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Decades of conflict, sectarian violence and terrorism have
critically undermined the very fabric of the Iraqi state. Since
the overthrow of Saddam Hussein and the coalition invasion
in 2003, successive governments have failed to re-build
the economy, provide services, and ensure security. The
invasion of Iraq by the Islamic State group (2014-2017) and
capitulation of the Iragi defence and security forces,! nearly
resulted in the complete collapse of the state, requiring an
international coalition to help defeat the group and regain
territory.2 Though the intensity of conflict has decreased
since 2017, sporadic low-intensity conflicts have continued
involving the military, Shia paramilitary forces (the PMF),
Kurdish forces (Peshmerga) and Iranian-backed militias,
while Islamic State is reportedly still active in rural areas.®
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Against this backdrop of a complex and fragmented security situation,
widespread public anger at corruption, poor basic services and a
dysfunctional economy have fuelled unprecedented protests calling for
systemic change and deep political reform, leading to the resignation of
Prime Minister Mahdi in 2019, although most demands remain unsatisfied.*
In the midst of this, the defence and security forces and associated
paramilitaries have attracted public fury through their disproportional
response, killing hundreds of protesters and injuring thousands.®

With the military’s dysfunctions brutally exposed during the 2014

invasion and evidence that rampant corruption was a key factor in the
army’s collapse,® a review of defence governance standards reveals critical
weaknesses. Parliamentary oversight is extremely weak, compounded by
the weakness of defence auditing practices. The informalised, secretive and
ad-hoc nature of defence procurement renders it rife with corruption, while
financial management is extremely opaque and non-participatory. Elsewhere,
whistleblowing and access to information are poor, personnel management
systems vulnerable to abuse and anti-corruption safeguards on operations
non-existent. These findings are all the more concerning in a security
environment characterised by increasingly belligerent actors, the escalation
of regional tensions, and the drawdown of international forces.

Middle East & North Africa

Defence sectors across the Middle East & North Africa (VMENA)
region continue to face a high risk of corruption. At the

same time, protracted armed conflicts in Syria, Libya, and
‘Yemen persist, while public protests against corruption and
authoritarianism continue in a number of countries — reflecting
an overall context of insecurity and fragility. Although some
governments have publically committed to stepping up
anti-corruption efforts, there remains a gap between
existing legislation and implementation in practice.
Military institutions in the region are characterised

by a high degree of defence exceptionalism,

resulting in a lack of transparency that precludes
oversight actors from effectively scrutinising

defence budgets and policies at a time when

defence spending and arms imports continue to

surge. These concerns are further compounded

by authoritarian governance systems seen in

many MENA countries. Resurgent protests and
uprisings in the region after the 2011 Arab Spring
demonstrate that corruption is a central and

persistent public grievance.
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Parliamentary Oversight

Financial Transparency

Legislative oversight of budget (Open Budget

4 1
Survey, 2019) 637100

Military expenditure as a share of government

4 0,
spending (SIPRI, 2020) 8.3%

Data is not publicly

T I 1 0,
Committee members with defence expertise (%) P available.

Data is not publicly

# of meetings/year f available.

| Strategy is not publicly

Last review of defence policy/strategy available

Since 2003, successive Iragi governments have reflected a quota-based
distribution of leadership positions, along ethno-sectarian and political lines.”
The objective has been to defer conflict by dividing power, influence and
access to state resources across various groups.® In practice though, the
system has been a boon for patronage networks to extract financial gains
from government functions and has resulted in a sclerotic political system,®
with ineffective policy-making processes.'® Parliament has very little impact
on the defence policy-making process, despite formal legislative rights.

