



























































ASSYRIANS' CASE FOR AUTONOMY 341

implicitly, that Turkey should retain the Mosul vilayet."” Nevertheless, the
British went ahead with their resettlement scheme. Toynbee continues:

Rightly or wrongly the assumption was made that the frontier would be revised,
and that at any rate the actual Mosul vilayet would eventually pass to Irag. On
this assumption the process of dispersal was carried out, in the hope that in due
course it would be supported and the Assyrian Christians not handed over once
again to the tender mercies of the Turks. In the course of this summer almost all
the Assyrians were settled successfully under British auspices—some in the
Mosul plain, others in the Dohuk foothills, others in the Amadiyah mountains,
and others in their old homes just inside or just beyond the vilayet boundary.®

Since the beginning, the Assyrians acted militarily to defend the new nation of
Iraq. Wilson states that in 1919 approximately two thousand Assyrians enlisted as
members of the Levies, the elite fighting squad put together by the British. These
Assyrians were "organized into two battalions for the defense of the Mosul fron-
tier, they were as good fighting material as could be wished . . . [and] during 1919
and in subsequent years they performed invaluable service as an integral part of
the Defense Forces of Iraq, under the direct control of the High Commissioner.*!
The Assyrian troops were tricked by the British to suppress the Kurdish rebellions
in northern Mosul since the Assyrians were familiar with the mountainous regions.
In August 1919, the British forces attempted to suppress a Kurdish rebellion in the
Amadiyah district, an area which was "closely wooded in places, and as mountain-
ous as the most difficult part of the North-West Frontier of India."®? The type of
fighting required was "wholly novel to the vast majority" of the British troops
being used, and an "Assyrian battalion, composed exclusively of Assyrian Chris-
tian mountaineers under British and Assyrian officers, was sent up from Baghdad.
'"They proved,' writes General MacMunn, 'a most valuable addition to our force,
quite equal to the Kurds at their own tactics."®

In September 1920, the Kurds of the Aqra district rebelled against the British
administration. Wilson reports that the rebels were

ineffectively dealt with by a column from Mosul, and were not {inally defeated
until some 600 of them had the misfortune to attack an Assyrian repatriation camp

Wilson, supra note 67, at 213-14.
$Toynbee, supra note 69, at 485,
8Wilson, supra note 67, at 37,
874, at 150.

81bid.



342 CHAPTER 18

thirty miles north-east of Mosul. The Assyrians, though heavily out-numbered,
made short work of their assailants, . . . In this engagement the Kurds suffered
losses greater than were inflicted by all the punitive expeditions undertaken
against the Northern Kurds by regular troops in 1919-20. "But for this entirely
fortuitous support,” says General Haldane, "it is possible that a large portion of the
Mosul Division might have been swamped in the wave of anarchy." . . . This
successful stroke on the part of the Assyrians, coming at a critical moment, was of
the greatest value, and General Haldane was able to concentrate his attention on
the Middle Euphrates and the Diyala regions . . . .%

In 1923, Turkey still occupied the Rowanduz district in the northeast section
of the Mosul vilayet. When Britain's attempt to establish a Kurdish government
in the adjoining district of Sulaymaniyah failed, an Anglo-Iraqi force occupied the
district. This force also captured Rowanduz from the Turks on April 22, 1923, and
Toynbee reports that "in this operation, the Assyrian Levies again distinguished
themselves."®

The Lausanne Conference had opened on November 20, 1922, and on its
agenda was the determination of the frontier between Turkey and Iraq. The Lau-
sanne Treaty was signed on July 24, 1923. The area occupied by Britain and
Turkey on this date became the provisional boundary known as the "Brussels
line," which eventually became the permanent frontier between Iraq and Turkey.
It was clear that the Assyrian military actions caused Iraq to receive a greater
amount of land than it would otherwise have received, since (1) the Assyrians
helped maintain British control of the northern portions of the Mosul vilayet, (2)
the Assyrians helped drive the Turks from Rowanduz and its environs, which area
subsequently became part of Iraq; and (3) the ouster of the Turkish forces from
Rowanduz separated the portion of the Sulaymaniyah district, which was under
the control of a Kurdish ruler, from the territory administered by the Turkish
government, thus allowing the British to occupy the area after the Lausanne Treaty
was signed.

