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EXSUM 
 

CONTEXT 
 
Problem: Practical responsibility for stability and conflict transformation operations falls 
heavily on the military in the wake of combat operations, as was the case in the past 
decade in both Afghanistan and Iraq. Because there is no United States Government 
institutional home for lessons learned, planning, and training for stability and conflict 
transformation operations, the US Military finds itself repeatedly lacking proven tools 
and methodologies and must improvise and recreate its capacity in confused and rapidly 
shifting environments with lives and the stability of a country at stake. This problem will 
continue for the foreseeable future. Thus, it would benefit the US Military to have tools at 
hand to accelerate its capacity to ramp up and conduct stability and conflict 
transformation operations more effectively and efficiently. 
 
Solution: For any country in which the United States might conduct large-scale stability 
and conflict transformation operations, begin to engage now with an open political 
process that has a light touch, that falls under the US Military’s authorities, and that will 
give the Military important information with the greatest possible degree of accuracy and 
access to valuable relationships.  
 
 

SOVEREIGNTY FIRST  
 
Sovereignty First is a political consultancy specialized in stability and national 
development operations. We ran this case study to reveal the differences in outcome in 
Iraq that would have been possible with the shared advanced knowledge generated by 
Sovereignty First’s inclusive nationalism suite of tools.  

 

OUTPUTS 
 
This case study produced four outputs:  
 

• A list of stakeholders involved in Iraq in 2002, 2003, and 2015 ranked by 
influence.  

• A forecasted ranked list, made by the influential stakeholders, of the influential 
stakeholders most likely to be involved in the country ten years hence.  

• A matrix of the stakeholders showing the stance of each toward an Iraq that is 
stable, self-governing, inclusive, and developing.  

• A comprehensive, developmental assessment of the political capacity of Iraq.  
• A country and situation-specific range of achievable end states for a stability and 

conflict transformation operation.  
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For this case study: We conducted a desk review in which we identified 23 influential 
stakeholders involved in Iraq in 2002, in 2003, and in 2015. We contacted each 
organization and were able to secure five willing to participate in the process: the US 
Military, the US Dept. of State, the Government of Iraq, the Government of Turkey, and 
the US-Kurdistan Business Council.  
 
(Though not an influential stakeholder—and so their data was not included—we secured 
the participation of the National Iranian American Council, through whom we believe we 
would be able to gain access to a handful of influential stakeholders in Iran.)  
 
How Sovereignty First would have deployed in Iraq in the fall of 2002:     
 

• We would assign five teams for Iraq—one for Bagdad, one for the Sunni-
dominant west, one the Shia-dominant south, one the Kurdish-dominant north, 
and one for other religious and ethnic interests throughout in the country. These 
teams would work from bases in Syria, Jordan, and Turkey.  

• We would assign one team to the broader region, to engage with Turkish, Iranian, 
Kuwaiti, Saudi, Syrian, Lebanese, Jordanian, Israeli, and Emirati stakeholders—
governmental, business, and civil society.  

• We would assign one team to the United States.  
• We would assign one team to international actors.  

 
The first round would have completed in October. By February five rounds of interviews 
and feedback would have been completed. Participating influential organizations would 
have increased with each round.  
 
Iraq in the spring of 2003: We would have followed into Iraq with the troops. We would 
have added as many teams as were requested, maybe one per city or town. The 
assessments would have been updated and maintained in real time.  
 
Iraq in 2015: Now is the time to begin in Iraq. Sovereignty First is ready to ramp up and 
deploy teams immediately.  
 

ASSUMPTIONS 
 
Sovereignty First’s first core assumption is that better information for all stakeholders 
helps builders and hurts destroyers. 
 
Information has always been the most valuable asset in diplomacy, development, defense, 
and any other efforts to create long-term societal change on a grand scale. For most of 
history information was hoarded and distributed asymmetrically to preserve its value and 
usefulness. In certain cases, this paradigm may remain valid, but it is becoming 
increasingly obvious that information in certain contexts becomes more useful, powerful, 
and valuable to the degree that it is shared—most especially in any setting in which 
social inclusiveness or progress toward democracy is a goal. 
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Stability and conflict transformation operations, which rely on the engagement, 
coordination, and commitment of multiple actors, each with individual as well as shared 
interests, can benefit greatly from shifting to an information-sharing model. 
 
Sovereignty First’s second assumption is that stable countries runs themselves. The 
people who will run the country need shared political information about each other—and 
a shared comprehensive understanding of the country itself. They need "a shared political 
consciousness.”  
  
Each stakeholder has a piece of the information puzzle. When they all share their pieces, 
the stakeholders share a political consciousness. Each influential stakeholder holds a 
particular viewpoint, and has access to particular political knowledge. Each will share 
their information if they gain information about other stakeholders, in a quid pro quo.  
   
This case study shows how these quid pro quos can be encouraged and a shared political 
consciousness built. With our teams in the field, this process engages scores of the most 
influential stakeholder organizations (local, national, regional, and international) and 
leads them through rounds of individual interviews. This case study shows the beginning 
of our field process: a Round 1 with five influential stakeholders. The information the 
participants offered is contradictory and incomplete, as is expected in the earliest 
rounds. After a number of rounds and the participation of dozens of influential 
stakeholders, the information will be far more reliable and up to date than that of any 
individual stakeholder, including the United States. This shared information will be the 
basis of the country’s emergent and shared political consciousness.  
 
Sovereignty First’s third core assumption is that, in today’s interconnected and globally 
competitive world, stable countries are those that exhibit inclusive nationalism. By 
inclusive nationalism, we mean that, ideally, within the defined borders of a country 
everyone enjoys the same liberties.1 These liberties allow an unleashing of talent and 
cooperation within the country, and lead to economic, political, social, and cultural 
development. Recognizing inclusive nationalism as an ideal best approached by the West 
but not yet fully achieved by any country in the world, we look for vectors pointing 
toward inclusive nationalism, and use these vectors to classify positive and negative 
actors and actions.   
  

                                                
1 Paul Collier on inclusive nationalism: http://sovereigntyfirst.com/related-research/ 
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OVERVIEW: 2 SCENARIOS 
 
 

 
 

SCENARIO 1: TYPICAL OPERATING CONDITIONS  
 
BLUF: The 2003-2011 Iraq postwar stability and conflict transformation was plagued by 
the lack of a shared political consciousness— meaning a lack of broadly shared political 
information about influential stakeholders, and about the economic, political, social, and 
cultural state and capacity of the country. Without a shared political consciousness, it was 
impossible for Iraqis to form a country that was both stable and inclusive.  
  

Six steps to instability 
In 2002, when the US Military was preparing for the task of stabilizing and rebuilding 
Iraq after the planned 2003 invasion, and after the invasion itself, the Military had a vast 
amount of very good data from a broad range of sources. Yet, because of the nature and 
limits of those sources, the Military had insufficient knowledge of several essential pieces 
of information: 
  

1. All local, national, regional, and international influential stakeholders active in 
Iraq. 
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2. The desires of each stakeholder for Iraq. 
3. An adequate understanding of the politics and culture of Iraq 
4. Measurable and realistic end states for a stability and conflict transformation 

operation in Iraq. 
  

A bigger problem was that no other stakeholders had that information either, most 
importantly not the Iraqis themselves. Each stakeholder had only a slice of the needed 
information, was disconnected from most other stakeholders, had its own set of 
assumptions, and its own goals. 
  

5. The result was political confusion. 
  
6. The unstable conditions, combined with the political confusion, led to 
corruption, ongoing instability, insurgency, and civil war. 

  

SCENARIO 2: WITH SOVEREIGNTY FIRST’S TOOLS 
 
BLUF: Stable countries run themselves. Without shared information, it is impossible to 
develop inclusive self-governance If the United States wants stable democracies, it must 
support the generation and sharing of political information as a public good. Sovereignty 
First’s tools enables any actor to provide this public good. 
 

Six steps to stability 
  

1. At Sovereignty First, we are only secondarily interested in good and bad actors. 
We seek influential stakeholders—local, national, regional, and international.  We 
reach out to all of the influential stakeholders and ask them to participate in our 
inclusive public process. Some agree. We interview each individually, and ask 
each to rank all stakeholders by influence, and to let us know who we missed. We 
integrate and publish the results, and send them out to all the influential 
stakeholders, whether they participated in the first round or not. Other influential 
stakeholders join in, to avoid losing influence, and to have a voice. After a few 
rounds, most of the influential stakeholders have joined the mutual evaluation 
process, and all the influential stakeholders have profiles of each other, in English 
and Arabic.  

2. During the interviews, we ask each influential stakeholder the positions of all 
other influential stakeholders regarding inclusive nationalism. By inclusive 
nationalism, we mean that, ideally, within the defined borders of a country 
everyone enjoys the same liberties. These liberties allow an unleashing of talent 
and cooperation within the country, and lead to economic, political, social, and 
cultural development. Recognizing inclusive nationalism as an ideal not yet fully 
achieved by any country in the world, we look for vectors pointing toward 
inclusive nationalism, and use these vectors to classify positive and negative 
actors and actions.  Again, in rounds, we gather, integrate, publish, and push out 
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the results to all the influential stakeholders. After a few rounds, they all have 
gained a shared understanding of each other’s goals.  

3. During the interviews, we lead each stakeholder through a comprehensive and 
developmental assessment of the Iraqi economy, political system, society, and 
culture. These are private conversations. The perspectives they share are 
aggregated, integrated, and redistributed to the participants and all the other 
influential stakeholders, and published. This is a public process. In that way pure 
ideas and information are shared rather than the agreements and rejections 
stakeholders would have made if they knew the assessments held by other 
influential stakeholders, especial the more powerful, or friends or enemies. 
Through rounds of commentary and feedback on the published data, the 
influential stakeholders come to a rough consensus and shared understanding of 
the country.  

