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From the Editor’s Desk
It is with great satisfaction that we present this latest issue of Opus Politicum. Opus 
Politicum was conceived as a vehicle for Political Science students to present thier admirable 
work. The ambition of Opus Politicum is to showcase new and challenging idea. Under the 
leadership of Darren Jensen and Joseph Hamblin, Opus Politicum has been reimagined and 
revitalized. It has been my honor to make their vision a reality.

It is our hope to expand the reach of Opus Politicum, and include submissions from our 
fellow students in the faculty of International Studies. This inclusion will occur as soon as 
they write somthing worth reading. 

We are pleased to have several luminary submissions in this issue. Ruthie Roberson 
has submitted an exceptional piece on American hegemony, and offers a firm critique 
of American Exceptionalism. Nicholas Dyerly offers an important introspective on self-
determination, while Darren Jensen offers a meditative exploration on how revolutionary 
activates are fuel by socioeconomic inequality. Reed Ross has given us a sound and germane 
composition concerning the autonomous enclaves of Kurdish Iraq. American domestic 
policies are explored with submissions from Jessica Howe. She explores refusal of service 
cases in contemporary American politics.

I would like to thank the generous and skilled efforts of our editorial content team. Their 
efforts have been invaluable. The attractive cover and layout design has been overseen by 
Kailey DeGraw. Professor Mathew R. Miles is a most valuable individual, and has acted as our 
very own Gamaliel. We are fortunate to have a remarkable Political Science Department in 
this dear balsted heath we call Rexburg. We thank them for their Churchillian efforts, and 
monumental patience.

Cheers,
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State of the Society
At the beginning of this new academic year, it behooves us to reflect on the past, and to 
look forward anticipating the future. Since its induction in 2006 our chapter has managed 
to survive. This past year it has continued its mission, and has expanded its operations in 
helping its members achieve their academic and professional goals. 

In the fall of 2015, Ian Zollinger took up the mantle as president and kept the society alive, 
renaming it to the Political Affairs Society and growing its membership base among students 
outside the department. He and his presidency members hosted an internship panel, where 
teachers and students presented on opportunities available at home and abroad. 

Under the presidency of Alex Oliva, the winter of 2016 saw more changes to the society, 
continuing the policies of the previous semester, becoming more aligned with university and 
Pi Sigma Alpha regulations, and creating continuity for society leadership. After drafting a 
new constitution, it was presented to the society leadership and other activist students. 
After a couple of convention rounds and intense debate, the new society constitution was 
presented to the society as a whole and ratified by you all. I thank those involved in shaping 
the new document. Winter semester also saw a successful options night/internship panel, as 
well as a United Nations simulation.

With the spring of 2016 we witnessed the full implementation of the new constitution, and 
its ability to broaden society operations with academic workshops, guest speakers, and 
entertaining social events. For example, we had the privilege of hearing from FBI special 
agent Ryan Lamb, and had over 200 students in attendance. The department’s academic 
journal, Opus Politicum, has been revived and published at the start of this year. I especially 
thank Joseph Hamblin and Peter Nilson for making this a reality. 

The past academic year saw the graduation of many wonderful and passionate political 
science students who made the society what it is today. We wish them well in their 
professional pursuits and are excited to learn what life has in store for them. To new 
freshman who have recently learned of the society, we welcome you and invite you to 
energetically participate. To the familiar faces, I thank you all for your support of the society 
and the incredible service you provide. I encourage all to make the most of your academic 
career, and pursue those extracurricular endeavors which can be found in the Political Affairs 
Society. 

Respectfully,

PAS Chairman, Fall 2016
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U.S. Hegemony: Stability Insured 
by American Nationalism
By Ruthie Robertson

In this paper, I argue that as hegemonic 
stability decreases, nationalism will rise 
in order to reestablish the stability of the 
hegemon’s position in the international 
system. The decline of hegemonic stability 
leads to a reassertion of power in the 
international system, while nationalism is 
the last breath of a system of values in 
the modern world. These two things, being 
hegemonic decline and nationalistic increase, 
when a nation-state exists, will lead to a 
culminated resurgence of power, meaning 
that nationalism will come together with the 
hegemonic influence to reestablish power 
and stability of the hegemon. My argument 
is that nationalism is a source through 
which hegemonic power is both established 
and reestablished. Nationalism has many 
meanings and facets through which it is 
expressed, but for the purposes of this 
paper I argue that American nationalism is 
expressed through democracy promotion, 
both formally and informally. 

I explore these ideas by examining 
American hegemony; crucial to this is the 
understanding that the United States is 
both a nation-state, and the hegemon in the 
international system. I use two examples 
from U.S. history to show that the U.S. 
hegemonic position is ensured through the 
promotion of democracy; when the U.S’ 
position is threatened, the response is to 
promote democracy in the international 
system. The Vietnam War and the wars in 
the Middle East post 9/11, and the Bush 
Doctrine that coincides with it, are two 
examples of this reaction. 

A brief overview of America’s national 

identity, sourced in the American Creed, 
will be provided. Through this, I argue that 
American nationalism is shown through the 
promotion of democracy. I also provide 
overview and define hegemony, and more 
specifically American hegemony, which 
originated in the post World War II era, and 
continued through the Cold War era, and 
post-Cold War era. I argue that the U.S. has 
been in a hegemonic position since World 
War II, though at times has seen itself 
slipping from that position; I argue that 
this slipping is the cause of the two events 
mentioned, namely the Vietnam War and the 
wars in the Middle East post 9/11. 

Nations and nationalism have contested 
definitions; scholars have different views on 
what constitutes a nation, what nationalism 
is, which came first, and who belongs to the 
nation. According to Gellner, nationalism is 
a political principle that seeks the harmony 
of the political unit, or the state, and the 
nation. Nationalism is the sentiment that 
derives either from the success or failure of 
this principle (Gellner 1983). Smith’s idea of 
nationalism is similar; he defines nationalism 
as an ideology that promotes the nation. 
The nation’s well-being is the center of 
nationalism.  Gellner argues that states and 
nations grew independent of one another; 
however, he also argues that nationalism 
cannot exist without the unity of nation 
and state (Gellner 1983). Gellner states 
that nations are the “artifacts of men’s 
convictions and loyalties” (Gellner 1983); 
the existence of the nation depends on 
the people that adhere to it, and belonging 
to a nation depends on the recognition of 
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the adherents. Reynolds agrees with the 
argument Gellner makes and states that 
nations are “the product of its member’s 
belief that it exists” (Reynolds 1984). 
Reynolds also argues that the nation exists 
to legitimize the state (Reynolds 1984). 
Along with the same line of thought, 
Giddens argues that the nation-state, 
which in the unity that Gellner argues for, 
is simply an institution of governance that 
creates a monopoly over the borders it 
maintains; he argues that the nation-state 
has a monopoly of violence within those 
boundaries, both externally and internally 
(Giddens 1995). The monopoly of violence 
assumes that the state has the right to 
wage war, or employ military tactics inside 
and outside the state. Hobsbawm counters 
Gellner’s idea of self-identification of the 
nation and argues that nations cannot 
be understood completely while they 
currently exist; nations require a posteriori 
approach in study, and they cannot be 
defined by those that belong to it. He also 
disagrees with Gellner in the creation of 
nations. According to Hobsbawm, nations 
were created by nationalism and states. 
Hobsbawm also argues that nations and 
nationalism are purely social constructs that 
are supported by the state within which 
they are held. They are supported through 
means of educational indoctrination, public 
ceremonies such as holidays, and public 
reminders such as monuments; all of these 
things are centered on the celebration and 
praise of the nation (Hobsbawm 1983). 
Renan is less cynical concerning the social 
construction of nations, and argues that 
nations are the products of “work, sacrifice, 
and devotion” (Renan 1990). The nation 
is based off the worship of the nation’s 
ancestors, and more specifically because 
of their sacrifices; the nation’s genealogy 
creates the current members’ identity. 
According to Renan, nationalism is founded 
on the great heroic acts of the ancestors, 
and the desire for the current members 
to accomplish such things again.  Smith’s 

definition of a national identity is similar 
to Renan’s nation. The national identity is 
product of the interpretations of “values, 
symbols, memories, myths, and traditions 
that compose the…heritage of the nations 
“(Smith 2013). Smith believes that 
identity is based on these things because 
they are able to bind people together. 
Hetcher disagrees with the binding factor 
of nations; nations are held together by 
the self-interest of those that adhere to 
the nation. Without having the basis of 
a shared heritage, or myths,values, and 
traditions, something has to bring the 
nations together aside from self-interest. 
Hetcher argues that what brings the nation 
together is the establishment of a common 
belief; the nation creates an “arbitrary set of 
culturally distinctive practices and beliefs…
as a standard to be adopted throughout 
the territory” (Hetcher 2000). Huntington’s 
definition of identity and nationalism is 
focused on the idea of “us” and “them”. 
He argues that identity is only formed in 
relation to others, and as such, national 
identities require an enemy. Not only does it 
require an enemy, but because of the need 
for self-assurance, it requires that “we” are 
better than “them”. The sense of self rises 
and falls with the fortunes of others, namely 
the specific nation’s enemy. 

For the purposes of this paper, several 
authors’ views on nations and nationalism 
are going to be focused on (Huntington 
2004). I agree with Gellner’s proposed idea 
that nationalism seeks the unity of nation 
and state, with the condition of Hetcher’s 
argument that a nation can be comprised 
of several nations centered on a set of 
ideals. Hobsbawm’s and Gellner’s argument 
of social construct of the nation will also 
be utilized. I also agree with Giddens and 
Reynolds who both argue that the nation 
is a power source for the state. Lastly, 
Huntington’s idea of the American Creed as 
the foundation of American Nationalism, and 
the “Us” and “Them” mentality is crucial. 

Several points need to be made about 
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hegemony. First, what constitutes a 
hegemon? Secondly, how does a hegemon 
act given certain situations? For the 
purposes of this paper, there is the 
assumption that the international system 
is anarchical and requires power rivalries. 
According to Wallerstein, this rivalry 
between powers has to be so extremely 
unbalanced that one power, the hegemon, 
is able to impose rules, standards, and 
wishes in the economic, political, military, 
diplomatic, and cultural areas (Wallerstein 
1983). With this definition in mind, if a 
country is able to obtain this position, how 
will they respond to both support of the 
position and decline of the position? 

Most realists argue that unipolarity is 
unstable, and risks global warfare. Wohlforth 
(1999) argues that because the U.S. has 
a superiority in power over all the great 
powers combined, stability in the system 
is possible and sustainable. According to 
Wohlforth, the U.S. is in a position where 
it has the absences of hegemonic rivalry; 
no other state is in a position to challenge 
them. Along with the lack of rivalry, the U.S. 
has the ability to make hegemony stable 
by ensuring security by limiting conflicts 
and major wars through formal and informal 
institutions. Copeland argues for instability 
of a hegemonic state given the status 
of the following factors: polarity; relative 
power; and the state of the hegemons 
decline. The most important of these is the 
decline of the state. A steep and inevitable 
decline leads states to be irrational; states 
in this sort of decline will take risky and 
volatile actions (Copeland 2001). Copeland’s 
argument for the reactionary nature of 
states in decline will be applied to the United 
States in this paper, along with Wallerstein’s 
definition of a hegemon.  

American Nationalism

The existence of nation-states is rare 
based upon the tight constraints most 
scholars put on the definition. Walker 

Connor describes a nation-state as a state 
and nation being coexistent; this means 
that there is one nation to one state (Smith 
2010). Instead of such a constraining 
definition, a nation-state should be defined 
as state that is authenticated through the 
principles of nationalism. This allows for 
there to be cultural heterogeneity in the 
state (Smith 2010). Instead of one nation 
to one state, there can be many nations to 
one state. This is possible because the many 
nations are unified through some arbitrary 
set of values established by the state they 
are held in (Hetcher 2000). For the United 
States, this set of values is the American 
Creed (Huntington 2004). The American 
Creed is the uniting force that allows the 
United States to be a nation-state despite, 
cultural heterogeneity. The American Creed 
is the base of American Nationalism and is 
central to the national identity. Identities 
are either an individual’s or group’s view 
of, or definition of, themselves based upon 
exogenous and endogenous factors; most 
importantly it is the definition of self in 
relation to others. Identities allow groups 
and individuals to differentiate themselves 
from others, creating what Huntington 
refers to as the “us and them” frame of 
mind. Identities are what we make of them; 
because of this, identities are constructed or 
imagined by individuals or groups. Individuals 
and groups decide what they are and what 
they want to be (Huntington 2004). In the 
United States, there are many identities and 
nations that are formed by these identities. 
This heterogeneous characteristic of the 
United States has the potential to derail 
any arguments for an American national 
identity. However, Huntington’s description 
of identities is broad enough that it allows 
for there to be an overarching identity in 
the United States (Huntington 2004). This 
description of identities is what I apply to 
the American national identity. As the need 
for a broader definition of “us and them” 
emerges, the national identity also becomes 
more overarching, allowing for the American 
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national identity to exist. The American 
national identity is unique in this manner. 
Huntington says that “us and them” narrows 
or broadens depending on the needs of the 
nation. The American national identity has 
always had a broad sense of “us and them” 
though because the state that houses the 
nation has had outside enemies since its 
beginning. The United States has always had 
enemies abroad, and it requires that there 
be a national identity among the people that 
unifies them. 

National identities, according to Renan, 
are based upon a nation’s past. It is 
the interpretation of “values, symbols, 
memories, myths, and traditions that 
compose the…heritage of the nations” 
(Smith 2013). The adherents to the national 
identity worship their ancestors because 
they were the ones who sacrificed in order 
for the nation to exist. Because of this, the 
members of the nation desire to sacrifice, 
to experience the heroics of the nation that 
their ancestors did, and to have the nation 
carry out those heroics once again (Renan 
1990). This idea of the nation being based 
on a nation’s past is crucial to the American 
Creed, thus creating the American national 
identity. 

The American Creed, as a term, 
was formalized by Gunnar Myrdal’s The 
American Dilemma. In this, he recognized 
the heterogeneity of the United States and 
argued that Americans were unified under 
a social ethos, or political creed. Myrdal 
defined the central principles of this creed 
as “the essential dignity of the individual…
the fundamental equality of all men…
inalienable rights to freedom, justice, and a 
fair opportunity” (Huntington 2004). The 
American Creed also stresses the ideals of 
democracy, including: liberty, responsible 
government, people as the source of 
power, and a limited or checked central 
government. It also stresses individual 
success, achievement, and equality of 
opportunity. Seymour Martin Lipset used 
five principles to sum up the American 

Creed: “liberty, egalitarianism, individualism, 
populism, and laissez-faire” (Huntington 
2004). The American Creed has been a 
constant in American national identity and 
has been statically endorsed by the people 
throughout American history. The American 
Creed has not deviated from the national 
identity, but rather has been the source of 
that identity. The source for the American 
Creed is Protestantism; the United States 
was formed on Protestant ideals and has 
driven the formation of the American Creed. 
Protestantism emphasizes the work of an 
individual in order to ensure success, which 
shows the source of individualism and equal 
opportunity that are so central to the 
Creed. It also discourages hierarchy, which 
seeped into the democratic ideals of the 
Creed. Because Protestantism is a religion, 
the Creed has a moral center that calls for 
societal reform, and the assurance of peace, 
security, and justice throughout the world. 
The religious base for the American Creed 
creates the moral sense of right and wrong 
within the national identity; the American 
nation, and as a result the United States, 
acts in ways that it sees as morally correct 
and fights that which is morally incorrect. 
Because of the American Creed, it is difficult 
to separate the national identity from the 
political principles that are held, and leads 
to the argument that the United States 
houses a civic nation. The civic nature of 
the American nation allows for the idea of 
a nation that can be adopted anywhere, if 
those civic ideals are accepted. It allows 
for superiority of the nation, and for the 
universality of the nation. It creates the 
nation as a political ideology rather than an 
ethnocentric identity (Huntington 2004). 
The truth of this is debatable, and has 
been contested by many scholars, including 
Huntington. However, the truth of the 
American Creed is a topic that will not be 
discussed. It should suffice to say that 
Reynolds was correct when he said that 
nations are the “product of the members’ 
belief that it exists” (Reynolds 1984). If the 
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American people believe that the American 
Creed is true, it solidifies the American 
national identity.