Article 3 of the Lausanne Treaty provided:

The frontier between Turkey and Iraq shall be laid down in friendly arrangement
to be concluded between Turkey and Great Britain within nine months. In the
event of no agreement being reached between the two Governments within the
time mentioned, the dispute shall be referred to the Council of the League of
" Nations. The Turkish and British Governments reciprocally undertake that,

8d. at291.
$Toynbee, supra note 65, at 489.
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pending the decision to be reached on the subject of the frontier, no military or
other movement shall take place which might modify in any way the present state
of the territories of which the final fate will depend on that decision.®

At one of the conferences preceding the signing of the Lausanne Treaty, Lord
Curzon had remarked in a memorandum addressed to Turkey's Ismet Pasha on
December 11, 1922, that "the Assyrians who were driven from the region of
Julamerk and the Persian border by Turkish troops during the war, who died in
thousands in their flight to Iraq, and who had settled there, would fight to the death
rather than permit the return of their new homes to a people who to them were the
symbol of oppression."” Thus a representative of the British government had
gong on record that the presence of the Assyrians in their new homes in the Mosul
vilayet was an important factor in favor of placing the Mosul area within Iraq
rather than Turkey.

In May, 1924, in accordance with the Lausanne Treaty, the parties met at
Constantinople. At this Conference the plight of the Assyrians who had settled
north of the vilayet border was raised. According to the League of Nations Fron-
tier Commission Report,

'At the beginning of April, 1924, the British Government had notified the Iraq
Government of its intention to demand the cession to Iraq of a portion of the
Assyrian territory . . . and asked whether the Baghdad Government would be
prepared to guarantee that Assyrians who had not yet settled should be able to
acquire, on favorable conditions, some of the abandoned land in the northern
districts. The British Government further asked whether the Iraq Government
would be prepared to grant all the Assyrians the same local autonomy as they
enjoyed before the war under Turkish rule. The reply of the Iraq government,
which was given on April 30th, was in the affirmative.®®

Hence the British government argued for an extension of the frontiers of Iraq to
include a portion of the Hakkiari vilayet. Sir Percy Cox, the British representative
to the Conference, explained that the proposed frontier would "admit of the estab-
lishment of the Assyrians in a compact community . .. if not in every case in their
ancestral habitations, at all events in suitable adjacent districts."*

828 LNTS 17 (1924).
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Although the proposed British line did not include all of the pre-war home of
the Assyrians, it.did include the portions of the Hakkiari vilayet which the Assyri-
ans had reoccupied in 1921 with British approval and assistance. Sir Percy Cox
argued that "in this additional territory claimed for Iraq north of the Mosul vilayet
boundary, scarcely a vestige of Turkish authority" existed.”

The Conference broke up on June 5, 1924, with no agreement being reached
between the two parties. On August 6, the British government referred the frontier
question to the League of Nations. Again, the British brought up the Assyrian
issue. In a memorandum dated August 14, 1924, and submitted to the Secretary-
General on September 20, the British government stated:

His Britannic Majesty's Government have given their careful and sympathetic
consideration to the undoubted desirability of including within the Iraq frontier as
much as possible of the old Assyrian country. They have had to hold the scale
between racial and political considerations on the one side, and economic, strate-
gic and geographical considerations on the other. They have reluctantly come to
the conclusion that weight must be given entirely to the latter considerations in the
case of the Assyrian country which lies to the north of the proposed frontier. . . .
(But) to draw the line further to the south in this region would, apart from eco-
nomic and strategic disabilities, produce such a panic among the Assyrians that
they would find no alternative but a resort either to mass emigration or to a fight
to the death in defense of their ideals. Peace and prosperity upon this section of
the frontier would be impossible.”!

In August, 1924, a Turkish Vali passing through the Hakkiari region was
detained by members of an Assyrian tribe which had resettled there. Turkish
troops retaliated by attacking the reconstructed Assyrian villages, and about eight
thousand Assyrians fled south to the territory under British-Iraqi occupation and
arrived as refugees in Amadiyah.”

In a letter submitted to the League of Nations on September 20, 1924, the
Turkish government protested the British government's use of airplanes to attack
Turkish troops who had been used to drive out the Assyrians.” On September 30,
the British government responded that the planes were used because it was "clear

“Toynbee, supra note 65, at 497.

