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Abstract

This article aims to study the British modalitidfsnmanaging Kurdish nationalism
in the vilayet of Mosul in the 1918-1926 period, when both Kuhdigtionalism
and Iraqi state-building were in their formativé rfpt infancy) period. There are
two inter-dependent arguments: First, the new $rifpolicies of the post-WWwiI
period were also in their formative period, sinteytwere being formed through
the issue of a geo-political and frontier re-stonicly necessitated by the new
international order. Second, Kurdish nationalisnthe@ Mosul province evolved in
the prism of the British policies, constituting bat trump card for and a challenge
to the Kurdish population. This duality, | will arg, became the main
characteristic of Kurdish nationalism in the futucenfigurations in Iraq in
particular, and in the Middle East, in general.sTduality was the direct outcome
of the British policies in the post-WWI period, whi were stamped with a

considerable polyarchgnd tergiversations, due both to the uncertaigéeserated
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by the post-WWI period, the necessity of adaptinghe new principles of the

international order and inter-departmental comioetit These polyarchy and
tergiversations became manifest in the Iraqi dvaikding process, especially
before the settlement of the Mosul question, thee @ttoman province with a
substantial Kurdish population. In other wordswis in the vilayet of Mosul
during this period (1918-1926) that the re-struatyiof the British policies in the

post-WW!I era was crystallized -with all their upsdadowns.

Key words British policies, Irag [Mesopotamia], Kurds, Kisld nationalism,

Mandates System, mandate, Mosul [Mosul Question]

Introduction

Post-World War | (WWI) witnessed the breakup of &kasHungarian and
Ottoman Empires and saw an ensuing transition fraasive multinational
political entities to nation-states. In the contextthe Middle East, this
transition implied, among many other changes, thatregion’s map was
now redrawn on the presumed principle of natiopaktith almost rigid
frontiers, a concept alien to the largely Islaneaitories. In this context,
Kurdish nationalism constituted a serious challelngéh against mandatory
powers (i.e. France and Great Britain) which haddapt their policies to
the new international order stamped by self-deteation, and the newly-
founded states (i.e. Turkey, French mandate ofaSamd British mandates
of Palestine and Iraq).

The particularity of Kurdish nationalism or Kurdismationalist
movement, which was a direct consequence the calah the Ottoman
Empire, was that it was not the product of an imthelence war against the
occupation, nor the issue of resistance to colmmmlbut an immediate and

direct challenge to the newly founded or constaiat@tion-states. In a

Alternatives: Turkish Journal of International R&dms, Vol. 9, No. 4, Winter 2010



British Legacy and Evolution of Kurdish Nationaligmiraq (1918-1926) 93

context where Kurdish society populating the oldo®tan territories now
became separate states under the mandate, Kuratisimalism developed
as a movement aiming to unite this dispersed ptipnlainder one nation-
state. Thus, the nation-state was not only theesoéiKurdish contestation,
but also the main issuer{jey of the latter, with the process of settlement of
the ‘Mosul question’ being the concretization oystallization of the main
issues of this period of uncertainties. At the endVWI, ‘it was not yet
clear that Mosul would become part of Irqglh this sense, the ‘Mosul
guestion’ was ‘the dispute over the exact fronlilee between Turkey and
Iraq [namely], over the possession of the vilayleMosul.” In a broader
sense, it was a question of ‘boundaries and betghgwithin the new
Middle Eastern state-system. What created thistmunesas the rejection of
the Peace Treaty of Sévres signed between thedAMewers and the
Ottoman Empire at 1920 by the newly founded Republi Turkey. This
treaty’ was never adopted and superseded by the Treatausfanne of
1923. However, the conclusion of the peace treddy bt resolve the
dispute over Mosul, which contributed to the eviolutof another question,
I.e. Kurdish question in Iraqg.

The understanding of British modalities of managikgrdish
nationalism in the vilayet of Mosul in the 1918-89%eriod, when both
Kurdish nationalism and Iraqi state-building wenetheir formative period
—if not in stage of infancy- would contribute topégit the evolution of
Kurdish nationalism, as a modern phenomenon, asasdts particularity.
The first of my two inter-dependent arguments iat tthe new British
policies in the post-WWI period were also in thi@rmative period, since
they were being formed through the issue of a g@ibiqal and frontier
restructurations necessitated by the new intemati@rder. My second
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argument is that Kurdish nationalism in the Mostdvince evolved in the
prism of the British policies, constituting botliramp card and a challenge
for the Kurdish population. This duality, which weee direct outcome of
the British policies in the post-WWI period, becathe main characteristic
of Kurdish nationalism in the future configurationsiraq in particular, and
the Middle East, in general. The British policiaghis period, in turn, were
stamped by a considerable polyaradmd tergiversations, due both to the
uncertainties generated by the post-WWI periodh sag the necessity of
adapting to the new principles of the internatiomatler and inter-
departmental competition. These polyarchy and vergations became
manifest in the Iragi state-building process, emdgcbefore the settlement
of the Mosul question i.e., the old Ottoman proeingith a substantial
Kurdish population. In other words, the restructgrof the British policies
in the aftermath of WWI were crystallized, with #fleir ups-and-downs,
during the period and region under study.

This article, with good reason, does not intenbl@mme the British
for betraying their promises. It will adopt Elie #@urie’s approach where
he writes that: ‘The policy of one country towaatsther is at best, a poor
make-shift thing. It is conceived in the heat angeacy of pressing affairs
and, from the nature of the case, must be groungsmh ignorance,
irrelevance and misunderstanding. Directed as itoighe attainment of
advantage and the securing interest, policy is leesf things as they are,
provided the advantage is attained and the intevestired® ‘Politically
inept in their response to the post-war situatioarid also inspired by the
Fourteen Points of Wilson, the Kurds ‘was the cafixhe Mosul affair®
and played an important role in the state-buildprgcesses during the
1920s. It is worth noting that although there wasoasiderable Kurdish
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mobilization in Anatolia in the period in questiats analysis is over the
limits of this article; so, I'll focus exclusivelyn British politics in
Mesopotamia and analyze the relations between thistBand the Kurds
within this framework.