Based upon the American Creed, 
American nationalism is essentially rooted 
in democracy and all it includes. For this 
reason, American nationalism is projected 
and practiced through the promotion of 
democracy. This promotion occurs within the 
nation-state, but also is largely promoted 
in the international system. Because of the 
universal nature of the national identity, 
in the minds of the adherents, nationalism 
pushes the ideals towards others. On an 
international scale, American nationalism is 
expressed through democracy promotion. 
It is through this nationalism that United 
States hegemony is established. 

American Hegemony 
      
A hegemon is a state that holds the most 

military, political, and economic power in the 
international system, which allows them to 
impose rules, standards, and wishes in the 
economic, political, military, diplomatic, and 
cultural areas. The hegemon has to have 
an extremely unbalanced position in the 
international system, meaning that the other 
great powers in the system either lack the 
ability to compete or fail to be a successful 
contestant for hegemony (Wallerstein 
1983). The theory of hegemonic stability 
argues that, in a system of anarchy, one 
central power is able to establish order 
through informal governing laws and 
norms; however, because of the need for 
an extreme advantage, the stability of the 
hegemon is easily unhinged. 

The effects of this instability are 
examined by Dale Copeland in his book 
Origins of Major War. He argues that as a 
hegemon perceives itself in decline, that 
is both steep and inevitable, it will react 
violently, most often with war, in order 
reestablish its hegemonic position. Even 
when a rising state is peaceful, the hegemon 
is uncertain of the future of that rising 

state; this uncertainty causes the state to 
assume the worst in terms of their security. 
Major war in this type of system, according 
to hegemonic stability theory, is preventive 
war; a declining hegemonic state, whether 
absolute or relative, will take violent means 
to ensure the security of their position as 
the hegemon. War ensures political and 
military order set by the hegemon, and is 
driven by a desire for power and security; 
according to Morgenthau, this power is 
manifested in nationalistic universalism 
(Copeland 2001). Van Evera says that 
when nations are hegemonic, it leads to a 
greater risk of war; hegemonic nations are 
the most rare and yet the most dangerous 
kind nations and have the most assertive 
nationalism (Van Evera 1994). The decline 
of the state, and the reestablishment of 
power, sourced in nationalistic universalism, 
is instituted through the promotion of the 
states government system; in this case, 
the U.S. promotes democracy to ensure 
its hegemonic stability. Democracy is the 
institutional base for American hegemony, 
and the growth of hegemony is linked to 
growth of democracy (Jisi 2003).  The 
United States rose as a hegemon after 
World War II, and since then has had two 
threats to its hegemonic position, which 
took place during the Cold War era, and post 
9/11. 

The post World War II era left the 
United States in a unique position. While 
other states were struggling to merely 
function, the United States’ economy was 
flourishing (Klein 1988). Because of this 
extreme and unbalanced advantage that 
the United States had in the international 
system, they were able to establish 
themselves as the hegemon; they were 
able to establish a post-war order of their 
own making (Ikenberry 1989). After World 
War II, the United States started pushing 
their influence abroad. The United States 
economy was internationalized in several 
ways: universalizing American capital, the 
American Gold Standard was always backed 
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up; the creation of the General Agreement 
on Tariffs and Trade, and the International 
Monetary Fund; and the developmental 
programs for Europe including the Marshall 
Plan, and the Four Point Program. This new 
world order that the United States was 
able to build was based upon the American 
national identity and the values for which 
it stood. The hegemon decides: how to 
govern the international system; monopolizes 
the rules and institutions of governing the 
system; and establishes the ideas and values 
that dominate the character of the system. 
The strategy for the United States was 
the projection of American power into the 
international system; this meant projecting 
American nationalism. “Changing the world 
to suit American interests by making it more 
consistent with American values has always 
been an implicit component of American 
nationalism” (McCartney 2004). American 
nationalism and its values are universal in the 
minds of the national adherents.  Because of 
the economic and military superiority after 
World War II, the superiority of the American 
nation was able to spread after World War II 
because of United States hegemony. 

         Due to United States hegemony 
being based in American nationalism, a 
threat to American nationalism and its 
values, namely democracy, is a threat to 
United States hegemony. Americans see an 
attack on their state as an attack on their 
values (Pei 2003). When these threats to 
democracy are perceived, there is a threat to 
the power of both the nation and the state’s 
position as hegemon, and these threats are 
what occurred during the Cold War and post-
9/11 eras. 

Cold War Era

The United States, at the end of World 
War II, had nearly twice as much as the 
other rival states in military and economic 
power (Ikenberry 1989). It was the leader 
in economic and technological innovation; it 
had a monopoly over the Atomic bomb, and 

was the only country currently in possession 
of space travel technology. They also had 
succeeded in internationalizing their economy 
and political values. To the United States’ 
dismay, however, the Soviet Union began 
to catch up. The creation and launching of 
Sputnik was a sign that the United States 
was no longer the leader in technology. The 
Soviet Union obtaining the Atomic Bomb was 
a sign that not only was the United States 
not the leader in technology, but they were 
no longer the most powerful militarily. The 
creation of Comecon and the Warsaw Pact, 
which were both treaties signed by major 
communist states, mainly concentrated in 
Central and Eastern Europe, was a sign that 
the United States was no longer the largest 
political influence. The recognition and spread 
of communism was not only a threat to 
United States hegemony, but was a threat 
to the American nation. In order to restore 
United States hegemony, the state promoted 
nationalism in the form of democracy. 

The threat to American nationalism at 
this time was known as the Domino Theory. 
This theory argues that if one state within 
a region turns to communism, the rest 
in the region would follow. If communism 
spread, United States hegemonic influence 
would decrease as democracy was no longer 
the dominant form of government in the 
international system. In order to fight this, 
the United States got involved in the conflict 
in Vietnam. Vietnam was formally under 
French colonial rule since 1884, but in the 
1940’s a group called the Viet Minh arose 
and combated French rule. The Viet Minh 
had the overriding goal of “independence 
and unity” (Pei 2003).  Based on American 
values on liberty and freedom, the United 
States should have supported this effort; 
however, because this group was backed 
by the Soviet Union, which was the state 
threatening the United States hegemony, 
the United States supported French rule of 
the region. The fear of the effects of the 
Domino Theory caused the United States 
to get involved in what may be the most 
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contested and polarizing war in which the 
United States has played a part. Even when 
the French, who the United States had 
been backing, left Vietnam in 1954, the 
United States remained heavily involved in 
the conflict. Though hindsight shows that 
this war was contested and polarized the 
country (Leffler 2005), support for the 
war at the beginning came from American 
nationalism. The idea of universalism of 
American values pushed for public support 
of the war. Nationalism layers “altruism 
on top of basic, self-interested power-
seeking behavior” and allows “Americans 
to believe that their good intentions lack 
a selfish dimension and are truly…good 
for others” (McCartney 2004). The United 
States was there to institute democracy for 
two reasons: first, to show the American 
people that their values were able to be 
established, and second, to institute United 
States hegemony once more, rather than 
allowing the Soviet Union to create a bipolar 
system that would threaten the hegemonic 
system in place. In the case of the Cold War 
era, and specifically the Vietnam War, it is 
obvious that United States hegemony was 
threatened by the spread of communism, 
a system that was a potential threat to 
the influence of American democracy. The 
United States action concerning this threat 
was, as Copeland has made clear, preventive 
war. Instead of allowing the Viet Minh to 
obtain independence, and to wait to see if 
that independence would then be taken over 
by Soviet Union influence, the United States 
went to war to stop the issue before it could 
develop. The United States, in this case, 
protected its hegemony through promoting 
democracy. 

Post 9/11 Era

Following the Cold War, the United States 
was once again in a hegemonic position; 
the Soviet Union had posed a threat to 
this system, but that threat was defeated 
and hegemonic stability had returned.  

Though the United States had reestablished 
hegemony and defeated this enemy, a new 
enemy to hegemony was emerging. The 
Middle East largely rejected United States 
power and American democracy; this region 
didn’t accept the hegemonic influence of the 
United States. The attacks on 9/11 posed 
the largest threat to U.S. hegemony that it 
had seen in almost two centuries; the last 
attack on the mainland was in 1812, so 
this attack on the mainland was a defining 
moment for U.S hegemony (Anderson 
2003). The events of September 11th, 
2001, began the descent of United States 
hegemony, and led to one of the strongest 
coalitions of nationalism and foreign policy 
to reestablish U.S. hegemony

 This foreign policy was known as the 
Bush Doctrine. The Bush Doctrine, unlike 
the Domino Theory, isn’t fear that a system 
contrary to that of democracy will spread. 
Systems contrary to democracy already 
exists, and other nations and states refuse 
to accept the hegemony of the United 
States; the Bush Doctrine isn’t preventative 
in the sense that it is stopping a threat 
before it begins, rather it is preventative 
in the sense that it is preventing a threat 
before it becomes a powerful opponent. 
George W. Bush, the head creator of the 
Bush Doctrine, said the following: “….if we 
wait for threats to fully materialize, we will 
have waited too long… we must… confront 
the worst threats before they emerge” 
(McCartney 2004).  The Bush Doctrine, 
according to Jervis (2005), has four major 
elements. First, it is largely dependent 
on the democratic peace theory, which 
the United States has used on countless 
occasions to justify foreign policies. Second, 
the United States, and the rest of the world 
for that matter, are under great threat 
from terrorism. Third, simple defense is 
not enough to fix this issue; preventative 
actions must be taken, which as Copeland 
has made clear leads to war. Lastly, the 
Bush Doctrine seeks for international 
support; however, if support is not found 
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among allies and common interests, the 
United States can and will act independently 
without others having veto power (Jervis 
2005).  The Bush Doctrine established 
enemies for the United States; al Qaeda, the 
Taliban, and those who promote, harbor, 
or support terrorism (McCartney 2004). 
Because Americans see an attack on the 
state as an attack on the values of the 
nation, those who are considered terrorists 
are those who fight democracy. Fighting 
American values is fighting the state. With 
this in mind, the Bush Doctrine clearly lines 
out U.S. intentions to fight against those 
who oppose democracy, and by so doing, 
opposing U.S. and American hegemony. “The 
Bush Doctrine combines a war on terrorism 
with the strong assertion of American 
hegemony” (Jervis 2005). 

The Bush Doctrine claims to be about 
protection from terrorism, but in reality 
it’s about hegemonic reestablishment; 
if the U.S. truly intended on protection 
from terrorism, they would take a step 
back in the international system rather 
than continuing to spreading themselves 
throughout the Middle East. According to 
the Bush Doctrine, the existence of liberty 
in other lands, in other words the existence 
of American democracy, is the best hope for 
peace and freedom (Jervis 2005). Despite 
claims of altruism, and establishment of 
peace, the U.S.’s promotion of democracy 
was about hegemonic stability. Establishing 
democracy in the Middle East, which is what 
the Bush Doctrine called for, spreads liberal 
institutions and values which protect U.S. 
political and security interests, being U.S. 
hegemony (Monten 2005). 

Conclusion
It is clear, through the examples of 

the Cold War and 9/11 eras and the 
foreign policies that are associated with 
them, namely the Domino Theory and the 
Bush Doctrine, that the United States 
establishes democracy as the means 
through which hegemony is established. 
United States’ hegemony is established 

strongly through power projection, and 
is centered in military enforcement of 
American nationalistic values. While it could 
be argued that I’m arguing against Monten’s 
idea of vindicationalism, I support his idea 
of vindicationalism and agree that the 
United States in vindicationalist in order to 
restore hegemony. Monten argues that as 
a states become more powerful, they start 
to project their power outwards rather than 
just establish themselves as an example. 
While I don’t believe the United States is 
becoming more powerful, they aren’t losing 
power in the sense that Monten describes 
it; power to Monten is economic and military 
power. Hegemonic stability is not so much 
about economic and military power, as 
the United States has been unmatched in 
those areas since World War II. Hegemonic 
stability for the United States depends on 
the acceptance of the American nation and 
its values, culture, and norms. The actions 
taken during the Cold War and post-9/11 
are vindicationalistic in the fact that they 
sought to take “measures to spread… 
universal political values and institutions” 
that were centered in American nationalism 
(Monten 2005). When United States 
hegemony is threatened, it is threatened 
through the dismissal of, disapproval of, 
non-acceptance of, or threat to American 
national values, namely democracy. To 
reestablish this hegemony, the United 
States will promote American nationalism 
in the form of democracy. Copeland makes 
it clear that a declining hegemon will react 
with preventative war. The United States, 
when faced with a threat to its hegemony, 
being a threat to American national values, 
will use preventative war to promote and 
establish democracy to restore hegemonic 
stability.
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Revolutionaries and Terrorists:
An overview of the Revolutionary 
Armed Forces of Colombia
By Darren Jensen

On May 27, 1964, the Colombian army 
set out from the province of Cauca into 
Tolima with orders to exterminate a peasant 
militia (Thielen 1999). Supported financially 
by the United States, the state forces had 
superior numbers and equipment. It was 
expected to be a decisive victory for the 
government and its economic allies. Before 
entrance into the Vietnam War, the United 
States took the opportunity to experiment 
with napalm strikes, which the Colombian 
officials advocated for (Brittain 2009). After 
24 hours of combat operations, national 
defense forces were considering it a victory. 
However, the claim could not have been 
farther from the truth. 

The battle at Marquetalia was a costly 
operation for the national army, and while 
they routed the rebel forces, the event 
marked the creation of the Revolutionary 
Armed Forces of Colombia (Fuerzas Armadas 
Revolucionarias de Colombia; FARC) (Brittain 
2009). It was seen by rural Columbians as 
a direct attack on the peasantry, and they 
rallied by the thousands to the cause of 
the rebel group. Before this assault, self–
defense groups were common south of 
Bogota (Thielen 1999). The crackdown in 
the countryside began a new phase of the 
already bloody history of the country. 