9112 LNOJT 1569-70 (1924). We may infer that Britain's "giving up" of the area north of the proposed frontier
was an astute bargaining tactic to assure that the main objective—the Mosul vilayet—would go to Iraq and
hence safeguard the Assyrian population from the Turks.
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that Turkish regular forces were definitely invading the area administered by His
Majesty's Government at the date of the signature of the Lausanne Treaty and
were wilfully disregarding the status quo. On September 22, the High Commis-
sioner reported that detachments of the Iraq police and of local levies . . . had been
forced back to Amadia. Their retirement was accompanied by the flight of a mass
of Assyrian Christians and Iraq tribesmen, who are pouring into Amadia in large
numbers."* Thus, although the Lausanne Treaty had provided that "no military or
other action shall take place which might modify in any way the present state of
the territories," Britain and Turkey did not agree on what line constituted the
status quo. To remedy this dispute, the League Council, meeting at Brussels on
October 29, determined a provisional frontier line to be observed until a final
settlement was reached.”® The line drawn was the "territorial position in the area
under consideration at the time of the signature of the Treaty of Lausanne."*® As
Toynbee observed:

The so-called "Brussels line" did not depart very widely from that trace of the
northern boundary of the Mosul vilayet which had been described by the British
Government as defining the northern limit of Anglo-Iraqi occupation and admin-
istration under the status quo of the 24th July, 1923 (the Lausanne Treaty). The
effect was to leave under Anglo-Iraqi occupation the whole of the Sulaymaniyah
sanjag and to bring under it a fraction of the so-called "no-man's-land" in Hakkiari
north of the former vilayet boundary, while bringing under Turkish occupation all
the rest of the Hakkiari "no-man's-land," together with some fragments of terri-
tory on the Mosul side of the former vilayet boundary.”’

On September 30, 1924, The Council created a Commission to present infor-
mation and suggestions regarding the frontier.”® After visiting the area, the Com-
mission reported to the Council on July 16, 1925.%

The Commission report suggested that the "Brussels line" serve as the perma-
nent boundary between Iraq and Turkey. Thus the 87,890 square kilometers south
of the Brussels line which was claimed by Turkey would become part of Irag, and

%1d. at 1586.

%Id. at 1659.
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the 3,500 square kilometers north of the line which was claimed by Britain would
become part of Turkey.'®

The presence of Assyrians in the Mosul vilayet was an important factor in the
Commission's decision that all of the vilayet should go to Irag. After stating that
the "Turkish Government has laid great stress upon the importance of the wishes
of'the population of the disputed territory" and that the "British Government also
bases its political arguments very largely on the views of the people, as it con-
ceives them," the Commission summarized the views of the various ethnic groups
inhabiting the Mosul vilayet. !

The Commission did not, however, conduct a plebiscite. The Commission
report states that "as early as the Lausanne Conference the Turkish government
advocated a plebiscite among the population concerned as the only equitable
means of settling the dispute, whereas the British Government seemed in favor of
the appointment of a commission to collect all such information as may be thought
necessary."!” After the League of Nations Council appointed the Commission,
the Turkish delegate again expressed his preference for a plebiscite and requested
that the Commission begin its investigation by deciding whether or not a plebiscite
would be a suitable procedure.'®

The Turkish government argued that the population of the Mosul vilayet
should be "given an opportunity of freely deciding its own future," as had the
populations of several disputed territories in Europe. The British government
responded that: (1) the inhabitants were too poorly educated to place proper
emphasis on strategic, geographic, economic, and administrative factors; (2) it
would be too difficult to obtain sufficient neutral forces to maintain order; (3) the
voters might be inhibited by fear of Turkish reprisals (if Turkey were to be granted
the areas); (4) the question involved the laying down of a border, which question
could not be settled practically by a poll; (5) the wishes of the people were gener-
- ally known to be sympathetic with Iraq; and (6) the British government did not
claim a frontier north of that claimed because of the impracticability of conducting
a plebiscite, but if

the plebiscite were accepted as the most suitable method of reaching a solution,
the British Government would feel bound to put aside the reasons which induced
itto exclude from the state of Iraq a considerable area to the north of the Vilayet