4. The rough consensus and shared understanding is measurable and objective. It 
uses 23 scales of development, to comprehend the country holistically. The shared 
agreement by most of the influential stakeholders establishes a baseline. Working 
from that baseline, a range of achievable end states can be determined, from 
reconstruction to national development.  

5. At this point, the influential stakeholders—including local and national actors 
from different regions, social sectors, ethnicities, and religions; regional 
stakeholders from different countries with different interests; and international 
actors with different agendas—all have together achieved a shared political 
consciousness. 

6. The influential stakeholders are now capable of working together, with the Iraqis 
in the lead, to stabilize, govern, and develop the country.  This is possible because 
they now share an understanding of the country’s current baseline and the 
practical end states immediately achievable from that baseline.  
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SECTION TWO: METHOD AND PROCESS 

METHOD 
 
Our approach has three components: framework, field teams, and analysis.  
 
Our framework consists of the process structure and our suite of assessment instruments. 
Our process consists of ongoing rounds of interviews through which we draw out insights 
and perspectives from the country’s influential stakeholders, about each other and about 
the country itself. After each round, we share this information with all stakeholders in 
hard and soft copies, in English and the dominant language(s) of the country, and publish 
it online. Stakeholders offer feedback on the previous round’s results. Over several 
rounds, the feedback becomes ever more reliable and responds to real-time changes. Our 
suite of assessment tools includes 1) stakeholder mapping, 2) a comprehensive 
developmental mapping of the host country, 3) a national development project pipeline.  
 
Field teams: A number of five-person field teams deploy into the country and 
surrounding region, where they will stay for up to five-year rotations. Each team is 
composed of five people—two facilitators trained in our approach, two translators, and 
one person in charge of logistics. 
 
Analysis: Every field team submits interview data daily, and is debriefed daily. Our 
country office integrates and distributes field data.  
 

FINDINGS  
 

2002 
In the fall of 2002, Shia opposition parties were seen as considerably more influential 
than the United States. 
 
Besides the UN Food-For-Oil Program, the only influential stakeholder committed to 
inclusive nationalism in Iraq named was Ayatollah al-Sistani, who had a limited ability to 
mobilize his influence because of the concentration of power in the hands the Saddam 
Hussein-led Government of Iraq, which was opposed to a path toward inclusive 
nationalism.  
 
In 2002, there is little agreement about the developmental levels of the Iraqi economy, 
political system, society, or culture. The extent of the disagreement indicates a profound 
lack of information about the country. Even though the assessments were made 
by representatives from five influential stakeholder organizations (the US Department of 
Defense, the US Department of State, the Government of Iraq, the Government of 
Turkey, and the US-Kurdistan Business Council), and even though each of those 
representatives have dealt for years with Iraq professionally, and even with the benefit of 
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thirteen years of hindsight, these stakeholders might have been assessing completely 
different countries. The most optimistic assessments would be a good fit for Greece 
before the 2008 financial crisis, and the most pessimistic assessments could describe 
Libya in 2015. 
 
The most optimistic assessments describe a country that did not experience the eight-year 
Iran-Iraq War of the 1980s or the 1990 Gulf War, with universal K-16 education and 
strong national institutions for scientific research, and with widespread public recognition 
and regret for the crimes of the Saddam Hussein government against perceived political 
enemies, thousands of Iraqi Shia, and hundreds of thousands of Iraqi Kurds. The more 
pessimistic assessors describe a country that has not existed as a legally recognized, 
independent nation-state, in which schooling is only available for the elite, and in which 
the only publicly celebrated actions of Iraqis toward Iraqis are the accomplishments of 
the Saddam Hussein-led Iraq Government.  
 
We are not saying that any single perspective is necessarily wrong—though certainly, 
through rounds of stakeholder feedback, many observations will be revealed to be 
objectively mistaken. Instead, our interest is political. We assume that all stakeholder 
perspectives are biased by their subjective experiences and incentives, as well as the 
intrinsic difficulty of understanding an organism as large, complex, and complicated as a 
country.  
 
Where then does the truth lie, and where does political agreement lie? What was the 
actual state of the country of Iraq that the United States invaded in 2003? What 
future could be planned for a country that was so vaguely and contradictorily described? 
Only by drawing and sharing information and participation from and with all 
stakeholders is there hope of wrapping our heads around a something as complicated and 
complex as a country. When most of the country’s stakeholders accomplish this 
understanding together, we will have generated a shared political consciousness.  
 
Once there is a shared political consciousness, a profound improvement is possible in 
civilian-military dialogue, and in particular the civ-mil dialogue leading up to an 
invasion—or other kind of intercession—and in the strategic decision between a minimal 
reconstruction effort and quick exit in postwar Iraq versus a commitment to national 
development toward democracy. A shared Iraqi country assessment would have provided 
concrete ways to understand the range of realistic end states in a postwar Iraq, and to set 
metrics to achieve the political, social, and cultural development necessary for long-term 
Iraqi national stability.  
 

2003 
Following the coalition invasion of Iraq, many influential stakeholders were split between 
those pressing for inclusive nationalism, and those opposed to it. Others positioned 
themselves to see how their interests would be impacted by either side's victory. This was 
a moment of great opportunity. Of special interest were stakeholder perceptions of 
Ahmed Chalabi. Stakeholders perceived both his past history and his incentives to both 
be opposed to inclusive nationalism. The error of assessment and reliance by the United 
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States on Chalabi is shown as a significant, unnecessary error.2  
 

2015 
Today, with the spread of ISIL, the increased autonomy of Iraqi Kurdistan, a decade of 
instability, and the civil war in neighboring Syria, the situation in Iraq has changed 
dramatically. Let’s use our fieldwork, framework, and analysis to see what might be 
possible right now.  
 
We should start a participatory stakeholder mapping and political capacity assessment for 
Iraq right now.  
 
Here is what our barely begun Round 1 has revealed so far:  
 
The most influential stakeholders 
 

• Ayatollah al-Sistani is now considered the most influential stakeholder in Iraq.  
• Most of the influential stakeholders are Shia. 
• Sunni stakeholders are seen as having relatively little influence. 
• Kurdish groups have gained significant influence. 
• ISIL, while in the upper half of the list, is not seen as most influential despite its 

territorial gains.  
• Iran is seen as more influential than the Iraqi government. 
• The United States is no longer seen as one of the most influential stakeholders in 

the life of Iraq. 
 
Ten-year social contract forecast  
 

• The Iraqi government is projected to become the most influential stakeholder in 
the country.  

• Ayatollah al-Sistani remains highly influential.  
• Iran remains influential, but no longer more so than the Iraqi government.  
• Kurdish groups remain influential and ISIL becomes less influential.  
• The Sunni remain very low in relative influence.  

  

                                                
2 Interestingly, in our 2002 Iraq interviews, Chalabi was not mentioned as an influential 
stakeholder by any of the five participants. The US’s pre-invasion reliance on Chalabi’s 
judgments would have been, at the least, informed by the views of more stakeholders had their 
perspectives been included at the time. 
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Outputs, key concepts, process  
Our work produced four outputs:  
 

1. Ranked By Influence: Stakeholders In The Life of Iraq: A list of stakeholders 
involved in Iraq in 2002, 2003, and 2015 ranked by influence (according to the 
stakeholders themselves)  
 
• Add-on: A description of each influential stakeholder’s sources of power.  
• Add-on: An analysis of the cooperative capacity of action or proposed 

partnerships among particular stakeholders.  
 

2. Social Contract Forecast (By Stakeholders): A forecasted, by the influential 
stakeholders, ranked list of the influential stakeholders most likely involved in the 
country ten years hence.  
 
• Add-on: Implications of the forecast as to what stakeholders, good or bad, will 

have to be accounted for in order for a stable peace to emerge in the country.  
 

3. Stakeholder Stances Toward Inclusive Nationalism: A matrix of stakeholders, 
by influence and by the stance of each stakeholder, toward an Iraq that is stable, 
self-governing, inclusive, and developing. The assessment is made by the 
stakeholders, of themselves and each other, and by analyses of the past actions 
and present incentives of each stakeholder—all repeatedly vetted by the 
stakeholders themselves.  
 
• Add-on: Tactics to support certain stakeholders, to increase their influence, or 

to shift their stance toward one more supportive of inclusive nationalism for 
Iraq. 
 

4. Inclusive Nationalism Country Assessment (INCA): A comprehensive, 
developmental assessment of Iraq, made and shared by the influential 
stakeholders themselves.  
 
• Add-on: An analysis of the Iraq INCA, which reveals binding constraints to 

the stability and development of the country, and which stability and 
development initiatives will likely receive the most political and social 
support. 

• Add-on: Identification of a range of achievable end states for stability, conflict 
transformation, and national development initiatives.  

 
All four outputs are ongoing and updated in real time. A secondary benefit is the 
formation and maintenance of channels of communication among all stakeholders 
involved in a country. The tertiary benefit is the cultivation of a shared political 
consciousness among all stakeholders.  
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What we did for this case study 
 
We conducted a desk review in which we identified twenty probable stakeholders 
involved in Iraq in 2002, in 2003, and in 2015. We called and emailed the organizations 
and were able to secure five willing to participate in the process: The US Military, the US 
Department of State, the Government of Iraq, the Government of Turkey, and the US-
Kurdistan Business Council.  
 
(Though not an influential stakeholder—and so their data was not included—we secured 
the participation of the National Iranian American Council, through whom we believe we 
would be able to gain access to a handful of influential stakeholders in Iran.)  
 