The founding of the FARC
In order to understand the origins of 

the FARC, an explanation of the conditions 

must be given. 14 years prior to operation 
Marquetalia, a decade of bloodshed known 
as La Violencia ravaged the urban centers 
of the country (Thielen 1999). The conflict 
pitted national liberals against conservative 
elites in an armed struggle for land reform. 
In fact, since Colombian independence, 
land was controlled by a very small 
minority of the population, causing great 
economic inequalities. Amidst the conflict, 
the ideologies of socialism, Marxism, and 
communism began to gain strength among 
the lower classes of society. Contrary to 
popular opinion, this leftist view did not 
originate from influence by the Soviet 
Union or Cuba. Rather, it had its beginnings 
in the 1920s, as Marxist literature began 
to disseminate across the region (Brittain 
2009). With such problems of inequality, the 
ideology increased in popularity during the 
civil war. Liberal and conservative leaders 
began to be worry that the Colombian 
Communist Party (Partido Comunista de 
Colombia/PCC) was growing too powerful. In 
1958, the two sides made peace in what is 
now known as the National Front agreement. 
Both sides compromised to govern the 
country together, splitting the number of 
conservative and liberal representatives in 
half (Thielen 1999). At the same time, they 
outlawed all other political parties, including 
the PCC. 

No longer able to participate within the 
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political realm, the PCC began to operate 
illegally outside of the capital. Although they 
were pushed out of the urban centers, the 
peasantry—the lowest class in Colombia—
continued to increase their membership. 
In the years between 1958 and 1964 this 
trend continued due to heavy oppression of 
the political–economy from the state. 

After taking power the newly formed 
coalition government adopted a neo–liberal 
economic policy known as Accelerated 
Economic Development (AED). Headed 
by a Dutch economist, the AED sought to 
consolidate economic resources for the 
pursuit of increased efficiency (Thielen 
1999). Large commercial farms and 
ranches were believed by the elite to be 
much more effective at increasing state 
GDP and external trade. James J. Brittain, 
quoting Jenny Pearce wrote, “‘large-scale 
commercial farms expanded dramatically 
in the 1960s’ throughout the southwest. 
Legislation was soon aimed at assisting 
capitalist interests of diversification, 
market expansion, and expanded profits 
through export-based production, which 
structurally disenfranchised an immense 
small-scale rural-producing population. Land 
concentration policies soon saw a decrease 
in lots for the majority of small producers, a 
massive rise in displacement, and an influx in 
landlessness amongst the rural population” 
(Brittain 2009). This policy of landed elite 
uprooting and displacing the peasantry 
increased the socio–economic problem. 

Because of the refusal of locals to 
comply with state demands, ranch owners 
began creating private militia groups to 
force the displaced nationals off the land. 
Pressed even further into the countryside, 
the poverty stricken refugees were 
handed into the arms of the PCC, who 
began to advocate rural militancy against 
the displacement. While the Communist 
group didn’t take up positions of rank or 
responsibility, the local villages responded to 
their persuasions and formed self–defense 
communities, which the state termed 

“independent republics” (Delgado 2015, 
826-851). 

What’s more interesting is that the PCC 
didn’t just advocate for armed resistance to 
state repression. They also tried to create a 
Marxist–Leninist social structure within the 
villages by providing services that the state 
failed to deliver. They ran schools, libraries, 
distilleries, and even women’s organizations, 
making it look like they’re intending to 
form a separate political entity altogether 
(Brittain 2009). 

The elites of the Colombian government 
saw the rise of local socialist communities as 
a threat to their sovereignty. They decided 
to act and quell the rebellious populace. 
Because of the Cold War, the United 
States was more than willing to back their 
“democratic” allies. The Marquetalia Republic 
was one of these communities, and was the 
first to be targeted. After the attack, the 
autonomous militias combined to form the 
FARC. 

The expansion of FARC power

The inability of the Colombian forces to 
eradicate the FARC is not because of the 
groups clandestine or secretive nature. 
Instead, it is because such a vast majority of 
the rural peasantry supported it. 

Even their highest leaders came from the 
peasantry. Manuel “Tirofijo” Marulanda Velez 
is said to be the founder and most revered 
leader of the movement (Thielen 1999). 
Born into an activist peasant family, he was 
thrust into the liberal–conservative struggle. 
Early on though, he increasingly favored the 
communist ideology. At age 24, he officially 
joined the PCC, and almost immediately 
became involved with the guerrilla defense 
forces. By 1960, he was appointed to be on 
the Central Committee, the supreme body 
of the PCC (Brittain 2009). 

Both Marulanda and the guerrillas proved 
capable of protecting the locals in Operation 
Marquetalia. Before the attack, the guerrillas 
received word of the army’s advance, and 
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successfully evacuated all civilians from 
the area, resulting in zero civilian casualties 
(Brittain 2009). 

The communist movement quickly 
expanded to other sectors of the country. 
Although not being able to establish a 
foothold in the urban centers, popularity of 
the FARC increases the further outside of 
the cities you go. By the turn of the 21st 
century, the FARC was operating in 95% 
of the country, and at the height of their 
expansion maintained 105 separate fronts 
(Brittain 2009). Although state estimates 
of the number of FARC combatants are as 
low as 8,000, scholars estimate the figure 
to be much higher than that. At the height 
of FARC power, it was estimated to be 
between 40,000 and 50,000 combatants. 
Even conservative estimates will exemplify 
the success of the FARC. The Encyclopedia 
of Terrorism notes that, “… [FARC] employs 
heavy artillery and antiaircraft missiles 
against military helicopters… [and] controls 
about 40 percent of the country, an area 
about the size of Switzerland” (Kushner 
2003, 312-313). 

Since the inception of FARC, the 
Colombian government has been trying 
to defeat them militarily, and in every 
attempt the United States has backed them. 
In 1973, a Colombian/US offensive was 
conducted under to codename Operation 
Anori. State forces dealt heavy blows to 
the FARC. It seemed that the group was in 
decline for a time, but the FARC has proven 
its resilience, bouncing back and becoming 
even stronger than before (Brittain 2009). 

State reaction to the FARC

Beginning in the late 1970s and early 
1980s, coca production was introduced to 
Colombia (Kushner 2003, 312-313). This 
resulted in two significant developments: the 
rise of the narcotics trade, and the creation 
of Colombian paramilitary groups. Corruption 
quickly spread throughout the landed elite 
as cocaine became an immediate and highly 

lucrative cash crop. Propagation remained 
illegal. As the elites still legally held most of 
the land in Colombia, it became more of a 
priority to remove the guerrillas from areas 
where there was any potential to grow coca. 

The Colombian government passed laws 
which allowed elites, foreign executives, and 
narco–traffickers to legally form paramilitary 
groups which could combat FARC guerrillas 
in areas not under control by national 
security forces. This quickly degenerated 
into right–wing death squads, committing 
acts of terror similar to Pinoche’s actions 
in Chile. After seeing the acts of violence 
against civilians increase dramatically, 
the government reversed their policy and 
outlawed such vigilante groups. However, 
the paramilitary groups didn’t just disappear, 
but continued working underground, and are 
still a problem to this day. 

Under the direction of US president Bill 
Clinton, the United States implemented 
Plan Colombia in 1999. It was designed to 
aid Colombia in its fight against narcotics 
trafficking and cocaine production. It gave 
Colombia the finances to adopt a policy of 
fumigation of the countryside. Intended 
to target coca fields, the pesticides are 
arbitrarily sprayed even among traditional 
crops of the peasantry, which is still a 
controversial issue (Brittain 2009). 

Plan Colombia was also designed to 
aid in defeating the FARC. These two 
objectives to secure the peace in the 
region were combined into one, and both 
countries initiated a campaign to link 
the two. The FARC was designated as a 
terrorist organization in 1997, and much 
work has been done to undermine the 
group’s ideological foundation and replace 
it with criminal intent. They are painted as a 
degraded movement, with no other motive 
than to seek profit through the cocaine 
industry. Many scholars have revealed 
the inconsistent nature of the allegations 
placed upon FARC. In 2003, a Special Forces 
officer named Stan Goff—who had served 
in Colombia as a military advisor—testified 
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that, “[M]y own personal experience as a 
military advisor in Colombia in 1992 leads 
me to conclude that the “war on drugs” 
is simply a propaganda ploy, a legitimizing 
story for the American public. We were 
briefed by the Public Affairs Officers that 
counter-narcotics was a cover story for 
curious journalists, friends, and family that 
our mission, in fact, was to further develop 
Colombians’ capacity for counterinsurgency 
operations” (Brittain 2009). 

While the FARC is against the narcotics 
industry in principle, it also yields to the 
understanding that the crop significantly 
helps the rural population to sustain itself. 
Without allowing the peasantry to grow 
and sell coca to the drug traffickers, people 
wouldn’t even have enough to eat. The 
FARC also have implemented a taxation 
system whereupon they receive revenue 
through the coca trading. Each farmer must 
pay a percentage of what he earns from the 
sale of coca. This tax is purported to supply 
the organization with up to at most $300 
million a year (Kushner 2003, 312-313). 

Terrorist acts in examination

As the FARC is labeled a terrorist 
organization, it is essential that the group’s 
actions be analyzed to determine the 
validity of such a label. From its founding, 
the FARC has been a defensive movement 
to protect rural populations. However, in 
1982 the group shifted its strategy to a 
more offensive approach (Brittain 2009). 
They renamed the organization, adding the 
phrase People’s army (Ejercito del Pueblo; 
EP) to the end. Suddenly, they began 
targeting military bases and police stations, 
as well as electrical infrastructure and oil 
pipelines. The goal was to weaken the state 
militarily and economically so as to complete 
a political takeover. 

So far these actions cannot be labeled 
as terrorist acts, as there are no civilian 
noncombatant victims, nor does the group 
kill before an audience to promote fear—
although the Colombian sponsored media 

would have its people so fear. For many the 
distinction between freedom fighter and 
terrorist is blurred here. 

More recent events will prove harder for 
the FARC to justify. The State Department 
in their country reports on counterterrorism 
of 2014, cite an incident where three 
American missionaries were killed northeast 
of Bogota in 1999 (US Department of 
State 2014). They were on a humanitarian 
endeavor to prevent the expansion of oil 
exploration and exploitation by international 
business corporations, and prevent the 
dislocation of a primitive Colombian tribe 
(Jacobs 1999). However, no evidence is 
given that the murders were perpetrated by 
FARC guerrillas, and the State Department 
appears to be using the group as a 
scapegoat (Jacobs 1999). And Ideologically, 
it doesn’t make sense that the FARC would 
kill Americans when they are working against 
corporate interests in Colombia. 

The most proscribed act of violence 
against civilian noncombatants occurred 
in 2002 during the inauguration of the 
newly–elected president of Colombia, Álvaro 
Uribe. In an attempt to assassinate their 
political opponent, the FARC fired artillery 
at the presidential palace, missing Uribe but 
killing 15 innocent observers and injuring 40 
more. Under the various types of terrorism 
suggested by Feliks Gross, this act would 
fall under dynastic assassination (Gross 
1969, 421-476). While the FARC didn’t 
target innocent bystanders, it did not take 
the necessary precautions to avoid civilian 
casualties, which would have qualified the 
act as political offense, and given it validity 
under international law (Kittrie 1981, 291). 

On a less prominent level, the FARC has 
been known to take actions which many 
government officials condemn as terrorist 
acts. The kidnapping and holding for 
ransom of political and military officials and 
personnel is one of the group’s most used 
tactics to financially back their movement. 
The most famous occurrence was in 2002, 
when guerrillas captured Íngrid Betancourt, 
a politician running for presidential office. 
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In 2008, security forces rescued her, as 
well as 13 Colombian military officers and 
two American Department of Defense 
contractors. While these kidnappings 
and extortion are unfortunate, labeling 
these activities as terrorist acts are not 
acceptable under the definition of Cynthia 
Combs because they fall under political 
offense, and are also targeted against 
combatants (Combs 2011). 

Future implications
Most recently, the FARC–EP has been 

in a process of brokering peace with the 
Colombian state. Under the direction of 
president Alvaro Uribe—who was in office 
from 2002 to 2010—the government 
issued a massive buildup of police and 
military forces to extinguish the rebel group. 
However, Uribe’s successor, Juan Manuel 
Santos, adopted a more diplomatic method 
and approached FARC leaders with peace 
proposals. Although conservatives criticized 
Santos as being too soft on the guerrillas, 
the 2014 presidential election was widely 
viewed as a popular referendum on talks 
with the FARC, which Santos won by six 
percentage points (Delgado 2015, 826-851; 
Nijmeijer 2014, 221-226). 

In conclusion, the FARC–EP is regarded 
as the most dangerous, longest–lasting, and 
most successful communist revolutionary 
group in the western hemisphere (Brittain 
2009). James Petras, a prominent 
professor, attests that the group has had 
one of the worst struggles with the media, 
as it is labeled as a terrorist organization 
because of its ideology, and not because of 
its actions (Brittain 2009). Pierre Gassman, 
the international director of the Red Cross 
in Colombia said, “This situation in Colombia 
is clearly a situation of civil war.” (Thielen 
1999). In such situations it becomes 
incredibly difficult to condemn any specific 
group, as both sides—the FARC–EP and the 
state–sponsored paramilitary groups—have 
committed war crimes. And while a peace 
deal may be finalized in the near future, 
it can be predicted that while such gross 
socioeconomic inequality still exists within 
Colombia, the violence will continue. 
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Freedom, Justice, Rights, and the 
Refusal of Services: 
A Theoretical Approach
By Jess Howe

American courts repeatedly review 
the issue of refused goods or services for 
religious reasons. In the case of Stormans 
V. Weisman, two religious pharmacists and 
a religious, family-owned pharmacy sued to 
prevent the Washington State Pharmacy 
Commission from enforcing laws that 
required pharmacies to carry day-after and 
week-after birth control pills. The religious 
pharmacists claimed that this regulation 
violated their religious rights, as the pills 
could cause an abortion, which they believe 
to be an act of murder. Protests soon 
arose from women who wanted to receive 
the drugs from their chosen location. One 
commentator wrote that their “anger is 
probably less about the inconvenience of 
finding another store and more about the 
implied censure of behavior she feels is none 
of the druggist’s . . . business.” Though no 
patient was ever found to be denied timely 
drugs, pharmacies in Washington are now 
required to supply controversial drugs in 
order to eliminate discrimination based on 
life-style. By evaluating theory on the topics 
of freedom, justice, and rights, the debate 
of refused goods/services will be viewed 
through the competing political lenses of 
involved parties (religious business owner/
worker and refused patron). Each party 
holds valid claims to freedom, justice, and 
rights, but disagree fundamentally on the 
implications thereof.

This is not the first case of this kind, as 
other floral and wedding cake shops have 

also refused goods/services on religious 
grounds. Other cases of this kind have often 
painted religious reasoning in a negative 
light, while businesses closed their doors or 
paid fines because of their choice to refuse 
goods/services. Stormans v. Weisman is a 
unique case because the pharmacist did not 
exclude one group of people, as did other 
businesses who offered a service which they 
then declined to a particular group such as 
the Lesbian/Gay/Bisexual/Transgender/
Queer communities requesting wedding 
services. Rather, in Stormans v. Weisman, 
state regulations required the pharmacy 
to provide a service that the pharmacy 
previously choose not to offer to any 
audience. This case is also unique because 
pharmacies are under unique health-related 
and ethical regulations that other businesses 
in these cases are not held to. Theory will 
explain the unique implications of this case.

Freedom: Negative Freedom

Proponents of negative freedom value 
the “absence of external obstacles and 
impediments,” particularly as citizens make 
personal choices for their lives. “On the 
one hand, one can think of liberty as the 
absence of obstacles external to the agent. 
You are free if no one is stopping you from 
doing whatever you might want to do.” It 
would be difficult for either the religious 
business owner or the denied patron to 
argue that negative freedom had been 
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impinged in the pure sense. Neither party 
is being physically forced to do or not to 
do something. A religious business owner is 
not limited because threats and laws do not 
constitute as a barrier to negative freedom 
in the “pure” sense, as promoted by Steiner. 
These regulations allowed pharmacies 
to deny carrying a drug for economic or 
convenience reasons “such as a when a 
drug is unprofitable, attracts an undesirable 
clientele, or falls outside the pharmacy’s 
chosen business niche. But it forbids referral 
for only one reason: conscience.” The 
conscience reasoning restriction here is 
placed upon positive liberty, not negative 
liberty.