19%9H. Foster, The Making of Modern Iraq, 160 (1935).
LN Comm'n Doc., supra note 12, at 75.
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of Mosul; it would then ask for a plebiscite to be held in this area also. The terri-
tory referred to comprises the greater part of the original home of the Assyrians;
it would also include the country inhabited by certain Kurdish tribes, which have
made overtures to the Iraq Government, and by certain Arab tribes. Of the Assyr-
ians who formerly lived in this region, some have now settled in Iraq, but many
are at present scattered about Russia, in the Caucasus and elsewhere. It would, of
course, be necessary to try to ascertain their views. In any case it would be unfair
to adopt the Turkish suggestion that the plebiscite be confined to the Vilayet of
Mosul,1*

The Commission rejected the Turkish request for a plebiscite, on the grounds
that an effective, neutral administration and police force could not be secured, and
that the voting would "scarcely afford a true reflection of the wishes of the peo-
ple," since they would probably vote as instructed by their tribal chiefs or vote out
of "fear of Government reprisals."!*®

During its tour of the Mosul vilayet, the Commission members interviewed
numerous inhabitants of the area. Regarding the Assyrians, its report stated:

The Assyrians are anxious to be independent, as they were in practice before the
war. They asked to be placed under European—preferably British—protection or
mandate. If their wishes cannot be wholly realized, they would be prepared to pay
tribute to a sovereign state provided that they could have a wide measure of local
autonomy. They are opposed, however, to being again subjected to Turkish
rule,'%

On the other hand, the Christians interviewed by the Commission considered it
"essential that a European mandate should be maintained; if this form of control
should come to an end they think that a Turkish government would be prefer-
able . . . to an entirely independent Arab government."'” The Commission also
noted that although some witnesses hesitated to give an opinion in favor of Iraq
"due to fear of reprisals on the part of the Turks should they return to the country,
this fear did not prevent any Christian witness from expressing his views."1%
The opinions of the other groups were divided. Among the Kurds, some
expressed a desire for a separate Kurdish state under European protection, some

0474, at 16.
19514, at 19.
%74, at 79.
W14, at 16.
9874 at 75.



348 CHAPTER I8

preferred a Turkish government, while still others preferred Arab government,
with or without the British mandate. Although some of the Arabs wanted the Iraq
government, many were pro-Turkish, while a third group was in favor of an Iraq
government yet "vehemently urged that the mandate and the Anglo-Iraq Treaty
must come to an end as soon as possible. Some of them added that they preferred
Turkey to an Arab State placed under mandate or assisted by foreign administra-
tive advisors."!%®
In its conclusion, the Commission stated:

subject to the reservations made in the report in regard to the opinions given, the
fact seems to be established that, taking the territory as a whole, the desires ex-
pressed by the population were more in favour of Iraq than of Turkey. It must,
however, be realized that the attitude of most of the people was influenced by the
desire for effective support under the mandate, and by economic considerations,
rather than by any feeling of solidarity with the Arab Kingdom; if these two
factors had carried no weight with the persons consulted, it is probable that the
majority of them would have preferred to return to Turkey rather than to be at-
tached to Iraq.!™®

The final conclusion was that

important arguments, particularly of an economic and geographical nature, and
the sentiments (which all the reservations stated) of the majority of the inhabitants
of the territory taken as a whole, operate in favour of the union with Iraq of the
whole territory south of the "Brussels line," subject to the following conditions:

(1) The territory must remain under the effective mandate of the League of
Nations for a period which may be put at twenty-five years;

(2) Regard must be paid to the desires expressed by the Kurds that officials of
Kurdish race be appointed for the administration of their country . .. .'!!

Since the disputed area was "inhabited by Christians, Kurds, Arabs, Turks,
Yezidi and Jews, in that order of numerical importance,"''? and since the view-
point of the inhabitants was an important factor in determining the fate of the
Mosul vilayet, the presence of the Assyrians (who comprised most of the Christian
element) and their unanimous desire to become a part of Iraq under a League

91d. at 77.
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mandate was an overwhelmingly significant factor in securing the Mosul vilayet
for Iraq. Indeed, the Commission's recommendation that Iraq receive the Mosul
vilayet, contingent upon the continuance of the League mandate, was identical to
the view endorsed by the Assyrians living in the territory.!?