To justify my arguments, | will explore, togetherthvthe relevant
literature, the British archival materials locatad the National Archives
(a.k.a Public Record Office - PRO) in London anddtde East Center
Archives (MECA) in Oxford. These materials coverbeoad range of
documents of the main institutions involved in bollesopotamian
campaign and the Mosul question (i.e. Foreign @ffi€olonial Office,
Royal Air Force, and finally Middle East Departmdatunded within the
Colonial Office to formulate a more coordinated amentralized
Mesopotamian policy). Furthermore, | will use esadg the
correspondence of important figures of the permd.(Lord Curzon, Lloyd
George, Sir Percy Cox, Lord Hardinge, Lord RobestiC Sir Arnold T.
Wilson, T.E. Lawrence and Gertrude Bell, Sir Hubédung) and British
government’s intelligence reports to make cleardivergence of opinions
between the officials (civil and military), institans and politicians in

London and Mosul (and also, Cairo and India).

British Occupation of Mesopotamia, 1914-1918

Until the WWI, the main focus of the British in SbuAsia was the Persian
Gulf. The latter ‘was at the heart of the Indiarhesg’ and ‘successive

Indian governments had protected British trade esuand enforced a
maritime truce in the Gulf’Starting with the activities of the British East
India Company and, especially the trade agreententthe Company had
made with the Shah of Persia, the British influemcahe Persian Gulf
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increased steadily over the ye&t&his influence had spread both through
British traders and Britain’s sea power. In Gokh@atinsaya’'s words,
‘since the 1830s, the British had acquired a virtaanopoly of European
influence in [Mesopotamia] and the adjoining regiasf Arabia and the

Gulf.’** Cetinsaya depicts British activities in that pdras follows:

British warships regularly patrolled the Gulf, whemany of the local
shaikhdomsdic.] had concluded ‘trucial’dic.] protective agreements with
representatives of the government of British Indidarge proportion of
the trade and the Gulf was done with British In@iag British and British
India vessels dominated Gulf merchant shipping.riidh enterprise, the
Lynch Company, held a concession for stream navigain the Euphrates
and the Tigris. Since 1862, a British mail servited run between
[Mesopotamia] and India and British-constructecedeaph lines linked
Baghdad to India, Istanbul and Tehran. The Britistiian pilgrims and
students who flocked to the Shi'i shrines of southkaq were further

channel for British influencé?

Both Sykes-Picot Agreement of May 19i6and the McMahon-Husain
Correspondence proved how the possession or, at, leantrol of
Mesopotamia was considered as vital to imperialisgg this vitality being
even more manifest during the war. Sykes-Picot Agrent and the
McMahon Correspondence were, indeed, result of gfewving British
interests and security concerns generated by theAsahe conflict spread
and the associated British interests grown, ‘thddd East became a more
integral part of both Imperial and the Indian sgsie*® In this context,
Mesopotamia took its place in the British agenda,aaconsequence of
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British India’s long association with the PersianlfG® Thus, the future of
Mesopotamia became the focus of the Indian govemhme

‘The sheer complexity of the Middle East after 19hétes Robert
J. Blyth, ‘created a series of problems for Britistdian policy makers,
which both challenged the Government of India’s esphof external
operations and presented it with new opportunitiéhe destruction of the
nineteenth-century certainties of western Asia wille collapse of the
Ottoman Empire, the rise of the German Empire agwa colonial power
and the fall of the Russian Empire into chaos, #mrise of Arab and
Persian nationalism, transformed almost radicallyoge’s relations with
the Middle East’ That period meant for the Great Britain the sttkaging
of her position especially in Persia Gulf. To themd, and once
Mesopotamian campaign was launched, the Britishcemnated their
efforts to obtain and preserve, both diplomaticalyd militarily, their
predominance in the Arab Peninsula, especiallyesitt16. Nevertheless, it
was merely possible to talk about a definite Bnitgolicy with regard to
Mesopotamia. As Kedourie argues, ‘at the beginmhthe War no long-
term Mesopotamian policy existed. The Expeditiorfaoyce from India set
out with strictly limited aims, which were to seeuBasra and control the

Persian Gulf®

A. J. Barker goes even further by saying that Aney in
Mesopotamia was the Forgotten Army of the First M/aiar, or so it
seemed to those who were there.” Following him, itafjot anything was
too old, too worn or too inadequate for use elseeheven the ammunition
was labelledgic.] ‘Made in the U.S.A. For practice only.” (...) Timeen in
Mesopotamia were exhausted physically and mentaliifure and
frustration lay heavy upon therf’A telegram sent by the Secretary of

State for India shows that the British, even thegupied Basra, had no a
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precise project afterwards: ‘We are not able asgmeable to do more than
assert, as we have, our paramount claims and poateise head of the

Persian Gulf#°

Encouraged by the success, though, the Britisre@worent
adopted a policy advocated mainly by Sir Percy Gbr, Chief Political
Officer of the Expeditionary Force, and furthered iMesopotamian
campaign, which was completed by the occupatioBagfhdad in 1917 and
Mosul in 1918, after the signature of the Armistiok Moudros. The
occupation of Mosul constituted a new turning pamthe history of Iraq in

general and, that of the Kurds of Iraq, in paracul

Redrawing the Map:

British Tergiversations in Mesopotamia and the Kurds

The relevant literature on Kurds and Kurdistan hamecommon of
underlying the difficulty of various empires to ¢oy completely this
region. Martin van Bruinessen notes that ‘the ieasility of Kurdistan
and the fierce warring capacities of its inhabgahave always made it a
natural frontier of the empires that emerged aroitndNone of these
empires could maintain sovereignty in more than pae of Kurdistan?*
Similarly, McDowall argues that ‘trying to masteruiflistan and its
inhabitants has never been easy for outsidéFhé outcome was that
Kurdistan ‘became divided by the political bordeels of surrounding
states®, a reality which remained throughout the histdry.this sense,
while wars between the Ottoman and Persian empwasibuted to this
division, the British and French occupations durthg WWI had as a
consequence of dividing Kurdistan into four pars.the onset of the Great
War in 1914, notes M. R. Izady, ‘the land that Hsrhave for nearly a
millennium been calling Kurdistan was divided betwehe empires of the
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Ottomans and the Persians, and more recently, ahdhe Russians
Kurdish nationalism in the war-time period evolvey the motivation of
ending up with this historical division and gettingited under a single
state. In both the WWI period and its aftermatle tontinually changing
scope and content of the British policies towardgds, this nationalism
evolved to one of a minority within the newly fowettstates. Within this
context, the vilayet of Mosul became the scene hefs¢é changes and
evolution.

