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Abstract: One of the most recurrent and grave indicators of state failure and diminished state capacity is severe human rights violations committed by the state agents themselves. Human rights violations not only delegitimize the government in the eyes of its citizens but also a signal that the government uses its monopoly on the use of violence, which is supposedly a tool used to provide the basic public good of security to its citizens, against the same citizens that grant the government that right. However, in cases of diminished state capacity and the danger of state failure, national sentiments, which have always been used to create a rally-around-the-flag effect, especially during the first stages of its foundation, can be used to create us-and-them dichotomy in multi-ethnic states. Therefore, the state might try to increase its legitimacy among the ethnic group that is in majority by investing on the group economically and politically, while using members of that ethnic group to alienate and legitimize the human rights violations on the rest of the society, thus trying to ensure a minimum winning coalition even in conditions of most grave human right violations varying from political imprisonment and torture to ethnic cleansing and genocide. 

The army, the money, the school, the religion, the press, is in the hands of the ruling classes. In the schools they fan patriotism in the children by means of history, by describing their nation as the best of all the nations and always in the right (Tolstoy 1899).

Civil conflicts and sometimes international conflicts are observed to go hand in hand with a weak state syndrome. Diminished state capacity, or weak state syndrome, a term coined by Migdal (1988) tends to exacerbate political dissent to which the weak state reciprocates with an oppressive reaction. Previous research from both civil conflict (Gurr 1986, Mason 2004) and human rights literatures (Poe and Tate 1994) has revealed that weak states that face political dissent and opposition within its borders respond with high repression of human rights. Yet, such behavior usually does not succeed in conjuring a stronger state image or deterring political dissent. On the contrary, such repressive behavior tends to increase dissent by sharpening grievances and tend to radicalize reformist leaders and the citizens that follow them (Cingranelli and Richards 1999, Mason 2004, Regan and Norton 2005). 

Mobilization processes has often been analyzed from the perspective of the rebellious movements and there have been long debates on what tools, or what “repertoires”—to borrow Tilly’s terminology— or “cycles of contention”—to barrow Tarrow’s terminology—the leaders of a dissident movement would use in order to over come the collective action problem (Olson 1965, Tarrow 1994, Tilly 2006). Yet, in the prevalence of a weak state syndrome which is unable to provide basic public goods and secure basic rights for its citizens, where it can often be observed that the state agents themselves rob the citizens of basic public goods and basic rights; the state fighting for its survival can also use tools to mobilize support, and to legitimize their presence. The state, which can engage in, directly, or through agents, violation of human rights, can try to legitimize its presence and its use of coercion through what I will call, to flip Tilly’s terminology on its head, “repertoires of oppression”. The most common and perhaps an inalienable element in this repertoire would, unsurprisingly, be manipulation of nationalism and nationalistic sentiments. Thus, this paper seeks to expand on the support or mobilization tools that governments seek use for gaining legitimacy of their oppressive behavior in the existence of a weak state syndrome. The paper draws from civil conflict, nationalism and human rights literatures to underline how civil conflict and human rights violations tend to go hand in hand in the decline of the state capacity.

Riot, coup, revolution, rebellious movements, civil war are sometimes considered as different moments and levels of violence on the same continuum that we would generally call civil violence and therefore are studied as such. What tends to increase in correlation with the increase of civil dissent against the state is the oppression and violation of human rights by the state (Cingranelli and Richards 1999). I would like to start the literature review to pinpoint some reasons of grievances and dissent of citizens and how citizens with grievances tend to organize and mobilize and express their grievances. Then I will go on with scrutinizing the relationship between weak state capacity, oppression and human rights violations. I will end with how weak governments might use nationalism as a “repertoire of oppression” to legitimize their existence and violations of human rights.
Civil Violence, Oppression, and Mobilization versus Deprived Actor Literatures
The literature about civil violence is often divided under two broad categories of “greed” and “grievance” (Regan and Norton 2005), or, resource mobilization models and deprived actor models (Mason 2004). Resource mobilization literature tackles with the ways the dissident leaders overcome the collective action problem when trying to mobilize citizens of grievances and try to lure citizens into joining their dangerous “cause” by giving them selective benefits (Collier 2000). The danger in joining a rebellious group lies in state oppression and the recurrent violations of human rights. The right against political imprisonment and the right against torture are commonly overlooked in an oppressive state (Cingranelli and Richards 1999). A weak state unable to respond to demands of certain rights or certain public goods chooses to oppress hoping to deter, although this plan usually backfires, radicalizing the moderate demands (Mason 2004). The grievance or deprived actor literature, on the other hand, tackles with the issues that put the citizens at dissent in the first place. I will talk about some issues from the grievance literature first, and then move to greed literature to emphasize how civil violence and human rights literatures are interwoven; and the thread that weaves them together is the exercise of oppression in the absence of state capacity.

