order to flush out the rebels and thus only rein-
forced the hatred many in the region felt toward the Sunni-
led regime.

A Culture of Secrecy and Fear

Iraq has also often been described as having an inward
looking and secretive culture, which stems in part from
the centuries of isolation after the Mongol and subse-
quent invasions. Mass and elite concerns about foreigners
include not only the West, but their relations with two of
their neighbors, Turkey and Iran. Neither is an Arab coun-
try. Both have vastly larger populations. In past centuries,
empires based in those countries invaded and occupied
at least parts of modern day Iraq long before the British
arrived.

That means that today’s Iraqis inherited reasonable
worries about their security, some of which are centuries
old. For instance, many Kurds still believe that Britain’s
decision to cede the Mosul region to Iraq in the early 1920s
was illegal. Eighty percent of Iraq’s water supply comes from
Turkey and Syria, where both the Tigris and Euphrates have
their origins. Turkey’s pro-Western government allowed al-
lied bombers to launch attacks from bases there during the
first Gulf War. Saddam'’s regime had similar worries about
Iran, epitomized by the dispute over the Shatt al-Arab River
in southeastern Iraq, which we will see in more detail later
in the chapter as we consider the events that gave rise to the
Iran-Iraq War.

Some Iragis, too, are concerned with what they see as
the Western desire to dominate the region. They have not
forgotten Britain’s broken promises to Arab nationalists
after World War I and continue to resent the way British co-
lonial officials drew the country’s borders. They remember,
too, that Britain was the real power behind the monarchy
and that it manipulated Iraqi affairs to further its colonial
interests.

The bitterness toward Britain in particular and the West
in general was compounded by the decisive role that West-
ern countries played in the creation of Israel. To this day,
many Iraqis regard Israel as an artificial entity imposed by
the colonial powers to divide and weaken the Arab world.
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CONFLICT IS THE name of the game in Iraqi politics.
Under Saddam Hussein, conflict from below was
largely suppressed. However, as the insurgencies since
the end of major combat operations in April 2003 have
shown, conflict among and within the three main re-
ligious and ethnic communities discussed in this sec-
tion is likely to haunt Iraqi politics for years to come.

Very little is being done to address the root
causes of the conflict. Those of us in the conflict reso-
lution community think it will be decades before the
generations of Kurdish versus Arab and Sunni versus
Shiite disputes can be overcome, even if Iragi and
American forces can put down the insurrection that
broke out within days of the overthrow of Saddam
Hussein’s regime.

After the Baath secured power, it actively encouraged
distrust of the West. Saddam Hussein and his colleagues
sought to limit the access of foreign visitors to Iraq, and
those who were allowed in could not travel freely or eas-
ily come into contact with average Iraqis. Any Iragis who
did were likely to have a “visit” from one of the security
forces that could put their careers—and even their lives—in
jeopardy.

A lradition of Political Violence

The last aspect of Iraqi popular culture is a propensity for
violence. As early as the seventh century, the area was
known for its turbulent nature, which coexists uneasily
with its tradition of authoritarian rule.

During the 1940s and 1950s, the uneven distribution of
wealth and the politicization of a new generation of Iraqis
dissatisfied with the authoritarian nature of the monarchy
resulted in social and political upheaval. In July 1958, wide-
spread popular discontent with the monarchy exploded in a
particularly bloody fashion that led to its destruction.

The aftermath of the revolution was no more peaceful.
In March 1959, local army commanders rose up against the
government of General Qasim in the northern city of Mosul.
For three days, the city was engulfed in violence and blood-
shed. Old personal grudges and family feuds were settled.
Qasim’s supporters were summarily executed. When it
became clear that the coup had failed, the government al-
lowed the Communist Party to go on a rampage and avenge

the earlier killings.
When the Baath Party finally overthrew Qasim in 1963,
his downfall turned into a particularly gruesome spectacle.
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His bullet-ridden corpse was shown for several days on
Iraqi television.

When the Baath Party finally solidified their power in
1968, the government was able to put a lid on most pub-
lic forms of violence—other than those it carried out itself.
Nonetheless, when they fell, the conflict burst back into the
open again and, along with the Kurdish/Arab divide, could
well imperil the future of Iraq as a country for decades to
come.

Political Participation under the Baath

Public involvement in political life under Saddam Hussein
was much like that in the Soviet Union before Mikhail
Gorbachev opened up the system. There were no oppor-
tunities for Iraqi citizens to express their opinions, espe-
cially those that were at odds with the regime.

Instead, to the degree that members of the mass pub-
lic were engaged in political life, they were mobilized to do
so by the Baathist authorities. For instance, massive dem-
onstrations were held in favor of the three wars the gov-
ernment fought before it was toppled. However, Western
observers were convinced that most people participated in
them because they were all but coerced into doing so by the
party and the state.

We can see the lack of real democratic political partici-
pation in the last two presidential elections under Saddam’s
reign. In 1995, 99.47 percent of the population went to the
polls, and, of them, 99.96 percent voted for Saddam Hussein.
In other words, no more than three thousand people did not
vote and no more than another three thousand cast a ballot
against Saddam. The regime outdid itself seven years later
when it reported a 100 percent turnout and 100 percent of
the voters casting ballots for Saddam. That may not have
been terribly surprising since participation was mandatory
and voters had to show their votes to poll watchers before
depositing them in the ballot boxes.

The limits on “demanding” public participation were
also evident in the extreme weakness of the Iraqi opposi-
tion. It had no open support inside the country and given
the repressive power of the regime (see the next section) it
was forced to operate from abroad. Many of those groups
were funded by the United States, Iran, and other opponents
of the Baath Party that further undercut their potential sup-
port at home, something we saw in the difficulties Iraqi gov-
ernments have had establishing themselves since 2003.

The little opposition that existed was highly frag-
mented. Some of these divisions reflect the country’s ethnic
and religious cleavages. Thus, the most outspoken critics of
the regime were mostly Kurds or Shiites. The one exception
was the Iraqi Communist Party, which protested the regime
in all parts of Irag, but like the Tudeh in Iran, it had been all
but completely destroyed by the 1990s.

After the first Gulf War, there was a Western-led gat.
tempt to create a broadly based opposition coalition—the
Iraqi National Congress (INC), which was headed by
Adnan Chalabi and all but completely funded by the Uniteq
States. Chalabi, a Shiite, has since been accused of secretly
passing information to the Iranian government and is all byt
completely discredited in the United States and Iraq. The
second-largest group was the Iraqi National Accord, led by
Ayad Alawi, who became the interim prime minister as the
United States began the transfer of power to Iraqis in 2004,

The State under Saddam

Most less developed countries have governmental institu-
tions that are elaborately laid out in their constitutions, In
some cases, such as India, those provisions define politi-
callife roughly to the degree that they do in industrialized
democracies. In many others, however, power rests pri-
marily with a single leader or a small group that is not con-
strained by constitutional language or conventional laws,
That was particularly true in Iraq, which was dominated
by one man and his entourage for a quarter century.

A Party State

As in the Soviet Union, we have to start any discussion of
Saddam’s state with the single party that controlled ev-
erything. The Baath Party was founded in the early 1940s
by two French-educated Syrian teachers—Michel Aflagq,
a Greek Orthodox Christian, and Salah al-Din al-Bitar,
a Sunni Muslim. Soon afterward, the party established
branches in Iraq, Jordan, and Lebanon.

Its ideology was always an ill-defined mixture of pan-
Arabism and non-Marxist socialism. The key to its political
philosophy was the premise that nation-states in the Arab
world were artificial entities created by colonial powers who
wanted to divide and weaken the region. Therefore, the par-
ty’s founders argued that only the unification of the various
Arab states would enable them to overcome underdevel-
opment and foreign domination, something they believed
the British and French had promised them during World
War 1. Their goals were reflected in the very name of their
party, since the word Baath in Arabic means “resurgence”
or “renaissance.”

Because Baathist leaders saw Arab countries as no
more than parts of a wider Arab nation, the party’s highest
decision-making body, the National Command, was a su-
pranational institution. Subordinated to it were the party’s
Regional Commands, which made up the leadership of the
Baath in each Arab country.

However, the notion that the Baath was a party that tran-
scended existing state boundaries soon became a fiction, as
country-based organizations asserted their independence
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from the National Command. In 1966, an important split
took place between the Syrian and Iraqi branches. From then
on Syria and Iraq each had their own “National Command”
that put national interests well above those of the “Arab
nation.”

After the Baath Party seized control in Baghdad in
1968, anyone who posed a potential threat to its monopoly
of power was retired, jailed, executed, dismissed, or reas-
signed to less-influential positions. All strategic positions in
the state machinery were given to trusted or long-standing
party members.

Saddam Hussein, then head of the party’s security ap-
paratus, orchestrated and directed this thorough “Baathiza-
tion” of the state. At the same time, he revamped the Baath
itself, transforming it from a small, underground party into
a mass-based organization. Full membership was reserved
for individuals who, after years of service, finally proved
their dedication to the regime. Membership in the party was
for life, and defection was punishable by death.

Like other totalitarian parties, the Baath relied on in-
doctrination to foster a sense of Iraqgi nationalism and un-
conditional loyalty. The party tightly controlled the media,
the curriculum at schools at all educational levels, and entry
into the teaching profession.

Thus, in the mid-1980s, when Iraq’s leadership was
courting U.S. support in its war with Iran, teachers in
Baghdad’s schools taught their students that Americans
were friends of the Iraqi people and that American visitors
deserved a particularly warm welcome. During the 1990-91
Gulf crisis, the same teachers taught children that Ameri-
cans were imperialists bent on dominating the Middle East
and destroying Iraq.

'The Baath also helped the authorities control the popu-
lation. It could do so because it literally was everywhere—
from small “cells” in neighborhoods and villages all the way
up to its national authorities. Party units were called “divi-
sions,” at the level of towns or urban neighborhoods, “sec-
tions,” which combined several divisions in a large city or
a region, and “branches” for the eighteen provinces plus
three for Baghdad.

The party had units in factories, universities, and gov-
ernment offices. It monitored the activities of journalists,
lawyers, doctors, peasants, and workers through unions
and professional organizations that the party controlled.
Party members reported on their colleagues’ and superiors’
performance and loyalty.

Therefore, there were really two distinct chains of au-
thority in the Iraqi state: the official, bureaucratic one and
the one associated with the Baath Party. State and party
were often played off against one another in an attempt
to weaken both and to diminish the possibility that either
could provide potential enemies of the regime with a power
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base. The confusion and delays that this generated are con-
sequences of a system that valued political control over bu-
reaucratic efficiency.

As such, two parts of the former Iraqi state—the Coun-
cil of Ministers (or cabinet) and the National Assembly—
might seem familiar at first glance, because they have the
same names as institutions frequently found in democratic
political systems. In fact, they had little in common with
their Western counterparts because they had next to no in-
fluence over policy making.