Since this period raised Kurdish hopes and aspmatifor an
independence, and therefore, made Kurds potentiak an the region,
British undertaken, by 1917, direct relations withe Kurds of
Mesopotamia. ‘Shortly after General Maude’s captufrBaghdad in March
1917, writes McDowall, ‘representations were reeel from tribal chiefs
controlling Khanigin, Kifri and Halabja, in spitef durkish attempts to
frighten the Kurds into believing Britain planneal put them under Arab
rule® Early in May 1917, British political officers esished relations
with chiefs in Tuz Khirmatu, Kirkuk and [Suleymaga]. At the latter a
meeting of notables decided to create a provisighatlish government,
with Shaykh Mahmud Barzinji at its head, that wotddopt a policy of
complete friendliness to the Britistf. Thus, the British experimented with
setting up an autonomous Kurdish province with Matim

This friendly climate had soon been challenged wivaihmud
claimed to represent all Kurds not only in Suleyiyga but in a wider
territory, as far as Sinna, in Iran. ‘Hardly anatleuler and resentful of
British constraints on his power,” notes Jafna loxC'Mahmud rose in
rebellion, but was defeated, captured and depoftddwing a short
military operation2” With regard to the British position in South Kisin,
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as well as the relations to be established withKilnels (especially with the
tribes), E. B. Soane, Assistant Political OfficeKard Bureau, wrote, on 26
July 1917 that ‘with the sole exception of the [f@be], all the tribes within
the limits are sedentary, without exception aréiti@nally anti-Turk, and
have been identified with every rebellion which lbasurred in the last fifty
years.?®

The Russia’s withdrawal from the war following tlBolshevik
Revolution in 1917 had almost immediate effect oitigh attitudes toward
political future of Mesopotamia, including SoutheriKurdistan.
Nevertheless, the British position in Kurdistan eemed unclear, since for
the British the question of Kurdistan remained selewy to a political
settlement for broader main territories of interese., Syria and
Mesopotamia. The key official British thought agasls Mesopotamia was
keeping the latter, together with the Ireland, BEgwpithin the British
Imperial System. ‘If that goal entailed unorthodsteps,” argues Roger
Louis, ‘the British were prepared to take thémlh spite of this precise
goal, the British remained ambivalent toward thealsm of the Article 22
of the Covenant, even more perplexed about homttoduce Mosul and
the Kurds into the scheme. One can even arguethieaBritish policies
overall lacked such a precise scheme, together tivettdivergences among
the British themselves, not only between thosehenground and London,
but also military stuff and civil officers. A lettef Percy Cox dated of 25
May 1917 is a good example of such divergencestiAgiout that political
problems were continually arising, Cox felt it Hduty to acquaint His
Majesty’s Government (H.M.G.) with the position whi [became]
unsatisfactory from a political of view.” And herdtnued as follows:

Alternatives: Turkish Journal of International R&dms, Vol. 9, No. 4, Winter 2010



British Legacy and Evolution of Kurdish Nationaligmiraq (1918-1926) 101

General Maude’s military successes have establibiedeputation as a
soldier beyond all criticisms; but he is purely @ddger and without any
previous experience of the East or of Orientals, laimd him — as is only
natural — unsympathetic and somewhat intolerantegmrd to political
guestions, and unable to appreciate the importeatitg of apparently

simple problems of daily occurrence on larger praltand even military

interests™®

These divergences were more manifest as regardsndeing a definite
policy towards Mesopotamia. Two other documentsashmat the British
had no concrete idea about the letter, even lesst dbosul and the Kurds,

when they launched the military campaign.

Military occupation of [southern Kurdistan] was guout of the question,
for, even after the defeat of the Turks, supply arder difficulties

combined to make it impossible even to occupy \aitarrison a point so
near at hand and so important politically to ug$gleymaniyya]. The
alternative of adopting purely political methodsdhdherefore, to be
adopted, and it was [realized] that the best mdanthat end was the
exploiting of the perfectly legitimate feeling ofukdish nationality which

had long been making itself evident amongst thet®on Kurdish tribed!

In March 1920 Gertrude L. Bell wrote:

When we occupied [Suleymaniyya], immediately aftex armistice, the
ramifications of the Kurdish question were as yeatknown and
unforeseen, nor indeed did they develop fully uthi¢ following year.
Kurdish national aspirations had been put forwamd November by

General Sharif Pasha and in January a Committee Kofdish
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Independence formed in Egypt appealed for us tp imethe setting up a
Kurdish state. Sir Mark Sykes suggested that tleation of a Kurdish
state should include Mosul, but the idea was regebly M. Picot on behalf

of the French Governmefit

The end of the war accelerated the course of eveatonly the defeat of
Ottoman forces in Syria and Mesopotamia, but deaSoviet revolution of
October 1917 which made the secret Sykes-Picot ehgeat null,

necessitated redrawing the Middle East’'s map. Tésawing meant the
furthering, or, the concretization of ‘the creatioha strategic border in
Kurdistan’ and thus, the inclusion of the Kurdsoirthe Mesopotamian
schemes. This inclusion meant, in turn, the occapadf the vilayet of
Mosul, mainly populated by the Kurds. The inclusiohthe vilayet of

Mosul had become a part of British agenda whenidBribfficers in

Baghdad recognized, in October 1918, that ‘Mesopiaa political and

economic future would be greatly enhanced by theusion of the

vilayet.”® The occupation was justified in following terms:

Although the status of Mosul had not been decitleel [vilayet], ravaged
by the war, could not be left without administratior assistance, and as
soon as the military occupation had taken placdor@ Leachman was
appointed Political Officer. When preliminary orgeation had been
completed, officers were dispatched east and riortAgra and Zakho in

order to get into touch with the Kurds and ensuwa&ce on our borders.

