Need for additional 3 brigades 15-20 thousand troops in Afghanistan.

Would have to come from Iraq.

Transition in Iraq not going smoothly. Shia militiamen targeting Sunni tribal leaders to be incorporated into ISF.
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Colonial (British) Administration:

The Treaty of Sèvres established Iraq as a mandate of the League of Nations under British administration, 
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imposition of constitutional order, 

political institutions, 

monarch, 

bureaucracy, 

and the army): 

and in 1921 the country was made a kingdom headed by the Hashemite Amir Faisal I (a man who had never even visited Iraq previously was installed as the first national leader). 

Anything but peaceful.

The British used violence in order to keep Iraq together (the British did).  

War of Pacification (1920-1930). 

The British crushed a country-wide insurrection in 1920 and continued to strike at insurgents with 

poison gas, 

airplanes, 

incendiary bombs, 

and mobile armored cars, 

using an occupation force drawn largely from the Indian Army. 

This carnage killed or wounded thousands of Iraqis, burning villages. 

IN addition, the British used brutal means to extract taxes.  

Winston Churchill, as Colonial Secretary, saw the defense of Iraq’s lucrative oil deposits as a test of modern weaponry and military-colonial use of force, enabling Britain to hold the oil fields at the lowest possible cost.
On paper, the new political system possessed all the trapping of democracy. 

For example: All male taxpayers over 21 were eligible to vote for secondary electors in the three large electoral districts into which Iraq was divided. 

Secondary electors then elected parliamentary deputies. 

The king was 

to appoint cabinet members, 

to confirm all laws, 

to dismiss parliaments, 

and to call for general elections. 

In practice: 

The democratic farce did little to mask British colonial dominance. 

British rule was exercised largely behind the scenes through a system of political “advisors” appointed to the major departments of government to ensure that British interests were adequately represented within the system.

The king could completely bypass parliament and issue executive orders to fulfill obligations with the British. 

Tribes: 

The British adopted a conscious policy of strengthening the power of certain tribal leaders through a variety of measures such as:

the recognition of tribal lands; 

cash payments; 

arms supplies. 

This policy benefited Sunni, Shi’a, and Kurdish leaders alike. 

The British also ensured that prominent tribal leaders were well represented in parliament (about 1/5 of seats in the Iraqi parliament were reserved for tribal leaders, by 1954 38%). 

These manipulations were highly effective divide-and-conquer tactics. 

By favoring certain Shi’a tribal leaders at the expense of others, the British, and subsequently the Sunni-dominated regime preempted the emergence of a unified Shi’a opposition to their rule. 

Perhaps even more significantly, they drove a wedge between the two key Shi’a groups – the tribal leadership and the religious leaders of the south. 
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The 1924 Treaty:
With strong reluctance an elected Iraqi assembly agreed in 1924 to a treaty with Great Britain providing for 

the maintenance of British military bases 

and for a British right of veto over legislation. 
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The 1930 Treaty: 

provided for a 25-year alliance with Britain. 

Under the treaty:

Iraq had to consult Britain on security issues and allow it the use of Iraqi airports, ports, railways and rivers;

Two major military bases were leased to the British.

The British were also allowed to station their forces throughout Iraq.

British personnel were granted immunity from local prosecution.

In accepting the League of Nations mandate in 1920, the British government had committed itself to at least 20 years of guardianship of Iraq's state and society. 

When it signed the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty of 1926, London promised to stick around until 1951 (or until an independent Iraq joined the league). 

Yet starting in 1925, the Conservatives began secretly looking for a way out. 

In 1927--just one year after pledging to stay in Iraq for a quarter century--key ministers in Stanley Baldwin's government proposed a pullout. 

According to Robert Cecil, a trusted Baldwin adviser, withdrawal from Iraq would be "a complete answer to those of our critics who allege that we are anxious to have a militarist or adventurous foreign policy. That charge has done us a great deal of harm already and may easily be fatal to our existence at the next election."
As the United Kingdom scaled back its garrisons in Iraq, it left the country increasingly exposed to hostile neighbors.

In March 1927, the Baldwin government proclaimed the Iraqi army capable of defending the country itself and withdrew the last battalion of British ground troops. 