These results are thus from one round with only five influential stakeholders. The 
information is contradictory and incomplete, as expected in the earliest rounds. After a 
number of rounds, most of the stakeholders most influential in the life of Iraq will join 
the process, and the information generated will be far more reliable and up-to-date than 
that of any individual stakeholder, including the United States.  
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IRAQ IN THE FALL OF 2002: DEVELOPING A SHARED 
POLITICAL CONSCIOUSNESS     
How we would have deployed 
We would have assigned five teams for Iraq—one for Bagdad, one for the Sunni-
dominant west, one the Shia-dominant south, one the Kurdish-dominant north, and one 
for other religious and ethnic interests throughout in the country. Because of the difficulty 
of access to the country, the teams would have interviewed people as close to the 
influential organizations in each of those communities as we could get: to the government 
through the offices of Iraqi ambassadors; to brokers and other agents of government-
controlled business interests; to influential political parties in exile; and to influential 
expatriates. These teams would have worked from bases in Syria, Jordan, and Turkey.  
 
We would have assigned one team to the broader region, to engage with Turkish, Iranian, 
Kuwaiti, Saudi, Syrian, Lebanese, Jordanian, Israeli, and Emirati stakeholders—
governmental, business, and civil society. (Note that influencers need not be Iraqi nor 
need they live in Iraq. Few countries in the world are fully sovereign; most are strongly 
influenced by external actors.) We would have included these actors if they significantly 
influenced Iraq, because the only criterion we use for inclusion is influence.  
 
We would have assigned one team to the United States, to engage with the White House 
and National Security Council, Congress, the US Department of State, the US 
Department of Defense, USAID, the intelligence community, the US Chamber of 
Commerce, and the most influential foreign policy think tanks, businesses (e.g., Exxon, 
Halliburton, KBR, DynCorps, Blackwater) and international peace and environmental 
NGOs. 
 
We would have assigned one team to international actors, to engage with the United 
Nations, the International Atomic Energy Agency, NATO, the European Union, 
Germany, Great Britain, France, Australia, Poland, the World Bank, international oil 
companies, and other non-American businesses and NGOs.  
 

Five rounds 
By September 2002, it was clear to a number of people in the US Military that an 
invasion of Iraq was an immediate possibility. Through the G3-5-7, the US Army would 
have initiated an INCA process. The first round would have been completed in October. 
By February five rounds would have been completed. Participating influential 
organizations would have increased with each round.  
 

• September/October  Round 1 10 influential organizations participated 
• November  Round 2 12 “ 
• December  Round 3 16 “ 
• January   Round 4 24 “ 
• February  Round 5 30  “ 
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Stakeholders in the Life of Iraq in 2002, Ranked by Influence 
 

 
 

This chart  
 
This chart presents in order of most to least (top to bottom) influential stakeholders in the 
life of Iraq in 2002. In actual practice, this chart would be populated and ordered through 
multiple rounds of interviews with the stakeholders themselves. For this case study, we 
conducted only the first round interviews with five influential stakeholders to serve an 
example. The information is contradictory and incomplete, as is expected for the earliest 
rounds. After a number of rounds, most of the stakeholders most influential in the life of 
Iraq will join the process, and the information generated will be far more reliable and up-
to-date than that of any individual stakeholder, including the United States. 
 
The initial set of stakeholders (identified through desk review) was asked to rate its own 
level of influence along with the levels of influence of all other stakeholders within that 
initial set. In addition, each stakeholder was asked to identify any other organizations, 
groups, etc. that it considered to have significant influence. Those groups were then 
added to the initial set and interviewed. After rounds of stakeholder feedback, a final list 
of stakeholders was identified and ranked. For each stakeholder, we provide a brief 
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description of the stakeholder’s sources and types of power. These descriptions are 
reviewed and shaped through rounds of feedback by the other stakeholders. 
 
 

The most influential stakeholders  
 
As might be expected, five of the six most influential stakeholders were directly 
associated with Saddam Hussein, with the sole exception being the UN's Oil for Food 
Program. At the bottom of the list of 2002 stakeholders is the United States, ranked as the 
least influential. Shia opposition parties were seen as considerably more influential than 
the United States. 
 

Power3 
 
For each stakeholder, we describe the sources of their power. We consider different types 
of power: legitimate political or customary power; heroic or demagogic iconic power; 
religious, knowledge-based, or success expert power; economic, status, or protective 
reward power; economic, religious, or physical coercive power; and personal or religious 
moral power. For each stakeholder, an understanding of their sources of power helps 
determine how their influence can be increased or decreased, where their incentives 
might lie, and factors that might influence their relationships with other stakeholders. 
Here are three examples: 
 

The Ba’ath Party 
As one of the very strong influencers in Iraq in 2002, the Ba'ath Party held legitimate 
political power over electoral processes and much political activity. As the sole ruling 
party, through government officials it indirectly held multiple forms of reward and 
coercive power. The party also held iconic and success power as a symbol of pan-
Arabism, and due to economic growth in Iraq in the 1970s.  
 

Ayatollah Al-Sistani 
As a stakeholder of moderate influence in Iraq in 2002, Ayatollah al-Sistani held 
legitimate power within the Shia faith, expert religious and iconic power due to his 
knowledge of Islamic law, and long-term successful functioning as a prominent Shia 
under the Saddam Hussein regime. As a respected cleric, he held moral power in that he 
was able to proclaim the goodness of specific actions to followers and thus encourage 
them to undertake them. Note however that Ayatollah al-Sistani's power was greatly 
constrained by restrictions on his ability to communicate his beliefs and messages widely, 
and by the legal, political, and physical constraints that prevented his followers from 
taking effective action. In short, he could tell people what was right, moral, or correct to 
do, but his followers, in many cases, could not enact his instructions. 
 
                                                
3 These are Round 1 inputs, as explained on p. 17.  
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The United States 
The United States was considered a minor influencer in 2002. It drew power from its 
capacity to reward Iraq economically for certain behaviors, or to potentially apply 
military force to compel behaviors (coercive power).  
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Stakeholders essential to a stable and lasting social contract in Iraq 
in 2002 
 

 
 

This chart4 
 
The left-hand portion of this chart presents a ranking (from most to least, top to bottom) 
of influential stakeholders relative to changing political and social conditions within Iraq 
in 2002. The right hand portion represents these stakeholders' projections of their own 
and others' influence levels ten years from the time of assessment. Each stakeholder was 
asked to project changes in their own and other stakeholders' influence based on their 
expectations of changing conditions in Iraq. Responses were aggregated and ordered to 
illustrate the stakeholders' beliefs of which groups would need to be most accounted for 
to enable a stable, long-term term social contract to form and be maintained, through 
support and enforcement. 
 

The social contract forecast  
 
                                                
4 These are Round 1 inputs, as explained on p. 17. 
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Projections by stakeholders in 2002 did not include the execution of Saddam Hussein and 
the dissolution of the Ba'ath party. Rather, it was assumed that they would remain 
influential in the life of Iraq, though with a lesser degree of influence. This diminished 
influence but continued presence is projected for all organizations seen as serving or 
integral to maintaining the Hussein regime (e.g. Republican Guard, Special Security 
Organization). 
 
Opposition parties affiliated with the Shia were projected to gain influence. 
 
The United States and United Nations were projected to gain significant influence. 
 
Note: The fact that these forecasts were made in retrospect very much shaped the 
projections.  
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Stakeholder stances toward inclusive nationalism in Iraq in 2002 
 

 
 

This chart5 
 
This chart represents an initial (Round 1) four-factor assessment of each stakeholder's 
stance towards inclusive nationalism in Iraq in 2002.  
 
Stance towards inclusive nationalism indicates each stakeholder's level of commitment 
and engagement to the promotion of inclusive nationalism in Iraq. We learn each 
stakeholder’s public statements toward inclusive nationalism (Factor A), and, through 
interviews, its perception of the stances of all other influential stakeholders (Factor B). 
Two other factors are identified through desk review and then vetted through further 
stakeholder interviews: the history of each stakeholder (Factor C), and the pressures and 
incentives put upon them (Factor D). 
 

• A/a indicates public statements: How does the stakeholder define its own stance 
relative to inclusive nationalism in Iraq? 

                                                
5 These are Round 1 inputs, as explained on p. 17. 
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• B/b indicates peer assessment: How do all other stakeholders (responses 
aggregated) define a stakeholder's stance relative to inclusive nationalism in Iraq? 

• C/c indicates history: To which stance relative to inclusive nationalism in Iraq 
does the stakeholders' history best correspond? 

• D/d indicates incentives: To which stance relative to inclusive nationalism in Iraq 
do a stakeholder's current and long-term incentives best correspond?  

 
Note: A lower case letter in the chart means that there is a split assessment: consistently 
contradictory public statements (a), consistently different assessments by other 
stakeholders (b), a history composed of actions toward and away from inclusive 
nationalism, possibly because of a splitting of the stakeholder group into factions (c), or 
conflicting incentives (d). 
 
A stakeholder for which all four factors align to the same stance can be said to firmly and 
definitely hold that stance and should be engaged with based on that stance. However, 
many stakeholders' stance factors span more than one stance (there are 625 possible 
permutations of stance factors). Depending on the spread of stance factors in the cases of 
split assessments, specific avenues of inquiry and tactics for engaging with these 
stakeholders are indicated. 
 
As a rule, the US Military should engage with stakeholders as partners based on their 
stance in the following ways, in order of priority: 
 

1. Engage most deeply with the Core stakeholders, and provide them with the 
maximum possible support. 

2. Help Core stakeholders develop greater influence in Iraq (i.e. move higher on the 
list). 

3. Work to shift all actors one stance to the right (to commit more fully to inclusive 
nationalism in Iraq) whenever possible.  