While awaiting the holding of the peace confereand the crystallization
of a definite policy toward Kurdistan’s future, Ladon authorized Colonel

Arnold T. Wilson, the Acting Civil Commissioner, take administrative
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and political measures to ensure political stahilthe consolidation of
order and peace and the resumption of economiwitaesi in British-
controlled Kurdistar> Saad Eskander states that Wilson ‘was assisted in
administrative and political matters by a numberpofitical officers who
not only conducted the local affairs in their digrss, but also put forward
their own proposals regarding the way in which rthdivisions should
ideally be run3® That meant that this was the officers on the giowho
were the real policy-makers. In other saying, e tabsence of a well-
defined British position on the Kurdish questionijtiBh policy on the
ground would play an important part in influencthe course of events”
The two years from the Armistice of Moudros to #igning of the
Treaty of Sevres, British policies toward the Kurfdensisted largely of
supporting small autonomous units or princedomsrgas of Kurdistan,
especially in [Mesopotamiaj® In the meantime, the British sought to
regularize its relations with the Kurdish tribeging ‘to make sure that
Britain would not support a united Kurdistan emlmgcparts of Iran®
Shortly after the Armistice, the British and Fremmohde a joint declaration
on 7 November 1918, echoing thé"rticle of the famous Fourteen Points
of Woodrow Wilsofi® and addressing especially to the peoples in $yria

Mesopotamia. The declaration was read as follows:

The goal envisaged by France and Great Britairmrasgzuting in the East
the War let loose by German ambition is the conepéatd final liberation
of the peoples who have for so long been opprédsgdlde Turks, and the
setting up of national governments and adminisirati deriving their
authority from the free exercise of the initiatiand choice of the
indigenous populations. In pursuit of those intms, France and Great

Britain agree to further and assist in the esthbisnt of indigenous
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Governments and administrations in Syria and Mesop@a which have

already been liberated by the Allies, as well ashwse territories which
they are engaged in securing and recognizing thessoon as they are
actually established.

Far from wishing to impose on the populations obsth regions any
particular institutions they are only concernedetsure by their support
and by adequate assistance the regular working @fe@ments and
administrations freely chosen by the populationsntbelves; to secure
impartial and equal justice for all; to facilitattee economic development
of the country by promoting and encouraging locé#iative; to foster the

spread of education; and to put an end to the migses which Turkish

policy has for so long exploited. Such is the tagkch the two Allied

Powers wish to undertake in the liberated termisri

Contrary to what Kurds might have expected, theladatton suggested
Mesopotamian self-determination rather than Kurdisle by deciding to
attach South Kurdistan to Mesopotamia. Besideshdagh Britain was
now loathe to hand the vilayet of Mosul over torfee, its whole approach
to the problems north of Mosul was contingent cacheng a substantive
arrangement with Frané&’and London had still no concrete scheme for
running the area, let alone deciding the long-témtare of the Kurdish
regions?? To this uncertainty was added the divergence afiops among
the British themselves, especially since 1919. Riefg to the activities of
Edward William Charles Noel, a British intelligenagent, ‘British policy
during 1919, notes Robert Olson, ‘could well bélezh the Noel policy’

and follows:
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[Noel] was active in attempting to ascertain thability of a policy that
supported an independent Kurdish state or, at,leagtible autonomy for
the Kurds. It either were to be achieved, it waoddunder the aegis of the
British. Noel was often called the ‘Second Lawrehcesually
disparagingly, by officials in the Colonial Officeoncerned with the
Middle East. These officials were as uncertain abloe depth of Kurdish
nationalism as Noel was convinced of its stren@thlonial Office officials
were not sure a ‘Kurd Revolt’ would improve the t&h position in the
Middle East, especially with Turkey after the Keistal victories
throughout 19213

The divergence became even more evident when amidhiin Wilson made

in his ‘Notes on M. Clemenceau’s Proposals’ théofeing statements:

We cannot do now what we might have done three insomgo. In the East
as in the West there is a new spirit in men’s miAdse Turkish Empire
cannot be destroyed; it is the embodiment of thelvuideal of temporal
rule on earth of Muslim rulers, which the inabili§ Christian Powers to
agree has aroused, at a moment when Western pewplexhausted and
averse to further wars. The only solution | can rsme is the recognition
of a Turkish Empire from Constantinople to the Geaaus — both exclusive
with Armenian and Nestorian enclaves: European robntait the
Constantinople by an international body the nafipnaof whose
representatives in the provinces will follow thengeal lines of spheres of
influence of the various nations as now under disicun. This will commit
us to support Turkey and to this extent will beisfattory to our
Mohamedan clients. [...] This policy will avoid anratons or

protectorates contrary to popular will.

[...]

Alternatives: Turkish Journal of International Redms, Vol. 9, No. 4, Winter 2010



106 Zeynep Arikanli

The restoration of Turkish authority under foreifpreferably British)
advisers in the Northern provinces would ease dsiipn on the Northern
frontier of Mesopotamia — and in Kurdistan, wherpaditical officer was

recently murdered as a direct result of Turco-Ks;hldhtrigue‘.14

As the uncertainties of the post-war period incedashe polyarchy among
British institutions accelerated. The problem oflypochy became more
evident when the future of Mesopotamia in genexmadl that of the vilayet
of Mosul in particular came into question. ‘The @®nths that elapsed
between the end of military operations in Novenift8 and the award of
the mandate for Mesopotamia to Great Britain wenaracterized by a
steady divergence of policy between the imperigharities in London and
Baghdad*® The failure of London’s Government to adapt a cehepolicy

for Mesopotamia helped Arnold T. Wilson to stremgthis administration
within the occupied territories. Arnold Wilson cfad that the Anglo-
British Declaration was a ‘disastrous error’ andldeed that the ‘country as
a whole neither expects nor desires any such swgepchemes of
independence’® Therefore, as regards Mosul, the British proved
considerable controversy, due mainly to the faet theveral government
departments possessed a stake in the matter atdthby ‘inevitably

approached it from varying viewpoinf{. Beck summarizes this

controversy as follows:

[This controversy] was shown, for example, by tlmmplaint of Lord
Curzon, the Foreign Secretary from 1919 to 1924utliepartmental
interference with his policy. The strategic arguimewhich justified the
British occupation of Mosul in 1918 and explainkéée tarea’s value both

for imperial communication and for Britain’s whgbesition in the Middle
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East, meant that the Mosul dispute involved not pne Foreign and
Colonial Office but also India Office. The strateg@rgument centered
upon the claim that the control of Mosul, which vezparated physically
from Turkey by mountain ranges, would not only easliaq’s survival

but would also provide a more secure boundary agdiorkey; it was

feared that the latter, which was viewed as anesgive Islamic state,
might utilize Mosul as springboard for an attaclomprag, and, in time,

upon the British interests in the Persian GUlf.