Positive Freedom

Positive freedom requires “the realization 
of one’s potential or the expression of 
nature.” In other words, “To be free, you 
must be self-determined, which is to say 
that you must be able to control your 
own destiny in your own interests.” The 
refused services debate presents possible 
constraints on the positive freedom of 
both parties. In this case, the religious 
pharmacist might feel that a law requiring 
service against religious beliefs decreases 
his/her personal autonomy and sense of 
self-determination. They would be unfree to 
pursue a course that leads to their sense of 
“who” they want to be.  

Similarly, being refused goods or services 
could prevent positive freedom on the part 
of the refused patron. It might be difficult 
for a refused patron to argue that being 
denied a good or service prevents him/her 
from being who and what they want to be, 
unless that refusal presents psychological 
and social implications. If their choices are 
reduced, then positive freedom is arguably 
limited. A refused patron may find him/
herself to be socially oppressed because 
of denied services, or may be otherwise 
oppressed on a psychological level. For 
example, customers who are denied the 

day-after pill might become psychologically 
oppressed by the perceived disapproval of 
the pharmacy. 

Megan Kelly was denied access to 
the Plan B (or morning after) pill. She 
commented on the judgement and 
discomfort she felt. Kelly said of her 
experience with the pharmacist: “Her morals 
were better than mine, or her world trumped 
my world. That was really uncomfortable. 
. . It was one of the moments as a female 
where you don’t know whether to cry or 
get mad.” Her account shows that she 
felt oppressed by the “morals” of the 
pharmacist. This disapproval may embarrass 
or weaken the woman’s resolve to obtain 
the drug in a timely manner or cause her to 
act in some way that she wouldn’t otherwise 
act. Her choice to not be pregnant could 
be threatened or eliminated, diminishing 
her positive liberty. Over time, the social 
disapproval of such a lifestyle might prove 
to stigmatize and further oppress women 
looking for this pill or living a lifestyle that 
puts them in need of it.

Republican Freedom

Republican freedom simply requires an 
absence of arbitrary power or dominion. 
Arbitrary power describes a power that 
is viewed as illegitimate or one that is 
executing power in an illegitimate way. 
Both parties’ republican freedoms are 
threatened by the debate over refused 
goods/services on religious grounds. 
Religious pharmacists may feel as though 
they are under an arbitrary power which 
forces them to serve patrons against their 
religious convictions and when the service is 
available elsewhere. Greg Stormans, owner 
of the religious pharmacy under question 
said “The Constitution protects our freedom 
of conscience, and it doesn’t permit 
government to tell us that we can’t run our 
businesses in a manner consistent with our 
religious convictions.” For Stormans, the 
power of state to override religious belief is 
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arbitrary.
On the other hand, the refused patron 

may feel arbitrarily influenced by a religious 
power that does not apply to them 
and experience domination by directing 
business elsewhere when they would not 
otherwise do so. The National Abortion 
and Reproductive Rights Action League 
(NARAL) Pro-Choice Washington group 
recently posted this comment in response 
to the supreme court declining to hear the 
appealed case of Stormans v. Weisman 
on June 28, 2016: “The decision to let 
the ruling in Stormans stand . . . send[s] 
a strong, unambiguous message that one 
person’s religious beliefs don’t trump 
a woman’s right to access emergency 
contraception.” According to this comment, 
religious beliefs would be an arbitrary power 
if such beliefs prevent a good or service 
from being distributed, making them unfree 
in the republican sense. For denied patrons, 
power of religious convictions over social 
decisions is arbitrary.

This debate may require that one party 
or another sacrifice freedom, in which case 
a democratic state might enforce legitimate 
power to resolve the issue. As long as both 
parties contributed to the decision, they 
would be free from the oppressive power 
of arbitrary power, as far as the state is 
concerned. However, both parties still 
experience threats to their freedom when 
power is exerted that is not perceived as 
legitimate. 

Summary of Freedom

The positive and republican freedom of 
both parties is threatened by this debate, 
but not the pure negative freedom of either 
party. The debate would appear to require 
the rights of one party over the rights 
of the other, with one party necessarily 
relinquishing freedom. However, this issue is 
not merely “black and white” or “either/or.” 
Solutions might still be produced that satisfy 
each party, such as a signed waiver which 
states that the business does not support 
or endorse an event or behavior by providing 

service. The study of negative, positive, and 
republican conceptions of freedom shows 
that both parties have a valid interest in this 
issue. That “interest” involves freedoms or 
rights that each party claims and desires to 
be upheld. The core of the freedom debate 
is that each party perceives that their “right 
to freedom” is being threatened. Each party 
wants to protect their rights to pursue their 
own sense of greatest potential and their 
right to avoid arbitrary power. Ultimately, 
both parties value freedom and rights, but 
hold a different view of the implication of 
those freedoms. If freedom is truly being 
infringed in this debate, a form justice is 
required.

Justice: Justice as Utility

Advocates of utilitarianism promote the 
idea that justice occurs when maximum 
utility has been reached. In the case of 
refused goods or services on religious 
grounds, it is difficult to determine where 
that maximum utility lies. The religious 
pharmacist may claim that the greatest 
benefit for society is when all parties 
are free to practice religion in the public 
sphere, even if that form of maximum utility 
excludes certain groups from certain goods/
services. Von G. Keetch wrote “Emphasizing 
religious freedom as a vital individual right 
is essential. Our respect for the inherent 
human dignity of each individual demands 
that we respect the individual’s right to 
freely live out his or her faith.” The religious 
pharmacist may also be able to show that 
religious individuals are the majority in the 
United States, so maximum utility, under 
this premise, benefits the most amount of 
people when protecting religious individuals 
over other minorities. The refused patron, 
on the other hand, may claim that maximum 
utility is achieved in this case when all 
members of society have access to birth 
control, regardless of race, gender, political 
affiliation, gender orientation, or other 
demographic factor. The National Campaign 
to Prevent Teen and Unplanned Pregnancy 
stated: “By preventing. . . unplanned 
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pregnancy, we can significantly improve 
other serious social problems including 
poverty (especially child poverty), child 
abuse and neglect, father-absence, low birth 
weight, school failure, and poor preparation 
for the workforce.” These two views of 
utility appear to be in conflict.

For the society to determine what 
actually constitutes “maximum utility,” 
they must first determine their societal 
values and goals. American society has not 
determined the priority of individuals in the 
case of religious refusal to supply goods and 
services, as the debate continues today. 
Religious freedom cases continue to surface. 
Courts prove to be inconsistent in rulings, 
with some prioritizing religious beliefs 
and some prioritizing equal treatment. 
Regardless, the wellbeing of one group (or 
both) may be overridden in utilitarianism in 
order to establish “community wellbeing,” 
whatever that is perceived to be. Utilitarian 
justice may influence an outcome that 
disadvantages one or both groups in this 
case, such as when a mother witnesses 
a fight among her children and punishes 
both children in response. An example of a 
ruling that harms both parties would be a 
court decision to shut down the pharmacy 
altogether. The pharmacist would then 
be unable to practice his/her chosen 
religious convictions and the refused patron 
would still not have access to the desired 
medication, especially if the pharmacy was 
located in a small town where other services 
were not readily available.

Justice as Fairness

Advocates of justice as fairness promote 
the idea that all groups and persons have 
the same basic or minimum rights. However, 
debates ensue over what exactly is 
considered to be a basic right. The question 
is raised if access to goods/services counts 
as a basic right, regardless of opposing 
religious convictions. Conversely, the 
question is raised if freedom of practice 
constitutes as a basic human right, even if 
it keeps a group from accessing particular 

goods or services. Thomas Reese states 
that “religious freedom is a fundamental 
human right of every person on earth.” He 
does not delineate whether freedom to 
practice or freedom to worship is included 
in that “fundamental human right.” The 
religious business owner may have the 
right to believe, for example, that same-
sex marriage is wrong. That right, however, 
does not necessarily imply that he/she has 
the right to refuse goods/services on those 
grounds. If so, is freedom of practice a 
“basic right?” Determination of rights is left 
to the discretion of the society, as rights 
are a social construct. The U.S. society has 
not explicitly stated which rights preside: 
religious or civil. Neither has the government 
stated whether freedom of practice and 
access to goods/services are basic rights.

 Justice as fairness theorist John 
Rawls suggests that some inequalities are 
permissible, as long as they benefit the 
least advantaged group in society. Applied 
to this specific situation, it is unclear which 
party is the least advantaged. It may be 
the women who are unable to purchase the 
day-after pill at the Stormans’ pharmacy. 
Nancy Kaufman, writer for the religion 
section of the Washington Post suggests 
that, “If the refusal doctrine gains more 
headway, the hard-won progress that 
enables. . . Americans to live free of legally 
sanctioned prejudice will also be short-
lived.” Kaufman’s comment shows the 
negative impact of second-class treatment 
towards communities who obtain rights, but 
are then unable to fulfill those rights due 
to the “refusal doctrine,” or in other words, 
refusal of goods and services. Abortion and 
birth control rights are recent and “hard-
won” and could be at risk if women are not 
able to act on them in local pharmacies. One 
way society might benefit a minority group 
is by requiring the business to serve women 
interested in the product, regardless of a 
religious business owner who protests. 

 However, refusal of goods and 
services on religious grounds may be a 
way to protect disadvantaged persons. 
If a pharmacist is not allowed to make 
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prescription-filling decisions with conscience, 
it could harm patients who are in harm’s 
way. For example, a pharmacist who is 
morally opposed to suicide may choose 
not to fill a prescription that may cause 
aggression, reckless behavior, or death by 
misuse to a patient who “expressed a wish 
to end his life.” Eliminating moral decisions 
may cause more harm than good, especially 
to disadvantaged groups such as the 
elderly, poor, or mentally infirm. Currently 
the American Pharmacists Association 
“recognize(s) pharmacists’ right not to fill a 
prescription as long as the patient’s needs 
can be met by others.”

However, Rawls’s own theory suggests 
that religious reasoning is to be kept out 
of public discourse. Religious individuals, 
therefore, are put at a disadvantage 
because they are unable to present their 
religious logic without that logic appearing 
less relevant to society than other forms 
of political reasoning. Religious individuals 
could then be viewed as a minority group, at 
least on that particular sociopolitical level. 
In the case of refused good or services, it 
is difficult to determine which group is the 
least advantaged.

Summary of Justice

Utilitarian and fairness justice theories 
give little guidance to resolve the refused 
goods/services debate, but rather, grant 
insight into the different paradigms of 
this issue. Maximum utility is difficult to 
determine under utilitarianism. Basic rights 
and the least advantaged group are also 
difficult to define under justice as fairness. 
However, the ambiguity of these theories in 
relationship to the refused goods/services 
debate shows that both parties have valid 
claims to receive justice. The foundational 
debate around justice is actually a dispute 
about rights. The utilitarian justice debate 
argues over which rights are more beneficial 
to society and the fairness justice debate 
argues over which rights can be considered 
as basic to humankind. Justice in the 
refused goods/services debate cannot be 

fully understood without a deliberation on 
rights. 

Rights

The denial of goods and services on 
religious grounds constitutes both a 
manifestation of religious rights for the 
business owner and a violation of civil rights 
for the patron within the interest theory. 
Rights are viewed in different lenses, each 
of which offers different suggestions on the 
treatment of this debate. Opposing rights 
must be evaluated. 

Human Rights

Human rights take utmost precedence 
to interest theorists. One of those rights 
(first generation) is freedom of conscience, 
under which freedom of religion falls. 
Religious convictions may take priority over 
equal dispersion of goods/services by this 
estimation, particularly as they constitute as 
a moral right. Moral rights are also believed 
to be “‘prior’ to government,” according to 
the interest conception of human rights.

 The Religious Freedom Restoration Act 
of 1993 (RFRA) promotes religious freedom 
as a fundamental right, but not without 
restrictions. The act states that local, 
state, and federal governments may not 
“burden” a person’s religious exercise unless 
it “demonstrates that application of the 
burden to the person—(1) is in furtherance 
of a compelling govern-mental interest; 
and (2) is the least restrictive means of 
furthering that compelling governmental 
interest.” This act denies the absoluteness 
of free exercise of religion as a right, though 
it holds the right as a high priority. The 
government may impinge on the religious 
rights of individuals to deny goods or 
services if they find a compelling interest 
and do so in the “least restrictive means.” 
The government may also simply claim that 
commerce is separate from religious practice 
entirely, rejecting that refusal of goods/
services is a religious right at all.

One compelling interest to restrict 
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religious practice in this case may be the 
civil rights of the refused party – freedom 
from discrimination. If the government 
finds the civil rights to take precedence 
over the rights of freedom of practice, it 
must do so in the least restrictive means. 
Yet, the Washington state pharmaceutical 
restrictions may or may not be the least 
restrictive way to “burden” religious beliefs 
for a “compelling interest.” The judge 
analyzing the case acknowledged that the 
“pharmacies whose owners object to the 
distribution of emergency contraception 
for religious reasons may be burdened 
disproportionately” by the state regulation. 
Her acknowledgement is in opposition to the 
requirements of the RFRA.

By the estimation of human rights, it may 
seem that the human right of freedom of 
religion takes priority over the civil right of 
freedom from discrimination. In this case, 
however, it is not freedom of religion that 
is being restricted, but freedom of practice. 
The pharmacist has a right to believe that 
abortion is wrong, but that does not equate 
to the freedom to making business decisions 
on that basis. Freedom of religion does not 
guarantee free practice of religion in the 
public sphere, per se. The right to freedom 
of religion does not automatically imply the 
right to refuse service on religious grounds. 
Refusal of goods/services on religious 
grounds may be viewed separately from 
religious freedom and is not necessarily 
a human right, so refusal does not 
automatically take first priority. If it did, 
the implications of such a right may prove 
disastrous to civil rights. Individuals could 
claim religious basis to refuse or discriminate 
against any party, regardless of the truth 
of such a claim. Bishop Gene Robinson for 
the Episcopal faith called refusal of goods/
services on religious grounds “people asking 
in the name of religion for permission to 
discriminate,” supporting this view. He 
said further “Religious freedom and liberty 
is a precious right, guaranteed by our 
Constitution. But shouldn’t such freedom to 

practice one’s religion stop where another 
person’s freedom and liberty start?” He is 
suggesting a limitation to religious freedom, 
which questions the interest theory 
conception of human rights as “inalienable.” 

Human rights may also include the right 
to healthcare (second generation). The 
concept of healthcare as a human right is 
greatly contested. However, if the refused 
patron can claim a right to healthcare, a 
right to contraception may follow. The 
United Nations declared “access to birth 
control and contraception as a ‘universal 
human right’ for ‘women and adolescents.’” 
By this standard, the refused patron may 
have a valid claim to human rights similar 
to that of the religious pharmacist. In sum, 
both parties have some claim on human 
rights, but disagree on which human rights 
take precedence in this case.