Relative deprivation theory is one of the most commonly cited explanations of dissident individuals. According to this idea, individuals feel deprived of certain rights and benefits that they think they are entitled to enjoy and exercise, economic, political or social (Gurr 1970). Gurr differentiates between two kinds of situations that might lead the individual to feelings of deprivation, namely decremental and aspirational. In the case of decremental deprivation, the individual is no longer able to achieve or have what he once used to because of certain changes in the society, and thus the feelings of deprivation grow and sharpen grievances (Gurr 1970). Two typical examples would be confiscation or loss of land and inflation which both lead to deprivation of what the individual once had, in terms of land or income. The second type of deprivation is aspirational deprivation, where the individual aspires to achieving a certain level that he feels entitled to, and thus the grievances grow. It can be economic, in the absence of redistributive capacities of the state; political, where a certain minority group can be given limited or no rights of political expression, or social, where, a certain minority group can be banned or limited from exercising their religion or speaking their language (Gurr 1970; Mason 2004). 

Greed or resource mobilizayion literature deals with different ways that dissident leaders find to overcome the collective action problem while mobilizing support for their cause while voicing their dissent. Opportunity structures and selective incentives form the basis of this niche of literature. Just to recap Olson’s collective action problem, the members have no incentive to contribute to the overall cost to get the good, but they all have an incentive to free ride (Olson 1965). It is not because the members of a group are not self-interested and not aware of their utility function, but on the contrary, Olson argues, that they certainly are, that they do not further the group’s interest by contributing. Although the situation becomes Pareto-inferior within the group, where each member could have been better off if they could have organized themselves to provide the collective good and divide the costs, because the individual payoffs makes them better off if they free ride, no member has the incentive to pay for the costs knowing the contribution that it makes would not make a difference in the overall outcome. Therefore, it is the existence of selective incentives, positive or negative, that might ensure the survival of the latent groups. The sought public good of changing the system for the group’s benefit is not enough to mobilize individuals, in line with the collective action problem (Tilly 1978, Tarrow 1994, Regan and Norton 2005). Olson touches upon the relationship of the collective action problem with mobilizing of rebellious groups in his section about Russian revolution and the ability of the vanguard of the proletariat to mobilize people (Olson 1965). Collier (2000, 2001), Tilly (1978) and Tarrow (1994, 1998) emphasize the opportunity structures within the state that the leaders exploit to mobilize people for the rebellious or contentious movements. Collier talks about the primary commodities becoming resources that the government and the rebel group compete and fight over the control of (Collier 2000, 2001). It is no doubt the state lacking the capacity to efficiently control and protect its resources that allow for the seizure of these resources by rebel groups instead of the mere existence of these resources. Therefore, I find it less meaningful to focus on the existence of a tool, in this case primary resources, rather than focusing on how the rebel groups can seize this tool that is in possession of the state and what motivates these groups to use and manipulate this dangerous tool in the first place. The existence of the tool can only be a proxy for measuring correlation between the existence of primary commodities that finance the rebellious movements but will not get us at explaining what the causal mechanisms that lead to the usage of that tool are. Tarrow and Tilly, on the other hand, talk about the usage of grievances such as repression and inequality; however, they put more emphasis on the importance of these grievances which can be utilized by the leaders when the state weakens. Thus, weakening of state capacity is important as an opportunity according to them. Tilly coins the term “repertoires of contention” (2006) and Tarrow (1994) engages in usage of a similar framework, “cycles of contention” to also emphasize the possible repetitiveness of the repertoire, for different tools and opportunity structures dissident leaders use to mobilize followers.
Weak State Syndrome: Diminished State Capacity and its Perils, Oppression and Human Rights Violations
Thus, weak state syndrome is closely related with both streams of causal mechanisms towards civil strife. I would like to talk about the weak state syndrome and how it leads to civil strife and human rights violations. If we were willing to exemplify Hobbes’ famous Leviathan argument, weak state syndrome clearly demonstrates why civil strife would occur in an environment with diminished state capacity. Lack of ability to maintain control within borders which leads to the slipping away of monopoly on legitimate use of violence from the hands of the state ending up an almost anarchical environment with very low or no state capacity is a way of life that Hobbes famously calls “nasty, brutish and short”. Yet, without doubt, achieving control within its borders is only one of the many tasks that a state is responsible with. The ability to provide for basic public goods and secure the basic rights of its citizens is the other task that a state is responsible with. A state is unable to provide and secure these rights without being able to maintain itself as the monopoly on the legitimate use of force (Tilly 1985). A weak state with low state capacity is unable to maintain neither monopoly nor legitimacy on its use of force. Environment for the nation-state formation process was much different from post-colonial or post-communist states than it was for nation-states of Europe and United States of America (Mason 2004). Their state capacity was already weakened by colonial practices institutionally and economically. First of all, the post-colonial territories for nation-states were drawn randomly and artificially, paving the way for secessionist movements and oppressive practices such as suspension of rule of law and grave violation of human rights. This practice tends to cause civil as well as international conflicts and grave human rights violations and atrocities, as seen in Sudan, Zimbabwe, Eritrea, Ethiopia and DR Congo (Mason 2004). It becomes a vicious cycle where such oppression and violation of human rights exacerbate further decline in state capacity as well as further radicalization of dissent, moreover, lack of proper institutional checks will also catalyze both financial and physical corruption and abuses. Failed states index (2007) list “Suspension or Arbitrary Application of the Rule of Law and Widespread Violation of Human Rights” as one of the indicators of a failed state. “Emergence of authoritarian, dictatorial or military rule, outbreak of politically inspired violence…” and “Rising number of political prisoners or dissidents” and “Widespread abuse of legal, political and social rights, including those of individuals, groups or cultural institutions” 