Similarly, Winston Churchill, then the Secretary $tlate of War and Air,
stated in a Cabinet memorandum that he submittedl day 1920 that ‘the
country was an administrative nightmare dividedween three major
department®

Within this context, the sole certainty was the ietiacy of creating
an intermediate area of British influence. ‘In thebwrites McDowall,
‘some kind of Kurdish confederation was envisagadpractice, however,
there were real problems in defining a secure bantbr Mesopotamia, a
buffer zone north of this to keep the Turks awayd &nally a satisfactory
northern border of that buffer zone with the pw&tiArmenian state’®
Many proposals were made: Major Noel, for exampbhocated a three-
hold scheme for Kurdistan: southern Kurdistan base&uleymaniyya and
embracing Nihri, Rawanduz, Arbil, Kirkuk, Kifri an&hanigin; Central
Kurdistan, centered on Mosul, and Western Kurdistantered on
Diyarbakir and stretching as far north as a Kurdisdyority persisted, all
implicitly enjoying British protection and advisk. Preoccupied with
establishing a secure boundary, Arnold T. Wilsooppsed ‘the restoration
of Turkish authority under foreign (preferably Bsit) advisers in the

Northern provinces. [That would] ease the posibarthe Northern frontier
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of Mesopotamia — and in Kurdistaif.’Foreign Office in London and
General Headquarters in Cairo proposed, in tutotad withdraw from all
Kurdistan keeping only the Mesopotamian plain. Adnd. Wilson

responded as follows:

The whole basis of our action as regards Kurds Idho& in my opinion
the assurance of a satisfactory boundary to Meaapat Such a boundary
cannot be secured, | imagine in the plains, buttnies found in the

Kurdish mountains ... [and that] entails a tribalip;aF?’

These contradictory and unclear policies towardKkheds became evident
at a combined meeting of major British institutipns., Foreign, Colonial,
War, Air Ministry, and India Office held on 13 Apdi920. By that time, the
British concluded that they were to cut off Kurdist being unable, though,
to find anyone to set up an autonomous state inghe of the country?
Whilst Wilson argued that the abandonment of southé@rdistan would
jeopardize British position in the Persian Gulf,veal as in Mesopotamia,
Lord Curzon disagreed his opinion. The impossipiiit coming up with a
concrete decision, the committee of the meetingeedyron Robert
Vansittart’s draft proposal reporting that would sever Kurdistan ‘straight
off but left the problem to be solved in the caauref the next year.
Vansittart's proposals became articles 62, 63 a#dob the Treaty of
Sévres? In the course of discussions, whilst Edwin Montasgcretary of
state for India, advocated an independent Kurdjstand Curzon stated
‘that if the British established a quasi-autonomdUsrdish state with
British administration, the French might be temptecestablish a similar
state with French advisers in northern Kurdist4n.’
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‘By May 1919, in their first retreat from a singBouthern Kurdish
state, the focus began to shift to the idea of aabAprovince of Mosul
fringed by autonomous Kurdistan states under Kardisiefs with British
advisers®’ Although the idea of political separation betwe¢ard and
Arab remained, the uprisings of 1919 persuadedBtitesh in Irag of the
need for a closer grip on local affairs. Howevart the policy makers in
London thought to abandon a mountainous regionvilaatcostly to control.
‘While the former won the day, talk of an indepemidEurdistan, even of
autonomous states, underwent modificat®dniilson cabled his principals
in London in the aftermath of Shaykh Mahmud'’s msin

Recent events have in no way altered my view aardsgnecessity of
giving effect to policy approved by HM’'s Governmeont [9 May] for
autonomous Kurdish States, but degree of supenvisiast depend on

need of country and on strategic consideratidns

This variety of opinions and proposals contributedhat the problem of
northern boundary of the vilayet of Mosul remaingtsolved. During the
period under question, British efforts were conced on establishing
proper local alliances, namely, to find ‘suitablarlish leaders with whom
it would be possible to work out a solution.” GealeSharif Pasha, an
erstwhile member of the Kurdish party of 1908, wdiso attended the
Peace Conference of 1919; Shaykh Mahmud Barzihaykh Taha of Nikri

were prominent Kurdish leaders with whom the Bhittsied to work out

solution, these efforts remaining roughly fruitleSghis blurriness was
accelerated by the division among the Kurds theweselBy the spring of

1919, states David McDowall, ‘there were threeastls of political
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thinking among the Kurds: pro-Turkish, pro-Allieadafinally, among the
Dersim Kurds, a desire for complete independenaan frall outside
interference. Many of the Kurds, perplexed by tneeantainties involved,
did not wish to commit themselves irretrievablyotee course of actiof®

By 1920, the foundation a separate Kurdistan reethia general
tendency, whilst the frontiers could not be decidBaroughout 1920 and
1921, many proposals were made. For example, gkug@st 1920, a letter

addressed to Sir Percy Cdxis read as follows:

| therefore further assume that a desirable dewsdop of the general
situation in the Eastern Vilayetsi¢.] would be the success of a Kurdish
autonomy under Turkish suzerainty followed by acessful appeal at the
end of five years for independence and, and amm@tr severance from
[Baghdad] and inclusion in the New Kurdish state.

[...]

In regard to the areas of S. Kurdistan which areths present
administrated from Baghdad, | would suggest a fatier of Kurdish
states by Kurdish chiefs with British presidenttbgir sides, and a Federal
Council, possibly at [Suleymaniyya], over which toe present a British
political officer should preside. [...] As member Béderal Council in
addition to thoseynread locally, | would recommend Hamdi Bey Baban,
a representative from Bedr Kifafiamily, and an associate of the Kurdish

Club at Constantinopl‘?

Nevertheless, it was also said that the futureaniti®ern Kurdistan could be
decided on the function of local conditions andapended on the position
that the US would take. Additionally, the full sealprising of July 1920, as

well as the rise of Arab nationalism blurred eveorenthe future of
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Southern Kurdistan. In October 1920, Sir Percy @placed Wilson and
soon undertook an initiative supporting an Arab egament in Irag. In a
letter to Sir Wyndham Henry Deed¥sfor example, Hubert Young
underlined the necessity of ‘setting up such a @owent and keeping it
purely Arab.?® By the end of the year, British position towardsréts

seemed even more changed. ‘When the electoraldaised in December
1920, note McDowall, ‘it contained no recognitia the safeguards to
which Iraq’s Kurds were entitled under the TreatySevres, signed only
four months ago.’ In Proceedings of the CounciMuhister was stated that
the law was called as ‘Provisional Electoral Regioka and stipulated the

following:

[... ] the Congress should consist of 100 members of wi@should be
elected by the [Sheikhs] of tribes. In additiorthis special representation,
any qualified tribes who inscribe their name on e¢lextoral registers may
cast their vote like other Mesopotamia citizensecsgd representation is
also extended to the Jewish and Christian comnasniti Irag, a member
to the first and five to the second.