The cabinet did little more than implement policies
that had already been adopted by the president and the
RCC, which will be discussed shortly. The National Assem-
bly’s 250 members were only allowed to run for election af-
ter being handpicked by a committee controlled by Saddam
Hussein. In practice, all power was concentrated in the
hands of the Baath party leadership. Also, once Saddam
took control, the distinction between the party and his per-
sonal power all but disappeared.

The Cult of Personality
As was also the case in most totalitarian regimes, power
was concentrated in the hands of a single leader in what
is referred to as a cult of personality. When Elaine Sciolino
arrived to cover Iraqi politics after the invasion of Kuwait
in 1990, she asked her taxicab driver what he thought about
Saddam Hussein. His answer was short but to the point. He
tapped the dashboard of his car and said, “this is car, but if
Saddam Hussein says it is bicycle, it is bicycle.” In October
1991, Izzat Ibrahim, then vice chairman of the Revolu-
tionary Command Council, summed it up more briefly:
“Saddam Hussein is Iraq, and Iraq is Saddam Hussein.”

Huge billboards throughout the country portrayed
him in different guises—Saddam in a military uniform,
Saddam in a tailor-made Italian suit, Saddam praying,
Saddam wearing a Bedouin headdress and robe, Saddam as
a shepherd tending his flock, or Saddam wearing the green
fatigues favored by Baath leaders. His portrait was every-
where—in taxicabs, in stores, in government buildings, in
homes (especially those of government employees), and
on bus windows. There were Saddam t-shirts, watches with
his face on the dial, and notebooks and calendars adorned
with his image. Throughout the country, one found placards
with quotes attributed to Saddam and others praising the
president.

In the mid-1980s one of the jokes making the rounds
about the regime went like this:

“What is the population of Iraq?”
“Twenty-eight million.”

“Fourteen million Iraqis and fourteen million pictures
of Saddam Hussein.”
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PROFILES
Saddam Hussein

A best-selling watch during the 1991 war, with Saddam Hussein pic-
tured on the dial. Many wrist- and pocket-watches, as well as a wide
selection of Saddam t-shirts, were available.

Saddam Hussein's birthday was a national holiday.
Schoolchildren memorized his sayings as well as poems
and songs exalting him. News broadcasts focused on his
activities. Television anchors read the dozens of congratu-
latory telegrams sent to him every day by government of-
ficials, artists, and leaders of professional, women's, and
youth associations.

The most striking example of the personality cult is
probably the set of two monuments called “Victory Arches”
that he had built to celebrate Iraq's “victory” over Iran.
These identical monuments are at opposite ends of a huge
field in Baghdad. Each consists of two enormous, twenty-
ton bronze forearms, which are giant replicas of Saddam’s.
The arms burst from the ground, each holding a giant sword.
When they meet, the swords and the arms form an arch.
Next to the base of the arches are some five thousand battle-
scarred helmets of dead Iranian soldiers. The symbolism is
obvious: Iraq’s victory was achieved through the military
genius and valiant leadership of Saddam, who will continue
to lead his nation to ever greater successes.

The cult of personality reinforced two opposing images
of Saddam Hussein: as benefactor and as ruthless leader.
Thus, welfare programs and development projects were

Saddam Hussein was born in 1937 and grew up in Tikrit, a

poor city one hundred miles north of Baghdad. His mother
was a widow, and there are rumors that he was abused by
several of the relatives who helped raise him. Saddam Hus-
sein moved to Baghdad in 1955 and quickly became active
in politics. He was wounded in the Baathists” attempt to as-
sassinate Qasim in 1959 and fled to Cairo, where he studied
law but never earned a degree. He returned to Iraq when the
Baath Party first came to power in 1963.

After the Baath seized power for good in July 1968, he
served as second-in-command to the new president, Major
General Ahmad Hassan al-Bakr. In practice, however, he
quickly became the driving force behind the new regime, and
by the mid-1970s he had emerged as the de facto leader of
Iraq. In July 1979 he forced al-Bakr to resign and assumed
the presidency himself. Through repeated purges of the ruling
elite, he rapidly turned Iragi politics into one-man rule. He
has been aptly described by New York Times journalist Thomas
Friedman as a thirteenth-century tyrant whose unrelenting
desire to acquire weapons of mass destruction make him the

7" archetypical twenty-first-century threat (www.emergency
.com/hussein1.htm). He was captured by American troops on
12 December 2003 and hung on 30 December 2006.

portrayed as personal gifts that Saddam showered on his
people. In the 1970s and 1980s, for instance, he frequently
handed out television sets while visiting Kurdish or Shiite
villages. But, if Saddam was the one who handed out ben-
efits, he also was the one who handed out the punishment.
After the village of Dujayl, known to be a hotbed of Shiite
fundamentalism, was the site of an assassination attempt
against Saddam, he ordered it razed. Almost immediately
afterward, the government rebuilt it.

Through such displays, Saddam Hussein projected
the image of a leader who was omnipresent, omnipotent,
and omniscient. The message sent through such dramatic
and seemingly contradictory actions was simple: Saddam
Hussein alone decided who would live and who would die.
And, although many of the stories circulating in Iraq and in
the Arab world about his brutality were true, many more
were fabricated and spread by the regime to add to his aura
of invincibility.

The Informal Chain of Command
Saddam’s ability to stay in power rested largely on his

personal control over a vast network of subordinates who
managed the party and state. Trusted aides who reported




krit, a
mother
i by
Hus-
ctive

to as-
udied
ien the

58, he
\ajor

e

ne, and
ler of
imed

e ruling
e. He
Thomas
1ting
im the
ney
)OpS on

| on his
quently
v Shiite
ut ben-
shment.
of Shiite
attempt
ediately

rojected
ipotent,
ramatic
Saddam
uld die.
] and in
1y more
his aura

on his
tes who
eported

@ Chris North/Cordaiy Photo Library Ltd./CORBIS

directly to him and who were kept relatively uninformed
of each other'’s activities headed every institution that
mattered.

In so doing, Saddam Hussein made it unlikely that he
would ever face a serious challenge from inside the govern-
ment. The concentration of power in Saddam’s hands had
two essential implications for the exercise of political power
in Iraq.

First, the influence of any member of the political elite
was primarily a function of his personal access to the leader.
Thus, men who did not belong to any of the official govern-
ment bodies but who were close to Saddam often exerted
more power than those in formal positions of authority.
Second, the real chain of authority was exercised through a
series of concentric circles emanating from Saddam. Such
personalization of power, and the fluidity of institutional ar-
rangements it implies, makes it all but impossible to pres-
ent the kind of diagram of decision making included in the
other chapters of this book.

The inner circle made up of Saddam Hussein's relatives
largely ran Iraq from behind the scenes. In 1990, this group
included eight of his family members: his two sons, Uday
and Qusay, (both of whom were killed by American forces
in 2003), three cousins on his father’s side (two of whom
were also his sons-in-law); and three half brothers.

However, the number of reliable family members
declined significantly afterward as a result of all but com-
pletely open disputes among them. Although there are
several such examples, one stands out. In August 1995
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The famous giant arches
made up of swords held in
replicas of Saddam Hussein's
hands.

Saddam Hussein's two sons-in-law, who had been num-
ber two in the regime and head of Saddam’s personal se-
curity guard, respectively, defected to Jordan, where they
called for the overthrow of their father-in-law. When they
finally returned to Baghdad after being granted a presiden-
tial pardon, they were killed along with all those who had
shared their brief exile (except for Saddam’s two daugh-
ters, who, with their mother, were placed under house
arrest).

A second circle consisted of a handful of Saddam
Hussein's close associates, who had been connected to him
since the Baath’s underground days. Although these men
had some real influence, they lacked any kind of indepen-
dent power base and owed everything to Saddam. This cir-
cle included Vice President Taha Yassin Ramadan, Foreign
Minister Tariq Aziz, and others who were not as visible to
observers in the West.

A third circle was composed of Saddam Hussein's rela-
tives and others who hailed from his hometown, Tikrit. It
used to be customary for last names to refer to a person’s
place of origin, as in “Saddam Hussein al-Tikriti” (that is,
“from Tikrit”). In 1976, the Baath Party suddenly abolished
this practice on the grounds that it encouraged people to
think of themselves not as Iraqis but as members of the pa-
rochial groups discussed earlier. Many observers believe
that the real reason behind the decision was that the leader-
ship did not want to call attention to the fact that an embar-
rassingly large proportion of the political establishment had
roots in Tikrit and were related to Saddam.
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Saddam Hussein and his
family during happier times.
The photo includes his two
brothers-in-law, who
defected in 1995 and then
were killed the following
February.

~ AP Photo

Other Institutions

Early in the Baath regime, one institution did matter—
the Revolutionary Command Council. Like a Communist
country’s central committee, the RCC was the highest de
facto authority. It was chaired by Saddam Hussein who
was also president of the republic, commander in chief
of the armed forces, and secretary general of the Baath
Party.

The RCC functioned as a collective decision-making
body during much of the decade after the Baath Party
seized power. The situation changed dramatically in July
1979 when al-Bakr was replaced by Saddam Hussein. By
1982, the new president had forced out all RCC members
with an independent base of support and replaced them
with people who were personally loyal to him. During the
next twenty years, he reduced the size and influence of
the RCC.

One of the most important challenges facing the RCC
and the party as a whole was control over the military. Con-
sidering the military’s tradition of intervention in Iraqi poli-
tics, the leadership’s suspicion of it was not unjustified.

The importance of the military was reflected in the com-
position of the first RCC, the five members of which were all
career officers, and in the domination of the initial Baathist
cabinet by individuals closely associated with prominent
military figures. From the very moment the new regime as-
sumed power, therefore, civilian party activists were fearful
of the power that senior military commanders wielded in

the state bureaucracy. Turf battles between the civilian and
the military wings of the party were compounded by ideo-
logicaf differences between the two groups, with the pro-
fessional soldiers tending to be more moderate and prag-
matic than the more doctrinaire and ideologically oriented
Baathists. Only days after the 1968 coup, the civilian wing of
the party, led by Saddam Hussein, moved to neutralize the
most prominent military figures. Within a few years, most
senior officers were removed from positions of influence in
the government and were replaced by party functionaries.
Significantly, the proportion of army officers in the RCC de-
clined from 100 percent in the immediate aftermath of the
1968 coup to 40 percent in the second RCC established in
November 1969. In the late 1970s and early 1980s, it fell to
about 20 percent.

The armed forces were subjected to repeated purges as
scores of officers were dismissed, forced to retire, and even
executed. Political loyalty to the regime became a much
more important consideration than professional compe-
tence in determining promotions. Only party members were
allowed into the military academies. Soldiers were told that
belonging to non-Baathist organizations was a crime pun-
ishable by death.

The outbreak of the war with Iran in 1980 revived latent
tensions and animosities between the political and military
leaderships. After Iraqi forces suffered serious defeats in
1982, senior army commanders were reported to be highly
resentful of the excessive centralization of decision malking
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in Saddam Hussein’s hands. After an aborted attempt to
force him to step down in 1982, he launched a major purge
of the military and executed scores of high-ranking officers
whom he suspected of conspiring to remove him.

