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THE United States officially withdrew its troops from Iraqi cities and towns on June 30. But this is not the beginning of the restoration of independence in Iraq which the United States had invaded, on false pretexts, on March 20, 2003. 

The very agreement of 2008, in pursuance of which the troops were withdrawn, takes good care of the invader’s interests. 

More than 120,000 US soldiers will still remain on Iraqi soil at large bases, as provided in that agreement. It was signed in the good imperialist tradition. Britain imposed a Treaty of Alliance on Iraq on June 30, 1930 while professing to recognise its independence. It also provided for the stationing of British troops on bases in Iraq. Britain played the same trick with Egypt on August 26, 1936. 

Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki hailed the US withdrawal, as a military parade was held safely inside the heavily fortified Green Zone. “Security precautions” barred public participation. Only the day before the official celebrations of independence day, four American soldiers had been killed. Alissa J. Rubin of The New York Times reported from Baghdad that with the approach of that day “nationalist sentiments have spread within the government and military”. The people’s resentments are no secret either. 

What kind of an Iraq has the US created in these last six years? Religious and regional differences have deepened, and so has the Arab-Kurd divide. They differ on the quantum of autonomy for the Kurdish regional government in the north and on its boundaries. Proud Iraq was reduced to being a UN protectorate run by the US. One has only to read the UN Secretary General Ban Ki-moon’s latest quarterly report to the UN Security Council on June 9 to realise the range of responsibilities of the UN Assistance Mission for Iraq. (Unami) and the range of the UN’s surveillance. 

On April 22, 2009, Unami presented to the presidency council of Iraq, the prime minister and the president of the Kurdistan regional government “a set of analytical reports on the disputed internal boundaries of northern Iraq”. It offered four options “on the status of Kirkuk” and on power-sharing there among Arabs, Kurds and Turkmen. Since the US invasion, Iraq has faced a clear and present danger of a break-up with all its consequences; not least for Iran and Turkey. 

An estimated four million Iraqis fled their homes. Prime Minister Maliki is busy amassing power. Reportedly, he is “building a cadre of militancy and intelligence officers loyal only to him”. This is no way to build a shattered nation. Significantly, America’s allies have not warmed up to the Maliki regime. Egypt named an ambassador to it only recently, Saudi Arabia has not. 

The US-Iraq agreement, which supposedly ensures Iraq’s independence, is on the withdrawal of US forces and “the organisation of their activities during their temporary presence in Iraq”. It was signed on Nov 17, 2008 and went into force on New Year’s Day 2009 for three years. By Dec 31, 2011 all US forces will withdraw. Two and half years is a long period in a changing situation. Iraq’s dependence on foreign support will ensure continuance of American influence. 

Like the British Treaty of 1930 the agreement of 2008 profusely expresses respect 

for Iraq’s independence. As always the devil is in the detail. The fine print will be interpreted and enforced in the situation as it exists. Article 4, para one says “the Government of Iraq requests the temporary assistance of the United States Forces for the purposes of supporting Iraq in its efforts to maintain security and stability in Iraq, including cooperation in the conduct of operations against Al Qaeda and other terrorist groups, outlaw groups, and remnants of the former regime”. 

In this remarkably wide remit, which covers supporters of Saddam Hussein, the operations will be launched by mutual consent. But read the last para 5. “The Parties retain the right to legitimate self-defence within Iraq, as defined in applicable international law.” This is utterly unnecessary for Iraq’s regime. It is crafted to confer liberty of action on the US forces in Iraq. 

Two years ago a draft oil law was published. Such was the outrage which its 43 articles aroused that it has still not been adopted. The question remains: who inspired it? Under it the Iraq’s National Oil Company would have exclusive control of just 17 of Iraq’s 80 known oil fields. The rest, including oil fields as yet undiscovered, would be open to foreign companies. It widened differences on regional distribution of oil revenues. 

What William Pfaff, one of the most perceptive and intellectually honest commentators wrote in 2003 rings true still. “Choosing to invade two Islamic states, Afghanistan and Iraq, neither of which was responsible for the attacks of September 11, 2001, inflated the crisis, in the eyes of millions of Muslims, into a clash between the United States and Islamic society. The two wars did not destroy Al Qaeda. They won it new supporters. The United States is no more secure than it was before.” Nor more popular whether in Iraq or Afghanistan. 

This is what Alissa J. Rubin of The New York Times reported from Baghdad on July 7: “Although the Americans helped most leading Iraqi politicians, including Prime Minister Nouri Kamal al-Maliki, come to power — and stay there — they can no longer expect the Iraqis to acknowledge the help, because being close to the Americans risks alienating average Iraqis. 

“Abdul Karim Abbas, who runs a wholesale soda shop in a mixed Sunni and Shiite working-class neighborhood, said the Americans were hindered because their very presence made people suspicious. The Sunnis accuse the Shia and the Kurdish of working with them. There is no trust for the Americans because they made us fight each other, he said, repeating the argument often heard on the streets that it was Americans who brought sectarian stride to Iraq and that previously, the sects had lived together happily.”

The writer is a lawyer and an author. 