The Council of Representatives is undermined by deep rivalries between
political factions that stymy decision-making and by patronage networks of
top political and military officials that skew priorities.'” This was evidenced
by the passing of the Popular Mobilization Law that inducted militias into the
security services, despite the voting session being boycotted by

Sunni lawmakers and circumventing standard parliamentary procedure.'?
The legislation guarantees militias, such as the Popular Mobilisation Force
(PMF), to operate outside the bounds of constitutional and statutory law
and beyond the purview of parliament.'® The Defence Committee has very
limited powers and acts as a purely advisory body. Political interference

in the selection of committee members ensures that it consistently aligns
itself with government positions. There is no evidence of the committee
exercising oversight on defence policies, activities, or budgets, aside from
general discussions and putting forward suggestions. The weakness of
parliamentary oversight is exacerbated by deficiencies in auditing practices
of defence spending, which are highly opaque. Although internal audit
offices have been assigned to the PMF, its head is a former militia member
with no administrative or military experience in the Ministry of Defence.'
Equally, the Federal Bureau of Supreme Audit’s (FBSA) reports are often
delayed or unavailable. Those that are published underscore economic
malfeasance and corruption, indicating that the FBSA is moderately effective
in its assessments. However, there have been no legislative debates on its
findings and the body is limited to publishing recommendations without any
enforcement mechanism.
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Audit reports on defence (2015-2020) # 4 None
Open Budget Index (IBP, 2019) 4 9/100
World Press Freedom Index (RSF, 2021) 4 163rd out of 180.

Government transparency is poor, despite some recent policies promoting
openness.'® However, generally, the government does not operate with
transparency and the fragmentation of political parties into different blocs
has contributed to non-transparent network of interests and power
structures as the main nodes of decision-making.'” Combined with
institutionalised defence secrecy, this governance arrangement ensures
very poor standards of transparency in defence finances. The defence
budget is not comprehensive and fails to offer an in-depth breakdown of
the distribution of funds between fragmented security actors, such as the
PMF and the Counter-Terrorism Services (CTS), who also generate income
through other, often illicit means. Aside from top line figures for different
services, the budget does not offer any further breakdown or clarifications.®
The legislature has only a limited role in reviewing the budget, with the
financial committee the only authorised body to do so, although it has very
little influence to modify it." The practice of off-budget income generation
by security forces further clouds the financial picture, as this revenue is

not recorded anywhere, obscuring the true scale of defence resources.
Furthermore, income generated from illicit practices such as oil-smuggling
rings, which are reported to involve state-backed militias, is a further source
of unrecorded extra-budgetary revenue.?’ The opacity of the sector’s
financial management and lack of information provided by the government
is compounded further by the weakness of access to information
mechanisms. Iraq has no freedom of information legislation, despite
attempts to place the issue on the agenda.?’ As a whole, citizens and the
media are not permitted to request information on the defence sector and
any enquiries can result in harassment, abduction and even death.?
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Personnel Ethics Framework

Operations

Whistleblowing legislation b None

Total armed forces personnel (World Bank, 2018) p 336,000

Data is not publicly

# defence-sector whistleblower cases .
available.

Data is not publicly

Troops deployed on operations # available.

Military: Data is not

# Code of conduct violations publicly available.

Civilian: Data is not
publicly available.

# submitted: Data is not

Financial disclosure system publicly available.

# of violations: Data is
not publicly available.

The violent repression of protests by security forces and militias in 2019
and 2020 have revealed deep flaws in the security forces’ ethics and
anti-corruption frameworks. At least 600 protesters have been killed

since October 2019, with thousands more injured, arrested and tortured
throughout the country.?® Alongside this, regular reports of military corruption
reveal further failings in anti-corruption standards for personnel.?