In an attempt to undermine the ability of army of-
ticers to develop their own power bases, the government
accelerated their rotation from one branch of the military
to another. In addition, officers blamed for defeats on the
battlefield were executed for treason as a lesson to their col-
leagues. In several instances, successful officers were sum-
moned to Baghdad after being told that they were going to
be awarded medals for their performance at the front. Upon
reaching the capital, they were arrested, and some were
executed.

Saddam Hussein also tried to buy the officer corps’
loyalty. Military spending was increased, and officers were
given special benefits and privileges, including better hous-
ing, higher salaries, and access to government controlled
stores filled with imported goods unavailable to most Iragis.

This mixture of carrot and stick, combined with the
frightening prospect of an Iranian victory, succeeded in
ensuring the army’s loyalty throughout the war. Yet after it
ended in 1988, there were once again rumors of coup at-
tempts, followed by the execution of scores of officers.

With Iraq’s defeat in 1991, many analysts hoped that
the military might finally topple the regime. Saddam un-
derstood the threat and took steps to foil possible coup at-
tempts. He appointed a new army chief of staff, replaced the
heads of the air force and the elite Republican Guard, and
increased the rotation of senior military commanders.

Despite these and other precautionary measures, four
officers in the Republican Guard attempted a coup in June
1992, Shortly afterward, two hundred officers were purged,
many of whom were executed. During the course of the next
decade, reports and rumors of attempted coups surfaced
on a regular basis. The most serious, in mid-1995, was or-
ganized by a senior general who had been close to Saddam.
Afterward, the general’s mutilated body was delivered to his
family—one of Saddam'’s favorite ways of publicizing the
cost of “treason.”

The last major component of the regime was its collec-
tion of intelligence agencies that rivaled those of any other
totalitarian regime in terms of their reach and brutality. The
secret police was made up of not one but four distinct orga-
nizations. The most powerful was the General Intelligence
Apparatus, which developed out of the Baathist secret po-
lice created by Saddam Hussein when the party was still un-
derground. It handled both internal security and overseas
operations but focused on monitoring the army, the bu-
reaucracy, the Baath Party, and the “popular organizations”
affiliated to it. The General Security Directorate was primar-
ily in charge of domestic operations. Military Intelligence
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was set up to spy on the Iraqi armed forces, gather intelli-
gence on foreign countries, monitor the activities of Iragis
living abroad, and arrange assassinations of Iraqi dissidents
in exile. Finally, Special Security was directly attached to the
presidential palace and provided Saddam Hussein with in-
formation on key government officials.

The fact that there were this many security agencies
points to the leadership’s obsession with political control. It
also reflects Saddam Hussein's reliance on divide-and-rule
tactics as a way of preventing any single institution from
becoming a threat to his personal power. Thus, the various
intelligence agencies were given overlapping responsibili-
ties, and they were instructed to spy not only on the popu-
lation, the bureaucracy, the party, the army, and foreign
countries, but on one another.

Public Policy

Because of its oil, Iraq has a greater economic potential
than most third world countries. Unfortunately, Iraq’s re-
sources were squandered by a leadership that chose to use
them to try to establish Iraq as the most powerful country
in the Arab world. To fulfill this ambition, Saddam Hussein
led Iraq into three disastrous wars that ultimately de-
stroyed his regime, devastated the country, and cost him
his life. Thus, Iraqis have suffered not only defeat in war
but also continued poverty, both of which could have been
avoided if Saddam Hussein had been less intransigent.

Economic Reform

When the Baath Party seized power in 1968, its vaguely
socialist rhetoric offered no strategy for stimulating
economic growth. Yet the absence of a concrete eco-
nomic agenda was not really disturbing to the new elite,
whose first priority was neither economic nor social, but
political.

During the Baath’s first decade in power, the leader-
ship used economic policy primarily as a tool to consolidate
its power. It is in this light that we should examine the tre-
mendous increase in the state’s economic role before the
wars eliminated any chance of reform in domestic policy.

By the late 1970s, about 25 percent of the economically
active population worked in government-related jobs. The
leadership used the public sector as an employer of last re-
sort, in an attempt to bolster popular support. At the same
time, the nationalization of many key businesses, the tight-
ening of state regulations over industry and trade, and the
extensive land reform measures of 1970 were also designed
to increase the regime’s control over the population.

The expansion of the public sector, however, was expen-
sive. Financingitwas made possible by the quadrupling of oil
prices in 1973 and the nationalization of the oil industry the
year before. The regime suddenly found itself the beneficiary
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of unprecedented oil revenues, which it used not only to in-
crease state control but also to modernize the country and to
extend basic social services to most of the population.

During the 1970s and 1980s, the state’s modernizing
policies radically changed the face of Iraqg. In two short de-
cades the country’s infrastructure was drastically upgraded
and expanded. Modern highways, bridges, airports, and
hotels were built. Irrigation systems were developed, and
electricity and running water were provided in rural areas
whose residents could only have dreamed of having such
services just a few years before. Suddenly, people in the
countryside had television sets and refrigerators, sometimes
handed out by the government. The fact that much of the
country’s infrastructure was destroyed during the Gulf War
and 2003 war should not keep us from seeing how much the
Baath rulers were able to accomplish.

The increased oil revenues also enabled the Baath
leadership to provide the population with an impressive
array of social services. Poverty was reduced considerably.
University graduates were guaranteed a job in the bureau-
cracy. The middle class grew. The state made large tracts of
government-owned land available at low prices. Unemploy-
ment all but disappeared. Comprehensive social legislation
was enacted to benefit workers. Rent controls were put into
effect to guarantee access to housing. Basic commodities
were heavily subsidized by the state.

The leadership also improved the condition of women
in a country in which they traditionally have suffered fewer
social constraints than in the rest of the Persian Gulf. Day
care centers were built. Legislation was passed to prevent
discrimination against women in the workplace and to pro-
vide for the same salaries men received and paid maternity
leave. By the late 1970s these measures had yielded signifi-
cant results, with more women employed in the professions
and the civil service than ever before. Further, following the
outbreak of the war with Iran, women joined the labor force
to replace men sent to the front.

The state also sought to improve educational and health
services, which it provided free of charge. The government
spent an unprecedented amount of money to train nurses
and physicians, and it expanded the number of clinics and
hospitals in rural areas that had been neglected by earlier
governments. These efforts produced significant improve-
ments in public health. Iraqis born in 1984 could expect to
live an average of eight to nine years longer than those born
two decades earlier. Meanwhile, infant mortality rates de-
creased from 140 to 80 per 1,000 live births between 1960
and 1981. Similarly, schools, universities, and technical

institutes were built or expanded. As a result, the number
of graduates from primary schools doubled between 1973
and 1979. During the same period, the number of graduates
from secondary schools tripled, and the number of gradu-

ates from universities and technical institutes jumped tg
eighteen thousand a year. The efforts made at the level of
secondary education were particularly remarkable, because
the percentage of the eligible Iraqis enrolled in secondary
schools rose from 38 percent in 1976 to 67 percent in 1984,

Realizing that adult illiteracy remained high, the gov-
ernment also launched a literacy campaign in 1978. In its
characteristically heavy-handed style, the regime forced af]
illiterates between the ages of fifteen and forty-five to partic-
ipate. Public buildings were put at the disposal of the literacy
campaign, and efforts were made to reach the most remote
corners of the country. Marsh dwellers were forced to attend
“floating schools,” while nomads were assigned to “travel-
ing schools” with special facilities that could be moved. To
facilitate participation by mothers, hundreds of new nurs-
eries were built. This massive effort paid off. Many women
received their first formal education. Within just a few years,
hundreds of thousands of Iragis learned to read and write,

Thus, during its first decade in power, the Baath con-
tributed substantially to the socioeconomic development
of Iraq. Unfortunately, these results were achieved through
rigid repression and systematic political indoctrination akin
to that practiced by the Soviets under Stalin. Moreover,
Saddam Hussein could have improved the living standards
of his people even more had it not been for his diversion of
Iraq’s resources to the development of domestic agencies
of repression and a massive arms buildup that consumed
more than 40 percent of the budget from the 1980s onward.

Most importantly, the prosperity of the 1970s had been
due not to an increase in productivity or to a diversification
or expansion of the economy, but to the massive injection
of oil revenues. Oil money, however, could not compensate
indefinitely for the structural weaknesses of the economy
that were increasingly apparent by the end of the decade.

In an effort to address these problems and improve
economic performance, the authorities moved toward eco-
nomic liberalization when Saddam Hussein became presi-
dent. Many farms and state-owned service industries were
sold. The government encouraged foreign investment and
reduced the bureaucracy’s cumbersome controls.

Unfortunately, economic liberalization mostly ben-
efited a group of speculators and wheeler-dealers with con-
nections to the regime. Industrial production stagnated,
shortages of essential goods continued to plague the coun-
try, and black markets in consumer goods and currencies
flourished.

Even more importantly, after the invasion of Kuwait, it
was impossible to talk about any kind of coherent economic
policy in Iraq. The country spent at least 40 percent of its total
income on the military. Italso had to endure the sanctions (to
be discussed shortly) that largely kept it out of global markets
and sharply limited the amount of oil it could sell. Last but by
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no means least, Saddam and his entourage diverted as much
as half of the income that was brought in through the United
Nations oil for food program to the pocketbooks of the elite.

The Iran-Iraq War

The subordination of Iraq’s welfare to Saddam’s personal
ambitions was not limited to domestic policy. Even more
important were the decisions that took the country to war
three times in fifteen years. (See table 14.3.) Because it is so
important for politics in Iraq today, we will put off discus-
sion of the U.S.-led invasion of 2003 until the next section.

Iran and Iraq have long been rivals. To some extent,
this stems from the religious and ethnic differences dis-
cussed earlier. However, tensions between the two coun-
tries also exist because of their competition for power in the
Persian Gulf and the Middle East as a whole.

Until the late 1960s, the British military presence in
the Gulf had helped prevent the hostility between the two
countries from degenerating into open warfare. However,
when the British announced that they would withdraw their
military forces east of Suez by 1971, the rivalry between Iran
and Iraq was suddenly renewed.

TABLE 14.3 Iraq's First Two Wars under Saddam Hussein;
A Chronology

22 September 1980 Iraq invades Iran.

June 1982 Iran drives Iraqi army back into Irag.
Saddam expresses willingness to end
conflict, but Iran refuses.

July 1982 The war is now being waged in Iragi

territory, and develops into increasingly
bloody stalemate.

26 November 1984 Desperate for improved relations with
West, Iraq restores diplomatic relations

with United States.
10 February 1986 Iranian troops capture Fao Peninsula.

April 1988 Iraqi forces push Iranian army back

across border, The war finally turns in
Iraq’s favor.

20 August 1988
2 August 1990
29 November 1990

Cease-fire with Iran is signed.
Iraq invades Kuwait.

UN Security Council authorizes anti-Iraq
coalition to drive Iragi forces out of
Kuwait if Saddam has not pulled out by
15 January 1991.

U.S.-led coalition forces launch massive
air campaign against Iraq. Devastating
raids continue for six weeks.