Manifesto Rights

If the government views the right to 
freedom of religion as a ‘manifesto right,’ 
violation of that right would be tolerable 
to some degree, as long as the ideal of 
freedom of religion serves as an aspiration 
for that government. The opposite might 
also be true in terms of manifesto rights. 
Governments could find it tolerable to 
violate or defer equality claims of the 
refused party in favor of religious rights. 
It may be impossible, even in the United 
States, for the government to maintain 
freedom in religious and civil rights in all 
cases. Government officials face a conflict 
of interests when freedom of religion inhibits 
the rights of other citizens. Governments 
must then choose whose interests are more 
important to protect, the religious business 
owner’s interests or the refused patron’s 
interests. In short, the United States may 
only be able to aspire to grant freedom 
of religion because it is not currently able 
to provide that right undeniably due to a 
conflict of interests.
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Court Decision

 If rights exist to protect the 
interests of a group or individual, then the 
government must choose whose interests 
take priority. It did so in the case of 
Stormans v. Weisman. Religious business 
owners and workers protested the change 
in policy, claiming that it violated their 
religious freedom. After being taken to the 
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, the court 
ruled in favor of state regulations, with 
Judge Susan P. Graber stating “the rules are 
neutral and generally applicable and that the 
rules rationally further the State’s interest 
in patient safety.” For this specific hearing, 
the court determined the priority to be civil 
rights in the form of state policy.

Summary of Rights

A theoretical perspective of rights in 
the issue of goods/services reveals several 
insights into the debate about refused 
goods/services on religious grounds. First, 
competing parties fundamentally disagree 
on what constitutes as rights. Second, 
government cannot maintain all rights 
absolutely in light of competing claims. 
Third, government must prioritize one 
party’s rights over another as it finds a 
compelling interest and thus putting the 
other party at a disadvantage. Fourth, the 
perception of rights (human, manifesto, 
or group) changes the course of action 
for governments. Even within a single 
government, individual officials will have 
varying perceptions of rights, making court 
decisions unreliable and inconsistent.

Connections

Through theory analysis, the debate on 
refusal of good/services on religious grounds 
is primarily a “rights” debate. Competing 
parties in this issue will never see eye-to-eye 
on freedom while they disagree about what 
they should be “free from” and “free to do.” 

The “free from” argument constitutes a 
belief that the one party shouldn’t influence 
or prevent the rights of the other party. The 
“free to do” argument constitutes a belief 
that one party should be able to obtain and 
practice rights, regardless of another party’s 
rights. Both have claims on the “free from” 
and “free to do” arguments, but disagree on 
the implications of those fundamental rights. 

 Further, the two parties disagree on 
the application of justice, because they 
disagree about which rights should be 
upheld and which rights are being violated. 
Utilitarian justice discusses which rights 
should be upheld for the utility of society. 
Both parties argue that their conceptions of 
rights are supreme values to society, thus 
complicating the implications of maximum 
utility. Justice of fairness focuses on shared 
basic rights. Neither the religious pharmacist 
nor the refused patron can agree upon what 
those basic rights are, nor upon who is 
more disadvantaged and thus qualifying for 
beneficial inequality. The refusal of goods 
and services on religious grounds debate 
ultimately comes down to a disagreement 
on rights. While that disagreement exists, 
the parties may always be in opposition. One 
pharmacist said of the issue: ““That’s my 
right. So women certainly have rights in this 
country, and I’m not out there trying to take 
anything away from them. I’m just using my 
God given right. . . to sell what I want in my 
own pharmacy.”

Additional Insights

The discussion of this debate in terms 
of theory revealed a number of insights 
that may not have been visible otherwise. 
First, analysis of this debate through a 
theoretical lens revealed that this debate 
is about ideals, not practices. Stormans v. 
Weisman showed a number of factors that 
indicated that this debate is not about 
practice so much as ideals. For example, 
thirty other pharmacies were within a 5-mile 
radius of the Stormans’ pharmacy, all of 
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which carried the Plan B pill. No evidence 
was revealed showing that anyone was 
denied timely birth control. Further, The pill 
around which so much debate centered was 
extremely expensive and hardly ever sold. 
The price of the pill is $50.00 and is far 
from the cheapest option for birth control. 
One pharmacist commented “We have it in 
the store but we’ve never sold one. We’ve 
had it since it became available. We always 
have one but they just sit here and expire.” 
In other words, there is almost no demand 
from patrons for the pill and the religious 
pharmacist may never have to sell one. 
One woman tells her story about trying 
to procure the pill. “When I was 18, I tried 
to get Plan B but it was just so expensive 
that I didn’t get it.” She decided to get an 
abortion because it was cheaper in her case. 
It did not require pharmacy assistance. In 
light of the information that patrons don’t 
typically want the pill and that pharmacies 
almost never sell it, one might ask why the 
controversy is such an issue, which leads to 
the second insight gained by this analysis.

 Second, one ideal upon which parties 
do not agree is about what constitutes as a 
valid reason for refusing to fill a prescription. 
As previously established, a pharmacy can 
refuse to carry a prescription because it is 
too expensive, is not part of their desired 
niche, is not requested by patrons, or a 
variety of other reasons. If such is the 
case, why couldn’t the pharmacy simply 
decline to carry the birth control pill for a 
variety of other reasons that apply to this 
situation and which would satisfy the new 
restrictions? Stormans acknowledged of the 
Plan B pill “our customers generally don’t 
request them,” before saying of the pill that 
it “can cause early-stage abortion. Selling 
them would violate our religious beliefs and 
our commitment to helping all people, even 
the unborn.” For Stormans, this debate is 
about more than just declining to carry the 
pill. For him, it is also about his moral reason 
which he desires to be viewed as legitimate 
and pertinent. On the other side. Refused 
patrons do not believe that others should 
have the ability to pass moral judgement on 

their choice to procure needed medications. 
One woman said “For someone to interfere 
with that or make me feel like what my 
doctor is saying is not right, is wrong.” 
Fundamental disagreement exists about 
justifiable reasons to decline patients. 

 Third, the parties disagree about the 
difference between providing a product 
and participating in a behavior. This may be 
the crux of the entire issue. If the parties 
agreed on this factor, there may not be 
an issue at all. For example, if the religious 
pharmacist viewed his business as separate 
from his religious observance, there would 
be no concern about providing the pill and 
no resulting court case. Conversely, if the 
refused patron viewed the pharmacist as 
participating in personal choices, rather 
than providing an amoral service, he/she 
may be more inclined to search for help 
elsewhere. The American Pharmacists 
Association states: “[P]harmacists [will] 
be allowed to excuse themselves from 
dispensing situations which they find 
morally objectionable, but that removal 
from participation must be accompanied 
by responsibility to the patient.” This 
statement both recognizes “participation” 
on behalf of the pharmacist, should he/
she choose to participate, while asserting 
responsibility to the patient. This statement 
further shows the complexity of the matter. 
Political science theory may not be able to 
help resolve the issue of participation versus 
providing a product, only to view the social 
constructs which establish the debate. 

Conclusion

 On June 28, 2016, the supreme court 
chose not to hear the case of Stormans 
v. Weisman, upholding the decision of the 
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals requiring the 
pharmacy to carry the Plan B pill and other 
forms of abortive medication. In his dissent, 
Justice Alito said: 

“The regulations [were] hostility to 
pharmacists whose religious beliefs. . . are 
out of step with prevailing opinion in the 
State. . . those who value religious freedom 26



have cause for great concern. . . the 
rules challenged here reflect antipathy 
toward religious beliefs.” 

 Even with a supreme court decision, 
there are those who are still engaged in the 
debate over whether religious reasoning has 
credence in the marketplace. The refusal of 
goods/services on religious grounds debate 
is not completely resolved while issues 
within the debate still arise and while parties 
are still arguing their positions. A theoretical 
perspective helped to clarify this debate as 
it will for debates in the future. 
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Geopolitical Forces and Political 
Opportunity: Kurdistan in Iraq
By Reed Ross

The scope of this research question will 
cover the southern regions of the broader 
Kurdistan located in Northern Iraq and Northern 
Syria. The research will focus primarily on the 
roles of Nationalism and regional geopolitical 
events in the Middle East, as well as foreign 
involvement and the results therein. Each 
Kurdish regional state’s attempts for autonomy 
have achieved varying states of success and 
failures ranging from the autonomous state in 
Iraq to the near entirely suppressed state in 
Syria.

The main focus of this research question 
focuses upon the relationship between regional 
opportunity and policy advancement. More 
specifically the joints and relations between 
how nationalism induces political opportunity 
and vice versa. The research will take special 
consideration of how the differing Kurdish 
parties employ the sentiments of nationalism 
to (a) further individual policy, (b) act as an 
agent of the people, and (c) interact with and 
around the dominant state.

This paper also offers the definition 
Nationalism and Political Opportunity

Nationalism is the sentiment of love and 
loyalty which naturally stems from cultural 
identifiers and surroundings is nationalism. 
Nationalism develops regardless of institutions 
and political actions as a grassroots movement 
but can be developed and institutionalized 
into Patriotism. While there are dozens of 
individual cultural indicators unique to various 
regions across the space of civilization there 
are several intrinsic identifiers which are 
inclusively inherent to all nationalism. These 
identifiers usually include an ethnic identity, 

geographic attachment, the clan or tribal unit, 
and sometimes a particular resource, much as 
the ancient Afghan tribes were synonymous 
with the lapis lazuli stone, which is mined in 
the region.

Political Opportunity If the existing political 
system is vulnerable to a challenge, it creates 
an opportunity for others – like the movement 
members – to issue such a challenge and try 
to use this opportune time to push through 
a social change. This vulnerability can be the 
result of: Increasing political pluralism, decline 
in repression, division within elites (particularly 
when it grows to a point where some support 
organized opposition), and increased political 
enfranchisement

  This essay poses the question: “How do 
regional political forces create opportunities 
for policy advancement in the creation of a 
formal political state for the Kurds in Iraq?” The 
research question will be accompanied by the 
thesis statement focusing on the relationship. 
In the course of this research the author expect 
to find that more aggressive policy actions 
are causally related to several geopolitical 
events which have occurred over the past 20 
years in the general region. Further I expect 
to see indirect relationships between political 
conflict in the governing states and successful 
policy actions by regional Kurdish States. I 
will be satisfied that my thesis is correct if I 
find the following evidence: causality between 
political conflict and successful regional policy, 
relations between nationalistic behavior and 
aggressive policy, and paradiplomatic relations 
between Iraqi Kurdistan and the international 
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community.  I will conclude that my thesis 
is incorrect if I fail to find sufficient date on 
the previously mentioned evidence. I will 
also conclude my thesis is incorrect if I find 
evidence that there is a lack of political conflict 
and opportunity driving policy in the Kurdish 
states. 

Literature Review
Paradiplomacy
Kurdistan, as a non-secessionist region, 

executes paradiplomacy without breaching 
Iraqi sovereignty. The activities of Iraqi 
Kurdistan region are similar to those found 
in other federal countries. The actions are 
the permanent representations in foreign 
countries, participation in international 
conferences, trade missions and other 
events, as well as conclusion of international 
agreements and participation in joint 
international projects. Since 2003 the Kurds 
have had an unprecedented opportunity to 
branch out and establish relation with other 
states and develop their economy, essentially 
forming a proto-state within Iraq.

The theory here is that the Kurds, while 
engaging in paradiplomatic practices, are 
using foreign investment and current events 
to solidify their position in the region as the 
most secure political force. The main question 
to ponder is whether or not the Kurds are 
comfortable with the quasi-state power or they 
will use the regional instability to make a bid 
for statehood. Both options have good strong 
positives with different drawback.

On the one hand, remaining a quasi-state 
allows the Kurdish regional government 
to shield their actions behind the central 
government in Baghdad, weak as it is. Relating 
to this by remaining a part of Iraq the Kurds 
retain assured protection from the United 
States which in turn deters aggressive actions 
from Turkey. However, if they remain in a quasi-
state under the domain of Iraq the Kurds are 
more susceptible to recurrent civil wars and 
dissention within their ranks from the more 
belligerent national party the PKK. On the other 
hand, were the KRG to secede from Iraq in the 
current political climate it is unlikely their 
movement would face significant resistance 

from Baghdad. The declaration of statehood 
would grant the Kurds full revenues from the 
oilfields and would likely grant retention of 
Mosul and Kirkuk which would endow critical 
infrastructure to a potential Kurdish state. 

Should the Kurds declare independence 
they face significant threats from Turkey and 
Iran. Both states have significant Kurdish 
populations (particularly Turkey) which could 
be potentially influenced by a formal Kurdish 
state and cause problems for the central 
governments. Striking out on their own as a 
state also presents vulnerabilities in the lack of 
allies, however by engaging in paradiplomacy 
while still a quasi-state the Kurds are building 
their “street cred” which will be useful if an 
independence movement is in the works.

Internal Borders
One of the major yet subtle nuances in 

the contemporary literature is the showing 
that most of the Kurdish youth do not speak 
Arabic in favor of Kurdish. There has been a 
dissociation between Kurdistan and “one Iraq” 
for a long time, however since 2003 there has 
been an opportunity for growth and autonomy 
under the protection of American influence. 
That protection is since gone but the Kurds 
have made the opportunity count.

In this contemporary reality, Iraq will likely 
never be a strong state again, by eliminating 
Hussein and injecting Iraq with too many 
liberal institutions too quickly the United 
States changed the power structure in the 
region. Iraq today is a weak state divided 
along sectarian and ethnic lines with no side 
capable of independently exerting control over 
the other sections. The invasion of the Islamic 
State broke the back of the fragile state and 
only foreign intervention has kept Iraq from 
implosion. During the occupation of Iraq, the 
Kurds in the North seized upon the opportunity 
to grow and consolidate their regional presence 
by pushing out many Arab influences and 
cultural aspects. In addition to this, under 
the protective umbrella of the United States 
and British militaries the Kurds increased 
the relative power of the Peshmerga with US 
training and foreign investment; when the IS 
invaded in 2014 the Kurds were the only force 
capable of directly confronting the invaders 
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with any degree of success.
“Kirkuk alone should suffice to sober up 

those who rush into the breach--it is a city 
as rich in oil as it is in political troubles. One 
doesn’t have to be terribly imaginative to 
foresee catastrophe in that tinderbox: ethnic 
cleansing, a Kurdish victory in Kirkuk matched 
by the eviction of Kurds from the Sunni Arab 
side of the dividing line.”

The upheavals in the Middle East and 
the concomitant changes in the geopolitical 
map have theoretically allowed for the 
legitimization of the region’s two outcast 
nations, including the right to self-
determination. These events could allow for 
open relations between Israel and the Kurds by 
removing the barriers of fear, suspicion, and 
conspiracy theories. On the ground however, 
many obstacles and challenges still lie ahead. 
On the Kurdish side, rivalries between the 
four parts of Kurdistan make it difficult to 
develop clear strategy towards Israel. The fear 
of antagonizing each neighboring state also 
weighs heavily on their ability to maintain open 
links with the Jewish state.

“Kurdish Jews who migrated to Israel in 
the 1940s and early 1950s became excellent 
ambassadors for the Kurds of Iraq, publicizing 
and pleading their cause among the Israeli 
public. For example, following the crushing by 
Saddam Hussein of the 1991 Kurdish uprising, 
the Kurdish community in Israel, estimated 
then at 100,000, organized a massive relief 
operation for the Iraqi Kurds. They also 
staged demonstrations in front of Prime 
Minister Yitzhak Shamir and called on the 
U.S. government to protect the Kurds from 
Saddam. In fact, during a meeting with U.S. 
secretary of state James Baker, Shamir urged 
the administration to defend the Kurds. Shortly 
afterward, an Israeli-Kurdish friendship league 
was established in Jerusalem with the aim of 
fostering ties between Israel, Jews, and Kurds 
worldwide.”