 
Subsequent assessment rounds would have provided stakeholders a channel to offer 
feedback on others' perspectives on the stance, statements, histories, and incentives of 
their own and other organizations. Through rounds of this process of commentary, the 
most accurate picture of the stances of the stakeholders would emerge.  
 
The five stances toward inclusive nationalism are called Core, Champion, Ally, Neutral, 
and Opposed:  
 

• Core: Stakeholders at Core are entirely dedicated to achieving inclusive 
nationalism in their country. Only in-country groups can be in Core, because 
social contracts must be enforced indefinitely, which can only happen when 
formal and informal leaders say, “This is where I stand, this is where I remain, 
and this is where I will die.”   

• Champion: Stakeholders at Champion may be local, regional, or international 
organizations and are supportive of inclusive nationalism. Inclusive nationalism is 
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not, however, their sole objective and their level of support may vary at times as 
other issues vie for their attention. 

• Ally: Stakeholders at Ally will support inclusive nationalism within a country as 
long as it benefits their own interests, is convenient, or at least does not conflict 
with their own interests. Their support is transactional and often time-limited. 

• Neutral: Stakeholders at Neutral are passive and too disorganized, cowed, or 
uncertain to take an active stance on promoting inclusive nationalism within a 
country. 

• Opposed: Stakeholders at Opposed are actively opposed to, and working against, 
the promotion of inclusive nationalism within the country. 

 

The stances  
 
In Iraq in 2002 the right side of the chart is weaker than it seems. The UN, the Oil for 
Food Program (Champions) and the Ministry of Trade (Core) are all, in essence, engaged 
in the same mission, which, though sustaining citizens, was not sufficient to promote 
legitimate change or movement towards inclusive nationalism in the country. 
 
The sole remaining influential stakeholder with a history (“C”) at Core, Ayatollah al-
Sistani, had a limited ability to mobilize his influence and encourage practical steps 
toward inclusive nationalism because of the concentration of power in the hands of 
Opposed stakeholders. 
 
The Opposed, Champion, and Core stances are the most independent and proactive of the 
five stances. Neutrals are passive. Allies follow power opportunistically. If we discount 
the Oil-for-Food Program, the weight of influence was with those actors opposed to 
inclusive nationalism, and the Allies followed their lead.  
 
The United States (Champion) is preparing for military action, as it perceives this as the 
sole means of overcoming the influence of Opposed groups.  
 
 
Examples of inputs:6  

Iraqi Olympic Committee  
 
PUBLIC STATEMENTS 

Core. From the mission statement of the International Olympic Committee (IOC): 
“[T]he role of the IOC,” according to the Olympic Charter, is: “To cooperate with 
the competent public or private organizations and authorities in the endeavor to 
place sport at the service of humanity and thereby to promote peace; to act against 
any form of discrimination affecting the Olympic Movement; to oppose any 
political or commercial abuse of sport and athletes; to encourage and support the 
promotion of women in sport at all levels and in all structures with a view to 

                                                
6 These are Round 1 inputs, as explained on p. 17. 
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implementing the principle of equality of men and women.”7 As a participant in 
the Olympic Movement, the Iraqi Olympic Committee would have publicly 
aligned itself with these statements and thus likely have claimed a Core stance 
relative to inclusive nationalism in Iraq. 

 

RATING BY THE OTHER STAKEHOLDERS 
Ally. The stakeholders may be referring to the changing nature of the Olympic 
Committee’s stance before and during the Saddam Hussein regime. 

 

HISTORY 
Opposed. Under the leadership of Uday Hussien, the IOC became a house of pain. 
Uday preferred to recruit Sunnis (his own sect) even though soccer was more 
popular in certain Shia areas, areas that produced better soccer players. Players 
who embarrassed Uday by losing or by making statements critical of the 
government were tortured brutally.8 The stance demonstrated during Uday’s term 
was Opposed. 

 

PRESSURES AND INCENTIVES 
Opposed. It can be reasonably argued that Uday Hussein was a sadist. It was also 
known that he used athletes and the games to elicit demonstrations of affection for 
him by the Iraqi populace.9 As these are purely self-serving motives, his 
incentives appear to be in opposition to inclusive nationalism. 

 

Iraqi National Congress 

PUBLIC STATEMENTS 
Core. The Iraqi National Congress’ platform promised “human rights” and rule of 
law within a constitutional, democratic, and pluralistic Iraq";10 preservation of 
Iraq's territorial integrity, and complete compliance with international law, 
including United Nations’ resolutions relating to Iraq. This would correspond 
with public statements of a Core stance relative to inclusive nationalism in Iraq. 

 

RATING BY THE OTHER STAKEHOLDERS 
Champion. 

 

                                                
7 http://www.olympic.org/about-ioc-institution 
8 http://www.nytimes.com/2003/05/06/international/worldspecial/06TORT.html?pagewanted=all 
9 http://www.nytimes.com/2003/05/06/international/worldspecial/06TORT.html?pagewanted=all 
10 http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/Iraqi_National_Congress 
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HISTORY 
Neutral. Formed in 1991 by the US George H.W. Bush administration through the 
CIA as an insurgent political party, its purpose was to depose Saddam Hussein.11 
It was led by Ahmed Chalabi, and included many of the disaffected Iraqi groups 
that also opposed the rule of Saddam Hussein. It quickly fell into disarray due to 
infighting, especially between the PUK and the KDP. The KDP even turned to 
Saddam Hussein for support in their fight against the PUK. It did manage to 
launch some nuisance initiatives, but never threatened Saddam Hussein’s control. 
It did result in Chalabi becoming hugely unpopular in Iraq. The inability of the 
Congress to even try in a serious way to effect any significant change rates them 
as Neutral. 

 

PRESSURES AND INCENTIVES 
Opposition. Most of the member organizations eventually became quite 
influential in Iraq, but in 2002 their incentives against one another superseded 
their incentives to overthrow Saddam Hussein in favor of an inclusive Iraq. This 
rates them as Opposition. 

 

Ministry of Trade 

PUBLIC STATEMENTS 
None found. 

RATING BY THE OTHER STAKEHOLDERS 
 Ally. 

HISTORY 
Core. The Ministry of Trade in 2002 was part of the Saddam Hussein government 
and had significant incentives to conform to government mandates. However, it 
was also responsible for implementing food distribution under the UN's Oil-For 
Food Program from 1996-2010. On “the eve of the program’s handover to U.S. 
occupation authorities, ‘malnutrition rates in 2002 in centre/south were half those 
of pre-program Iraq, among children under the age of five.’”12 The Ministry’s 
work was aligned as Core to inclusive nationalism in Iraq. 

PRESSURES AND INCENTIVES 
Core. Given that the program was vital to many people's survival and that the 
continued existence of an Iraqi population was a necessary precursor to the 
maintenance of any state, the Ministry of Trade had its strongest incentives to 
keep the population fed and functional. In times of great hardship, this incentive 
aligns to Core.   

                                                
11 http://powerbase.info/index.php/Iraqi_National_Congress 
12 November 19, 2003 U.N. Fact Sheet. http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/45455.pdf 



Sovereignty First • Iraq retrospective case study draft • Not for circulation 

12/06/2015 27 

An Iraq Inclusive Nationalism Country Assessment in 2002: Round 1  
 

 
 

This chart13 
 
INCA measures provide an objective, comprehensive developmental map of the political, 
social, and cultural capacity of a country.  
 
The chart above represents an Iraq Round 1 INCA assessment. Round 1 assessments 
measure the degree to which stakeholder perceptions of Iraq's development are not 
aligned. Subsequent rounds of iterative feedback, comment, and revision would be used 
to help stakeholders reach an honest and realistic consensus about the state of Iraq and 
thus create the ground from which to plan and act together effectively. 
 
Stability and development initiatives rely on the collective participation of stakeholders 
working towards common goals (even when stakeholders are simultaneously pursuing 
individual goals). In stability and development efforts, typically many goals are set, only 
some of which can legitimately be achieved, because all countries have different starting 

                                                
13 These are Round 1 inputs, as explained on p. 17. 
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points. To the degree that stakeholders are not in agreement about a country's starting 
point (its “baseline”), their efforts will be uncoordinated, frequently contradictory or in 
conflict, and often counter-productive for the country as a whole. In the INCA map, it 
requires a country 10-20 years of effort to move up one developmental level; immense 
amounts time, money, and effort are wasted if stakeholders are not in agreement about a 
country's current state (starting point) and what amount of progress is possible and 
reasonable to expect in a given period of time. Conversely, agreement on a baseline 
enables reasonable strategic planning, multi-stakeholder coordination, and effective 
initiatives to improve the stability of a country and its progress towards inclusive 
nationalism. 
 

Initial disagreement  
 
In 2002, there is little agreement about most of the developmental levels of the Iraqi 
economy, political system, society, or culture. The extent of the disagreement indicates a 
profound lack of information about the country. Even though the assessments were made 
by representatives from five influential stakeholder organizations (the US Department of 
Defense, the US Department of State, the Government of Iraq, the Government of 
Turkey, and the US-Kurdistan Business Council), and even though those representatives 
have dealt for years with Iraq professionally, and even with the benefit of thirteen years 
of hindsight, these stakeholders might well be assessing completely different 
countries. The most optimistic assessments would be a good fit for Greece before the 
financial crisis of 2008, and the most pessimistic assessments could describe Libya in 
2015. 
 
The most optimistic assessments describe a country that did not experience the eight-year 
Iran-Iraq War of the 1980s or the 1990 Gulf War, a country with universal K-16 
education and strong national institutions for scientific research, and a country with 
widespread public recognition and regret for the crimes of the Saddam Hussein 
government against perceived political enemies, thousands of Iraqi Shia, and hundreds 
of thousands of Iraqi Kurds. The more pessimistic assessors describe a country that has 
not existed as a legally recognized, independent nation-state, in which schooling is only 
available for the elite, and in which the only publicly celebrated actions of Iraqis toward 
Iraqis are the accomplishments of the Saddam Hussein-led Iraq Government.  
 