17 January 1991

24 February 1991 Coalition forces begin ground war that
lasts only one hundred hours. Iragi army

is routed.

27 February 1991 Ground offensive is halted after Kuwait

is liberated.

3 March 1991 Baghdad accepts coalition’s cease-fire

terms.
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By that time, Iran had emerged as the more power-
ful of the two. Its population was about three times and its
area almost four times that of Iraq. It was also wealthier and
more developed. Perhaps most importantly of all, the shah
had benefited from military and economic support from a
succession of American administrations that decided to use
his regime as the pillar of its policy in the Gulf.

In the late 1960s, the shah rekindled a long-standing
border dispute with Iraq. Since 1937, the internationally
recognized border between the two countries had been
the Iranian bank of the Shatt al Arab River, which gave
Iraq exclusive control over it. In 1969, the shah unilaterally
abrogated that treaty and announced that Iran would now
recognize the border along the middle of the waterway’s
main channel, in effect claiming sovereignty over half the
river.

Tensions continued to build. In 1970, an Iranian-
sponsored coup was foiled in Baghdad. Meanwhile, with di-
rect encouragement from the United States, the shah began
to project himself as the strongman of the Gulf. In Novem-
ber 1971, Iran occupied three islands strategically located
at the entrance of the Strait of Hormuz, off the coast of the
United Arab Emirates (UAE). In retaliation, Iraq cut off dip-
lomatic relations with Tehran.

Much more threatening to Baghdad, however, was
Iranian support for a Kurdish uprising in Iraq. The rebel-
lion threatened the new Baathist government, which led it
to make a major concession to Iran. At an Organization for
Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) meeting in Algiers
in March 1975, Saddam Hussein negotiated an agreement
with the shah that called for an end to Iranian support for
the Iragi Kurds in exchange for Baghdad’s recognition of
Iran’s claim to half of the Shatt al Arab.

In 1979, however, Iranian-Iraqi relations took a turn for
the worse. The overthrow of the shah and the establishment
of the Islamic Republic headed by Ayatollah Khomeini cre-
ated an entirely new situation in the Persian Gulf (see Chap-
ter 13). Soon, Iraqi authorities were accusing the Islamic
Republic of interference in its political life—claims that
were not unfounded. Meddling by Tehran was more threat-
ening to the Baath because Iraqi Shiites were increasingly
alienated from the government in Baghdad. Yet despite
clear evidence of Iranian involvement, it is hard to accept
Iraq’s claim that it started the Iran-Iraq War in self-defense,
because the war was also a bid for regional hegemony by
Saddam Hussein.

The 1979 Camp David Accords and Egyptian president
Anwar Sadat’s peace treaty with Israel had left Egypt—
traditionally the most influential country in Arab politics—
ostracized by the rest of the Arab world. Saddam Hussein,
who had led the opposition to the normalization of relations
between Israel and Egypt, must have realized that oil-rich
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A scene of devastation from
the Iran-Iraq War.

= AP Photo

Iraq now had a unique opportunity to establish itself as the
leading Arab power. He also had to have noticed the effects
of the ongoing revolutionary turmoil in Tehran. The Iranian
officer corps had been decimated in the wave of purges and
executions that followed the shah’s downfall. Given reports
about the declining morale in the Iranian military, Saddam
must have assumed that a sudden Iraqi attack could provoke
the fall of the Iranian government. Whatever the exact set of
motivations, the Iraqi army did invade Iran in September
1980. Unfortunately for Iraq, the Iranian army did not dis-
integrate, and the Islamic Republic in Tehran survived by
gaining the enthusiastic support of most Iranians who ral-
lied around the regime. Far from being the short campaign
that Saddam envisioned, the war turned into a protracted
and bloody stalemate.

The war lasted almost eight years. It was the deadliest
conflict in the history of the modern Middle East and the
most devastating military confrontation to date between
two third world nations. As many as a million Iraqis and
Iranians died. Hundreds of thousands more were disabled
for life. Virtually no Iraqi family was spared, and all too
many parents had several children die at the front.

It was also one of the most futile conflicts in history.
It was largely caused by the personal hatred between two
tyrants, each aspiring for regional leadership and imbued
with a messianic conception of himself. Saddam Hussein
saw Khomeini's revolutionary zeal and mixture of religion

and politics as a dangerous threat that could be eliminated
only through the annihilation of the man and the regime
he had created. Khomeini, in turn, perceived Saddam as
the archetypical modernizing, secular leader who had be-
trayed Islam and who had to be eradicated. Khomeini also
had personal accounts to settle with Saddam. At the shah’s
request, the Ayatollah had expelled him from the Shiite
holy city of Najaf in 1978, where Khomeini had lived and
taught for fourteen years. By 1981, Khomeini had made the
ouster of Saddam from power one of the preconditions for
a cease-fire. His refusal to compromise on that point, com-
bined with Saddam’s equally adamant refusal to step down,
largely explains why the war lasted so long.

To justify this senseless and increasingly bloody war,
both regimes engaged in extravagant and self-serving rhet-
oric. Thus, Baghdad described the war as a valiant defense
of the “Arab homeland” against the “fanatic Persians,” the
“Persian racists,” or the “fire-eating Persians.” For its part,
Tehran depicted it as a jihad against “Baathist infidels” who
had betrayed Islam and were oppressing Iran’s Shiite breth-
ren in Iraq.

After eight years of fighting, Iranian and Iraqi forces
were stuck almost exactly where they had been when the war
started. Neither country had achieved its aims. Exhausted
and lacking viable alternatives, the Islamic Republic finally
agreed to sign the cease-fire for which Iraq had long been
pleading.
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The First Gulf War

Upon seizing power, the Baath immediately launched
a propaganda campaign against Israel and the United
States. Then, in 1972, feeling increasingly threatened by
the pro-Western regime of the shah, Iraq signed a Treaty
of Friendship and Cooperation with the Soviet Union. This
development caused alarm in Washington, where it was
interpreted as a sign that Iraq had become a Soviet pup-
pet, giving it a foothold in the strategically important and
oil-rich Gulf region. Meanwhile, Baghdad also offered
support to extremist Palestinian factions and adopted a
confrontational stance toward the moderate, pro-Western
Arab states in the Guif.

From the mid-1970s onward, however, Iraq’s relations
with the Arab Gulf states improved because Iraq distanced
itself from the Soviet Union after the latter’s invasion of
Afghanistan in 1979. It also developed closer ties with a few
Western European countries—in particular, France, which
became its major arms supplier.

The outbreak of the war changed things even more.
Desperate for financial, political, and military support from
Arab and Western states, Iraq toned down its militant rheto-
ric and began portraying itself as a bulwark against Iran’s
attempt to export its fundamentalist revolution to the Arab
world. Within a few months, Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia,
and the smaller Gulf states cast their lot with Iraq. Weapons,
spare parts, munitions, military advisers, and migrant work-
ers began to flow in. Even more decisive was the $40 billion
in aid for Iraq’s war effort sent by the Gulf states.

Even relations with the United States improved. The
Reagan administration was interested in bettering relations
with Baghdad out of fear that an Iranian victory would result
in the spread of Khomeini's brand of Islamic fundamental-
ism throughout the Arab world. In one of history’s many
ironies, the man who was most responsible for smoothing
American-Iraqi relations was Donald Rumsfeld, who would
spearhead the third war almost exactly twenty years later.
The United States provided a limited amount of ostensi-
bly nonmilitary aid, although the computers it sent, for
instance, could be used for military as well as civilian pur-
poses. By 1987 Baghdad had become the world's largest re-
cipient of U.S. agricultural loans, the biggest single overseas
buyer of American rice, and one of the largest importers of
American wheat and corn. Washington also supplied intel-
ligence data on the movement of Iranian troops.

When hostilities between Iran and Iraq came to an
end in summer 1988, the prevailing view was that Iraq was
now led by a reformed, moderate, and pragmatic regime.

Further, from Washington’s perspective, Iraq was seen as
a necessary counterweight to Iran. For the next two years,
Western governments were willing to turn a blind eye to the
continuing repression and human rights violations in Iraq
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and the mounting indications that the country was still gov-
erned by a dangerous and expansionist regime.

But only for two years. The beginning of 1990 was
marked by a return to the sort of belligerent rhetoric that
had not been used since the early 1970s. Iraq seemed to be
launching a new bid for leadership of the Arab world. As in
the past, this was most evident in the upsurge in anti-West-
ern and anti-Israeli rhetoric.

At ameeting of Arab states that February, Saddam Hus-
sein gave his most virulent anti-American speech in more
than a decade. He pointed out that the end of the cold war,
the collapse of Communist regimes in Eastern Europe, and
the weakening of the Soviet Union had left the United States
inan unprecedented position of influence in the Arab world.
He then predicted that the U.S. government would use that
power to try to impose American hegemony over the Gulf
and to encourage Israeli aggression against Arab states.

Barely a month later, an Iranian-born journalist work-
ing for a British magazine was arrested by Iraqi authori-
ties while investigating an explosion at a missile plant near
Baghdad. Accused of spying for Israel and forced into mak-
ing a confession, he was tried, convicted, and hanged within
a week, despite pleas from the British government and the
international community as a whole.

Throughout the spring of 1990, there was mounting
evidence of Iraqi efforts to smuggle in nuclear weapons
technology from the West, accelerate the development
of biological and chemical weapons facilities, and build
a long-range artillery piece dubbed the “Supergun.” On
1 April, fearful that the Israeli government was planning
strikes against Iraqi nuclear or chemical operations as it had
done ten years earlier, Saddam Hussein made a fiery speech
in which he declared that, should Israel attack Iraq, Bagh-
dad would retaliate with a chemical attack that would “burn
half of Israel.”

Afterwards, Saddam Hussein reserved his sharpest
attacks for the Arab states in the Gulf. For eight years, he
argued, Iraq had shed “rivers of blood” to protect the Gulf
dynasties and the “Arab homeland” against Khomeini's
revolutionary zeal. Yet, despite Baghdad’s repeated re-
quests, the oil-rich Arab states remained unwilling to cancel
Iraq’'s war debt or provide it with additional funds to rebuild
its economy. Such intransigence, Saddam contended, was
an insult to Iraq and its war dead.

Meanwhile, Kuwait and the UAE continued to exceed
their oil production quotas, driving down prices and de-
priving Iraq of much-needed revenues. Saddam claimed
that excess pumping by the Gulf states had already cost
Iraq $84 billion, which he took to be evidence that the small
Gulf states were engaged in a plot against Iraq hatched by
“imperialist and Zionist forces.” In June and July, infuriated
by what he saw as the arrogance of the Gulf rulers, Saddam
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IRAQ IS ONE of the few countries where the impact of
globalization has been felt more as a result of political
than economic forces.

Of course, globalization has had an economic
impact. The United Nations imposed sanctions before
the first Gulf war that continued for the most part
until the 2003 defeat, which meant that most Iraqis
did not have access, for instance, to adequate medi-
cal care. Many, too, had at most marginally accept-
able diets. Estimates vary, but somewhere between a
hundred thousand and a million Iragis died because of
easily treatable diseases and malnutrition during that
twelve-year period.

pressed them even further, asking for $30 billion in addi-
tional grants.