is how this component is described by the Failed States Index (FundforPeace 2007). 

The institutional dimension of this arbitrary divide is that colonial rulers traditionally give administrative and bureaucratic tasks to represent the colonial powers and to “rule the country” to a single ethnic or religious group, and this emboldens hatreds between the group and the rest of the society after the colonial power leaves. The world has most gravely observed (literally only observed) this problem in the Rwandan genocide as well as post-colonial problems in Uganda (Mason 2004). Glaeser (2005) and Horowitz (1985) each touch upon a similar idea of ethnic or religious strife. Glaeser talks about the Nazi Germany and the ability of the “entrepreneurs of hate” to play on and pray upon dissident feelings of Germans when they compared themselves with the Jews who were economically better off. The reason that Jews could grow economically the way they did was because of what Horowitz calls the “ethnic division of labor” in society, where certain professions are allocated to certain groups in the society, and this division of labor might one day favor one group over the other.

Second of all, the economic environment in which the states needed to survive in as well as their past economic practices made the process even harder. The inability of African, Asian and Middle Eastern countries to detach from their colonial past which basically is made up of deliberate impoverishment and deliberate enforcement to focus on their primary commodities by the colonial powers would also make a viable dependency argument. A newly formed state trying to adapt to an already established international system surely has a longer and harder way to go now then the European states that molded the international system in their image. Dependency theorists look at civil wars as strife between the core and the periphery within the nation. The core of the periphery nation which the civil strife is taking place is the state oppressing the periphery to cooperate with core of the core nations. When the periphery of the periphery revolts against this economic oppression, civil strife comes about (Spybey 1992). Yet, there is one important element missing from this analysis, if it is the case that periphery of the periphery is revolting, how are they financing themselves? There should be core members of other countries aiding them in some way. At this point, the primary commodity argument comes about. The countries and multinational corporations, by accepting to buy these primary commodities, are fueling the conflict and taking advantage of the lack of technology and ability of these countries to process the primary commodities within their border. It becomes a vicious circle; as more primary commodities form the basis of the GDP of country, the more incentives for state to exploit it and indulge in corruption, which might sharpen grievances in a country that is already impoverished by corruption, which might push to state to coercive behavior, which might lead to grave violations of human rights and an eruption of a rebellious movement. The post-industrial and global economy is hard to survive for these states that are dependent on primary commodity exports and unable to compete in the global economy. Moreover, scholars like Bussman and Schneider (2007) look at the effects of IMF on economies and show that some decisions may create grievances and inequalities as in the case of Argentina. The state, that is in need of the aid becomes a vanguard of IMF policies and becomes the object of dissent. 
The imposed legitimacy of the weak state continues to wear thin as the isolated groups of the society get oppressed and state starts to terrorize and ostracize members of the group. The governments of such states (be it neopatrimonial dictatorship, military oligarchy, or transition democracy) is not capable of accommodating demands and restoring any legitimacy, and feel greatly threatened by any demand, regardless of the size of demand. State oppression and civil unrest continue to grow in a vicious cycle. The state oppression begins with violation of some political and social rights, and may escalate into state terror in which state agents, state military, state police and death squads threaten and violate basic human rights such as physical integrity rights or the right to live. Starting with quasi-legal measures, such as restricting political rights like rights to assemble, the restriction and violation of human rights can escalate to political imprisoning, torturing and disappearance during imprisonment and assassination (Mason 2004). Such behavior radicalizes the reform seekers fearing that non-violent means of issuing demands will only get them closer to the bitter fate of torture or death that other dissidents met. Thus they radicalize as they get further oppressed. The grievances increase, and with oppression and violation of human rights becoming a standard ordinary procedure of the state apparatus, so does the tools for mobilization, or repertoires of contention (Mason 2004, Mc Adam et al 1996).  
As state oppression tends to spread around a higher number of the population and becomes a regular practice spread across time, with the human rights violations engraved on the collective memory, so does the repertoires of contention, or cues to mobilization, similar to how a standard operating procedure mobilizes a military. These “repertoires of contention” consist of “limited numbers of historically established performances linking claimants to the objects of their claims” (McAdam et al 1996:23) Thus, as a way of overcoming the collective action problem, these “repertoires of contention” readily serve as cues to the dissident group, utilizing symbols readily familiar to them and welcoming them to the participation in a contentious act. A peasant, a worker, a student is readily familiar with the cues to the imminent mobilization of the contentious act, a peasant knows when and how to seize land, a worker knows when and how to strike, a student knows when and how to rally, since it is engraved in the collective memory of the group as a tool to be used against oppression. Otherwise it becomes pointless to engage in an individual or a slow contentious act which is doomed to fail in which the result is punishment on a scale from exclusion to death depending on the level of repression exerted by the state. The social transaction costs are minimized through these repertoires (Tarrow 1998).
Therefore, the first set of hypotheses link grievances or dissent with state capacity and human rights.

H1a: Lower the state capacity, the higher the grievances due to economic and political conditions will be.

H1b: Lower the state capacity, the higher the violation of human rights will be.
If we were to trace the causal mechanism, here is what it will look like:
Diagram 1

[image: image1]
As can be traced from the diagram, low state capacity both directly and indirectly affects the increase of oppression and radicalization of dissent. Low state capacity exacerbates grievances because of the disability of the state to provide and maintain basic public goods for the people, and eases mobilization of the dissident because of its disability to maintain monopoly on the legitimate use of force, thus indirectly increasing dissent. In the absence of state capacity, oppression seems to be the only option for the government, which in return radicalizes the dissidents, and oppression and radicalization of dissent becomes a vicious circle which increases human rights violations and violence. 
Security dilemma and “Repertoires of Oppression”