‘Other points of interest are that the clause whiekcribed the Iraq as the
territory ‘defined by the treaties of the Powerastheen omitted and that
the wholly Kurdish Division of [Suleymaniyya], asel as the Kurdish

districts in Mosul and Kirkuk division, are includié its provisions‘.56

Although the Kurds were included in the electoealen with some special
clauses, Percy Cox proposed ‘to address separatelyhe subject of
[Suleymaniyya] and the Kurdish districts as theguiee careful handling,
compatible with the Article 64 of the Treaty of Be&4 with [the Ottoman

Empire].®’
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As regards Kurdish situation, the Intelligence Repof 31
December 1920 stated that Political Officers of MpKirkuk and Arbil
were of opinion that there were no desire in the#ras to separate from the
Irag provided they were assured of the continuarfcBritish control and
that certain local safeguards with regard to lagguatc. were giverf® In
spite of the consideration of Kurdish rights, ‘teewere to be wholly
subservient to British (and Iraqi) strategic conse?®

Another important change was that Colonial Offiaglacing India
Office, was charged of the Iraqi affaires and treation of the Middle East
Department within the Colonial Office. This changas mainly due to,
among others, two reasons: 1) the exigency of maig the inter-
departmental interference. As regards this issuenypfor example, wrote:
[...] so long as the control of the Middle East wa@isided between two
departments who could differ so vitally on quessiari principle, it would
be quite impossible for us to carry put a combirpmadicy’’®; 2) the
necessity, mostly under a considerable public pressof developing ‘a
policy designed to reduce Imperial expenditure bgcessive stages to a
minimum.”* The Middle East Department was officially foundatl the
Cairo Conference of March 1921, which also decithed Feisal, the son of
Hussein of Hejaz, would be the future king of IfA@he Cairo Conference
had major effects on the British politics towartde Kurds: The Conference
was ‘an attempt by the British to arrest the doiftBritish policy that had
occurred in 1920 and continued to characterizecpati early 1921 The
Middle East Department drew up a memorandum in bandhat it
submitted to the political committee on Kurdistarhe committee was
composed of Winston Churchill (chair), then Coldi8acretary, Percy Cox,
Gertrude Bell, Cox’s secretary and Colonel T. Ewtence. Major Hubert
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Young and Major E. W. C. Noel were consulting membeThe
memorandum stated overtly that the members weoagddir in opinion that
purely Kurdish areas should not be included in theb state of
Mesopotamia, but that the principles of Kurdishtynand nationality
should be promoted as far as possible by H.M.G.th& end of the
discussions, the four members over seven favotedrdish entity separate
from Irag: Churchill, Young, Noel and Lawrence, ega Cox and Bell
(Major R. D. Babcock, the secretary of the commitbeing left out of the
discussions). Yet, ‘an amazing policy reversal veasccur in the next few
months: the Middle East Department and Churchgbscy was rejected in
favor of Cox’s.” Thus, ‘the idea of allowing the emergence of aasae
southern Kurdistan was finally discarded in favofiretaining it as a part
of Irag.” To the eyes of Cox, ‘the best policy being to ideisthe Kurds
as a minority in Iraq but give them a chance dftege years to reconsider
their [sic] decision.”® This was what the British meant when they
advocated ‘local autonomy’ for the Kurds in the fifdandate and also
during the Mosul debates.

These changes created diverse reactions among uhi#s Kf the
vilayet of Mosul. The new regime was extended te@hmajor divisions of
the vilayet, i.e., Kirkuk, Arbil and Mosul, ‘whil8uleymaniyya remained at
its express wish under direct British control’ aedery effort’ was made
‘to develop native administration along normal #i€ The British
response to these reactions was formulated dpnranuniquéoy Percy Cox.
The latter affirmed that ‘the High Commissioner lasive consideration
the administrative arrangements to be made forfuhee of the Kurdish
districts in Irag. It has been represented to Ihat apprehension exists best
the interest of the Kurds should suffer by subaation to the national
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government established in Baghdad, and that fer rison there is some
demand for an autonomous regime.’ It would be m@aivo quote this
communiqué, though long, in order to show that ithea of a separate
Kurdistan had been abandoned and to explicit hosv Bhitish tried to

justify their position towards the Kurds:

At the same time the leaders of Kurdish opinionwaréerstood to be fully
alive to the economic and industrial ties connggctimeir areas with Irag
proper and to the inconveniences which separatightrimvolve. In these
circumstances His Excellency desires if possibletitain an indication of
the real wishes of the Kurdish communities. Shah&l prefer to remain
under the Iraq government, he is prepared to rea@mdnto the Council of
State a solution on the following lines:

One — As regards the Kurdistan districts of the dl@ivision which fall
within the sphere of British Mandate, a sub-fifvahould be formed
comprising the districts of Zakho, Agra & Amediygith headquarters of
Dohuk, the sub-liwa to be under a British Assistghutesarrif].
Qaimmagams for the time being should be British, but will beplaced
by Kurds or Kurdish-speaking Arabs acceptable & Klurds as soon as
competent men are forthcoming. This sub-liwa wdddyenerally subject,
for all financial and judicial purposes, to the Natl Government in
Baghdad and would then naturally sent represeettiv the Constituent
Assembly; but for the purposes of general admatisin the Qaimmagams
would address the Sub-[Mutesarrif] while administea appointments
would be made by H.E. the High Commissioner in atiason with the
local authorities.

Two — The High Commissioner will endeavour to agerto associate
British officers with the administration of Arbiltogether with Keui

Sanjak’ and Rowanduz, and will secure that in the appaentmof

Alternatives: Turkish Journal of International R&dms, Vol. 9, No. 4, Winter 2010



British Legacy and Evolution of Kurdish Nationaligmiraq (1918-1926) 115

Government official regard will be hadi¢.] to the wished of the people.
Details should be elaborated as soon as the situatimits.