He also charged Kuwait with stealing Iraq’s oil by
pumping excessive quantities from the Rumaila oil field,
which lies mostly beneath Iraqi territory but stretches just
across the border into Kuwait. Finally, Iraq revived its old
demand to be given or leased the two Kuwaiti islands of
Warbah and Bubiyan to give Iraq a deep-water port in the
Gulf. The Kuwaiti emir failed to take Iraq’s threats seri-
ously and worded his refusal of Saddam's demands in lan-
guage that was highly critical of Iraq. This, combined with
Saddam's belief that the United States would not be able to

A typical scene of the de-
struction in Baghdad during
the first Gulf War.

© Francoise de Mulder/CORBIS

reverse an Iraqi takeover of Kuwait, sealed the tiny nation’g
fate. Saddam appears to have believed that Saudi Arabig
would never allow U.S. troops on Saudi soil, leaving the
United States with no way of forcing Iraq out of Kuwait.

On 2 August 1990, 100,000 Iraqi troops invaded Kuwait
and occupied the country in a mere six hours. By seizing jtg
neighbor, Iraq would not only automatically eliminate itg
debt to it but also suddenly control about 20 percent of the
world’s proven oil reserves, placing itself in'a much better
position to influence oil prices. Kuwait's wealth also would
enable Iraq to repay its debt to Western European countrieg
and to launch ambitious new development programs. Given
the disastrous state of the Iraqi economy, Saddam Hussein
may well have believed that his political future depended
on his ability to gain access to Kuwait's resources. Saddam’s
regional position also would be greatly enhanced by the an-
nexation of Kuwait, which he could present as an unsuccess-
ful “reconquest” of lands that Iraq had long claimed were
rightly its own. Finally, by providing Iraq with a major port
on the Gulf, the takeover of Kuwait would reduce its eco-
nomic and military vulnerability especially vis-a-vis Iran,

Yet, despite what Saddam may have expected, the in-
ternational community responded with an unusual degree
of unity by demanding the immediate, unconditional with-
drawal of Iraqi forces from Kuwait. The United States, far
from limiting itself to a verbal condemnation, took the lead
in the international campaign. To Saddam’s even greater
surprise, the Soviet Union, Iraq’s long-standing patron,
joined Washington in condemning Baghdad. France, the
European country closest to Iraq, also insisted on an Iraqi
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withdrawal. The Arabs were split. Saddam, who had hoped
that the Arab world would rally behind him, suddenly faced
an alliance that included several key Arab states, includ-
ing Egypt and Syria. Over three-quarters of a million allied
troops, including more than 500,000 Americans, were sent
to the region as part of Operation Desert Shield in an at-
tempt to convince Iraq to pull out of Kuwait.

At this point, however, Saddam still could have backed
down.Instead, he decided toleave his forces in Kuwait, confi-
dent that the United States would not go to war with Iraq over
the emirate, that Arab states would never dare ally with the
United States against “Brotherly Iraq,” and that, if they did,
the masses throughout the Arab world would rise up in Bagh-
dad'ssupport. He turned out to be wrong on all three counts.

Repeated attempts to reach a negotiated settlement
failed in part because of Saddam Hussein's belief in the
primacy of coercion and intimidation over diplomacy and
negotiation. Unlike those who see the use of force as a last
resort, the Baathist top leadership was composed of indi-
viduals who saw concessions as signs of weakness and who
consequently believed that compromise should be resisted
unless one has absolutely no other option.

The United States launched Operation Desert Storm
on 17 January 1991. They were backed by a broad coalition
of the world’s most powerful nations, including many in the
Gulf region. The Arab masses did not rise up in defense of
Iraq. By early March, less than a year after Iraqi tanks had
rolled into Kuwait and only forty days after the beginning of
the war, Iraq had been transformed from a major regional
power into a devastated country, subject to the dictates of
the United Nations and the U.S.-led coalition.

After that, the Iraqi regime complied at best grudgingly
with UN resolutions that compelled it to fully disclose its
weapons of mass destruction programs and to dismantle
them. It allegedly tried to assassinate former U.S. president
George H. W. Bush during his visit to Kuwait in April 1993.
It interfered repeatedly with the work of inspection teams
sent to monitor Iraqi compliance with UN resolutions. And,
it has continued to support terror as an instrument of state
policy and failed to cease its brutal repression of the Iraqi
people as required by UN Security Council Resolution 688.

All these issues would help lead to the third war, the re-
gime’s destruction, and the chaotic transition that followed
in its wake.

THE THIRD WAR AND THE
NEw IRAQ

ere we enter the most controversial part of the chapter
both for politics and political science, which are not
always the same. To begin with, the war the United States
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and its reduced group of allies launched in 2003 started
amid controversy and remains so in fall 2007. To compli-
cate matters further, many of the problems ripping apart
Iraq today have more to do with international relations
than comparative politics. I've argued throughout the
book that the distinction between the two parts of politi-
cal science is making less and less sense in our globalizing
world. There is no better way to see that than in the issues
raised in the rest of this chapter.

As noted in the introduction, the goal here is not to cast
judgment on whether the war ever made sense. Rather, we
want to focus on Iraqi domestic politics, which simply can’t
be done without starting with the American decision to go
to war with Iraq again.

The Legacy of the First Gulf War

The first Gulf War settled little more than restoring the in-
dependence of Kuwait. It would be another dozen years
before the United States decided to end Baath Rule and
embark on the transition to a new regime.

When Iraqi forces withdrew from Kuwait and surren-
dered several days later, the Allies were faced with a choice.
They could suspend their own offensive operations, or they
could push on to Baghdad and force Saddam Hussein from
power.

The first President Bush and his colleagues chose the
former option. There are three generally accepted reasons
for their decision. First, the mandate given for the use of
force by the coalition was limited to freeing Kuwait, and
Bush, therefore, did not feel he had the legal authority to
continue the fight. Second, Bush'’s advisors told him that a
drive to reach and capture Baghdad would be far bloodier
than the war had been so far, which had claimed fewer than
two hundred American lives, many of them through acci-
dents or friendly fire. From what we have seen since the end
of major hostilities in May 2003, Bush’s advisors were prob-
ably correct. Third and probably most important, the Bush
administration expected Kurds and Shiites, if not Sunni
Arabs, to rise up and topple the regime.

Bush’s hoped-for rebellions did break out, but they did
not have the result he wanted. Saddam'’s forces responded
with the kind of brutality the world had come to expect of
his government. Iraqi troops battled Kurdish insurgents
and recovered large parts of their protected region until al-
lied forces returned to create safe havens and turned the
area into an autonomous region that largely remained be-
yond Baghdad'’s control for the rest of his rule. If anything,
Saddam’s troops were even crueler in the south. Among
other things, they drained the swamps, which were a vital
part of the ecology and economy on which millions of Shi-
ites depended. Eventually, a bombing campaign forced the
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regime’s troops to leave the region. A no-fly zone was estab-
lished over the Shiite and Kurdish regions where Iraqi mili-
tary planes could no longer operate.

Nonetheless, Saddam remained in power. His military,
of course, was much weaker. But, there seemed to be few
signs that he could be overthrown, despite explicit attempts
by the West to create a viable opposition in the exile com-
munity as we will see below.

A Decade of Tension

Again as we saw in the last chapter on Iran, sometimes
the origins of a country’s political difficulties lie outside
its borders. That was also true for Iraq, especially after the
terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 and the Bush ad-
ministration’s response to them. But, even in the decade
before 9/11 when a full-blown war with Iraq was rarely on
anyone's political agenda, pressures from Washington and
elsewhere made economic and political life difficult in
Iraq (see table 14.4).

The West pursued what international relations scholars
call a policy of containment against the regime. Economic
sanctions remained in place, denying Iraq the ability to sell
oil or buy almost anything in global markets. Those rules
were eased a bit in 1996 when Iraq was permitted to sell a
limited amount of oil, ostensibly to buy food, medicine, and
other humanitarian supplies.

Allied forces also flew hundreds of thousands of sor-
ties over Iraqi airspace. Any time an Iraqi antiaircraft locked

TABLE 14.4 Events in Irag: 1990-2005

YEAR EVENT

1990 Iraq occupies Kuwait

1991 First Gulf War

1992 Iragis allegedly try to assassinate former U.S.
President George H. W. Bush

1994 Iraq drains water from marshes in the south,
endangering the livelihood of many Shiites

1996 0il for food program authorized by the United
Nations

1997-98 UNSCOM forced to leave, allowed back, finds Iraqin
breach of UN agreements, forced to leave permanently

1999 Weekly and often daily bombings of Iragi targets
continue by primarily American and British air forces

2001 9/11 terrorist attacks

2002 George W. Bush implicates Irag in his “axis of evil”
State of the Union speech

2003 U.S.-led invasion topples Saddam Hussein’s regime;
insurgency breaks out almost immediately and
continues

2005 Constitution drafted and first elections held.

Al-Maliki becomes prime minister in early 2006
2007 American surge of additional troops

onto an allied aircraft, the allied plane would launch tong
of bombs, even though there was next to no chance that
the Iraqi batteries could hit one of the planes. The bombing
was particularly severe anytime the regime did something
the West found unacceptable, such as the allegation that jt
planned to assassinate George H. W. Bush when he visiteq
Kuwait shortly after he left office in 1993.

Of all the issues troubling Iraq’s relations with the rest
of the world, nothing was more important or more indica-
tive of the cat-and-mouse game the regime played with the
international community about its weapons of mass de-
struction (WMD) program. The United Nations Special
Commission (UNSCOM) was created in the wake of the first
Gulf War to monitor Iraq’s compliance with the cease-fire
resolution that called for the elimination of its entire WMD
program, including missiles and other delivery systems. Ac-
cording to the terms of this resolution, the embargo on Iraq
would be lifted once UNSCOM certified that Iraq had been
fully disarmed.

UNSCOM relied on spot inspections of sites suspected
of being the location for the manufacturing or stockpiling
of WMD. Once inspected, these sites would remain closely
monitored through sophisticated surveillance equipment,

Between 1991 and 1998, UNSCOM proved quite ef-
fective. Tons of chemical and biological weapons were lo-
cated and destroyed. Still, in late 1998, UNSCOM’s job was
far from over, as Iraq was still believed to be hiding bio-
logical and chemical stocks. That December, Baghdad sus-
pended cooperation with UNSCOM. It claimed that some
of UNSCOM'’s members were acting as spies for the United
States and that the commission’s leader, Australian diplo-
mat Richard Butler, was an American agent (both of which
could possibly have been true). In addition, the regime ar-
gued that, even if UNSCOM certified that all Iraqi WMD bad
been eliminated, the United States would still refuse to lift
the sanctions on Iraq as long as Saddam Hussein remained
in power.

The Iraqi government’s refusal to allow UNSCOM to
operate prompted a four-day bombing campaign of Iraq by
American and British forces. Shortly thereafter, Baghdad
announced that UNSCOM inspectors would never be al-
lowed back into the country. UNSCOM was dead, and the
UN Security Council and the Iraqi government were unable
to agree on a new way of inspecting that either could accept

Z’?"/‘“(www.un.org/Depts/unscom).