Mere months later, southern Iraq came under attack by thousands of Wahhabi Ikhwan ("brothers"). The Ikhwan were a puritanical sect that had brutally conquered the holy cities of Mecca and Medina in 1924. 

The Ikhwan were Salafi fighters who invaded Iraq from the desert to terrorize Shiites (whom the Salafi consider apostates). 

For the better part of two years, starting in 1927, all that stood between the Ikhwan and the lightly armed Iraqi tribes was a small desert detachment of British-trained Iraqi troops under the leadership of Captain John Glubb, who would later head the Arab Legion in Transjordan. 

Only with great difficulty did Glubb obtain occasional air support from the overstretched RAF squadrons stationed near Basra and Baghdad.

During this same period, the resurgent Turkey of Mustafa Kemal (better known as Atattirk) threatened Iraq from the north. Kemalist Turkey mounted an unsuccessful invasion of Mosul in 1922 and thereafter continually intrigued against Iraqi rule among the Kurdish tribes in the region. 

With Turkish support, the Pesh Merga of the Barzani tribe and its allies were able to sustain an insurgency against the Iraqi government for almost four years. 

At one point, the Iraqi army was forced to deploy three-quarters of its strength in the Kurdish Sulaimaniya region in an attempt to put down the insurgents. 

In the spring of 1931, as the formal handover of sovereignty to the Iraqis approached, the British roused themselves to pacify the Kurds for good. For over a month, the RAF bombed Kurdish villages, finally forcing the rebels to capitulate.

Seeking to quiet its critics at home, in late 1929 the British government announced its intention to terminate the mandate in 1932.
The British mandate was formally terminated in 1932, and Iraq was admitted to the League of Nations.

Although Britain granted nominal independence to Iraq in 1932, it maintained a sizeable military force and a large air base in the country and continued to rule “indirectly.” 

(British advisors (260) would stay in Iraq; 

the British retained military bases and transit rights for their forces in the country). 

Iraqis still owed certain obligation to the British as a consequence of a revised version of the Anglo-Iraq treaty agreed to in 1930. 

Britain was permitted to lease two air bases in Iraq, and the two countries agreed to consult closely on Iraq’s foreign policy
Critically the British provided the military to guarantee security within the nascent state. 

This was exercised through and indigenous army of Assyrians numbering over 5,000 and the firepower of the Royal Air Force. 

Economic control was ensured by requiring Iraq to pay half the costs of the British mandate, and, after that, through British dominance over the emerging Iraqi oil industry.

Many Iraqis objected to British collusion with the ruling Sunni elite. 

They protested the use of British warplanes to suppress tribal uprisings. 

The legal immunity given to British forces generated even more resentment. 

The monarchy
Throughout this period Iraq has maintained its territorial integrity as a state.

But it never became a nation (deep and violent ethnic conflict, tribal, economic, and sectarian divisions).

The essential function of the monarchy was to serve as a symbol of unity for the Iraqi people – to rally Iraq’s disparate and factious elements around a common project of nation-building. 

King Faisal has not been able to forge a clear and inclusive vision of national identity for the Iraqi people. 

The two forces that Faisal could potentially have used to unify his people 

· a profound and widespread anti-British sentiment and the rising Arab nationalism – 

were both in contradictions with his status as a de facto British puppet. 

He failed to accomplish an impossible task. 

The monarchy was an invention of British rule, and was always perceived as such by the majority of Iraqis. 

The democratic farce placed King Faisal in a deeply unenviable position.  

The League of Nations mandate had stipulated that Iraq's minorities should be protected, 

Although London's public reports to the League of Nations throughout the 1920s praised Iraq's new institutions, by the end of the decade British officials had begun to acknowledge privately that the Iraqi government had become the exclusive domain of the royal Hashemite family and a few hundred Sunni Arab politicians. 

This was hardly the liberal, westernized polity the British had set out to create in 1920. 

But as the end of the mandate approached--and domestic demands for withdrawal grew louder--British officials abandoned plans for a real democracy in Iraq. 