A surprising relationship exists between 
Erbil and Jerusalem, both the KRG and the 
Jewish Government are surrounded by 
potentially hostile states. Since the Kurds do 
not share a cultural identity with mainstream 

Arabs the relationship becomes more 
apparent with Israel. Should Israel decide to 
diplomatically with the KRG the results could 
be varied. 1) The Kurds gain legitimacy in the 
region: with the specter of support from the 
region’s most powerful military force the Kurds 
could operate in their sphere with a greater 
degree of confidence and power. 2) Israel 
gains an ally in a hostile region, currently 
Israel maintains a lukewarm relationship with 
neighboring Jordan but have no hard power 
allies in the region. Should the KRG declare 
independence and establish positive diplomatic 
relations with the Israelis then Israelis would 
gain more influence in their sphere as well 
more regional power.

Arab–Kurdish Relations.
The Iraqi Kurds now not only possess their 

most powerful regional government since 
the creation of Iraq following World War I 
but also play a prominent role in the Iraqi 
government in Baghdad, holding the posts 
of president, foreign minister and several 
other cabinet positions. After a great deal of 
wrangling, the Kurds managed to maintain 
their strong position in al-Maliki’s new 
Baghdad government finally cobbled together 
in December 2010. This dual governmental role 
stood in marked contrast to the situation that 
existed before the events of 1991 and 2003, 
when the Kurds were treated as second class 
citizens and worse. The ultimate question is 
for how long this unique Kurdish position of 
strength will last. Many Arabs still resent the 
Kurdish claims to autonomy as a challenge 
to the Arab patrimony and see a federal state 
for the Iraqi Kurds within Iraq as simply a 
prelude to secession forced upon the Arabs at a 
moment of temporary weakness following the 
war in 2003.

Much depends on the next several years, 
if Iraq should recover from the onslaught 
of ISIS sufficient to reclaim Mosul then the 
Kurds may well worry that Baghdad will try to 
suborn the northers region and bring it to heel. 
This scenario is fairly unlikely, the only real 
possibility for this would be under the support 
of the United States or another major power. 
However, seeing as the Peshmerga are supplied 
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by the USA, this may be unlikely. It would 
seem that, in the foreseeable future, Mosul 
and Kirkuk will remain a part of the Kurdish 
Autonomous Region.

As the Middle East goes through one of its 
most historic, yet painful episodes, the fate 
of the region’s Kurds have drawn substantial 
interest. Transnational Kurdish awakening—
both political and armed—has attracted 
unprecedented global interest as individual 
Kurdish minorities across four countries, 
Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and Syria, have begun to 
shake their respective political status quo in 
various ways. It is in Syria that the Kurds have 
made perhaps their largest impact, largely 
owing to the dramatic rise and intensity of the 
civil war and the breakdown of state authority 
along Kurdish-dominated northern borderlands. 
However, in Turkey, Iraq, and Iran too, Kurds are 
searching for a new status quo, using multiple 
and sometimes mutually defeating methods.

“Robert I. Rothberg states that ‘when a 
weak state becomes a failed state, it also 
causes ripple effects across its neighborhood, 
both in terms of further destabilizing existing 
weak states, and in terms of intensifying 
underlying discontent in those countries. A 
state’s failure thus increases the decay of 
adjacent weak states and exports the type of 
discontent that has caused the state to weaken 
and ultimately fail in the first place.’”

As the civil war in Syria took off 
reverberations were felt across in the 
region, particularly in Iraq, the state, already 
weakened by political oppression and sectarian 
victimization, quickly felt the ripple effects of 
the Syrian conflict in the form of ISIS taking 
large chunks of territory. Initially the Kurds 
were drawn into the conflict to protect their 
borders and population, however with the 
coalition airstrikes making significant process 
the Peshmerga have pushed back into Iraq and 
are poised to take possession of the oil rich 
areas around Kirkuk and the critical city of 
Mosul with its hydroelectric dam.

One of the major yet subtle nuances of 
this article is the showing that most of the 
Kurdish youth do not speak Arabic in favor 

of Kurdish. There has been a dissociation 
between Kurdistan and “one Iraq” for a long 
time, however since 2003 there has been an 
opportunity for growth and autonomy under 
the protection of American influence. That 
protection is since gone but the Kurds have 
made the opportunity count.

In most scenarios it may be assumed that 
Iraq will likely never be a strong state again, 
by eliminating Hussein and injecting Iraq with 
too many liberal institutions too quickly the 
United States changed the power structure in 
the region. Iraq today is a weak state divided 
along sectarian and ethnic lines with no side 
capable of independently exerting control over 
the other sections. The invasion of the Islamic 
State broke the back of the fragile state and 
only foreign intervention has kept Iraq from 
implosion. During the occupation of Iraq, the 
Kurds in the North seized upon the opportunity 
to grow and consolidate their regional presence 
by pushing out many Arab influences and 
cultural aspects. In addition to this, under 
the protective umbrella of the United States 
and British militaries the Kurds increased 
the relative power of the Peshmerga with US 
training and foreign investment; when the IS 
invaded in 2014 the Kurds were the only force 
capable of directly confronting the invaders 
with any degree of success.

“Kirkuk alone should suffice to sober up 
those who rush into the breach--it is a city 
as rich in oil as it is in political troubles. One 
doesn’t have to be terribly imaginative to 
foresee catastrophe in that tinderbox: ethnic 
cleansing, a Kurdish victory in Kirkuk matched 
by the eviction of Kurds from the Sunni Arab 
side of the dividing line.”

World Politics and Relations
Contemporary literature details the 

relationship between the Kurds and The United 
States during the Cold War. It would appear 
that the United States developed assets in 
Kurdistan on several occasions, including the 
overthrow of Qassim to install Hussein, and 
then an attempt to overthrow Hussein. This 
relates to the theme of the paper by showing 
the development of Kurdistan in relation to 
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Washington and what the Kurds have come 
to expect when dealing with American foreign 
policy.

US foreign policy on Kurdistan is much 
akin to that of a tennis match, prior to 2000 
the policy towards the Kurds flip flopped so 
much it is difficult to make sense of. However, 
the clear takeaway is that Kurdistan has been 
an influential resource for foreign regional 
policy since WWII, especially during the Cold 
War. As the regimes in Iraq shifted the Kurds 
were at different times pro-USA and anti-USA 
depending on the current climate. Within the 
past twenty years US policy has been primarily 
friendly towards the Kurds and has even 
provided the investment and regional stability 
which has allowed the Kurds to engage in 
relations with the international community and 
curry foreign investments.

The years 2007-2008 were a watershed for 
Kurdish designs to incorporate Kirkuk through 
a constitutional process and since then the 
disputed boundaries question has been left in 
a state of suspended animation. However, if 
a negotiating framework were to emerge the 
contours of a ‘deal’ have begun to crystallize 
and there is scope to move from management 
of the issue to resolution. Answers to the 
questions of when and how will depend on 
the shape of the complete package, the new 
government constellation and the extent 
that Turkey and Iran reveal themselves in the 
political marketplace.

“In 2006 the Kurds appeared unassailable. 
The 2005 constitution provided unprecedented 
guarantees for the Kurdistan region vis-à-vis 
the central government. Article 140 appeared to 
allow for the ‘creative and lawful’ attachment 
of Kirkuk governorate to the KRG by December 
2007. The election results in 2005 seemed 
to indicate Kurdish pluralities in Kirkuk and 
augured well for any future plebiscites under 
article 140”

Terry Glavin examines the relationship 
between the Kurds and regionals powers in 
the context of the conflict with ISIS. More and 
more the Kurds are finding themselves isolated 
politically. In some respects, this is helpful 

to the creation of Kurdistan. However, this 
also has negative aspects in relation to the 
ISIS conflict. While Turkey will allow Kurds to 
move through their territory to fight ISIS there 
has been very limited help from Turkey to the 
Kurdish regions. The Turkish government would 
very much like to see divisions and conflicts in 
the Kurdish regions to prevent solidarity among 
Kurds.

The last time this region of the middle east 
experienced the level of disorganization and 
chaos it feels now was just following WWI 
and the collapse of Ottoman suzerainty in the 
region. Following that period, the state of Iraq 
and Syria were created by mashing ethnic and 
sectarian regions together. The result: a century 
of dictatorships, ethnic conflict, and sectarian 
violence. Currently from the chaos the Kurds 
are moving towards their own state and the 
creation of a more stable region, however 
what happens to the resto of the middle east 
remains to be seen, 

Michael Gunter gives an analysis of why 
the Kurds (often regarded as the largest ethnic 
group in the world without their own state) still 
find themselves in that position. For a number 
of reasons, however, the Kurds have recently 
become empowered and are now challenging 
the boundaries of the current state system 
established by the Sykes-Picot Agreement 
at the end of World War I. This situation has 
enormous regional and even international 
implications, particularly for Turkey, Iraq, Syria, 
and Iran—the states in which the Kurds live. 
Finally, this article will analyze the state-like 
institutions the Kurds have recently managed 
to achieve and what the future for the Kurds 
may portend. 

“The newly empowered Kurds have 
suddenly become a major factor in the Middle 
East equation. In retrospect, the single 
most important reason for this significant 
development was the U.S. destruction of 
Saddam Hussein in 2003 that allowed the Iraqi 
Kurds to become virtually independent as the 
Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG), the first 
proto-Kurdish state in modern times and a 
powerful model for other Kurds in Turkey, Syria, 
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and even Iran. Thus there is now a formidable 
new sense of Kurdish nationalism further 
empowered by its surrounding enemies in 
Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and Syria no longer united in 
opposition as in the past they always were.”

The literature shown gives both reasons 
for independence as a Kurdish state as well 
as maintaining a quasi-state. This research 
paper will fit in with the existing literature by 
using regional events and relationships with 
intrastate groups as well as international 
forces to potentially show that the KRG is 
moving towards statehood on the back of 
instability and political opportunity.

Case Study
Kurdish Advancement 2003-2009
Following the downfall of the Baathist 

regime in Iraq the Kurds were able to operate 
politically with freedom of organization. 
The regional government formed around a 
parliament composed of the KDP and the PUK 
based in Erbil and was also represented by 
Kurds in the Iraqi Governing Council. In 2005 
three elections were held: 

1. The National Assembly Council
2. The Iraqi Kurdistan National Assembly
3. Provincial Councils. 
Also in 2005 the National government 

officially recognized Kurdistan as an 
autonomous region and granted the region 
constitutional authority.

Political stability and rapidly developing 
economy have given the KRG the opportunity 
to pursue an energetic and broad foreign 
policy. The KRG’s dynamic foreign relations are 
integral components of the Kurdistan Region’s 
economic and social development. Under the 
Department of Foreign Relations, the Kurds 
have branched out regionally and also across 
continents as well. Of a particular interest is 
the relationship between the KRG and Israel, 
in 2004 meetings were had between Israeli and 
Kurdish leadership to strengthen ties. Further, 
in 2014, Prime Minister Netanyahu of Israel 
supported the establishment of an independent 
Kurdish State; reasoning that the Kurds have 
established political moderation and stability. 
This relationship illustrates the influence 

and potential capacity for influence that a 
formal Kurdish state would present; by already 
having a potential ally – or in least a mutual 
support state—the KRG path to legitimacy is 
strengthened amid the surrounding instability.

Perhaps the most profound example of the 
KR’s evolution is the development of relations 
with Turkey. Following the Coalition Invasion 
and the fall of Hussein, Turkey and Erbil have 
established a flourishing trade which spiked 
in 2011 when Turkish Prime Minister, Tayyip 
Erdogan, visited Erbil to strengthen ties. This 
precipitated an increase in trade volumes 
up to 8.4 billion in 2012. By capitalizing on 
the political stability provided by the USA, 
the KRG has been able to create more trade 
opportunities and present a stable Kurdistan. 
This itself has done more to allay fears in Iran 
and Turkey of an independent Kurdish State, 
or at the very least a Kurdish Quasi State. This 
relationship itself is quite a marvel, the Turks 
have long opposed Kurdish legitimacy in their 
own state, even to the extent of declaring 
the primary Kurd/Turk political party (PKK) a 
terrorist organization. On at least one occasion 
Turkey has unilaterally invaded Northern Iraq 
for the purposes of attacking PKK bases in the 
region. Despite the hostility between Turkey 
and Kurdish independence movements, the 
state is the largest investor in Iraqi Kurdistan; 
it remains to be seen if Turkey will support a 
sovereign Kurdistan.

Primary Text
Brief History
In order to grasp the situation occurring in 

Kurdistan one must understand the cultural 
and makeup of Kurdistan as well as an 
extent of history. The Kurdish ethnic group 
sits astride the mountainous regions in the 
Caucasus and have lived there since Indo-
Aryan tribes moved into the area. The Kurdish 
tribes initially resisted the Arab conquest but 
were eventually annexed into the empire in 
838 and gradually converted to Islam over the 
next few hundred years. Ethnically the Kurds 
bear similarities to Persian Iranians both 
ethnically and linguistically thus preventing 
general assimilation with the majority Arab 

33



populations.
The Kurds have been part of one empire 

or state since 838 AD under the suzerainty of 
the Arabs, Mongols, Turks, British, Baathists, 
and now Iraqis. Modern nationalism emerged 
in the region as a full movement following 
the destruction of the Ottoman Empire in the 
1920’s. With the Ottoman Turks out of the 
Levant region the Kurds began to strive for 
their own nation seeing a political opportunity 
which had not been had in over a millennium. 
The movement gained form and focus in 
response to Turkey’s rapid westernization and 
secular reforms, the Kurds sought to move 
towards an ethnically distinct state from their 
Arab neighbors. However, as shown by history 
the major western powers of Britain and France 
parceled up the former Ottoman territory 
between them with the United Kingdom 
gaining primary control of the southern reaches 
of Kurdish areas. 

The Treaty of Sevres drew up the borders of 
Iraq and Syria and I doing so split the Kurdish 
areas into four regions. The Kurdish plea for 
sovereignty was denied by politicians half a 
world away. In response to the division there 
would be a series of revolts and rebellions in 
Iran, Turkey, and Iraq put down by the local 
governments. As the nationalist movement 
evolved over the course of the 21st century 
political parties emerged, namely the PUK in 
the 1970’s and the KDP shortly after. 

The desire of many Kurds for statehood, 
or at least cultural autonomy, has led to a 
continuous series of Kurdish revolts since 
the creation of the modern Middle East state 
system following World War I. The states in 
which the Kurds live fear that Kurdish demands 
will threaten and even destroy their territorial 
integrity. The resulting situation constitutes 
the Kurdish problem 

Kurds Under Baathists
The parameters of this research paper 

focuses on the period between 1985 and 2016 
from which to draw its results. Undoubtedly 
the most altering period during that time was 
the Ba’athist regime of which Saddam Hussein 
was dictator. During Hussein’s reign over Iraq 

he systematically attacked and depopulated 
areas of Kurdish Iraq in what is now considered 
in Europe as a genocide. This series of attacks, 
known as the Anfal Campaign, lasting from 
1986-1989 culminated in 1980 with a series of 
chemical attacks on Kurdish villages followed 
by deportation to concentration camps. When 
the Anfal campaign finished it is likely that 
roughly a third of Iraq’s total Kurd population 
was displaced with some 75,000-150,000 civilian 
casualties and 4,500 villages leveled. That 
campaign ended with an armistice of sorts 
between the Iraqi government and the Kurdish 
forces. 