We are not saying that any single perspective is necessarily wrong, rather that all 
stakeholder perspectives are biased by their subjective experiences, incentives, and the 
intrinsic difficulty of understanding of an organism as large, complex, and complicated as 
a country.  
 
Where then does the truth lie, and where does political agreement lie? What was the 
actual state of the country of Iraq that the United States invaded in 2003? What 
future could be planned for a country that was so vaguely and contradictorily described? 
Only by drawing and sharing information and with participation from all stakeholders is 
there hope of wrapping our heads around something as complicated and complex as a 
country.  
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After many rounds, a shared INCA  
 
For the moment, assume the eventual shared INCA for Iraq was similar to the lower 
estimates (the lower, black bars in the chart). This could have profoundly shaped the civ-
mil dialogue leading up to the invasion, in particular in the strategic decision between a 
minimal reconstruction effort and quick exit versus committing to supporting national 
development in postwar Iraq toward democracy.  
 

End states and effective goals  
 
Two factors plague goal-setting in military strategies: their change during the campaign 
or war due to changes in economic, political, or social changes within the state, or in a 
change of how achievement of the existing goal is being assessed, and the criteria of its 
achievement.14 Whether the goal of a campaign is regime change, stability, and exit, or 
whether the goal is stability and development toward democracy, a shared INCA 
assessment provides concrete ways to understand changes in a country, and to set metrics 
to achieve the political, social, and cultural development necessary for long-term national 
stability.  

Regime change, stability, and exit 
 
If the goal of the United States in Iraq were to replace Saddam Hussein with a leader 
more aligned to the interests of the United States, to clean up the mess of the war, and to 
leave, the goals would be help Iraq get to at least Level 2 in all indicators; to return to 
Level 3 in Group Identity, National and International Vision and Strategy, Education and 
Science, and the threat of Natural Disaster or Plague; and to return to the previous Level 
4 of Legally Enshrined Values. This would reasonable to accomplish in 5-10 years.15 
 

Development toward democracy  
 
If the goal of the United States in Iraq were to replace Saddam Hussein with a leader 
more aligned to the interests of the United States, to clean up the mess of the war, and to 
help the country take its next step toward democracy, the goals would be the same as 
above, plus one lever higher in each sector of the Iraq measured by INCA. This would 
reasonable to accomplish in 10-20 years.16 

                                                
14 Gartner, Scott Sigmund, Strategic Assessment in War, Yale University Press, 1999.  
15 Based on the US experiences in Panama in 1989 or Haiti in 1994.  
16 Based on the US experiences in Germany and Japan after WWII, or Korea after 1953.  
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Example of Shared INCA End States for Iraq in 200217 
 
For the moment, assume the eventual shared INCA for Iraq for 2002 was similar to the 
lower estimates for the initial, Round 1 2002 INCA. (The red bars in the chart, below, 
represent these levels of development.)  
 
 

 
 

Three possible end states 
 
A national catastrophe has occurred: an invasion, a civil war, a violent government 
regime, or a large-scale natural disaster. 
 
The country is disrupted and its levels of development (previously represented by the 
black bars) have been weakened (and now are represented by the red bars). Below are 
three possible end states for stability operations:  
 
Conservative end state: Stability and Restoration 
                                                
17 These are Round 1 inputs, as explained on p. 17. 
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The desired end state for a stability operation could be to help the country return to its 
previous level of development, as quickly as possible. Thus the goal is stability and 
restoration; the desired end state is the previous level of development.  
 
Ambitious end state: Stability and Conflict Transformation  
 
The desired end state for a stability and conflict transformation operation could be to help 
the country return to its previous level of development, as quickly as possible, and to 
develop a step toward democracy (toward inclusive nationalism). The range of achievable 
end states, for the next 10-20 years, is between the top of the red bars and the green line.  
 
 
Dangerous and delusional end state: Stability and Immediate Transition to Democracy  
 
The attempt to make too much progress in too little time drives confusion and corruption 
into the country (represented by the hatched red lines). The greater (and less realistic) the 
ambition, the greater will be the confusion and corruption. The red line (at Level 5) 
roughly corresponds to the characteristics of the economy, political structure, society, and 
culture of an emerging democracy; this is only a realist goal for a country that is ready for 
that transition to an emerging democracy (i.e. a country roughly developed to Level 4).   
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IRAQ IN THE SPRING OF 2003: DEVELOPING A 
SHARED POLITICAL CONSCIOUSNESS 
 
Actions 
 
Our eight teams continue their rounds. The five Iraq teams move into the country and 
keep up with the shifting political landscape. We continue running rounds with a 
changing and growing list of stakeholders. Participation in the process increases, as all 
stakeholders see the INCA process as a way to gain information and share their 
perspectives.  

 
Expansion   
 
Because the situation is in flux, more Sovereignty First teams are requested. We triple our 
Iraq teams, from 5 to 15, and double our regional, US, and international teams from 3 to 
6. The expansion is seamless because the new stakeholders join directly into the already 
running rounds of assessment and feedback.  
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Stakeholders in the Life of Iraq in 2003, Ranked by Influence 
 

 
 

Influential stakeholders18  
 
Following the coalition invasion of Iraq, the top influential stakeholders of 2002 were 
displaced from the list. Ayatollah al-Sistani, whose social and political messages had 
been constrained under Saddam Hussein gained significant influence as his voice began 
to be heard, and the general category “political parties” appeared on the list of influential 
organizations, likely representing both US support for, and Iraqi embracing of, a newly 
open political process. Interestingly, “clerics” appear as a highly influential stakeholder, 
indicating a possible seeking of religious guidance in the newly opened society or an 
early indication of the fracturing of society along sectarian lines.  
 

Power19 
 
For each stakeholder, we describe the sources and types of their power. Here are three 
examples: 
                                                
18 For an explanation Ranked Stakeholder lists see p. 17.  
19These are Round 1 inputs, as explained on p. 17. 
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The Coalition Provisional Authority 
The most influential stakeholder in Iraq in 2003 was the Coalition Provisional Authority, 
which held legitimate power as the de facto government of the country. This position also 
conveyed significant reward power (the ability to provide money and protection) and 
coercive power (the ability to use force or deny aid).  
 

The Supreme Council for Islamic Revolution in Iraq 
A moderately influential stakeholder in Iraq in 2003, SCIRI (now the Islamic Supreme 
Council of Iraq) held moral and iconic power with Shia, as well as economic reward 
power as it gained popularity among Shiite Iraqis by providing social services and 
humanitarian aid. 
 

The Ba’ath Party 
Having lost the majority of its sources of power following the invasion and in the process 
of being banned, the power of the Ba'ath party fell in 2003, likely retaining only iconic 
and moral power with long-time adherents and with those opposed to the invasion of and 
changes in Iraq. 
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Stakeholders essential to a stable and lasting social contract in Iraq 
in 2003 
 
“If you wait by the river long enough, the bodies of your enemies will float by.” -Sun Tzu 
 

 
 

The social contract forecast2021 
 
Most notable about future projections is that U S influence was expected to drop sharply 
over 10 years. This reflects that, at the time of the 2003 invasion, stakeholders assumed a 
far faster turnover of power and influence than actually occurred. 
 
Also notable is the predominance of Shia-identified groups in the upper half of the 
projected list. While this might have been expected in a democratized Iraq given its 

                                                
20 See footnote 4.  
21 For an explanation Social Contract Forecast see p. 20.  
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population distribution, it represents a more dramatic (projected) shift than the one 
projected in 2002.  
 
Finally, the KDP appears as a stakeholder with projected influence in the top half of the 
list, showing an expectation of growing Iraqi Kurdish influence post-Saddam Hussein.   
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Stakeholder stances toward inclusive nationalism in Iraq in 2003 
 

 
 

The stances22 

 
 
The active stances are the Opposed, Champions, and Core. In Iraq in 2003, the large 
number of influential stakeholders in both Opposed and Champions looks like a war in 
which the Champions have the upper hand, and the opportunity to pull the Allies, and 
then the Neutrals to their cause. The Allies are looking to see how their interests will be 
impacted by either side's victory. The Neutral stakeholders are waiting to see how the 
situation stabilizes, so that it is safe to venture out into their country, personally and 
professionally. This is a moment of great opportunity.  
 
The Core stakeholders must lead any lasting stability, conflict transformation, and 
development efforts. Champions often confuse and conflate their aspirations with those 
of Core stakeholders. Even when regional and international Champions' support or 
leadership is vital to initiate or further change, in the long term local actors must create, 
embrace, enforce, and maintain their own social contracts. Insider Champions can 
                                                
22  Stances are explained on p. 22.  
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confuse and conflate their partisan interests with the interests of the country as a whole, 
and unchecked may move downward a stance becoming Allies. Thus strengthening the 
capacities and influence of the Core stakeholders and maintaining Champion roles as 
supportive become an important objective. For the stability and development of the 
country as a whole, Champions need to serve the leadership of Core stakeholders.  
 
Examples of inputs:23  
 

Supreme Council for Islamic Revolution in Iraq (SCIRI)  

PUBLIC STATEMENTS 
Ally. Initially SCIRI founder and leader, Ayatollah Mohammad Baqir al-
Hakim was critical of the US-led invasion of Iraq, saying, "We do not put 
confidence in the Americans, they have always acted against the interests of the 
Iraqi people," and urged Iraqis not to follow the dictates of the United States. 
However, he did give the United States credit for overthrowing the Ba'athist 
government, and through the summer of 2003 indicated some willingness to work 
with the Americans to set up a civilian government in Iraq. By the time of his 
death, Ayatollah al-Hakim remained distrustful, but urged Iraqis to abandon 
violence, at least for the time being, and to give the interim government a chance 
to earn their trust. Taking its leader’s statements as indicative of SCIRI positions, 
this would place SCIRI in an Ally stance relative to inclusive nationalism in 
Iraq.24 

RATING BY THE OTHER STAKEHOLDERS 
Divided between Champion and Opposed. 