Though the military code of conduct does prescribe some behavioural
guidelines for soldiers, they are vague and do not offer specific guidance
on corruption-related issues, such as bribery or conflicts of interest.”®
Moreover, the unrestricted growth of paramilitary groups undermines

the code’s principles and its enforceability across the defence sector as

a whole. Similarly, the code of conduct for civilian personnel has proven
impossible to enforce due to the absence of an implementing structure®
and the entrenched practice of bribery in the civil service.”” A further
obstacle to integrity-building efforts is the absence of whistleblowing
legislation. Existing legislation does not offer protection for military
whistleblowers and there is no alternative legal framework for them.
Personnel are largely reluctant to report wrongdoing through fear of

being scapegoated for the crimes of senior figures who are considered
untouchable. Furthermore, formal recruitment and promotions are regularly
undermined by political and sectarian interests. The result is a system

that rewards connections and affiliations over qualifications and grade,
undermining meritocratic procedures and creating a system that is ripe for
abuse.? Senior appointments are also not subject to parliamentary approval
and there is virtually no transparency in the recruitment and promotions
processes, resulting in the proliferation of corrupt practices, such as bribery,
to secure positions.
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Irag’s complex and fractured security environment necessitates extensive
deployments of troops and paramilitaries across the country as part of
combat, stabilization, and reconstruction operations. However, an absence
of anti-corruption mechanisms on military operations risks undermining
mission objectives and allows opportunities for forces to contribute to

local corruption systems. Iraq lacks a military doctrine that addresses
corruption as a strategic issue for the success of military operations and
does not include issues related to corruption in the forward planning for
military operations. This omission at a strategic level is replicated in relation
to training. There is no specific anti-corruption training as part of pre-
deployment for commanders and personnel. Though some general training
is provided by international partners such as NATO, it is not systematic, nor
does it focus on corruption issues during deployments, despite these taking
place in areas of weak state presence and strong informal economies.

As a result, personnel are deployed without the necessary training and
strategies to identify and mitigate corruption risk in the environment and
there remains no unified policy of monitoring and evaluating such risks.
Furthermore, the presence of private military contractors (PMCs) presents
its own risks, as their activities are highly secretive and their objectives
unclear.?® Such groups are subject to very few regulations or scrutiny by
the Iragi authorities, and the presence of international contractors appears
to be in violation of the law.*
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Defence Procurement

Military expenditure (US$ mil) (SIPRI, 2020) 3 6,994
Open competition in defence procurement (%) b 0%
Main defence exports — to (SIPRI, 2016-20) 4 N/A

United States, Russia,
South Korea, Italy,
Czechia

Main defence imports — from (SIPRI, 2016-20) )

The Iragi military’s disintegration in 2014 and the loss of significant
amounts of equipment have made restructuring and revamping the
military’s hardware a key priority.*! Already the world’s eleventh largest arms
importer, significantly more investment is required in order to modernise
the military as a capable fighting force. However, Irag’s dysfunctional and
ineffective procurement system opens the entire process to significant

corruption risks. Acquisition planning is not formalised, nor does the national

security strategy make reference to planning of defence procurement.
As such, purchases are not required to respond to specific strategic
objectives.* The opportunistic and ad-hoc nature of procurement also
increases the influence of seller nations. The United States’ military and
development assistance affords Washington considerable influence over
Irag’s defence acquisitions,* while Iran also holds great sway, especially
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in relation to the PMF which the Iranians are alleged to supply with
considerable weapons stocks.® This is also underlined by Baghdad'’s
recent procurement deals with Russia as US influence wanes and the
drawdown of troops nears, which analysts believe is a political decision

to curry Moscow'’s favour.®* Alongside planning failures, structural issues
relating to legislation and oversight present further risks. Defence purchases
above 50m IQD are excluded from Public Contracts Law which regulates
public procurement and there is no alternative legislation regulating these
acquisitions.*” Moreover, bodies such as the Inspector General, FBSA
and Anti-Corruption Council all have only limited access to information

on defence procurement and are often met with resistance from officials.
There are also no obligations for contracts to be published for tender and
the vast majority are single-sourced and directed to suppliers with political
connections, completely shielding them from oversight and significantly
increasing corruption risk.
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GDI data collection for Iraq was conducted July 2018 to
December 2019. The narrative discussion in this GDI brief
was produced at a later time with the most recent information
available for the country, which may not be reflected in the GDI

country assessments or scores.