When UNSCOM was forced out, many outside observ-
ers thought Iraq still possessed some chemical and biologi-
cal weapons, had the capacity to make many more of them
quickly, and that their ongoing nuclear program had led
Iraq to be dangerously close to developing a bomb. Saddam
Hussein said nothing to indicate otherwise, which, as we will

see in a moment, contributed heavily to his ultimate defeat.
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Bug, it is safe to say that Iraq was not seen as one of the
world’s most dangerous places until 9/11. And, even then,
the reaction that led to war came only from Washington and
London, not the other major Western capitals.

It is also important to note that by 9/11, the coalition
had already begun to unravel. Some of the allies thought the
policy of containment was working well enough that Iraq
was no longer a threat to its neighbors or anyone else. Oth-
ers, most notably France and Russia, wanted to ease or even
eliminate sanctions because of their economic ties to Iraq
that had been interrupted following the invasion of Kuwait,

'The Third War

The terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and the
Pentagon changed everything as far as the new George
W. Bush administration was concerned. They had already
been critical of what they saw as the weakness of earlier
policies, including the containment of Iraq. But, the day
before the attacks, there was no reason to believe that ma-
jor changes in policies toward Iraq were forthcoming.

Bush'’s response to the attacks was surprising, at least
to his critics. After a few hours of uncertainty, his first public
statements reflected a resolve and a firmness few thought
he could provide. That was evident in the massive support
given to the decision to go to war to topple the Taliban re-
gime and undermine the al-Qaeda networks it harbored
less than a month after 9/11.

There are also rumors that President Bush and Vice
President Cheney decided on the night of 9/11 or the next
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UNSCOM inspectors examine
suspected chemical and bio-
logical warheads.

morning that war with Iraq was all but inevitable. As the sto-
ries go, neither looked forward to attacking Baghdad again,
but it seems that both assumed that no war against terror-
ism could be won as long as Saddam Hussein and the Baath
regime remained in power.

We may never know when the most critical decisions
about Iraq were made. Nonetheless, it was clear by the time
that Bush gave his 2002 State of the Union speech that Iraq

™ was his next highest priority (www.whitehouse.gov/news/

releases/2002/01/20020129-11.html).

Bush certainly did not mince his words when discuss-
ing North Korea, Iran, and Iraq, which he labeled an “axis of
evil.” Regarding Iraq, he stated:

Iraq continues to flaunt its hostility toward America
and to support terror. The Iraqi regime has plotted to
develop anthrax, and nerve gas, and nuclear weapons
for over a decade. This is a regime that has already
used poison to murder thousands of its own citizens—
leaving the bodies of mothers huddled over their dead
children. This is a regime that agreed to international
inspections—then kicked out the inspectors. This is a
regime that has something to hide from the civilized
world.

States like these, and their terrorist allies, con-
stitute an axis of evil, arming to threaten the peace of
the world. By seeking weapons of mass destruction,
these regimes pose a grave and growing danger. They
could provide these arms to terrorists, giving them
the means to match their hatred. They could attack
our allies or attempt to blackmail the United States.
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President Bush giving his “axis of evil” speech in 2002,

In any of these cases, the price of indifference would
be catastrophic.

As Bush’s speech indicated, American claims about
Iraq revolved around three main themes.

W Iraqstill had a stockpile of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. It may have had fewer than it did in 1991, but
it not only had weapons but had the capacity to add
new ones to its arsenal, possibly including primitive
nuclear bombs.

®  Ithad close ties to terrorist organizations that it had
frequently supported over the years and to which it
could supply such weapons.

m  Therefore, Iraq was a threat not only to the existence
of Israel and the stability of the Middle East but to
global security as a whole.

Each of those claims was questioned by Bush's critics
in the United States, Iraq, and beyond.

Even if Iraq had weapons of mass destruction, its stock-
piles were but a shadow of what they had been in 1990 and
1991. It was also not clear that the material they had tried to
buy illegally abroad were for these and other weapons pro-
grams. But, perhaps most importantly of all, there were no
signs that Iraq had any plans to transfer those weapons to
terrorist or other dangerous organizations.

There was no doubt that Iraq had supported and har-
bored some of the militant Palestinian terrorists who were
committed to destroying the state of Israel. But, these were
not the same individuals or organizations who were respon-
sible for the 9/11 attacks. There were reports that one of the
leaders of the hijackings had met with Iraqi intelligence of-
ficials in the Czech Republic, but that was never confirmed.

What’s more, the kinds of people who joined al-Qaeda net.
works were highly critical of secular leaders like Saddam
Hussein.

Few observers doubted that Saddam Hussein still hay.
bored hopes that Iraq could become a regional power. How.
ever, most intelligence reports indicated that Iraq’s militaly
capacity had been seriously eroded by the 1991 war and itg
aftermath and probably did not pose a serious threat to its
neighbors, let alone Israel and the rest of the world.

It is beyond the scope of this book to speculate on why
the Bush administration continued to rely on the worst pos.-
sible estimates of Iragi capabilities and intentions (though
see any of the books listed in the Further Reading section
at the end of the chapter). Neither the Bush administration
nor the authorities in Baghdad showed any serious interest
in cooperation or even negotiation.

Tensions continued to mount. In May 2002, the United
States prevented the transfer of $5 billion of goods from en-
tering Iraq. Four months later, Bush used his address to the
General Assembly of the United Nations to attack what he
called the “grave and gathering danger” of Iraq. He charged
that if the United Nations did not do so, it would become
“irrelevant.”

A month later, the U.S. Congress overwhelmingly voted
to authorize the use of force if need be. In November, the
United Nations Security Council passed Resolution 1441,
which found Iraq to be in “material breach” of its resolu-
tions on WMD), and inspectors were allowed into the coun-
try once again. In early December, Iraq submitted an all but
indecipherable report that claimed it had no such weapons.

Just before Christmas, President Bush approved de-
ploying troops to the region, a deployment that was ex-
pected to reach 200,000 by March 2003. But, this time, the
coalition was not holding. France, Germany, Russia, China,
and others refused to cooperate on sendiing troops at that
time. Furthermore, the three powers with vetoes on the
Security Council made it clear that they would block any
authorization of the use of force until and unless it was com-
pletely clear that inspectors could not defuse the crisis.

Bush would not wait (nor would President Saddam
Hussein). In early 2003, the United States was leading a
much smaller coalition than it had twelve years earlier.
The only other major power willing to commit a significant
number of troops was the United Kingdom.

During late February and the first half of March, the
United States and Great Britain lobbied for a new United
Nations resolution allowing the use of force. In order for the
resolution to pass, they needed nine of the fifteen members
of the Security Council to vote in favor of using force, and

they would also have to convince every permanent meim-
ber of the Security Council not to veto the action. When it
became clear that they would not come close to getting the
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necessary votes, the United States abandoned its efforts at
the UN on 14 March. Three days later, the British ambas-
sador declared diplomatic efforts had failed. Bush gave
Saddam and his family forty-eight hours to leave the coun-
try. They did not.

Two days later, the military offensive dubbed Opera-
tion Iraqi Freedom began without UN authorization. It
started with three days of air attacks on Baghdad and other
high priority targets aimed at “decapitating” the Iraqi lead-
ership. Unlike the first Gulf War, the air-only phase of this
struggle was very brief. On 21 March, troops began to move
toward Baghdad, which fell on 9 April. On 1 May, after flying
a plane onto an aircraft carrier himself, Bush declared the
end of major combat operations.

Little did he know. . ..

Occupation and Insurgency

The end of the formal war did not turn out the way the
Bush administration had expected. They assumed that
American and allied troops would be cheered as liberators
and that they could all but immediately begin the transi-
tion to a new and more democratic Iraq.

In fact, the coalition accomplished only one of the
coalition’s major goals for the war: Saddam Hussein was
ousted from power. Otherwise, the administration found
itself in a political and military quagmire that at least some
observers likened to Vietnam. Saddam and most of his
colleagues were still on the loose. Less than ten days after
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On 2 December 2003, U.S.
helicopters flew over the area
as workers dismantle one of
the four giant bronze busts
of Saddam Hussein that long

_ dominated Baghdad’s skyline,
in yet another move aimed at
eradicating the former
leader’s influence in
Baghdad.

the fall of Baghdad, the first demonstration against the pres-
ence of coalition (but really American) troops occurred. It
was already becoming clear that while most Iraqis were glad
to berid of Saddam Hussein, they were not happy about the
prospect of having nearly 150,000 American troops on their
soil for the indefinite future.

None of this surprised the NGOs who had been warn-
ing the administration about what might happen after vic-
tory on the battlefield. Many senior military planners also
realized how much trouble the United States might be in
for. For whatever reason, the administration chose not to
listen not only to the NGO community but also ignored
the advice of some senior officers and diplomats who had
doubts about the ease with which the coalition would man-
age the postwar transition.

It did not start out all that badly. After a few missteps,
the United States appointed a veteran diplomat, Paul
Bremer, to head the civil administration in Iraq. Ironi-
cally, the headquarters of Bremer’s operation was in one of
Saddam’s lavish palaces.

From the beginning, it was clear that the occupation
forces were in for a hard time. At first, they faced widespread
lawlessness that included looting of banks and even of his-
torical treasures from Baghdad’'s museums. British and
other troops in the Shiite south faced less widespread, but
still serious, discontent. Only in the Kurdish-dominated
north were things reasonably calm. The occupation forces
also tried to track down, capture, or kill the remaining
leaders from the old regime. After Baghdad fell, the U.S.
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Saddam Hussein's “card” from the “deck” of leading Baathists. This
version was issued shortly after his capture.

Department of Defense issued its “deck of cards” that listed

ﬂthe top fifty-two leaders still at large. Saddam Hussein, of

7~ course, was the ace of spades (www.defenselink.mil/news/
Apr2003/pipc10042003.html).

The cards were not just a publicity stunt. They were
given to American troops in the field so that they would have
areasonable chance of identifying Baathists on the run. This
was the one area where the occupation forces were reason-
ably successful, although the hunt absorbed tremendous
amounts of time and energy.

The toll taken on the Baath regime truly was enor-
mous. All but six of the “cards” were captured; many have
been executed. To cite but the most obvious examples,
Saddam’s two sons were surrounded on 22 July 2003 and
killed. Saddam was captured in an underground hideout
that December. It took three years before he was tried, con-
victed, and hung at the end of December 2006.

On the three other fronts, the occupation forces and
civil administrators had an even harder time.