The Commission's concern for the Assyrians and their freedom was shown at
the end of the report:

We feel it our duty, however, to point out that the Assyrians should be guaranteed
the re-establishment of the ancient privileges which they possessed in practice, if
not officially, before the war. Whichever may be the sovereign State, it ought to
grant these Assyrians a certain local autonomy, recognizing their right to appoint
their own officials and contenting itself with a tribute from them, paid through the
agent of their Patriarch.'™

‘When the League Council met to discuss the Commission report on Septem-
ber 3, 1925, the British representative argued that the presence of the Christians in
the area north of Mosul city was an important reason for not adopting a frontier
south of that proposed by the Commission:

I refer to the suggestions of a partition of the territory south of the Brussels line
between Turkey and Iraq, a suggestion to which the Commissioners have given
greater precision by indicating the line of the lesser Zab as a possible frontier.
From the economic and strategic point of view, any line south of the Brussels line
is, on the Comumissioner's own showing, inferior to that line. More than that, from
the racial point of view and the wishes of the inhabitants, any such participation
would involve the very maximum of hardship and injustice to all parties con-
cerned. It would exclude from Iraq the great Arab centre of Mosul as well as the
bulk of the Assyrian population which wishes to remain in Iraq, and still leave
excluded from Turkey the greater part of the Turkish element in the Mosul
vilayet . .. !

Later in his presentation the British representative stressed that were the
Council to partition the disputed territory south of the Brussels line, "there would
be an immediate panic and flight into Iraq of the Assyrian population" living north
of such a boundary.!® The representative concluded by asking the Council to

14, at 78.
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reconsider the additional territory requested by Britain at the Conference of Con-
stantinople:

I refer to the claim which we have put forward on behalf of Iraq to such a moder-
ate extension northward of the present provisional frontier as will both give the
greatest measure of strategical security to Iraq without any economic or strate-
gical loss to Turkey and at the same time enable the remnants of the Assyrian
nation to live once again in, at any rate, a substantial portion of their ancestral
home.!!’

On September 4, the Council appointed a sub-committee composed of three
League members, including M. Unden, the Rapporteur, to examine the border
issue more closely."®

A new controversy arose during the 1925 session. In a series of letters sent to
the Secretary-General of the League, the first of which was submitted on Septem-
ber 3rd, the British government alleged that Turkey was deporting to Iraq the
Chaldean Christians living in the area between the Brussels line and the northern
frontier claimed by Great Britain, thus violating the Lausanne Treaty.!' Turkey
also alleged that Great Britain was violating the Brussels line.’?® In a letter dated
September 21, Britain requested that the Council "despatch such representative or
representatives to the locality of the Brussels line as may be required for the
purpose of investigating so far as possible the charges which have already been
made by the two Governments . . . ."'?! On September 24, the Council adopted a
resolution that a representative be sent to the area,'” and on September 28, the
Council appointed General Laidoner of Estonia.'”

General Laidoner read his report to the Council on December 10, 1925.
Although the Turkish government refused to allow Laidoner and his assistant to
investigate the area north of the Brussels line, they were able to obtain evidence by
speaking with the refugees who had crossed south of the line. According to Lai-
doner: '

)4, at 1316.
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In the district of Zakho there are at present some 3,000 deported Christians, and
every day isolated groups continue to arrive in Iraq. These refugees come from
the villages situated in the zone between the Brussels line and the line claimed by
the British Government; there are also some who come from the villages situated
north of the latter line . . . . All the refugees' statements are in absolute agreement
and may be summarized as follows: (1) Turkish soldiers, under the command of
officers, occupied the villages, and in the first place obtained delivery of all the
arms; they then imposed very heavy fines and demanded women; they then pil-
laged the houses and subjected the inhabitants to atrocious acts of violence, going
as far as massacre; (2) the deportations were deportations en masse . . . . During
the deportations several persons fell ill on the way and were abandoned; others
died of starvation and cold, for, when leaving their homes, they had to abandon
everything and were unable to carry with them either food or clothing . . . . We
have moreover seen ourselves that all those who have arrived are in an absolutely
pitiable state.'?*

Laidoner concluded: "Among all the incidents which have taken place in the zone
of the Brussels line, it is beyond question that the deportations of Christians con-
stitute the most important fact, especially if we consider that a fairly large popula-
tion has been deported from the villages and that these deportations are still going
on."!? Moreover, Laidoner considered the deportations "infinitely more impor-
tant" than the other allegations because "these deportations are causing fairly
serious and easily comprehensible agitation and nervousness among the Christian
population living south of the Brussels line and in the vilayet of Mosul, and also
among the Moslem population of Mosul which favours the claims of Iraq."!?
This meting of the League Council, according to Toynbee, "was believed to
have had a decisive effect upon the mind of M. Unden, the Council's rapporteur,
who was credited with having been in favor, up to this moment, of a compromised
decision."’” If the Chaldeans, who are Assyrians and religiously united with
Rome, were being persecuted by the Turks, it was conceivable that the Assyrians
living in the northern portions of the Mosul vilayet would share a similar fate if the
Council were to adopt a compromise by granting part of Mosul to Turkey.