"My hope," wrote High Commissioner Dobbs, "is that … [Iraq] may be able to rub along in a corrupt, inefficient, oriental sort of way, something better than she was under Turkish rule. … If this is the result, even though it be not a very splendid one, we shall have built better than we knew."

The League of Nations mandate had stipulated that Iraq's minorities should be protected.
Throughout the 1920s, the British had promised social and economic equity to groups such as the Assyrians and the Kurds. 

But the British government's political maneuvers in the late 1920s made securing minority rights impossible. 

When the mandate actually ended in 1932, Iraq's British-built institutions began, one by one, to collapse. 

The 1930 Anglo-Iraqi treaty that spelled out British rights in Iraq contained no language protecting Iraq's minorities. 

The announcement that the mandate would be terminated effectively turned the British administrators into lame ducks. After that, the Sunnis, anticipating the British withdrawal, simply stonewalled all British efforts to secure specific minority rights.

With the occupiers gone, Iraq's Sunni Arab elite used the army not to defend the state against foreign invaders, but to suppress Iraq's Assyrians, Kurds, and Shiites. 

After its 1930 treaty with Iraq, Britain proved unable to ensure order during the decade of nationalist tumult that followed. 

Faisal’s son Ghazi acceded to the throne (his thinly disguised contempt from the British gained him popularity). 

He spread anti-British sentiment via radio. 

The military
The institution that probably came closest to imparting a sense of national unity was the army. 

the army was one of the few institutions established under the monarchy that served as a source of integration rather than division. 

Whereas the other political institutions of the regime were always viewed as legacies of imperial domination, the army was the institutional expression of independent statehood.

The army commended the respect of Iraq’s population in a way that the monarchy and parliament never could. 

The Iraqi army of the 1930s: 

it was easily the most powerful institution in the country, too strong to be checked by other groups and free from any real constitutional constraints, but it was also too weak to actually defend Iraq from outsiders. 

As the British-installed King Faisal lay dying in Switzerland in 1933, Iraqi troops massacred Assyrians in northern Iraq and returned to Baghdad as heroes. 

Army leaders then used their prestige to meddle in the country's politics, backing certain factions in parliament in return for the passage of conscription laws that bolstered the army's strength but turned young Shiite men into a military underclass.
By 1936, Iraq's generals had gathered enough power to carry out a military coup, ending constitutional government and setting a precedent that would recur again and again.

This military coup indicated that the military was now a key power broker in Iraqi politics. 

After 1936 violent transfers of power became the rule rather than the exception. 

Between 1936 and 1941: seven political coups involving extra-constitutional transfers of power. 

Countercoups, massacres and rebellions.

Up until that point elections hade been held and changes in Prime Minister and Cabinet had been accomplished according to constitutional principles. 

The coups following 1936 mostly involved the Sunni Arab officer corps. 

By 1939, Iraq's military rulers had become openly hostile to the United Kingdom.
The three centers of power under the Hashemite regime – the British, the monarchy, and a relatively small group of Sunni Arab politicians – all had a vested interest in preserving the status quo.

Opposition groups for whom the status quo was unacceptable were excluded from meaningful participation in the “legitimate” political process. 

As a consequence their goals became the overthrow of the regime from without, rather than peaceful change from within. 

The nationalist uprising culminated in an Axis-backed putsch in April 1941 (the only pro-German coup in the wartime Middle East)  when Iraqi colonels exploited these grievances to seize power bloodlessly.
Re-Occupation (1941). 

The British feared that Iraq might fall into the hands of the Axis. 

They were thus faced with the prospect of an Axis stronghold on their line of communication to India). 

London again decided to seize direct control of the country through military force. 

British forces rushed to Baghdad to oust the leaders, who fled as Allied troops approached.

To preserve the fiction that Iraq’s liberation was indigenous, however, the British held back from crossing the Tigris and entering downtown Baghdad. 

That May, absent any occupying authority, two days of looting and rioting broke out as the capital’s Jews were celebrating the festival of Shavuot, while the British troops looked on. 

This pogrom, called the farhud, claimed hundreds of lives and presaged the wholesale destruction after 1948 of the largest and oldest Jewish community in the Arab Middle East.