Since the weak state can not respond to the dissent of the worse-off and alienated sections of the society by seeking remedy for their problems, since they are not economically and institutionally equipped to achieve this, it tries to oppress and increase its coerciveness, hoping to deter any kind of public dissent. Thus, a version of security dilemma occurs within the state where the state oppresses further in response to dissent, further emboldening grievances and radicalizing groups. In order to increase its coercive abilities, it increases military spending, thus spending even less on basic public goods and weakening its capacity, thus becoming even more vulnerable to being seen as an illegitimate authority. Research shows very high positive correlation between civil strife and human rights violations. States put the rule of law on hold, refusing to exercise physical integrity rights such as right against torture, against political imprisonment (Cingranelli and Richards 1999) and political rights such as to mobilize for peaceful demonstrations (Mason 2004).
How will the weak state respond to becoming an illegitimate source of authority other than increasing its oppressiveness and coerciveness? In order to maintain a minimum winning coalition to back them up, so that they will not be overthrown, the government would try to focus on and ensure the loyalty of a certain part of society (Bueno de Mesquita et al 2005). The most obvious choice to focus on in an ethnically fractionalized society would be to manipulate nationalistic sentiments of the majority group and to label the dissidents as “other”, rallying the majority group around the flag. However, in cases of diminished state capacity and the danger of state failure, national sentiments, which have always been used to create a rally-around-the-flag effect, especially during the first stages of its foundation, can be used to create us-and-them dichotomy in multi-ethnic states. Therefore, the state might try to increase its legitimacy among the ethnic group that is in majority by investing on the group economically and politically, while using members of that ethnic group to alienate and legitimize the human rights violations on the rest of the society, thus trying to ensure a minimum winning coalition even in conditions of most grave human right violations. Borrowing Tilly’s (2006) terminology, I call such focusing of resources and nationalistic sentiments as “repertoires of oppression”. States suffering from weak state syndrome often times legitimize the “temporary” abandonment of constitution and basic rights by claiming that the state is in danger, trying to rally citizens around the flag. Ethnic commonalities are the easiest way to achieve this since language is a very important component of identifying with a group (Anderson 1991). 
“It[Nation] is an imagined political community—and imagined as both inherently limited and sovereign. It is imagined because the members of even the smallest nation will never know most of their fellow members…; yet in the minds of each lives the image of the communion…The nation is imagined as both limited and sovereign…The nation is imagined as limited because even the largest of them….has finite, if elastic boundaries…..Regardless of the actual inequality and exploitation that may prevail in each, the nation is always conceived as a deep, horizontal comradeship. Ultimately it is this fraternity that makes it possible, over the past two centuries, for so many millions of people, not so much to kill, as willingly to die for such limited imaginings” (Anderson 1991: 15-6). 
This famous quotation from Anderson’s Imagined Communities is still apt, not only to explain international conflicts in the presence of mercenaries of modern times, but to reveal how a certain amount of people, those who are better off and those whose public goods provided by the state are comparatively wider, can be tolerant to being robbed out of certain rights.  Thus, through the aid of a limited amount of resources to be spent to public goods, a weak state can backlash a dissident movement mobilized by manipulation of repertoires of contention by using nationalistic sentiments as repertoires of oppression: that is, trying to legitimize existence of oppression and violation of certain rights. Thus to hypothesize,
H2a: In ethnically divided states suffering from weak state syndrome, governments are more likely to manipulate nationalistic sentiments.