HISTORY 
Champion. SCIRI was originally founded in Iran. As Iraqi Shia in exile, they 
formed with the purpose of replacing the secular Ba’athists in Iraq with a 
theocratic Islamic government. They built coalitions among disparate Shia groups 
and at least two Kurdish organizations, thus demonstrating a Champion stance 
toward inclusive nationalism.25 

PRESSURES AND INCENTIVES 
Ally. Though a religious organization with exclusionary religious motivations 
engaged in trying to protect Shia communities from Iraqi Government artillery 
attacks, SCIRI also worked to prevent environmental degradation caused by the 
Iraqi Government’s drainage of the southern marshlands.26 Their motivations 
were complex and somewhat mixed. This aligns them with an Ally stance. 

                                                
23 See footnote 3.  
24 http://www.theguardian.com/news/2003/aug/30/guardianobituaries.iraq 
25 http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/para/sciri.htm 
26 http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/para/sciri.htm 
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The Patriotic Union of Kurdistan and Jalal Talabani 

PUBLIC STATEMENTS 
Core. “Created at a moment of profound crisis for the Kurdish people in Iraq, the 
organization's aim is to revitalize resistance and to rebuild and redirect Kurdish 
society along modern and democratic lines…. The PUK strives for the right of 
self-determination for the Kurdish people within a unified democratic Iraq. The 
PUK advocates a political settlement to the Kurdish national issue that is based on 
the principles of democracy, human rights and recognition of national and cultural 
identity.”27 This would align with Core. 

RATING BY THE OTHER STAKEHOLDERS 
 Opposition. 

HISTORY 
Ally. Prior to the formation of the PUK, Jalal Talabani opposed Masoud Barzani 
of the KDP for complicity with Baghdad in not supporting Kurdish autonomy. 
The PUK itself formed when the KDP failed to succeed in a war against Iraq for 
Kurdish autonomy.28 This places Talabani and the PUK as Allies to the cause of 
Iraqi inclusive nationalism because they support Iraq, but only as a means to their 
own cause. 

PRESSURES AND INCENTIVES 
 

Ally. The PUK aided coalition forces in fighting Iraqi Government forces during 
the invasion, but it was unclear whether an independent Kurdistan or a 
continuation of a semi-autonomous regional governance structure as part of Iraq 
would be preferable for the Kurds. Thus the PUK and Talabani had incentives to 
remain Allies, taking a “wait-and-see” attitude toward inclusive nationalism in 
Iraq at that time. 

Note that Ayatollah Al-Sistani is rising in influence and regard by the other stakeholders 
(they identify him at Core).  

The internal diaspora was also considered Core by some accounts, but was considered by 
others as being cowed into a Neutral stance. 

 

  

                                                
27 http://www.aha.ru/~said/puk.htm 
28 http://thekurdishproject.org/history-and-culture/kurdish-nationalism/puk-patriotic-union-of-
kurdistan/ 
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An Iraq Inclusive Nationalism Country Assessment in 2003: Round 1  
 

 
 

Initial disagreement29  
 
There are only three indices where the least and most optimistic stakeholders agree about 
Iraq's developmental levels: those regarding distribution of power, civil society, and trust. 
Both agree that the country is fragmented and in the midst or just emerging from an 
ongoing civil war, that civil society exists but outside NGOs and outside funding are 
essential supports, and that agreements between village or tribal leaders and their citizens 
can be trusted. This matches well with the state of Iraq at the time, with victorious outside 
forces beginning to oversee the establishment of new social contracts, and a cautious 
population not yet sure if they can trust anyone with whom they do not have long-term 
close relationships.  
 
The greatest range of variance is relative to international memory, with the least 
optimistic stakeholder claiming there are no strong, shared public memories of the 
country’s involvement in any international traumatic events (e.g. the Iran-Iraq War, the 
invasion of Kuwait). The most optimistic claim that the country has experienced 

                                                
29 These are Round 1 inputs, as explained on p. 17. 
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significant remorse and made amends for its role in at least two atrocities committed 
against other countries. Here, it becomes obvious that the stakeholders are discussing 
different countries. The least optimistic stakeholder seems to feel that the slate of the 
country has been wiped clean with the removal of Saddam Hussein and that all past Iraqi 
negative behavior can be attributed to his rule. The more optimistic stakeholders seem to 
feel that the removal of Saddam Hussein allows the country to confront, rather than erase 
its past. These two beliefs, if acted upon, would form two very different paths to 
relationships with neighboring countries. 
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Example of a Shared INCA End States for Iraq in 200330 
 
For the moment, assume the eventual shared INCA for Iraq for 2003 was similar to the 
lower estimates for the Round 1 2003 INCA. (The black bars in the chart, below, 
represent those levels of development.)  
 

  

Course corrections 
 
The 2002 INCA anticipated that invasion, war, the removal of Saddam Hussein, and 
subsequent instability would weaken the economy, political stability, society, and culture 
of Iraq, but because it was impossible to predict how much, we colored the bars red to 
indicate potential destruction or social regression. By contrast, this 2003 INCA reveals 
the actual state of post-invasion Iraq. The differences between the 2002 and 2003 INCAs 
would not necessarily affect the choice of end state strategy (“Conservative,” 
“Ambitious,” or “Dangerous and Delusional”), but it would redefine the range of 
realistically achievable end states for each of the strategies.  
                                                
30 These are Round 1 inputs, as explained on p. 17. 
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Conservative end state: Stability and Restoration 
 
This desired end state for a stability operation would have been to help the country return 
to its previous level of development, as quickly as possible. Thus the goal would have 
been stability and restoration, and the desired end state the previous level of development 
of the country. In 2003 post-invasion Iraq, seventeen of the INCA indices were higher 
than had been anticipated, and only five were lower. In order for the United States to 
complete its mission, those five weakened sectors of the country would have needed to be 
restored to their previous levels of development. Those five sectors were:  
 

• National Vision and Strategy (Saddam Hussein’s government had provided a 
vision and strategy, and his expulsion left only fragmentation and a vacuum in 
lieu of a vision and strategy for the country.) 

• International Vision and Strategy (The same problem as with the National Vision 
and Strategy.)  

• Distribution of Power (Saddam Hussein’s totalitarian state was broken, but there 
was nothing to replace it with, only chaos.)  

• Arts and Humanities (Where were the Iraqi intellectuals whose thought and 
guidance could help the national consciousness to reform and revitalize?) 

• The Threat from Outsiders (Both from the United States, who had just invaded 
their country, as well the new vulnerability to Iran.) 

 
In the conservative end state strategy, the task would be to help the Iraqis meet these 
challenges, then leave.  
 
 
Ambitious end state: Stability and Conflict Transformation  
 
This desired end state for a stability and conflict transformation operation would have 
been to help the country return to its previous level of development, as quickly as 
possible, and to develop a step toward democracy (toward inclusive nationalism). The 
range of achievable end states, for the next 10-20 years, is between the top of the black 
bars and the green line. Seventeen of the indices were higher than anticipated and five 
(those bulleted above) were lower. The previously set end states for each sector and index 
would need to be readjusted, and plans reworked. This is one reason for the 
recommendation by the Special Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction that all 
projects in a stability and conflict transformation operation should begin small then grow, 
because plans will have to be reformed to adapt to changes in the postwar environment.  
 
 
Dangerous and delusional end state: Stability and Immediate Transition to Democracy  
 
The attempt to make too much progress in too little time drove confusion and corruption 
into Iraq (represented by the hatched red lines). The ambition of the United States in 
postwar Iraq was great and unrealistic and drove huge amounts of confusion and 
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corruption into the country. The red line (at Level 5) roughly corresponds to the 
characteristics of the economy, political structure, society, and culture of an emerging 
democracy. This was not realist goal for Iraq. The $62 billion, and the confusion and 
corruption that the United States drove into postwar Iraq, is indicated by the red-hashed 
lines.  
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IRAQ IN 2015: NEW POSSIBILITIES FOR DEVELOPING A 
SHARED POLITICAL CONSCIOUSNESS  
 
Overview 
 
Today, with the spread of ISIL, the increased autonomy of Iraqi Kurdistan, a decade of 
instability, and the civil war in neighboring Syria, the situation in Iraq has changed 
dramatically.  
  
We should start a participatory stakeholder mapping and political capacity assessment for 
Iraq right now.  
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Stakeholders in the Life of Iraq in 2015, Ranked by Influence 
 

 

The most influential stakeholders31 
 
Ayatollah al-Sistani is now considered the most influential stakeholder in Iraq. Note also 
that while he controls an organization with funding and other forms of tangible aid to 
disburse, it is not the organization but the individual listed as most influential.  
 
The upper portions of the list are Shia-dominated, with the Sunni as a whole being seen 
as having relatively little influence. Kurdish groups have gained significant influence. 
 
ISIL, while in the upper half of the list, is not seen as most influential despite their 
territorial gains. 
 
Iran is seen as more influential than the Iraqi government.  
 
Finally, despite the investment of lives, money, and effort from 2003-2011, the United 
States is no longer seen as one of the most influential stakeholders in the life of Iraq. 
 
                                                
31For an explanation Ranked Stakeholder lists see p. 17. 