Three- [Suleymaniyya] will be treated as a Mutesftioqr governed by a

[Mutesarrif] Adviser attached to him. Pending thppaintment of a

[Mutesarrif] the British Political Officer will adn this capacitﬁ1

While these conditions were accepted by Mosul andil Adivisions,
Suleymaniyya rejected them. One might hardly taioud the British
position as regards the Kurds. The DeclarationbD2cember 1922, for
example affirmed the establishment of a Kurdishegoment within the
boundaries of Iraq. ‘His Britannic Majesty’'s Goverent and the
Government of Irag,” was said in the Declarationpge that different
Kurdish elements will, as soon as possible, araivan agreement between
themselves as to the form which they wish that goaernment should take
and the boundaries within which they wish it toeext and will send
responsible delegates to Baghdad to discuss tkemoenic and political
relations with His Britannic Majesty’s Governmemidathe Government of
Iraq.”®® These promises were confirmed, in a way, by theidden of the
Council of Ministers of 11 July 1923. The Decisistated that ‘the Iraq
Government do not intend to appoint any Arab dficiin the Kurdish
districts except technical officials, nor do theyeind to force inhabitants of
the Kurdish districts to use the Arabic language their official
correspondence.’

Yet, the compromise was only in appearance, sire é€xpressed
previously ‘that the declaration of local autonomguld split the Kurdish
nationalist into two groups: ‘the more enlightenedrds’ and ‘the more
ignorant and fanatical elements’ led by Mahnfitidh the meantime, the

unrest in Southern Kurdistan grew consistently eisfig with the arrival of
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Feisal. The latter ‘and the issue of his electiorihe Iraqgi throne changed
the political situation® conformingly, indeed, to the rejection of the
Middle East and Churchill’s policy. In this sen&be exchange of views
between the Colonial Office and the British auttiesiin Mesopotamia was
suspended. To prevent the Kurdish issue from bewpran obstacle in the
way of installing Feisal as king of Iraq, the CakdrOffice postponed not
only the drawing of ethnic boundaries between SemthKurdistan and
Arab Mesopotamia, but also the political future toe former.®® The
mountainous regions of Rowanduz, Suleymaniyya, &arand Aqgra in
particular were the scene of growing disorder. Bhésh responded to this
situation by carrying out ground and air operatioftse situation worsened
with the foundation of Iraq under Hashemite rule.

Another turning point was when the Turkish Indepmrae War
(1919-1922) triumphed and the Republic of Turkeys vi@und in October
1923, following the signature of the Treaty of Lamse on 24 July 1923.
With the treaty, a likely foundation of a Kurdistaeremed almost totally
vanished. The Treaty of Lausanne did not removpralllems between Iraq
(so, Britain) and Turkey, ‘since the dispute ovke tpossession of the
vilayet of Mosul, or rather over the exact frontiere between Turkey and
Iraq still remained in a state of deadlofk.¥Where to place Mosul, and
therefore, the Kurds, became one of the major guesof the period. This
guestion was mainly about the ‘boundaries and lgehgy which
constituted the realm of the debates on the vilayet

‘The Brave New World: Mandate System and the MosulQuestion
The process ending up with the awarding of theyetlaof Mosul to Iraq

might be summarized as follows:
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The Mandate system originated at the Peace Comeren 1919,
which also instituted the League of Natidhdnspired by Fourteen Points
of Woodrow Wilson whom ideas were furthered by JS@uts, the South
African statesman, who proposed a League of Nat@m# Practical
Suggestiofi® the Mandate system consisted of parceling outehiétories
of the defeated empires, i.e. Germany and the @ttoEmpire. ‘In former
wars,” notes Hales, ‘the conquest of colonial teryi was usually followed
up by the annexation of the whole or of part of teeupied territories
The Mandate system, however, consisted of a ceranmial of any
annexation. The principles of this system wereestah Article 22 of the
Covenant of the League of NatiofisArticle 22 distinguished three types of
mandate: 1) A Mandates consisting of former Ottortemitories; 2) B
Mandates in Central Africa, and 3) C Mandates enRtacific and in South-
West Africa. San Remo Conference held on 19-26|A@%?20 allocated a
Mandate over Iraq and Palestine to Great Britaml ane over Syria and
the Lebanon to France. The precise boundaries lgérehowever, to be
determined by the Principal Allied Powers and tents of the agreement
could only be confirmed by the Council of LeagueNztions on 24 July
1922.

Irag was the last country to be allocated as A M#mdAs I've
mentioned above, the British opted for establishengnonarchy under
Hashemite rule, with Faisal at the throne. ‘In Asigd921, [Faisal] was
elected King by an overwhelming majorityand began negotiating with the
British so as to place the relations of the twontoas on the treaty basis.
Consequently a draft Mandate for Iraq had been gtdmrto the Council in
September?” The justification of the establishment a monarcimger an
Arab ruler was justified by the British as follows:
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His Majesty’'s Government found themselves unable résist the
overwhelming desire of the people of Iraq for tbenfation of a national
Government under an Arab ruler. The march of eveats so rapid that it
did not admit of their consulting the Council befdaking steps of which
they were confident that that body would approwanaly, the recognition
of the Sovereign whose recent accession to the¢hfallowed upon the

universal demand of the people of the couﬂ?ry

This was not until 1924, however, that Irag’s statould be finalized.
Following the conclusion of the first Anglo-Irageaty on October 1922, a
protocol supplementing the latter was signed. Halesmarizes the process

as follows:

The ratification of these documents by a newly tarted Iraq Assembly
took place, after Turkey had finally renounced hights over Arab
provinces by the Treaty of Lausanne. [...] Consedyexitits meeting on
[27 September 1924], the Council approved the vafricreat Britain in
establishing a constitutional Monarchy in Iraq,rbgans of an Instrument
known as ‘Decision of Council’ and not as a Mandatg which imposed
upon Great Britain the duties incumbent upon a Méony Power in the

case of an A Mandat?.

Although Turkey renounced her rights over Arab pmogs, the frontier line
between Turkey and Iraq could not be determined,discussion being
about the incorporation of the vilayet of Mosuleither Turkey or Iraq. No
agreement being reached at Lausanne, the resolitidte Mosul dispute

was submitted to the League of Nations Councilegigine months further
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negotiations following the treaty remained fruigé%In September 1924, a
technical commission, composed of Mr. Wirsen, Coliateki and Col.