H2b: They are also more likely to violate human rights.
Research Agenda

Qualitative Research Agenda

The qualitative research agenda of this project revolves around a state that has been in the top five of the Failed States Index, Iraq. Failed States Index, a project of the Journal of Foreign Policy and Fund for Peace, has been a reliable indicator of state capacity since 2005 with different economic, social and political indicators of state stability, as mentioned previously (FundforPeace 2005). 
Another justification for the usage of the case is that Saddam Hussein’s Iraq is a textbook example for a sultanistic/ neopatrimonial regime of modern times, a regime type that typically falls to the trap of oppression-lack of state capacity vicious circle. Although it was a military coup that overthrew the previous regime (which also had came to power with a military coup by overthrowing the king) and brought Ba’ath Party to government in Iraq in 1963, after the Presidency of Saddam in 1979, the regime became totally neopatrimonial, revolving around “father-leader” Saddam (Humphreys 1999). A sultanistic or neopatrimonial regime is personal dictatorship where the dictator and its patronage network loyal to him have total control over the state. The minimum winning coalition in such a regime is maintained by the dictator feeding on fear and greed. A minimum winning coalition needed by the leader to stay in power is maintained through a distribution of goods (Bueno de Mesquita et al 2005). The dictator distributes private goods to the selectorate, in this case the closely knitted patronage network within the Ba’ath Party, and installs fear amongst the whole society to repress any dissident movements. The leader makes sure the whole society knows what becomes of those who dare to “betray” and voice dissidence to the leader. Meanwhile, the dictator manipulates and reinvents national symbols and ideas to “enlist grassroots support and loyalty” (Holsti 1996, 50). Where the state is not considered legitimate by the people and there are fractioned and multiple sovereignties within the state, just as the dissident group needs a “repertoire of contention” to mobilize the contentious movement, so is the state apparatus in need of a “repertoire of oppression” to mobilize and continue the loyalty to the state. Othering and creating threats that is potentially expected from the “other” within as well as outside the state to assume the role of a protection racket (Tilly 1985) is also within this “repertoire”. Nationalism is a tool that encapsulates this entire “repertoire” in one recurrent theme. It mobilizes people for the “good” of the state and rallies them around the flag even towards an incompetent state that is unable to provide for many needs of citizens creating symbols and doctrines to serve as “repertoires” and it creates “others” and it embellishes threats from “others” to underline necessity of the state as a protection racket. 
Iraq under Saddam Hussein is a fitting illustration of “repertoires of oppression” at work. From the moment he became the president, Saddam began working the knitting of this repertoire. He made continuous use of Pan-Arabism throughout the regime and used religion as a tool when he saw fitting. He emphasized the historical importance of Baghdad throughout history for all Arabs, thus trying to highlight the importance of his own regime. He often cited moments from the history of the Abbasid caliphate, was the Golden Age of Islam, thus appealed to the collective memory of Arabs, trying to unify them through a promise of the return of glorious days for Arabs and Baghdadis. Truthfully, Baghdad along with Tikrit (where Saddam was from) were perhaps the only places that the state invested, since the core of the minimum winning coalition of Saddam, Sunni Arabs that are in elite positions of Ba’ath Party, lived in Baghdad.
Baghdad was the center of the glory days of the Islamic civilization with its central location in Mesopotamia, in the intersection of trade routes (Lewis, 2002: 94, Ogutcu 2006). According to Egger (2004: 87), with half a million population at the beginning of the 9th century, Baghdad “was certainly one of the two or three greatest cities in the world”. Right after he assumed “presidency” in 1979, Saddam’s first three acts were to build a huge statue of himself in Baghdad, order the execution of twenty one cabinet members who were against his omnipotent “presidency”, and rebuild “Ancient Babylon of Nebuchadnezzar” in Baghdad. (Stoessinger 1998, 159). He set up paramilitary and police organization People’s Army for internal oppression, and Department of Intelligence for gathering internal and external intelligence. Torture and execution were commonplace for those who were denounced as having spoken or having acted against