Sovereignty First • Iraq retrospective case study draft • Not for circulation 

12/06/2015 47 

Power32 
 

Ayatollah al-Sistani 
By 2015 Ayatollah al-Sistani and his organization have become the most influential 
stakeholders in Iraq. The constraints on his power in 2002 have long been removed and 
he regularly and consistently applied his iconic and moral power over the past thirteen 
years. His advancement has increased his success power.  
 

The Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG)  
The KRG has become a stakeholder of moderate influence in 2015. Having been more 
stable and having developed more since 2003 than the rest of Iraq, the KRG holds 
success power. However, its reliance on the Iraqi Government for funding severely limits 
its ability to wield Economic reward power, despite a strong economy. The KRG holds 
protective reward and moral power through its continued fighting against ISIL, though 
the KRG’s moral power (outside of Kurdish strongholds in Iraq, Syria, Turkey, and Iran) 
may be limited by anti-Kurd bias or concerns that the KRG's power might be used to try 
to separate from Iraqi to found an independent Kurdistan.  
 

The “Sunni community” 
The Sunni community as a whole is seen as having little influence despite its numbers. 
This is because of the encumbrance of its Ba’athist past under Saddam Hussein, present 
constraints on its power to organize itself politically because of ISIL occupation, and 
because ISIL itself is led by Syrian and Iraqi Sunnis.  
 

Iran 
Legitimate power: Iran welds legitimate power in Iraq to the degree that it has official 
and recognized formal agreements with Iraq, which are enforceable. As of January 2010, 
the two countries have signed over 100 economic and cooperation agreements.33 
 
Iconic power: As a successful Shia-led state that has demonstrated a willingness and 
ability to resist the West, Iran may serve as a role model for Shia in Iraq as well as for 
other Iraqis seeking a greater degree of autonomy from the West without being disposed 
towards Islamic militancy. This would correspond to heroic power.  
 
Expert power: Again, Iran's history and current successes would suggest it holds success 
power or subject matter power (the subject matter being successful governance and 
economic stability). This may be enhanced by the fact that the Iran has persisted in its 
policies despite Western sanctions and other economic and diplomatic efforts against it.  
 
Reward power: Iran's support for forces fighting ISIL corresponds to protective reward 
power and is likely Iran's most immediately obvious wielding of power in the region. 
                                                
32 These are Round 1 inputs, as explained on p. 17. 
33 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iran%E2%80%93Iraq_relations 
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(Note: Iraq's growing reliance on Iranian military aid implies that a threat of its 
withdrawal could be used as coercive power. However, this seems to be counter to 
Iranian interests and so is likely not to be used.) 
 
Iran's economic ability to provide non-military aid, investment, and other tangible 
benefits to Iraq corresponds to economic reward power 
 
Coercive power: As noted above, the possibility that Iran could withdraw military 
support for anti-ISIL efforts in Iraq can be seen as physical coercive power, though 
realistically this is against Iranian interests. 
 
Moral power: Iran may wield moral power drawn from multiple sources in Iraq: 
 

a. Having been a haven for, and supporter of, Shia opposition during Saddam 
Hussein's rule, Shia Iraqis will tend to see Iran as good. 
b. To the degree that Iraqis who were directly or indirectly aided by Iran perceive 
the “repayment of favors” as a moral act, Iran's support might be termed 
“Obligatory power.” 
c. To the extent that resistance to ISIL is seen as moral, Iran's assistance to Iraq 
would correspond to personal moral power.   

Dawa 
Dawa is the current governing party of Iraq, giving it legitimate power. Dawa also holds 
moral power for its own party members. Governmental rules and restrictions constrain 
Dawa’s reward and coercive power, although corruption has enabled a certain amount of 
use of reward and coercive outside those restrictions. 
 

“Shia”  
The general term “Shia” may apply to Shia citizens of Iraq, the Shia religious leadership, 
Shia organizations, or specific Shia individuals. Each or any of these groups may also be 
cited as influencers (and in our 2015 assessment, several are). Over the course of rounds 
of interviews, stakeholders may refine their definitions of influencers to refer only to 
specific formalized organizations or individuals, or they may continue to cite the name of 
the sectarian group as a means of summarizing their feelings about the sect’s overall 
influence in the country. Understanding these distinctions is important when considering 
building coalitions and alliances.  
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Stakeholders essential to a stable and lasting social contract in Iraq 
in 2015 
 

 

This Chart3435 

Social contract forecast  
 
The Iraqi government is projected to become the most influential stakeholder in the 
country, with Ayatollah al-Sistani remaining highly influential. Iran remains influential, 
but no longer more so than the Iraqi government.  
 
Kurdish groups remain influential and ISIL becomes less influential.  
 
The Sunni remain very low in relative influence.  
  

                                                
34 See footnote 4.  
35 For an explanation Social Contract Forecast see p. 20. 
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Stakeholder stances toward inclusive nationalism in Iraq in 2015 
 

 
 

The stances3637 
 
As with the 2003 inclusive nationalism chart, this chart shows a country at war, in part 
between stakeholders opposed to inclusive nationalism and those championing it. The 
threat of ISIL has motivated many Iraqi Kurdish and Shia groups to join with Core and 
Champion stakeholders, which has increased the influence of those Allies.  
 
Despite their positive actions to protect their Iraqi neighborhood, there seems to be 
distrust of the Iraqi Kurds (their stance as assessed by other stakeholders as Neutral, 
whereas their actions imply Ally). That many Iraqi Kurds yearn for an independent 
Kurdistan is clear. What is not clear is whether most Iraqi Kurds would fight Sunni and 
Shia Iraqis to separate and become independent.  
 

                                                
36 These are Round 1 inputs, as explained on p. 17. 
37 Stances are explained on p. 22. 
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Again, the most influential stakeholder in the country is now Ayatollah al-Sistani, who 
has held solidly to his Core status for years as events in Iraq made the country more and 
more receptive to his message. All stakeholders would do well to support, follow, and 
empower him, before his vitality fades.  
 
Increasing reliance on Iran may continue to represent a threat to Iraqi sovereignty, 
particularly if the Shia militias and the Sadrist Movement (both of which have acted to 
protect Iraq and well as to splinter it) gain influence. 
 
 
Examples of inputs: 38 

Ayatollah al-Sistani Ali al-Hussein al-Sistani 

PUBLIC STATEMENTS 
Core. Ayatollah al-Sistani has continued calls for greater inclusion and political 
participation in Iraq. While it might be argued that population alone would lead 
such a system to favor the Shia, Ayatollah al-Sistani has made no statements 
calling for Shia dominance. Therefore his statements fall into a Core stance 
relative to inclusive nationalism.  
 

RATING BY THE OTHER STAKEHOLDERS 
Core. 

HISTORY 
Ayatollah Al-Sistani’s edicts are, within the boundaries of his religious tradition, 
moderate and to some degree can be considered progressive in particular areas. 
Given the close connection between political and religious life in Iraq, even social 
pronouncements should be read as indicators of overall orientation towards 
Inclusive Nationalism. “Throughout [Ayatollah al-Sistani’s] writings, there are 
basic principles: He expects scrupulous honesty and integrity from the faithful; 
there is to be no gaming the system and no use of the letter of the law to avoid the 
spirit of it; and he's not a fundamentalist, but rather he looks to the larger intent 
rather than the literal meaning of the scriptural passages he cites.”39 
 
Ayatollah Al-Sistani has a long history of social support and religious edicts 
promoting greater inclusion and positive liberties in Iraqi societies within the 
boundaries of the formal Shia tradition.40 A notable example was his edict urging 
Shia women to vote even if forbidden to do so by their husbands.  

 

                                                
38 See footnote 3.  
39 http://www.theledger.com/article/20050221/NEWSCHIEF/302219981?p=4&tc=pg 
40 http://www.npr.org/sections/parallels/2014/06/24/325169087/iraqs-most-influential-man-gets-
pulled-back-into-politics 
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In addition, Sistani has used his organization’s funding for social and educational 
initiatives promoting wellbeing across sectarian lines throughout Iraq.41   
 
Al-Sistani has a long history of social support and religious edicts promoting  
greater inclusion and positive liberties in Iraqi societies within the boundaries of 
the formal Shia tradition. A notable example was his edict urging Shia women to 
vote even if forbidden to do so by their husbands. All these actions place him 
firmly in the Core Stance relative to inclusive nationalism in Iraq. 

 

PRESSURES AND INCENTIVES 
Core. Having endured throughout the Saddam Hussein regime, and the period of 
reconstruction, and the new threat of ISIL, Ayatollah al-Sistani has risen to be the 
most influential single actor in Iraq. As an elderly man, he has great incentives to 
find a way for his successors to continue on the course he has a set and to see his 
thoughts and beliefs formalized and enduring in the political and legal systems of 
a stable, sovereign Iraq. This would place him in the Core stance relative to 
inclusive nationalism in Iraq. 

Iran 

PUBLIC STATEMENTS 
Champion. Hossein Amir-Abdollahian, the Iranian Deputy Foreign Minister for 
Arab and African affairs, affirmed the Islamic Republic’s support for “Iraq’s 
national unity and territorial integrity.” The Iranian official said that the Iraqi 
people along with political and religious leaders in the country can solve their 
own problems if there is a strong global determination to battle terrorism.42 This 
statement indicates that Iran would likely self-define as a Champion of inclusive 
nationalism in Iraq.  

 

RATING BY THE OTHER STAKEHOLDERS 
 Opposition. 
 