The Anfal campaign came about in response 
to a Kurdish rebellion which had initialized 
in 1983 but had stalled by 1985. The Kurdish 
rebellion was largely funded by neighbor Iran, 
with whom Iraq had been at war with since 
1980. The particular role that Kurdistan played 
during the Baathist region was largely as a 
proxy of other governments and has often paid 
the iron price for its actions and insurgency 
as evinced in the Anfal Campaign. Within the 
Kurdish organization itself the KDP received 
most of its support and financial aid from the 
Iranians whereas the leftist PUK received more 
support from the Syrian government and Libya.

 Jumping forward to the mid 1990’s, 
relationships between the KDP and PUK had 
largely broken down resulting in the Kurdish 
Civil War which occurred following the Kurdish 
parliamentary elections in 1992 the following 
six years saw intermittent clashes between 
the KDP and PUK until the US stepped in and 
mediated the Washington Agreement which 
united the parties and promised US aid in case 
of Baathist aggression. The Kurdish forces 
would again work closely with the United 
States during the Coalition invasion in 2003.

Invasion of Iraq and following years.
During the United States led invasion of 

Iraq to overthrow Hussein and find WMD’s the 
Kurdish Peshmerga invaded from Northern Iraq 
and overran areas of Mosul and Kirkuk. Roughly 
77,000 Peshmerga moved in conjunction with 
coalition forces to Baghdad and assisted in 
the removal of Baathist political apparatus. 

34



However, since 2004 the Kurds have been 
reluctant to send troops to the capital and 
become embroiled in the major sectarian 
conflict. 

Following the fall of Saddam and the 
Baathist regime the Kurdish state enjoyed a 
series of peaceful and successful years free 
of oppressive regimes with draconian rules. 
This allowed the KRG to engage in regional 
diplomatic relations with Turkey, Iran, and 
Syria; with Turkey heavily investing in Kurdish 
infrastructure and direct foreign investments 
in the Kurdish regions. There are also several 
American corporations which established 
regional offices in Erbil. This creates a web 
of opportunities for the Kurds to branch out 
economically and have attracted billions of 
dollars in direct foreign investment from 
Turkey, China, and Iran. 

The geopolitical context for Kurdish-Israeli 
relations has changed dramatically in the last 
few years, allowing for a certain openness or 
even rapprochement. The 2003 war in Iraq and 
the establishment of a de facto Kurdish state 
reinvigorated ties between Israel and the KRG.  
To this day the Kurds and the Israelis maintain 
strong ties and have diplomatic missions in 
each country. This sort of relationship, while 
uncommon, is not surprising. Both Israel and 
Kurdistan are surrounded by at times hostile 
neighbors and are also ethnic islands in the 
larger Arab region.

Regional Instability and Opportunities 
Presented

Sectarian Division in Iraq
The U.S. intervention in 2003 brought to an 

end the authoritarian rule of Saddam Hussein 
but further devastated and divided the country. 
The intervention dismantled much of an 
already weakened state apparatus, reshaped 
politics around ill-defined constitutional 
federalism, failed to provide a stable security 
environment, and pushed to liberalize the oil 
trade inadvertently antagonizing the Iraqis. 
In doing so they had created a national 
government which would hopefully allow for 
the cooperation of the Shia east and the Sunni 
West with the KRG to the north. However, seven 

years of occupation by a western power are just 
as unlikely to erase sectarian difference as a 
magic eraser is. 

 Taking over as the troops left was Nouri al-
Maliki, a Shiite politician from Baghdad. Stable 
politics soon broke down in the face of political 
nepotism and suppressing of the Sunni’s by 
Maliki’s governments. From 2012-2014 Maliki 
performed several purges of the government 
and even condoned death squads operating 
in Baghdad. This political climate destroyed 
whatever stability built by the US occupation 
and lowered the power of the central authority. 
This situation, combined with an emboldened 
and politically stable Kurdistan presents a 
political opportunity to garner more influence 
and power to Erbil as the stable section of Iraq.

Syrian Civil War and ISIS
The Arab Spring had rather little direct 

impact on the Kurdistan Region as the 
homogeny of population is ethnically different 
from Arab and much more diversified then 
areas affected by the Spring. However, in 
neighboring Syria, crackdowns by the Assad 
regime precipitated the Syrian Civil war which 
continues at the time of writing this paper and 
has forced millions from their homes. In Iraqi 
Kurdistan alone there are roughly 2 million 
refugees from Syria; prior to 2014 that number 
was at 300,000. The large influx post 2014 can 
be directly attributed to attacks by ISIS and its 
invasion of Northern Iraq. The IS took Mosul 
in early 2014 and in the following August 
pushed north and south towards Erbil and 
Kirkuk, in the process of doing so ISIS rounded 
up and slaughtered local Yazidi and Assyrian 
populations in genocidal attacks, most notably 
at Sinjar Mountain.

The Kurds were unprepared for the 
voracity of the assault and as a result most 
Peshmerga forces retreated leaving behind a 
few volunteers which held back the Islamic 
State until reinforcements and airstrikes could 
commence. In light of the ineptitude shown 
by the national armed forces the Peshmerga 
became the only reliable ground force and as 
such an opportunity developed for the KRG. 
Even as the Peshmerga pushed back the Islamic 
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State the chance to take and extend Kurdish 
control over territory presents itself.

 In the retaking of Mosul, the Kurds gain the 
crucial hydroelectric dam there as well as the 
strategic position straddling major highways 
to Syria, Turkey, and the Caucuses. In addition 
to this the Kurds are also gaining control of 
large areas around Kirkuk, here there is a vast 
wealth in oil and natural gas. Though the fight 
against ISIS continue the KRG has the political 
opportunity to extend their control over Mosul 
and Kirkuk or to use these crucial areas as 
leverage against the government in Baghdad.

“A breaking apart of Iraq seemed even more 
likely as the Kurdish Regional Government 
(KRG) gained control of some of its disputed 
territories — including oil-rich Kirkuk — 
consolidated its own oil exports via Turkey, and 
considered a referendum for independence”

Analysis & Findings
The conclusion of this paper lies in 

answering the research question in the thesis. 
To reiterate, the primary question will be “How 
do regional political forces create opportunities 
for policy advancement in the creation of a 
formal political state for the Kurds in Iraq?” 
In the process of discovery, the paper has 
looked at the literature already written around 
the subject and found its place as a causal 
explanation. The research also examines the 
variables: 

 • Independent Variable/s: 
Regional Geopolitical Actors & Events (1. Iraqi 
Government, 2. Syrian Government, 3. The 
Islamic State, 4. The Israelis, 5. The US)

 • Dependents Variable: Kurdish 
Policy (i.e. diplomatic, military, and economic 
policies)

In the course of examining the independent 
variables effect on the dependent variable 
this research paper shows that actions within 
the Iraqi Government and the recent events 
with ISIS have directly affected positive policy 
actions in the KRG. Most of these policies 
indicate gradual moves towards a sovereign 
state. However, regional instability and the 
political climates of neighboring state had 
an effect upon Kurdish policy as well, more 

to the tune of a regressive movements away 
from the issue of statehood. It is the opinion 
of this paper that current events are allowing 
increased political opportunities to utilize 
Kurdish nationalism in the creation of a 
sovereign state. At this time, however, regional 
politics prevent the formal creation of the 
state.

This paper cites several reasons for its 
professional opinion. 

 A)  The threat of the Islamic state 
taking Kurdish territory as well as the Yazidi 
massacres have fueled Kurdish nationalism 
to a level not seen since the last invasion of 
Kurdistan during the Anfal campaign of 1988. 
By pushing against the Kurds the Islamic 
State has instigated a large scale pushback 
from the Kurdish Peshmerga which has thus 
resulted in the expansion of the KRG territory 
as well as international funding and training 
to the Kurdish military forces, particularly Iraqi 
Peshmerga. 

 B)  The US occupation of Iraq 
allowed for major diplomatic strides to be 
taken in Irbil and ties to be established. 
Consulates have been installed in Irbil for 
France, Canada, and Russia; based upon cordial 
relations with Israel and the United States 
this paper determines that the KRG is moving 
to establish professional diplomatic ties in 
preparation for permanent and internationally 
recognized statehood. By having both regional 
and international states ready to recognize 
legitimacy Irbil hedges it’s bet. 

 C)  Economic advances in the region 
have been incredible, prior to the Iraq war 
the Kurds were backwards and fully agrarian. 
In the past ten years the amount of Direct 
Foreign Investment has grown exponentially. 
Several tech companies have established 
regional headquarters in Irbil and Turkey has 
invested billions per year on investing in the 
oil resources in the area. As a quasi-state the 
Kurds have considerable funds in their war 
chest as well as economic partners. This may 
well be an asset to a quasi-state but as a 
sovereign state of their own the KRG gets to 
pocket more of the profits. 
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The findings of this research paper 
conclude with the following reasoning. Though 
mitigating factors, some significant, work 
against the Kurds in Iraq establishing a state 
this paper finds that the premise of the paper 
has evidence in its variable. Regional and 
international forces and events are leaving 
opportunities for the Kurds to advance their 
policies with an intent on achieving statehood. 
The Kurds are often taking advantage of these 
opportunities moving in a very calculated 
fashion towards recognized statehood. 
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Public Opinion and Self-
Determination
By Nicholas Dyerly

The Russian Annexation of the Crimean 
Peninsula raised, already controversial, 
questions and political pressure within the 
international community. This research 
uses the venue of the Russian Annexation 
of Crimea in order to study: first: 
whether opinions of respondents can be 
influenced by historical fact; and second: 
if respondents’ opinions about Russian 
Annexation can be altered in relation to 
self-determination opinions with Individuals, 
Groups, and Countries.  Data was collected 
from a national online email survey via 
Qualtrics. 

Introduction
The Russian Annexation of Ukrainian 

territory has caused uproar in the 
international community, especially within 
the United States. The perception of self-
determination within the context of Crimean 
secession has become serious due to its 
complexity, internal/external application, and 
because of strong rising nationalist rhetoric 
with in Eastern Europe. Self-determination 
is the idea that an entity can determine its 
government, policy, etc. The international 
community has fought, often bitterly, 
about principles of self-determination. 
There are four main schools of thought 
behind self-determination precedent. First, 
self-determination applies to any people 
seeking to freely express will (Fernandez, 
2015). Second, self-determination is only 
applicable if the selected people are within 
certain geographical location (Shany, 
2014). Third, that peoples seeking free will 
apply to groups, cultures, or communities 

(Wolff et. alt., 2016; Welhengama et. alt., 
2013). Finally, that a mixture of state, 
group, and individual expression of self-
determination qualify depending on situation 
(Luna-Firebaugh, 2013; Bhandari, 2014). 
These ideas, and lack of an internationally 
recognized consensus, have created 
polarized and at times violent conflict.

With the ideation of self-determination 
and foreign policy, people typically hold 
opinions formatted on collective history, 
and conception bias. Often changing these 
opinions about foreign policy is a difficult 
endeavor. Some people after receiving 
information change their preformatted 
opinions (Cosley et alt, 2016). By giving 
historical information people are more likely 
to change their opinions (Sears et. alt., 
1967). Media bias, allowed to function, 
will predictively influence opinion to the 
media’s message (Quattrociocchi et alt, 
2011). This media framing extends beyond 
the confines of private media sourcing, but 
to governmental organizations, and other 
institutions, which is substantial in this 
particular questioning of Russian Annexation 
of Crimea due to the United States 
opposition to such (Wiest et. alt., 2015). 
Using an online venue presents the ability 
for a respondent to be influenced effectively 
by treatment to test context manipulation 
(Dellarocas, 2006). With the test acting 
as a source of ‘media,’ the prediction is 
that the treatment will ultimately affect 
the respondents’ attitudes about Russian 
Annexation via an online format. 
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The problems associated with attitudes 
about self-determination extend beyond 
international litigation, but directly influence 
foreign policy, action, and violence in the 
current international community. Opinions 
about self-determination may be able to 
reduce conflict, increase understanding, 
and reduce violence in areas seeking self-
determination. The article is divided into 
three main sections: Current literature, 
Methods, and Conclusion. Current literature 
will set a stage for current attitudes about 
self-determination, and research current 
literature on if peoples’ opinions can be 
changed by information. The contribution to 
current literature will be the methods, which 
lay out the test conducted, results found, 
interpretation of data, and significance. 
The conclusion will apply the findings to an 
applicable venue. 

This article seeks to show the 
effectiveness of information manipulation 
in the context of entity driven self-
determination. The research concludes 
that opinions can be changed, but the test 
was ineffective in changing respondents’ 
opinions about Russian Annexation of Crimea 
to a favorable status. Rejecting the null 
hypothesis is determined within the methods 
section of this article. 

Current Literature
Attitudes About Self Determination 

The current writing about self-
determination is vast and tends to 
question principles in the application 
of self-determination. This application 
of self-determination is by referring to 
specific instances of where ideals about 
self-determination are applied. Self-
determination tends to happen in three 
ways within the literature: first, international 
norms regarding self-determination are 
applied though litigation; this mainly refers 
to country self determination, but its 
not limited to such (Shany, 2014; Lee, 

2015). Second, international norms of 
self-determination are not applied via the 
intentional community to specific regions, 
this idea mostly referring to groups and 
individuals (Fernandez, 2015; Luna-
Firebaugh, 2013; Bhandari, 2014; Wolff 
et. alt., 2016; Welhengama et. alt., 2013). 
Finally, where a mix of international norms 
is applied in a pseudo mixture of individual, 
group, and country self-determination 
(Levitov, 2015; Shany, 2014; Smith, 1994). 

 
The three forums of international 

recognition have varying arguments of rights 
to self-determination. There are four main 
lenses, or arguments, as to who posses the 
right to self-determination. These arguments 
for actors are: individuals (Fernandez, 
2015; Welhengama et. alt., 2013; Levitov, 
2015), groups (Luna-Firebaugh, 2013; 
Smith, 2016), countries (Lee, 2015), and 
a combination of actors (Shany, 2014; 
Bhandari, 2014; Wolff et. alt., 2013). 

 
Self-determination, from the perspective 

of the individual, argues that people who 
desire to express their will have a right to 
do so (Fernandez, 2015). This indicates 
that any individual seeking secession 
should have right to such. Smith (1994) 
and Levitov (2015) argue that the right to 
self-determination rests with the individual, 
but it is only through state institutions that 
individual self-determination is possible. 
State domination within self-determination 
is problematic if international norms are not 
applied (Wolff et. alt., 2016).

  
Group self-determination is based on 

the ideation that groups are a consensus 
of individuals. Luna-Firebaugh (2013) 
indicates that many groups already have 
de facto secession, or already self-govern, 
the prospect of group self-determination 
is in many cases recognized before formal 
secession. Smith (1994) augments this 
argument, having concluded that the 
foundation of self-determination movements 
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rarely begin with individuals or governments, 
but with cultures, or common groups. 
Group self-determination, however, faces 
major opposition in many aspects when it 
comes to secession (Wolff et. alt., 2016; 
Welhengama et. alt., 2013) 

 
State self-determination is the widest 

recognized form of self-determination, 
although literature analyzing sole neo-state 
self-determination is limited. Lee (2015) 
claims that self-determination is successful 
and workable only thought the venue of 
state institutions. However, the institutions 
that augment self-determination must 
be moral, or have fair democratic values. 
This has been the main argument from the 
Russian annexation perspective (Shany, 
2014). 