Saddam’s regime, regardless of the religion, sect or ethnicity. Yet, Saddam, being a Sunni Arab, chose the Sunni Arabs as the main group to target his “repertoire” to and expected solidarity from in order to mobilize for his regime. First starting with the Sunni Arabs at his own state, he sought to become a leader figure for all Sunni Arabs like Gamal Abdel Nasser or Anwar Sadat of Egypt (Humpreys 1999, Stoessinger 1998). How there leaders achieved such a leader image was again through nationalist mobilization of Arabs against Israel, and Saddam, using symbols from history that associate glory with Baghdad and othering of Shi’as (within Iraq and in Iran) and Kurds, sought to mobilize people around his leadership and expand his influence to all the Arab world. Thus, he used Sunni Pan-Arabism, also utilizing the historical importance of Baghdad, as the main tool in his “repertoire of oppression”. 
Fear, fear from the “other”, the “enemy” that is against “the nation”, fear of what fate awaits if one is to rebel against Saddam, as happened to Kurds in 1988 and 1991 and to Shi’as in 1991, lubricated by the greed for patronage spoilers and bubbling nationalistic sentiments maintained the state until the US invasion (Stoessinger 1998). Iraq is a fitting political environment for this, due to the fractionalized nature of the society. It is easy to pick a certain group from the society that matches the leader’s own ethnic background, in this case Sunni Arabs, and create others as threats to the society and unity of the nation, in this case Kurds and Shi’as, and thus mobilize support and solidarity for the oppressive illegitimate state.
The research project seeks to examine, through a qualitative focus group interview project, the different approaches of different factions towards the Ba’athist Regime of Saddam, to get at the core of “repertoires of oppression”. Three families that sought refuge in USA, a Sunni Arabic family, a Kurdish family that are religiously conservative and a Kurdish family that are religiously liberal will be interviewed.  The core purpose of the study is to trace the causal link for the second set of hypotheses, whether a phenomena that we can call as “repertoire of oppression”, a mobilization and oppression tool to maintain power and legitimacy among the minimum winning coalition exists, and whether Arab nationalism and othering of other elements within the state, i.e. Kurds, is an alienable component of this repertoire. 
Interview of the grown-up members of the three families will be the main tool of the research. For the two Kurdish families, the distinction between religiously conservative and religiously liberal will be done mainly based on the female members, whether they wear headscarf or not. The Kurdish families had come to USA after the 1991 repression of the Kurdish rebellion and the Arab family came to USA during the peak of the insurgency following the 2003 invasion. The purpose of choosing a religiously conservative versus a religiously liberal Kurdish family seek to determine the role of religion in the Pan-Arabic propaganda that Saddam utilized, and to resolve to which extend religion was a part of the “repertoire of oppression”, and whether it was important enough of a factor that people who valued religion saw any kind of legitimacy in the rule regardless of their ethnic base and were able to escape the wrath of being othered. The income levels are about the same for the three families. 
Questions seek to target identity issues and how large identity played a part in being under the favor of the dictator versus being under the oppression of the dictator during Saddam’s regime in Iraq, and how oppression versus favoritism changed the amount with which a person would be exposed to human rights (specifically physical integrity rights) violations. With questions such as “how would you describe your identity”, and “how much of solidarity and kinship do you feel towards Arabs/ Kurds in Kuwait, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Syria/ Iran, Turkey”, the complex interplay of nationalism, ummahism, and othering will be scrutinized. The puzzle begins when while playing on one element of identity, and creating an “other” to construct it, one can “other” and ostracize those who would be considered allies according to other elements of identity. Dichotomy of Sunni Arabs vs. Sunni Kurds, or dichotomy of Sunni Arabs vs. Shi’a Arabs falls into this type of a puzzle. Afterwards, questions that link this repertoire with human rights violations will be directed, such as “have your physical integrity rights ever been violated by any person or institution that wowed loyalty to the Saddam regime? Do you know anybody whose rights were violated? What was their background? What were they accused of?”.
Quantitative Research Agenda