HISTORY 
Opposed. Iran has established stronger economic, military, diplomatic and 
cultural ties with Iraq since the late 2000s.43 Particularly in light of the threat of 
ISIL and Iran's substantial support for Shia militias, these ties have created 
conditions making Iraq dependent on Iranian support almost to the level of 
becoming a client state. While some of these actions benefitted both countries, it 
is arguably to Iran’s benefit that Iraq remains disorganized, unless the Iraqi 

                                                
41http://www.sistani.org/english/social-service/1419/ 
42 http://iran-un.org/en/2015/08/14/wrong-us-polices-to-blame-for-iraq-troubles-iran-
official/ Press TV.  
43 http://www.irantracker.org/foreign-relations/iraq-iran-foreign-
relations; http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/may/18/irans-state-within-state-in-iraq-shia 
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government chooses to align deeply with Iran. Thus, although engaged in the fight 
against ISIL, Iran's stance based on its history with Iraq would be Opposed. 

PRESSURES AND INCENTIVES 
Opposed. Iran's growing dominance over Iraq through aid in fighting ISIL and 
increasing other ties between the countries create substantial incentives to “stay 
the course” and continue to be a primary actor in Iraqi life, expanding influence 
where and as it can. This negative pressure on Iraqi sovereignty corresponds to an 
Opposed stance relative to inclusive nationalism in Iraq.44 

“The Kurds”  

PUBLIC STATEMENTS 
No public statements have been found that can reasonable summarize the stance 
of this broad group. 
 

RATING BY THE OTHER STAKEHOLDERS 
 Opposed and Ally 

 

HISTORY 
Ally. Given the use of the broad term “Kurds” for this stakeholder group, it 
becomes challenging to determine which aspects of history and whose past 
actions to focus on when determining stance towards inclusive nationalism in 
Iraq. Focusing on the actions of individuals, groups, and the community as a 
whole within Iraq, however, some patterns emerge. Many Kurds participated in 
large celebrations at the arrival of Coalition forces in Iraq in 2003 (unsurprising, 
given Saddam Hussein's violent repression of Kurds during his regime) and 
shortly thereafter, KRG territorial authority was expanded. 

 
A strong Kurdish desire for an independent homeland has been part of Kurdish 
identity since the collapse of the Turkish Empire with the First World War. The 
desire for an “Independent Greater Kurdistan” has aligned with efforts to fight 
ISIL, as evidenced, in part, by Kurdish assumption of sovereignty over part of 
Syria, and the aggression of their conquest of Kirkuk and treatment of minorities. 
Despite this action, however, Iraqi Kurds have engaged in the Iraqi political 
process and made significant contributions to the building of a more inclusive 
Iraq. Thus, their collective history indicates an Ally stance – willing to promote 
inclusive nationalism in Iraq to the degree that it also enhances the security, 
autonomy, and prosperity of the Iraqi Kurds in particular, and “Kurds” in general. 

 

                                                
44 http://iran-un.org/en/2015/08/14/wrong-us-polices-to-blame-for-iraq-troubles-iran-
official/ Press TV.  
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PRESSURES AND INCENTIVES 
Ally. Taken as a collective group, Kurds would benefit from an inclusive national 
Iraq OR an independent Kurdistan that enjoys peace with its neighbors. Also, as 
with most other Iraqis, the wellbeing, sovereignty, and prosperity of Kurds in Iraq 
are threatened by ISIL. While individual groups may have their own specific 
pressures and incentives, it is not unreasonable to suggest that the interests of the 
group as a whole place them in Ally stance relative to inclusive nationalism in 
Iraq … being willing to support and defend the country provided that inclusive 
nationalism provides security and a degree of self-determination for Kurds of 
Iraq. 

 

Dawa 

PUBLIC STATEMENTS 
Core. Originally influenced heavily by Iranian theocratic governance wilayat al-
faqih (rule of the jurist) while party members were in exile in Iran in 1991, Dawa 
adopted a platform “focused on the need for a democratic framework reflecting 
the will of the people” in the Iraqi government. 45   
 
“The tools and methods of the Dawa Party are places where change, renewal, and 
developments are possible, in a way that would be compatible with the 
requirements of time and place, new developments, and emerging issues, though 
not in a way that would deviate from the purposes and connotations of Islamic 
law…. Persisting on Dawa’s theses does not mean rigidity when it comes to ideas 
that are open to change, flexible approaches, and means of action, while renewal 
and change do not mean intellectual chaos or abandoning Islamic law and 
intellectual constants…. The Dawa Party seeks to continue the method in the 
constitution to uphold the rights of our people. In addition, we seek to encourage 
the establishment of federal reigns based on region rather than ethnicity to assure 
equal representation and ease the growing tension between religious sects.”46  
 
These statements align with the Core stance. 

 

RATING BY THE OTHER STAKEHOLDERS 
 Champion. 

  

HISTORY 
Champion. During the Saddam Hussein regime, Dawa was involved in several 
attempts to assassinate Saddam Hussein.47 Post invasion, and upon taking 
power, Dawa members from London gained dominance and successfully 
marginalized those from Iran who still advocated wilayat al-faqih. They 

                                                
45 http://carnegieendowment.org/sada/?fa=20930  
46 Nouri Kamal al-Malikihttp://english.al-akhbar.com/node/22554 
47 http://musingsoniraq.blogspot.com/2012/08/a-history-of-iraqs-islamic-dawa-party.html 
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advocated a much stronger central government and more technocratic rule, as did 
not support the notion of reliance on a single marja' who stood above all 
others.48 Because they receive funding from Iran, there history places them as 
Champions rather than Core.  

  

PRESSURES AND INCENTIVES 
Core. The Dawa party faces an incentive common to all political parties, which is 
to gain or maintain political power. On the other hand, forced Nouri al-Maliki 
from office due to his association with corruption. It appears they have a strong 
incentive to, at the least, appear respectable and honest. By forcing out Nouri al-
Maliki, they shifted their incentives toward inclusive nationalism and away from 
the corruption of a single dominant party. They shifted their incentives toward 
Core. 

 

“Shia” 

PUBLIC STATEMENTS 
No public statements have been found that can reasonable summarize the stance 
of this broad group. 

 

RATING BY THE OTHER STAKEHOLDERS 
 Neutral and Champion. 
  

HISTORY 
Ally and Opposed. Having been dominated by a Sunni majority under the Saddam 
Hussein regime, the Shia ascent to political power post-2003 provided 
opportunities to either create a Shia-dominated government or seek a non-
sectarian structure. 

  
Shia dominated the national government for the past decade. Though Shia and 
Sunni politicians have worked together to fight corruption in government, there 
are many incidents of Shia organizations attacking and marginalizing Sunnis.49 

  
Shia militias are engaged in fighting ISIL, but, again, mixed with many cases of 
anti-Sunni violence.50 

  

                                                
48 http://musingsoniraq.blogspot.com/2012/08/a-history-of-iraqs-islamic-dawa-party.html 
49 http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-25559872 
50 http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2015/07/iraq-popular-mobilization-units-sectarian-
criticism.html 
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To the degree that these organizations’ actions can be used to extrapolate a 
generalized Shia history relative to Inclusive Nationalism in Iraq, the Shia would 
hold a split stance between Ally and Opposed. 

   

PRESSURES AND INCENTIVES 
Core. As the single largest population group in the country, Shia in Iraq have little 
to lose by promoting inclusive nationalism for Iraq, as they are likely to retain 
significant power even with a more inclusive political and social structure. 
Further, greater inclusivity would gain the Shia credibility and reduce sectarian 
strife, strengthening Iraq’s capacity to fight ISIL and thus building greater 
credibility for Shia political organizations. Thus, the pressures and incentives on 
the collective “Shia” would align to a Core stance. 
 
Specific Shia leaders have acted in ways that have marginalized the Sunni in 
favor of the Shia, encouraging the rise of ISIL.  
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An Iraq Inclusive Nationalism Country Assessment in 2015: Round 1  
 

 

Initial disagreement51 
 
A great range of difference (4 levels) appears in the indices of International Vision and 
Strategy, Distribution of Power, International Relations, and Control of borders. The 
most optimistic stakeholders see an emerging democracy, with a strong central state, rule 
of law, and democratic accountability, with ISIL as only a temporary inconvenience; and 
the only remaining threat to control of the borders of Iraq is against unwanted cultural 
influences, presumably from the West. The least optimistic stakeholders see a state 
struggling to survive.  
 
All stakeholders, both the least and most optimistic, agree that Iraqis are subject to 
violent harassment of part of the population by outsiders (Level 3 on the index “Threats 
from Outsiders). This suggests that the more optimistic stakeholders (who claim strong 
Control of Borders) see ISIL as a solely domestic group. All stakeholders seem to 
downplay the prospect of mass murder (Level 1) as an outcome—whether this is denial 
or the belief that ISIL seeks to control rather than kill, seems a question. 
  

                                                
51 These are Round 1 inputs, as explained on p. 17. 
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Example of a Shared INCA: Possible End States for Iraq in 201552 
 
For the moment, assume this eventual shared INCA for Iraq for 2015 was similar to the 
lower estimates for the Round 1 2015 INCA. (The black bars in the chart, below, 
represent these levels of development.)  
 

  
 

Start now 
 
Regardless of our end state strategy, now is the time to concretely understand what is and 
would be possible in a stability and conflict transformation engagement in Iraq today, 
whether led by the United States, the United Nations, or the League of Arab States.  
 
Each stability operation presents us with three broad choices:  
 
1. Do we want to work toward a conservative end state? (Stability and Restoration)  

                                                
52 These are Round 1 inputs, as explained on p. 17. 
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2. Do we want to work toward an ambitious end state? (Stability and Conflict 
Transformation)  
3. Do we want to work toward a dangerous and delusional end state? (Stability and 
Immediate Transition to Democracy)  
 
The choice in Iraq was for #3, as can easily be the case when expectations and hope are 
far in advance of information distribution.   
 
Whichever end state the United States chooses in future engagements, better political 
information, shared by all stakeholders—of each other, and of the economic, political, 
social, and cultural development of the country—would be of benefit. Pick a country. The 
time to start is now.  