IRAD 2020 6D1 Scorecard

Grade Score

Political Risk

Legislative Scrutiny

02 Defence Committee

Q3 Defence Policy Debate

Q4 CSO Engagement

Q5 Conventions: UNCAC / OECD
Q6 Public Debate

Q7 Anticorruption Policy

Q8 Compliance and Ethics Units
Q9 Public Trust in Institutions
010  Risk Assessments

Q11 Acquisition Planning

012 Budget Transparency & Detail
013 Budget Scrutiny

014 Budget Availability

015  Defence Income

016 Internal Audit

017 External Audit

(018  Natural Resources

019 Organised Crime Links

020  Organised Crime Policing
021 Intelligence Services Oversight
022 Intelligence Services Recruitment
023 Export Controls (ATT)

Q076 Lobbying

Financial Risk

Asset Disposal Controls

025  Asset Disposal Scrutiny

026 Secret Spending

027  Legislative Access to Information
028  Secret Program Auditing

029  Off-budget Spending

030  Access to Information

Q31 Beneficial Ownership

032 Military-Owned Business Scrutiny
Q33 Unauthorised Private Enterprise
Q077 Defence Spending

Personnel Risk

034 Public Commitment to Integrity
035  Disciplinary Measures for Personnel
036 Whistleblowing

037 High-risk Positions

038  Numbers of Personnel

039  Pay Rates and Allowances

040  Payment System

Q41 Objective Appointments

042 Objective Promotions

043 Bribery to Avoid Conscription

Q44 Bribery for Preferred Postings
045 Chains of Command and Payment

Miltary Code of Conduct
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OVERALL COUNTRY SCORE

CRITICAL RISK 0
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Grade Score

Personnel Risk

Civilian Code of Conduct

048  Anticorruption Training
049  Corruption Prosecutions
050  Facilitation Payments

Operational Risk

Military Doctrine
052 Operational Training
053  Forward Planning
054 Corruption Monitoring in Operations
055 Controls in Contracting

056 Private Military Contractors NS

Procurement Risk

057 Procurement Legislation

058  Procurement Cycle

059 Procurement Oversight Mechanisms
060  Potential Purchases Disclosed
Q61 Actual Purchases Disclosed

062  Business Compliance Standards
063 Procurement Requirements

064 Competition in Procurement
065  Tender Board Controls

066 Anti-Collusion Controls

067  Contract Award / Delivery

068  Complaint Mechanisms

069  Supplier Sanctions

Q70  Offset Contracts

Q71 Offset Contract Monitoring

Q072 Offset Competition

073 Agents and Intermediaries

Q074 Financing Packages

075 Political Pressure in Acquisitions

NEI  Not enough information to score indicator
KEY NS Indicator is not scored for any country
NA  Not applicable




TRANSPARENCY
INTERNATIONAL

Defence & Security

ti-defence.org/gdi
GDI@transparency.org

Transparency International UK
Registered charity number 1112842
Company number 2903386

Transparency International Defence and Security (TI-DS)
is a global thematic network initiative of Transparency
International. It is an independent entity and does not
represent any national Tl Chapters. TI-DS is solely
responsible for the 2020 iteration of the Government
Defence Integrity Index (GDI) and all associated
products, including the GDI Country Briefs.

Government Defence
Integrity Index

Acknowledgements

We would like to thank the UK Foreign Commonwealth and
Development Office (FCDO) and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of the Kingdom of the Netherlands for their generous financial
support of the production of the Government Defence Integrity
Index. Thanks are also extended to the many country assessors
and peer reviewers who contributed the underlying data for

this index.

Series editor: Stephanie Trapnell, Senior Advisor

Author: Matthew Steadman, Research Officer

Project Manager: Michael Ofori-Mensah, Head of Research
Design: Arnold and Pearn

i

Foreign, Commonwealth
& Development Office

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the
Netherlands