1247 TNOJ 304 (1926).
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On December 16, M. Unden reported to the Council on behalf of the Special
Committee which had been created to examine the border issue.’”® M. Unden
stated that

the members of the Commiittee arrived at the conclusion that two solutions were
possible:

(1) The allocation to Iraq of all the territory south of the so-called "Brussels
line";

(2) The partition of the disputed territory by a line for the most part following
the course of the Lesser Zab.

In view of the great complexity of the problem and the special responsibilities
of the Council of the League of Nations, which was called upon to take a decision
in so important a matter, the members of the Committee thought that they would
benefit by consulting the opinion of their colleagnes. In the end, after all the
arguments and factors mentioned above had been taken in consideration, the first
of the solutions, in fact, appeared the better adopted to solve the problem submit-
ted to the Council under Article 3 of the Treaty of Lausanne.'*

The Council voted unanimously to adopt the recommendation of the Commit-
tee, and thus the Brussels line became the permanent border between Turkey and
Iraq.”*® The British representative thanked those involved in the decision-making
process and promised that Britain would conform to the final decision, although
he expressed "regret that the council has not been able to accept [the] proposals for
a rectification of the present frontier, which would have been preferable on strate-
gic and administrative grounds, and which would have given security in their
homes to the refugee Assyrians as well as to the Goyan Chaldeans whose unhappy
fate has been set forth in the reports of General Laidoner's Commission."*!

It may be concluded that the presence of Assyrians in northern Iraq was a
significant factor in the determination of Iraq's boundary with Turkey. If not for
the Assyrians, it is extremely doubtful that Iraq would have received the entire

‘Mosul vilayet.

The presence of the Assyrians affected the Iraq frontier settlement in the

following ways:
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(1) The initial British occupation of the Mosul vilayet in 1918 was prompted
at least in large part by the need to secure land in which the Assyrian refugees
could be resettled and protected.

(2) The British brought some portions of the vilayet, such as the Amadiyah
district, under occupation in an attempt to resettle the Assyrians.

(3) In 1921 the British resettled the Assyrian refugees throughout northern
Mosul.

(4) The Assyrians were persuaded by the British to suppress Kurdish uprisings
in northern Mosul and to drive the Turks from the Rowanduz area of the vilayet.

(5) Because of the disputes surrounding the 1924 Turkish ouster of the Assyri-
ans who had resettled in the Hakkiari vilayet, the League of Nations drew a provi-
sional boundary, the "Brussels line," which reflected the territorial position of
Turkey and Iraq at the time of the signing of the Lausanne Treaty. Thus, the acts
of occupation allowed Iraq to receive the vast Mosul vilayet under the provisional
settlement, which settlement was eventually adopted as the permanent boundary.

(6) An important factor in the League's decision to cede the Mosul vilayet to
Iraq was the viewpoint of the area's inhabitants. The Assyrians spoke out in favor
of Iraq so long as the League's mandate would be continued. The Assyrians were
the first largest group in the Mosul area, and their recommendation was accepted
by the Frontier Commission and adopted by the League.

(7) One of the arguments for adopting the Brussels line by the British
representative was that any line south of the Brussels line would separate the
Assyrians population of northern Mosul from Iraq, and would result in an "imme-
diate panic and flight” of these Assyrians.

(8) Just before the League made its final decision regarding the frontier,
General Laidoner delivered his report of the Turkish massacre and deportation of
the Chaldean Christians from the territory north of the Mosul vilayet boundary.
The other Assyrians south of the Brussels line were apprehensive of their own
plight, and this report had a "decisive effect" upon the Council's rapporteur, M.
Unden, who had previously favored a compromise settlement but who now sup-
ported the granting of the entire Mosul vilayet to Iraq.