First, in part because of the civil unrest and in part be-
cause of the extent of the destruction, it took much longer

The Three Block and Long War

he American military began worrying about pro-
tracted conflicts in places like Iraq in the 1990s.
Toward the end of the decade, General Charles
Krulak, commandant of the Marine Corps began writing
about a three block war in which marines and soldiers
would confront armed resistance, peace keeping op-
erations, and reconstruction challenges in the same
neighborhood at the same time. A few years later, the
Defense Science Board issued a report suggesting that
any such set of operations was likely to take at least a
decade to finish.
Iraq was the first test case.

than expected to rebuild even the most basic components
of Iraq’s infrastructure. In late 2004, when Baghdad’s main
electrical generation plant was returned to Iraqi control, the
city still did not have a reliable electrical supply for the en-
tire city. It didn't have it as well in summer 2007. Equipment
destined for rebuilding the power plants and the grid either
disappeared or was destroyed.

Second, the United States was never able to find any
weapons of mass destruction or even any evidence that the
government had been working on them in the months be-
fore the invasion. At the end of 2004, the State Department
announced that the search was over. One of the conse-
quences of that finding was that the United States and the
occupation lost ever more credibility in world opinion.

The third and most vexing problem facing the occupa-
tion and the new government was the insurrection, which
was been more violent and far more disruptive than even
the strongest critics of the Bush administration had ex-
pected. To cite but two of the most obvious statistics: First,
of the nearly 4,000 Americans who had died in Iraq by the
end of September 2007, more than 3,000 had been killed af-
ter Bush declared that major combat was over. Second, tens
of thousands have been wounded, many who are perma-
nently disabled for either physical or mental health reasons.
No official figures have been kept on the number of Iragis
killed, but the best guess is between 30,000 and 300,000,
most of whom were civilians.

Before seeing the impact of the overthrow of Saddam
and the insurrection on Iraq, we should consider how what
Thomas Ricks properly calls a fiasco has affected politics in
the United States, especially as far as the role of and morale
in the military is concerned. To start off, the war under-
mined support for President Bush. After 9/11 he became
one of the most popular presidents ever. By 2007, he had
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become one of the least popular chief executives ever. Most
Americans had come to oppose the war and wanted to bring
the troops home. The problem was that few people (includ-
ing this author) had a coherent plan for doing so.

The stalemate in Washington reached a peak following
the Democratic victory in the mid-term elections of 2006
which gave them control of both houses of Congress but did
not give them enough votes to force the administration to
change. That led to the “surge” of troops in early 2007 and
the requirement that General Petraeus and Ambassador
Crocker report to Congress that September.

Nothing had been resolved. The administration and its
critics both spun the news to fit their own purposes. For the
one, there had been major accomplishments; for the other,
the war was long lost. The real assessment undoubtedly
lay somewhere between the two extremes, but who knew
exactly where?

Iraq as a Failed State?

The real victims, of course, are the Iragis. Whatever the
number of casualties, Iraqis have suffered terribly. Also,
they face years before any responsibly effective state can
assume control.

Within days of the invasion, opposition against the
United States and its Iraqi allies broke out. Part of the
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Masked Iraqi insurgents wield
rocket-propelled grenade
launchers near a burning
U.S. Humvee vehicle in the
embattled town of Falluja.

violence reflected the historical hostilities among Iraqis.
Part of it, too, reflected opposition to foreign occupation.
As we will see in a moment, the Bush administration has
claimed that Iraq has regained its sovereignty. Polls, includ-
ing those conducted by the American government, show
that most Iraqis think that Washington still calls the shots
and want American troops to leave as soon as possible.

American policy undoubtedly contributed to some of
the most spectacular events in the insurgency. Authority
broke down in much of the country. While many Americans
enjoyed watching statues of Saddam come down, Iraqi loot-
ers stole everything from relics stored in museums to dollars
the occupation authorities had brought into the country,
not to mention many of the weapons used by the insurgents
ever since. Occupation officials magnified the problem by
disbanding both the army and the police force. That made
some sense since both had been under total Baath control.
However, removing anyone connected with the Baath from
positions of power meant removing almost everyone inside
the country who had administrative experience.

The first phase of the insurgency erupted among Shiites
in the south among supporters of the Shiite cleric Muqtada
al-Sadr who had long been a critic of the United States as
well as of Saddam. Al-Sadr’s father had been one of the four
leading Shiite clerics in Iraq and had been killed in 1980.
Although he was no supporter of the Baath regime, the
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Vietnam and Iraq

M any critics of the war in the United States drew
parallels between our involvement in Iraq and
Vietnam forty years earlier.

The two are similar in that massive numbers of
American troops were engaged.

However, there was one important difference. The
United States “inherited” the Vietnam conflict from
the French after their defeat in 1954.

By contrast, the war in Iraq and the insurgency
that followed would not have happened without the
American decision to invade.

For at least some critics of the war, that means
that the United States had an added responsibility,
not just to leave but to do so in a way that does not
make conditions in Iraq worse.

To echo the Hippocratic oath that all physicians
sign, Americans have to try to find a way to “do no
harm.”

younger al-Sadr opposed the presence of coalition forces in
the south and in the holy cities of Karbala and Najaf from the
beginning. In summer 2003, he announced plans to create a
shadow government whose goal would be turn postwar Iraq
into a Muslim state. In so doing, he gathered a loose orga-
nization, the Imam Al-Mahdi Army, which engaged in anti-
American protests that reached a peak in spring 2004 after
the authorities closed down a newspaper al-Sadr edited.
At its peak, the forces loyal to him had as many as twenty
thousand men, but relatively few arms. Still, they engaged
in regular battles in the Shiite cities in the south and in the
massive, Shiite dominated Sadr City slum in Baghdad. The
insurrections led by al-Sadr and other Shiites were also
troublesome to the authorities because many suspect that
Iran has been helping them.

Al-Sadr joined many leaders who initially agreed to
dissolve their private militias or have them join the official
police and security services in summer 2004. They have not
done so. As of September 2007, politicians close to al-Sadr
are boycotting the Shiite led government which is hardly a
good sign for stability in the country’s future.

Soon, however, the focus of opposition to the occupa-
tion and new authorities in Baghdad came from Arabs who
lived in what came to be called the Sunni triangle in the
central part of the country that had been the heart of Baath
support.

At first, Americans and others claimed that many
of these insurgents were in fact Baathists. As the Baath
leadership was arrested, it became clear that the insurgents

© Mohammed Ameen/Reuters/Landov

Photo of the destroyed United Nations HQ in Iraq.

were somewhat different and probably bigger. By the end
of 2003, almost all of the Baath leadership had been either
arrested or killed. Thus Saddam’s sons were ambushed and
killed. Saddam himself was arrested while hiding in an un-
derground pit. After a trial that many human rights advo-
cates criticized sharply, he was executed.

The de facto end of the Baath did not end the insur-
rection by any stretch of the imagination. Early on, people
looted offices and museums. More frequently, however, they
have relied on improvised explosive devices, car bombs,
and other relatively primitive devices to kill tens of Ameri-
cans a month and hundreds of their fellow Iraqis a week.
The most dramatic and perhaps most tragic attack occurred
on 20 August 2003, when insurgents blew up the United Na-
tions headquarters killing seventeen including Sergio Vieira
de Maillo who was one of the rising stars of the international
community. The United Nations then removed most of its
staff and its presence has been limited ever since.

To complicate matters further, some of the insurgents
began to refer to themselves as al Qaeda in Iraq. While some
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fighters certainly did come from other countries where
there were some ties to al Qaeda and while Iran certainly
has provided some support, the links to bin Laden and his
associates remains elusive. Therefore, President Bush au-
thorized “the surge” early in 2007. General David Petraeus
was put in charge of coalition forces, which now included
about 30,000 more soldiers and marines. While the in-
creased deployments got the most publicity, Petraeus saw
it as an opportunity to work more closely with Iraqi civil-
ians in peace building and reconstruction efforts that had
languished since 2003.> Petraeus had first come to public
notice when he and his troops succeeded in solving many
problems in one of the northern provinces. Drawing on new
military thought on counterinsurgency developed initially
by Australians and then introduced to the United States by
then Marine commandant General Charles Krulak in the
late 1990s, Petraeus understood two things. First, counter-
insurgencies take a long time. In 2004, the Defense Science
Board estimated that it would take ten years to quell a typi-
cal one. Second, counterinsurgency forces would have to
fight, maintain order, and help rebuild a shattered society
often in the same neighborhood on the same day—hence
Krulak’s notion of a three block war.

The insurgency has continued more or less unabated
since Saddam’s regime fell. The occupation and local forces
have managed to subdue it in parts of the south and have
reduced tensions in a few cities such as Fallujah. However,
through the end of 2006, there were few signs that much
progress had been made in putting a permanent end to the
revolt.

We will never know what would have happened if Pe-
traeus and his team had been able to experiment with their
ideas from the beginning. The fact that they could only do so
after more than three years of fighting made their task all but
impossible. Moreover, the American Congress only agreed
to the surge if Petraeus and Ambassador Ryan Crocker re-
ported to them in September 2007 on the degree to which
the occupation forces and the Iraq government had made
progress in reaching about twenty benchmarks.

They fell far short on all but a handful of them. The
president agreed to a gradual reduction of forces that would
bring the number of American troops in Iraq down to pre-
surge levels by mid-2008. Pressure to speed the pullout up
only seems bound to increase. Meanwhile, politicians in
Washington still talk in terms of victory and defeat.

This discussion leads us to another difficult point, the
way the American occupation contributed to the broader
political crisis in Iraq today which unraveled a bit more in

“See, in particular, George Packer, “Knowing the Enemy”” The New
Yorker. 16 December 2006,

Chapter 14 Iraq 423

A Tragic Story

s someone who has been involved in discussions

between conflict resolution NGOs and the military
since 9/11, I have heard some truly heartrending
stories.

Here is the worst.

Unfortunately it is not all that atypical.

In 2006, I attended a meeting organized by a
Pentagon office in which a marine reserve colonel was
on the program. As often happens at such events, he
began with some macabre humor. He had been a law-
yer in Boston before he was called up and was on his
way from his trailer to the former palace in the Green
Zone to watch the final game of the 2004 World Series,
which the Red Sox won for the first time in 90 years.
As he was walking across the courtyard, mortar rounds
landed in the complex. He could see his obituary.
“Never got to see the Red Sox win the World Series.”

Then, as also often happens at such events, he
got serious. Among other things, he told us about a
day when a group of young marines under his com-
mand were attacked and a couple of their vehicles
were destroyed by an IED. A few marines were killed
and injured. Their colleagues (who were all 19 or 20)
got out of their humvees and saw the person who had
planted the bomb. As they were trained to do, they
shot him.

A few minutes later, they discovered that he
was about nine years old. After the medics got him
through life-saving surgery, they discovered the boy
was an orphan who placed the bomb in exchange for
enough money to buy food.

Once he was out of danger, the authorities la-
beled him an enemy combatant, which meant he had
to be confined in the infamous Abu Ghraib prison.
When this very tough (and funny) marine officer
learned this, he found a doctor. They went to the
prison where the doctor said the boy needed more
medical attention. The whisked him back from the
prison, but not to the hospital. He was soon on a
plane on his way to adoption by a family in Europe.

the week Petraeus and Crocker testified in Washington.
That, in turn, leads to the claim that Iraq has a failed state.

Perhaps it could not have been otherwise.