Paulis, were authorized to investigate the factshefvilayet on the spot.
Meanwhile, the Council fixed a provisional frontigrhich defined the

military status quoa frontier known as Brussel’s lifiéIn September 1925,
the Council examined the Commission’s report. Tdiget recommended
the Brussel’s line provided Great Britain retaimadndate for twenty-five

years and accorded cultural autonomy to the Ku®as16 December 1925,
the League Council awarded the disputed territoryraq (thus, to Great
Britain) under the conditions that are mentionedvab unless Iraq becomes
a member of the League at an earlier daféhus, a new minority within the

state-system in the Middle East was created: the¥u

Conclusion

Kurds of Mosul: From Autonomy to Minority’s Status

In spite of its historical roots that might be fausince seventeenth century,
‘in its modern form the Kurdish nationalism deveddpduring the second
half on the nineteenth century along parallel linggh the similar
movements of the other subjects of the Ottoman EaripiAsia, the Arabs
and the Armenians® The defeat of the Ottoman Empire in WWI in 1918,
the signature of the Treaty of Sevres, coupled i twelfth point of
Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points contributed to thise of the Kurdish
aspirations for an independent state. The projéatsthe latter, the
modalities of political, social and military invawment varied throughout
the post-war period, and were highly stamped byuheertainties of the
post-war period. From 1918 to 1926, the Britishi@es took also their part
in the shaping of the Kurdish nationalism. In alegeof a definite British
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policy toward Mesopotamia and the Kurds, the Kuraiationalism evolved
in the prism of British tergiversations. This inedi that this nationalism
became both a crux for the British policies anceaosis challenge to the
latter.

The awarding of the vilayet of Mosul to Iraq, namelhe
incorporation of the Kurds into an Arab nation-stateant the creation of
an ethnic minority in Iraq, in particular and cobirted to deepening of the
historical division of Kurdish lands. Within the wenation-state system,
this division determined the evolution of Kurdisationalism in the Middle
East. Coupled with a set of European assumptiodsalo British policies
stamped by tergiversations were the constituertt gfathis evolution and

became the very beginning of the Kurdish questiotihé Middle East.
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APPENDICE I: San Remo Resolution of 1920

(a) To accept the terms of the Mandates Articlgigsn below with reference to
Palestine, on the understanding that there wastéusén theproces-verbalan
undertaking by the Mandatory Power that this wauddl involve the surrender of
the rights hitherto enjoyed by the non-Jewish comitres in Palestine; this
undertaking not to refer to the question of thegrelis protectorate of France,
which had been settled earlier in the previousriafien by the undertaking given
by the French Government that they recognized pghigectorate as being at an
end.

(b) that the terms of the Mandates Article showdb follows:

The High Contracting Parties agree that Syria andsdyotamia shall, in
accordance with the fourth paragraph of Article Rart | (Covenant of the League
of Nations), be provisionally recognized as indejmm States, subject to the
rendering of administrative advice and assistanca mandatory until such time
as they are able to stand alone. The boundariethefsaid States will be
determined, and the selection of the Mandatoriedemay the Principal Allied
Powers.

The High Contracting Parties agree to entrust, gplieation of the provisions of
Article 22, the administration of Palestine, withénich boundaries as may be
determined by the Principal Allied Powers, to a Baory, to be selected by the
said Powers. The Mandatory will be responsible poitting into effect the
declaration originally made on November 8, 1917th®yBritish Government, and
adopted by the other Allied Powers, in favour & éstablishment in Palestine of a
national home for the Jewish people, it being tyeanderstood that nothing shall
be done which may prejudice the civil and religioights of existing non-Jewish
communities in Palestine, or the rights and palltetatus enjoyed by Jews in any

other country.

Alternatives: Turkish Journal of International Redms, Vol. 9, No. 4, Winter 2010



122 Zeynep Arikanli
APPENDICE II: The Proposed Maps for the Vilayet ofMosul

TURKEY ML ESgessg | -7

Zeopow)

SAUDI ARABIA

| — Actual Iraqi frontier - Brussel's line, recomnued by the Commission;

Il — Frontiers at Sévres;

[l — Frontier proposed by the British (for northefrontier of Iraq - between the
Hazil and Khabur rivers; the district of the Assyritribes between the Khabur
river and the Jelo Height; the broken country betwehis district and the

Shemsdinan river; from the Shemdinan river to tesian frontier)

Source: KOVACKS, Péter Kovacks, ‘Paul Teleki et le Réglernde I'Affaire de Mossoul

dans la Société des NationMiskolc Journal of International Laywol. 1, No. 2 (2004),
pp. 156-187
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APPENDICE llI: Extracts from the Report of the Mosul Commission

The main focus of the Commission’s report on trepdie was ethnical and racial
characteristics of theilayet The report of the Commission, as well as the main
arguments of Turkey and Great Britain justify tbtatement. The Commission’s
report distinguishes five types of argument: 1) ggaphical and ethnical; 2)
historical; 3) economic; 4) strategicaid]; 5) political. 36 over 90 pages of the
report are consecrated to the geographical andcatharguments. These pages
constitute the first chapter of the report anddivéded on four sections of which
analysis of ethnical arguments is the most detaifeslin overall.

On this issue, the report considered that ‘the tgus inhabited by Kurds,
Arabs, Christians, Turks, Yezidi and Jews, in tvater of numerical importance’
and that “the Kurds and the Arabs are the onlesagho live in compact masses
in large areas, and it is only between them tHateaof racial demarcation can be
found or determined.’

Wishes of the population was expressed as follows:

Subject to reservations made in the report in kdarthe opinions
given, that fact seems to be established thatntéike territory as a
whole, the desires expressed by the populatioomaire in favour of
Irag than of Turkey. It must, however, be realitieat the attitude of
most of the people was influences by the desiresffmctive support
under the mandate, and by economic consideratratiser than by
any feeling of solidarity with the Arab kingdom;ttiese two factors
had carried no weight with the persons consultet, probable that
the majority of them would have preferred to Turkather than to be

attached to Iraq.

Together with the other arguments, the Commisstaommended, as regards the

Kurds of Mosul, that ‘regard must be paid to theids expressed by the Kurds
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that officials of Kurdish race should be appoinfed the administration of their
country, the dispensation of justice, and teachinthe schools, and that Kurdish

should be the official language of all these s&wic
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