For the quantitative research, I seek to look at the physical integrity rights violations in 52 African and 51 Asian states between years 1981 and 2006. The data will be taken from Cingranelli-Richards (CIRI) Human Rights dataset. Ordered logit Ordinal categories This is an index constructed from the torture, extrajudicial killing, political imprisonment, and disappearance indicators from the same dataset. It ranges from 0 (no government respect for these four rights) to 8 (full government respect for these four rights) (Cingranelli and Richards 2008). This indicator will be my dependent variable, and an ordered logit model will be used. The dataset will be merged with with Political Stability Task Force/ State Failure Dataset Phase III (Gurr et al 2000) for the same years and World Development Indicators (World Bank 2003) for the same years. I am especially interested in the two variables in the State Failure dataset: adverse regime change data and mobilization that has been coded within the ethnic war data, and the infant mortality rate from WDI. 
I have two variables as proxies for state capacity, which will be my main independent variable: GDP per capita and adverse regime change. Through GDP per capita, I am seeking to capture the economic inefficiency and incapability of the state, log of GDP per capita is taken. The second variable seeking to capture state capacity is adverse regime change. It is assumed that adverse regime change is linked with repression as well as with democracy/ autocracy levels. The adverse regime change event category is dependent on POLITY IV data, analyzing shifts from more democratic, open and electoral systems to closed and authoritarian system. The adverse regime change event captures the drop of six or more points in the POLITY IV score within three years or less. 

Mobilization, Infant Mortality Rate as proxy for grievances, and Ethnic and Religious Fractionalization are three other independent variables. In Political Stability Task Force/ State Failure Dataset, there is an ordinal coding of number of activists or combatants mobilized by a rebel group starting from 0 with less than 100 and going up to 4 with more than 15,000 with 9 as no basis for judging. I will have the infant mortality rate as a proxy for grievances, after the log is taken. Infant mortality rate would capture the severe maldistribution or lack of provision of resources that result in grievances. Ethnic and Religious fractionalization seeks to get at group grievances and “repertoires of oppression”.
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