With the three lenses, in which 
international self-determination is presented, 
the most common argument is that a 
combination of individual, group, and 
country rights to self-determination can 
explain self-determination movements. 
Shany (2014) argues that international 
law dictates that self-determination is 
justified under geographical or ex-colonial 
status. But that a people qualify for self-
determination if a unified group movement 
is combine with a geographical location. 
This creates the qualifying factors for self-
determination. Right to self-determination 
may also include all three venues of 
applying self-determination: emerging as 
an independent state (country), voluntary 
association with an independent state 
(group), and integration with an independent 
state (country/state) (Bhandari, 2014). 
International norms have been slowly 
combined into a pseudo application of self-
determination. Wolff et al. (2013) argues 
that Kosovo demonstrates the fragmented 
and often times hypocritical application 
of the international law concerning self-
determination.  

Opinion Creation/Changing

Literature based on opinion and ideology 
creation spans different schools of research. 
Opinion and ideology creation has been 
manifest in business, media, open source, 
foreign policy etc. For this article’s purpose, 
literature presented will focus on information 
bias via the forum of political ideology. 
The majority of the current literature 
centers on the type of administration, and 
the effectiveness of each treatment. The 
current literature tends to indicate that 
individuals’ ideologies can be fundamentally 
changed to support a foreign ideation. 
Information has the potential, if applied in 
correct venue, change, or create opinion. 

Cosley et al. (2016) experimented on 
movie ratings and manipulation of user 
response; he found that respondents could 
be ‘tricked’ into rating a movie higher if the 
original rating was manipulated. This follows 
the idea that a treatment group can be 
manipulated into correct information and 
disregard preconceived opinions. Although 
this test was generally successful, Cosley 
found that the test was only effective in 
respondents who did not perceive the rating 
to be ‘absurd,’ or false. 

Changing ideologies can be effective 
in multiple venues. Depending on the 
application, Quattrociocchi (2011) argued 
that the dominant information distribution 
source would be the main influencing 
factor in what a respondent perceived. 
Dominant information distribution tends to 
the idea that sequence, and repetitions are 
important factors in opinion change. How a 
person receives information, the context in 
which they receive information, and social 
constructs all play into the information 
selection process (Sears, 1967). Dellarocas 
(2006) specifically argued that the venue 
of online information distribution has 
significant effect in influencing a respondent 
(Wiest et alt, 2015). The contribution 
ideology is that most persons are exposed 
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disproportionately to information that 
supports their opinions.

Method and Result  

Combining opinion manipulation and 
self-determination is designed to test 
opinions about foreign policy and the ability 
to change respondents’ key opinions. 
Ultimately the question is; can a person 
be influenced to change political ideals 
following historical/modern precedent? 
This question was tested by using a series 
of scale questions. The research about 
attitude in self-determination has a two-fold 
purpose. First, the national survey indicates 
correlation between attitudes about self-
determination via State/Country, Group/
Culture, and Individual levels. Second, the 
national survey data tests whether historical 
context, or information manipulation 
changes respondents’ ideations about self-
determination.  

This particular research is tailored around 
the Russian Annexation of Crimea embedded 
in a National survey via Qualtrics. A sample 
population of 637 adult respondents, with 
380 fully completed responses, living within 
the United States was used in the analysis 
of data. The percentage completed was 
60%. 

The test utilized a series of questions 
that demonstrated respondent’s attitudes 
about self-determination under individual’s 
rights, group’s rights, and a nation’s/
states’ rights. The survey was a series 
of questions about self-determination; 
this was appropriate because of current 
political goings-on. The first question was 
determining what the respondents’ ideation 
about self-determination was. A supplement 
definition of ‘self-determination’ was written 
in the first question: 

“Self-Determination: the right of the 
people of a particular place to choose 

the form of government they have, also 
the freedom to make your own choices” 
(“Merriam-Webster,” 2015). 

The questions where categorized into 
three sections: Individuals right, Groups 
right, and Countries right. Respondents 
were then asked to rate how they agreed 
with self-determination as it applied to 
Individuals, Groups, and Countries. This was 
rated on a scale of 1-5, 1 being strongly 
disagree, and 5 strongly agree. 

Directly following this attitude question, 
respondents were asked to rate on a 
scale how legitimate, under the claim of 
self-determination, was Russia’s claim to 
Crimea. See Tab 1. The test was between 
a control group that watched no video, 
and the second group was shown a video 
about previous ownership and ethnic 
claims of Crimea via Russia. The treatment 
documented the historical context of 
Russian ownership, ethnic divisions, and 
an overview of the conflict in Ukraine. The 
treatment was specifically designed to show 
Russian claims to the Crimean territory, 
ethnic tensions within Ukraine, and the 
succession movement. 

The test mechanism of the experiment 
was that respondents were asked to rate on 
a scale of 1-10: 1 being strongly disagree, 
10 being strongly agree.

The Russian annexation of Crimea as 
justified under the context of Countries self 
determination Russian annexation of Crimea 
is not justified under the context of a 
countries right to self determination Russian 
annexation of Crimea is justified under any 
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context  
                                  

Russian annexation of Crimea is not 
justified under any context

To determine if any significant changes 
were caused by the Treatment of historical 
context a test via the context of Russian 
Annexation was conducted. The main 
prediction was that Self-Determination being 
influenced by the historical or contextual 
Treatment would result in a significantly 
favorable difference when applied to Russian 
Annexation. 

This treatment produced a significant 
difference between the Treatment and 
Control groups. Fig.1. The indication 
is that the treatment has a significant 
influwwwwwence on a respondents’ 
acceptance of a Russian right/countries 
right to self-determination. Tab. 2 indicates 
that if a respondent has contextual/
historical knowledge about the Russian 
annexation they are unlikely to support the 
idea that countries have the right to self-
determination. Additionally, if there is no 
contextual knowledge then if respondents 
did not believe in country self-determination 
they additionally would not endorse Russian 
Annexation of Crimea. The finding of this is 
interesting due to the treatment having the 
opposite effect on the dependent group.

 

 Figure 1 Perceptions about a Russian 
Annexation predicted by Countries’ Right to 
Self-Determination via the Treatment and 
Control.

Source. Author’s data 
X-axis shows the un-favorability 

of Russian Annexation, Y-axis shows 
respondents’ favorability on a Countries’ 
Right to Self-Determination. Slope was 
estimated by using Effects package in 
R version 0.99.49, Russian Annexation 
variables are ranged on a scale of 1-10, 
Country Self-Determination ranged on 1-5 
scale. Solid line represents estimate, grey 
represents 95% confidence internal.

 

 When compared to the opposite 
regression, or predicting positive association 
of Russian Annexation predicted by a 
Countries’ Right to Self-Determination, an 
opposite trend is apparent. With significance 
of the Treatment, those who did supported 
a Countries Right to Self-Determination 
were less likely to support the Russian 
Annexation of Crimea if they were not in the 
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control. If respondents were exposed to the 
treatment, they were slightly significantly 
more likely to support Russian Annexation. 
The opposite was true. There was a mean 
difference of 15% between respondents’ 
perceptions of Russian Annexation being 
not justified, and perceptions about country 
self-determination.  

 

Figure 2 Perceptions about a Russian 
Annexation predicted by Countries’ Right to 
Self-Determination via the Treatment and 
Control.

Source. Author’s data 
X-axis shows the un-favorability 

of Russian Annexation, Y-axis shows 
respondents’ favorability on a Countries’ 
Right to Self-Determination. Slope was 
estimated by using Effects package in 
R version 0.99.49, Russian Annexation 
variables are ranged on a scale of 1-10, 
Country Self-Determination ranged on 
1-5 scale. Solid line represents estimate, 
grey represents 95% confidence internal.

 
Fig. 2, Tab. 3 indicates that the 

Treatment had the opposite effect, then 

predicted, on respondents. Respondents 
who were exposed to the treatment were 
less favorable to Russian Annexation of 
Crimea. There was a 28% differential 
between the mean of the Treatment and 
the mean of the Control. Concluding that 
the Treatment had a significant differential 
effect. 

Fig. 1, Fig. 2, Tab. 2, and Tab. 3 show 
that the data rejects the null hypothesis. 
The initial question was that opinions about 
self-determination could be influenced. 
This had the opposite effect on the 
treatment, but the treatment non-the 
less was influenced to significant change 
in respondents’ opinions about Russian 
Annexation of Crimea. This is additional 
indication that there is significant difference 
between the effectiveness of the Treatment 
and the control groups for their perceptions 
of Russian Annexation.  

The idea that the treatment was 
effective is augmented by the same 
predictive value compared against attitudes 
of Individual self-determination, and 
attitudes of Group self-determination. 
Running a linear regression model on 
attitudes about Russian Annexation of 
Crimea predicted by attitudes about 
Individual self-determination produced 
insignificant difference from the control 
and the treatment group. Here the 
test fails to reject the null. See Fig. 3, 
Tab. 4. This directly indicates that the 
Treatment had no designed effectiveness 
in influencing respondents’ perceptions 
about Individual self-determination. 
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Figure 3 Perceptions about a Russian 
Annexation predicted by Individuals’ Right 
to Self-Determination via the Treatment and 
Control.

Source. Author’s data 
X-axis shows the un-favorability 

of Russian Annexation, Y-axis shows 
respondents’ favorability on a Countries’ 
Right to Self-Determination. Slope was 
estimated by using Effects package in 
R version 0.99.49, Russian Annexation 
variables are ranged on a scale of 1-10, 
Country Self-Determination ranged on 
1-5 scale. Solid line represents estimate, 
grey represents 95% confidence internal.

A similar linear regression model on 
attitudes about Russian Annexation of 
Crimea predicted by attitudes about Group 
self-determination produced insignificant 
difference between the control and the 
treatment group. Here the test fails to 
reject the null. See Fig. 4, Tab. 5. This 
insignificant difference leads to indicate 
that the treatment, that gave significance 
to state, via Russian perspective, self-

determination. This lends to evidence 
indicating that the treatment does 
disseminate opinions that may have 
previously been held, as the treatment 
had a state centric historical message 
about Russian ownership of Crimea.  

Figure 4 Perceptions about a Russian 
Annexation predicted by attitudes about 
Groups’ Right to Self-Determination via the 
Treatment and Control.

Source. Author’s data 
X-axis shows the un-favorability 

of Russian Annexation, Y-axis shows 
respondents’ favorability on a Groups’ 
Right to Self-Determination. Slope was 
estimated by using Effects package in 
R version 0.99.49, Russian Annexation 
variables are ranged on a scale of 1-10, 
Country Self-Determination ranged on 
1-5 scale. Solid line represents estimate, 
grey represents 95% confidence internal.

Changing Opinions about Self-
Determination

Fig. 4, Tab. 5 indicates only that the 
treatment was effective in changing, 
slightly, general trends in ideations 
within concerning countries right to self-
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determination. This additionally supports 
Fig.3, Tab.4 as there is no significant effect 
by the treatment on attitudes about Group 
self-determination. 

This may be explained by the venue 
of respondents, as all respondents were 
citizens of the US. The political climate, 
relations concerning the Russian Federation, 
and ante-post-cold war stereotypes may 
have effected the respondent’s reaction 
to the treatment. Additional research as 
to general opinions, and why will need to 
be done to resolve this error. There may 
have been additional reasons the treatment 
had an adversely predicted affect on 
respondents. The definition used to define 
self-determination mentioned “the right of 
the people… also the freedom to make your 
own choices,” this could have influenced 
respondents away from Countries right to 
self-determination and support Individual, 
or Group rights to self-determination due to 
wording (“Merriam-Webster,” 2015). 

Error within the Treatment itself could 
additionally account for the adversely 
predicted reaction of respondents’. In 
the video there were nuances that could 
have significant influence on respondents’ 
choices. When separating regions, the 
video listed the pro-Western parts as 
blue, pro-Russian areas and Russia as Red. 
This could have an effect as red is often 
perceived as aggressive, or bad (Buechner. 
et. alt., 2014).  Additionally, the main 
historical lesson of the video portrayed 
Russian ownership of Crimea as maleficent 
even mentioning ‘Голодомо́р’ and other 
Russian atrocities. All these Russian 
actions, including Crimean annexation, 
were shown though a lens of popular self-
determination and individual rights all this 
even failing to mention Ukrainian right to 
state self-determination. Finally, the video 
concludes that there were “active Ukrainian 
separatists” wanting greater autonomy 
from the central Kievan government, which 

may have slighted respondents’ opinions to 
favor Group self-determination. These errors 
may have affected the treatment group 
against favorable perceptions on Russian 
Annexation of Crimea and an adverse effect 
on respondents. 

Respondent error in the treatment group 
may additionally account for inconsistent 
numeration as only 53% of respondents in 
the treatment group watched the video. 
This means that about half of the treatment 
group did not experience the treatment to 
be tested. The reason for this low response 
could be respondent internet availability, 
position of question in survey, laziness, or 
respondent time perception as the video 
was just under three minutes long.

Ultimately the data suggests that even 
after being exposed to the treatment video, 
respondents actually became less likely to 
support Russian Annexation. This is a bizarre 
occurrence, as I attempted to design the 
test to influence the respondents in favor of 
country self-determination via the venue of 
Russian Annexation of Crimea. This bizarre 
variance could be contributed to a few 
factors (mentioned above) that might be 
able to be tested at a later time. 

Additional questions and research from 
this data may be augmented in a variety 
of methods, and data collection. As I have 
rejected the null hypothesis, the treatment 
had an effect on respondents’ attitudes. If 
a different treatment, made by researcher, 
was used that included a stronger message 
of Russian annexation and was shorter 
may be able to change the outcome of 
influencing public opinion. A cross-national 
survey would strengthen, destroy, or give 
greater insight into attitudes about self-
determination via a MSS (most similar 
system), or MDS (most different system) 
models. This would allow for multi-linear 
regression. 
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Conclusion
This article presents a venue combining 

ideologies about self-determination, and 
media framing to change, or create opinions. 
Attitudes about self-determination are less 
about a personal belief system, but more 
about what is learned. If a respondent is 
exposed to information that is designed 
to educate about self-determination their 
opinions about self-determination will 
change. 

This article submits empirical evidence 
that opinions about Russian Annexation can 
be significantly altered if presented in the 
correct form. Respondents exposed to the 
treatment group were 15% more likely to 
agree with unfavorable perceptions about 
Russian Annexation of Crimea then those 
not exposed. Additionally, when reviewing 
the antithesis question, the treatment was 
28% less likely to agree with a statement 
that Russia annexation was a justified action. 

Ultimately this research shows that 
when exposed to information via foreign 
action, history, and policy, opinions 
change. Further research into the extent 
of opinion manipulation could potentially 
allow for researchers, individuals, groups, 
governments, and media institutions to 
more effectively ‘market’ their ideologies. 
Additional benefit could allow for the 
previously mentioned to avoid faulty 
information, or avoid manipulation as this 
study found that adverse effects can be 
produced. 
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