In Germany (see Chapter 6) and Japan, the United
States occupied defeated countries and helped them build
democratic regimes for the first time—and do so surpris-
ingly quickly. However much President Bush cited those ex-
periences, there were three important differences between
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those cases and Iraq. First, almost everyone in Germany
and Japan acknowledged how dreadful their defeated re-
gimes had been and the need for the societies to undergo
profound change. Second, the occupation authorities drew
heavily on leaders who had spent the war years at home
and could therefore build bases of support. Third, virtually
everyone in Germany and Japan agreed that their country
as such should continue to exist.

Instead, the United States relied on a group of politi-
cians who had been part of the opposition to Saddam and
lived in exile in London, Washington, and other western cit-
ies. For the first year after Saddam’s fall, the United States
(with minimal support from the other coalition members
or the United Nations) ruled Iraq directly through the
Coalition Provisional Authority. Its two leaders, General
Jay Garner and Ambassador Paul Bremer did not distin-
guish themselves. More importantly, many thought that
the Americans, who governed from the Green Zone, looked
more like colonial powers than liberators. In short, the
United States never won the “hearts and minds” of more
than a small percentage of the Iraqi people.

After consulting fairly widely, the CPA appointed an
Interim Governing Council in June that, in turn, appointed
a cabinet in September. The CPA wanted to create a body
that was broadly representative of Iraq’s three main ethnic
groups and ideological factions. But, there was little illu-
sion that the council was an independent body. Its main job
was to draft an interim constitution, which went into effect
in March 2004, and to pave the way for the creation of an
interim government to which the CPA transfeired at least
legal sovereignty on 30 June 2004.

At that point, Bremer left. The leading American civilian
official became the new ambassador, Michael Negroponte,
who had been the U.S. ambassador to the United Nations
and became National Director of Intelligence in April 2005
and Deputy Secretary of State two years later. In most re-
spects, however, the handover of sovereignty was more sym-
bolic than real. Virtually none of the members of the interim
government were critical of the United States. And, more im-
portantly, the fact that this government is being put together
under the eye of almost 160,000 occupying troops makes any
real claims for its independence more than alittle illusory.

In fact, the leaders are all but American puppets, most
of whom spent years in exile. While opposition leaders had
no choice but to live abroad during Saddam’s rule, the fact
that they lacked many close ties at home made it hard for
them to make any kind of profound connection to most
Iraqi citizens.

What emerged by the summer of 2004 was a regime that
had little legitimacy and was divided among the country’s
three main religious and ethnic groups. It came as no sur-

prise that the Shiites would dominate the new government,

given their majority status in the population. The Kurds, whg
had been largely outside of Baghdad's control since the fiygg
Gulf War, continued to govern their region as if it were an g||
but independent country even if one of their main leaders,
Jalal Talabani, has served as the president of the new Iraq,

Nonetheless, the interim government led by Prime
Minister Ayad Alawi took its work seriously. Several of hjg
colleagues paid for their hard work with their lives as vic-
tims of the insurgency.

Their most important task was to prepare for Iraq's
first ever free election, which was held on 30 January 2005
to elect a constituent assembly that would in turn write g
new constitution. More than two hundred political par-
ties ran candidates in an election that would be held under
proportional representation (see Chapter 2). In practice,
few of those parties had any hope of winning seats, and as
voting day neared they came together in three broad coali-
tions that for all intents and purposes mirrored the coun-
try’s ethnic and religious divisions.

Like everything else in Iraq, the election proved contro-
versial. President Bush, the interim government, and their
supporters lauded the vote and the relative calm associated
with it. Critics noted that most Sunni Muslims boycotted the
election either out of opposition to the occupation or out of
fear that insurgents might kill them. In the end, 58 percent
of Iragis voted, a total that compared favorably with recent
presidential elections in the United States other than 2004.
The UN election advisor probably summed up the situation
best when he told the press, “The elections were not per-
fect, they were never meant to be, but they were extremely
successful.”

It took two weeks for the votes to be counted. The re-
sults were not surprising. The United Iraqi Alliance, a loose
coalition of Shiite groups, won a slight majority of the seats.
When elections were held at the end of the year for the first
“permanent” government of the post-Baath era, the results
were largely the same (see table 14.5).

The United Iraqi Alliance won 41% of the vote and 128
seats. It was headed by Nuri al-Malaki who soon became
prime minister. But, it remained a loose and undisciplined
coalition that also included candidates loyal to al-Sadr and
to Adnan Chalabi who had been the exile politicians most

TABLE 14.5 2005 Parliamentary Elections in Iraq

PARTY VOTES (IN PERCENT) SEATS
United Iraqi Alliance 41.2 128
Democratic Patriotic 21.7 53
Alliance of Kurdistan

Tragi Accord Front 15.1 44

Traqi National List 8.0 25

Other 8.9 24
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favored by the Bush administration. Many of its leaders had
close ties both to Iran and to the leading Shiite cleric, Grand
Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani.

'The leading party among the Kurds and supporters of
President Talibani came in a distant second. Many Sunni
Arabs boycotted the vote, and the largest of their parties, the
Iraqgi Accord Front, barely won 15 percent of the vote. Since
then, most Sunnis and some former members of the United
Iraqi Alliance have left the coalition.

Iraq should be seen as a failed state because the
al-Maliki government has not been able to establish any-
thing approaching real control over the country. The Kurds
are running whatis for all intents and purposes an indepen-
dent country of their own in the north. Despite the surge,
there are only pockets of stability in the Sunni triangle. Most
of the south is calmer, but it is not clear how strong the gov-
ernment’s hold is especially in Najaf, Karbala, and other
Shiite holy centers.

Most importantly of all, the al-Maliki government
would not exist were it not for the American occupation
forces. The Bush administration has tried to transfer politi-
cal, military, and civil authority to the new regime, but al-
most no one thinks it has succeeded in doing so.

Even Bush's critics would like to see Iraqis take re-
sponsibility for their own security and for creating a stable
government. But, everyone also realizes that that will not
happen anytime soon.

The United States, too, remains deeply divided over
what should be done in Iraq. The administration announced
that it could reduce troop levels to pre-surge levels by sum-
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Voters lining up outside a
polling station in Baghdad,
Sunday, 30 January 2005.

mer 2008. General Petraeus claimed the number could be
reduced even further. Nonetheless, a minimum of 50,000
American troops seem bound to remain in Iraq for the in-
definite future,

That does not bode well either for the United States or
Iraq.

FEEDBACK

nder Saddam, the regime had total control of the mass

media. This power was not limited to the regime’s
domination of newspapers, radio, and television news.
Foreign newspapers and magazines were banned, and it
was illegal for Iraqis to watch television or listen to radio
programs beamed in from abroad. Iragis began tuning in

to networks like al-Jazeera (www.aljazeera.com), based
out of the UAE, in the last few years, although one suspects
that anyone who had a satellite dish did so with the knowl-
edge and acceptance of the authorities.

A lot of this has changed since Saddam was ousted.
There are now at least one hundred privately owned news-
papers and almost as many radio and television stations. The
American authorities claim that these are all privately owned
and independently run, which does seem to be the case.

However, at least through the end of 2004, none of
those media outlets was more than slightly critical of the oc-
cupying forces or the interim government. The creation of a
truly free and vibrant press will be a major challenge for the
regime that comes to power when and if al-Maliki falls.
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The United States and its allies have tried to create a
domestic media service that supports the new government.
However, most of those attempts have not met with much
success, other than in televising the matches of the coun-
try's surprisingly successful national soccer team (english
".iragimedianet.net/).

CoNcLUSION: FIASCO REVISITED

our and a half years after the invasion, Iraq remains in

deep trouble. The key problem is that Sunni Arabs have
felt excluded from and oppressed by the new regime. A few
Sunni politicians and religious leaders have cooperated
with the new government. A somewhat larger number
have cooperated to try to put down al-Qaeda in Iraq. How-
ever, most prominent Sunni Arabs have all but boycotted
the newregime.

Not all Shiites are happy with it either. The government
and its American supervisors tried to dismantle the remain-
ing militias, including those run by Shiites as well as the
ones that led the Sunni resistance. By the summer of 2007,
the members of parliament and armed citizens closest to al-
Sadr had abandoned the regime, denying it of anything that
any observer could consider a majority.

Not surprisingly, neither the Iraqi regime nor the
American forces came close to meeting the “benchmarks”
established by Congress before it authorized the surge. To
be sure, some areas such as Anbar, were more secure. How-
ever, the violence continued. On the day after Petraeus and
Crocker finished their testimony, insurgents assassinated
one of the few prominent Sunni sheiks who cooperated
with the Americans. The Iraqi government itself was so di-
vided that it could not pass a law about how the country’s
oil resources would be managed, resources that were at
the key of any economic recovery plan. That same week, an
American company did sign a contract to explore for oil, but
found that it had to do so with the semi-autonomous Kurd-
ish region.
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Critical Thinking Exercises

Much has changed in the world since this book was fin-
ished in late 2007. Does the analysis of Iraq presented

in this chapter still make sense? In what ways? Why (or
why not)?

In which respects does Iraq have very shallow roots as a
nation? Explain how this feature has constituted an obsta-
cle to the country’s political and economic development.
What has been the impact of oil on Iraqi politics?

What do you see as the main accomplishments of the
Baath regime? At what cost were these accomplishments
realized?

In what respects did the very nature of Saddam Hussein’s
regime make it difficult to reach a peaceful solution to the
international crisis generated by Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait
and ongoing conflict with the United States?

Why did Iraq’s rulers lead the country into three disas-
trous wars in the last quarter century? What impact did
those conflicts have on the country’s domestic politics?
Was the U.S.-led coalition justified in launching the
invasion of Iraq in 2003?

Why was the situation so volatile in Iraq after the United
States declared the end of major combat operations in
20032

What are the prospects for democracy or even stability in
Iraq given the fact that occupation forces are likely to be
there for years and also given the fact that they are likely
to face a protracted insurgency?

W Useful Websites

During this time of transition, websites on Iraq are likely to
change more rapidly than those for other chapters in this book.
There will, for example, be sites created for the transitional
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government and permanent regime that follows it. So don’t be
surprised if some of these links no longer work.

The best source on the Middle East in general and Iraq in
particular is the University of Texas’s MENIC project, which is
also the virtual library site for the region. The site maintained
by Columbia University’s Middle East and Jewish Studies
Program is almost as good.

menic.utexas.edu/Countries_and_Regions/Iraq/
www.columbia.edu/cu/lweb/indiv/mideast/cuvlm/

Iraq.html

Arabic News is one of several good sites that offer news feeds
for the Middle East.

www.arabicnews.com

The Middle East Research and Information Project (MERIP) is
anonpartisan, Washington-based think tank that focuses on
Iraq and the Gulf region as a whole. Its site includes its own
reports and links to other good information.

www.merip.org

The Council on Foreign Relations has probably done the most
consistent and unbiased work on Iraq since 9/11. Its website
archives almost everything its scholars have written, but its
URL has changed a number of times. Your best bet is to go to
the Council’'s home page and navigate from there.

www.cfr.org
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