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Abstract

King Abdulaziz stood out as a major figure in Saudi domestics and foreign policy. He

laid the foundation for Saudi foreign policy and international relations. Available
studies on King Abdulaziz's foreign policy either concentrated on earlier periods or
dealt with part of his era. This study deals with the whole period of King Abdulaziz,
approaches his foreign policy as a case study of a newly-emerging state and assesses

the problems associated with this case.

The study 1s organised as follows: chapter one discusses the rise of King Abdulaziz
and the Saudi achievement of a sense of statehood. Chapter two explores the

problems which confront newly-emerging states in the formulation and
implementation of their foreign policy. Chapter three discusses the genesis of Saudi
foreign policy structure. Chapter four focuses on Saudi Arabia's policy towards the
atfairs of the Arabian Peninsula. Chapter five examines the policy of King Abdulaziz
towards the Arab World. Chapter six adresses the King's policy in the area of Islamic

affairs. Chapter seven analyzes the King's relations with Britain after the Treaty of

Jeddah of 1927. Chapter eight deals with Saudi policy towards the U.S.

The study hopes to provide a better understanding ot the process of Saudi foreign
policy making under King Abdulaziz. A major finding of this study is throwing light
on the problems experienced by Saudi Arabia as a newly-emerging state while
making and implementing its foreign policy, particularly, in relation to a number of
specific and general factors underlying the making and execution of this foreign
policy. In this sense the study hopes to make a modest contribution to the available

hiterature on King Abdulaziz's foreign policy.
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Introduction

Although several studies have been carried out on Saudi foreign policy and its
international relations, most of them covered either earlier or more modern periods or
only part of King Abdulaziz’s reign, such as The Foreign Policy of Saudi Arabia: The
formative years, 1902-1918, by Jacob Goldberg, and The Foreign Policy of Saudi
Arabia since 1945, by Ghassan Salama. Other studies covered Saudi relations with a
specific country such as The Relations of Ibn Saud with Great Britain, 1902-1953, by
Tayeb, Mohammad. However, not much work has been done on King Abdulaziz’s
reign as a whole from the foundation of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia in 1927 until
his death in 1953. The advantage of studying King Abdulaziz's period as a whole
would reveal the general trends in his foreign policy and 1ts direction. It 1s hoped that

this study would constitute a modest contribution towards filling this gap in the

literature on Saudi foreign policy.

A major aim of this study is to assess the factors that underlay the making and
implementation of Saudi foreign policy during the era of King Abdulaziz and
examine the problems associated with these factors. Since Saudi Arabia is taken as a
case study of a newly emerging state at that time, the study will also relate these
problems and factors to those experienced by newly-emerging states in the general

field of International Relations.

Through our findings we hope to arrive at a better understanding of the process of
Saudi foreign policy making during King Abdulaziz period, as a case study, and
throw light on the situation experienced by newly-emerging states while making and
implementing their foreign policy. Despite the rise of numerous new states within the
international community since the 1950s, it is surprising that the foreign policy of
newly-emerging states is still being under studied. Only a handful of major works

have been done on this subject in the field of International Relations. This makes 1t



worthwhile to attempt to explore this area further by not only dealing with it 1n a

general manner, but with illustration from a case study.

The case of Saudi Arabia under King Abdulaziz provides a fertile example in the area
of foreign policy making because of the wide range of personal, domestic, regional
and international factors involved in this process, which would help to shed further
light on the foreign policy problems encountered by newly-emerging states. It 1s so,
because Saudi Arabia was one of the very few Middle Eastern states to emerge in the
inter-war period (along with Yemen, Turkey and Iran) prior to the general era of
independence in the area. The Saudi case would help to explore the dynamics of
foreign policy making and implementation experienced by various newly emerging
states in view of the problems encountered by King Abdulaziz as a state builder and

the opportunities he grasped in his course of leadership.

This proposed investigation will mainly conduct a documentary analysis of the course
of King Abdulaziz’s foreign policy during the period under study. The research will

rely on available Saudi, British, American and other primary resources. The Research

will also cover published academic works, and past and present periodicals in both

Arabic and English. Evidence will be also gathered from interviews with persons who

were close to the King, and from others considered to be interested in Saudi foreign

policy matters.

This study consists of eight chapters, in addition to conclusions. The first chapter
discusses the rise of King Abdulaziz and the Saudi achievement of a sense of
statehood. It explores the early Life of King Abdulaziz, discusses the territoral
conquests and expansion (the conquest of Riyadh and the rest of Najd, al-Hasa, Asir,

Hail and the North, al-Hijaz and Jaizan), examines the transformation from tribalism

towards a concept of community and traces the early international relations of Ibn
Saud with the Turks and British.



The second chapter is an evaluative review of literature and it examines the
international relations and foreign policy of newly-emerging states. It presents a
typology of newly-emerging states, assesses the foreign policy problems confronting
them (such as establishing a new national identity, building political structure and
foreign policy institutions, finding the right leadership, achieving political stability,
securing economic resources, coping with the colonial legacy and maintaining
national security), and outlining the specific features of foreign policy-making in

newly emerging states.

Chapter three sheds light on the genesis of Saudi foreign policy structure. It analyses
the role of King Abdulaziz as a leader, examines the role of his counsellors, traces the
evolution of Saudi Foreign Ministry and other governmental institutions and
ascertains the influence of other internal factors (such as the Royal Family, religious

scholars and the tribes) on King Abdulaziz's foreign policy making.

Chapter four discusses Saudi Arabia's policy towards the affairs of the Arabian
Peninsula. It maps the general features of King Abdulaziz's policy towards the

Peninsula, analyses Ibn Saud's relations with the individual Gulf Shaikhdoms
(Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar and the Shaikhdoms of the Lower Gulf and the Sultanate of

Oman) and addresses the Saudi-Yemeni relations.

The fifth chapter discusses the policy of King Abdulaziz towards the Arab World. It

deals with the Palestine Problem (The King's action on the Palestinian-Arab front, his
policy towards Britain as the Mandatory Power in Palestine and his stance towards

the Zionist activity) and appraises the King's policy towards colonialism in Arab
countries (his relationship with Arab leaders and the Arab national liberation

movements and his approach to inter-Arab relations).

Chapter six focuses on the King's policy regarding Islamic affairs. It examines the

King's vision of the Islamic identity of Saudi Arabia, attempts to visualise King



Abdulaziz's worldview and the role of Islam in it and then discusses King Abdulaziz's

foreign policy towards the Muslim states.

The seventh chapter analyses the King's relations with Britain after the Treaty of
Jeddah of 1927. It addresses the role of the Tkhwan rebellion, Saudi diplomatic crisis
with the British Ambassador, the question of oil concessions and the Saudi financial
crisis, the growth of the Italian and German influence around the period of the Second

World War, the British position on the Saudi-Hashemite rivalry and al-Buraimi oasis

dispute and Britain's protection of the Gulf Shaikhdoms.

Chapter eight evaluates the Saudi policy towards the United States of America. It
discusses the Saudi response towards early American contacts, the factors behind the

granting of an oil concession to an American company, the importance of the Saudi-
American summit meeting, the King's attempts to influence U.S. policy on Palestine,

the mutual Saudi-American security relationship and the American assistance to

Saudi Arabia in the area of development.

The conclusions of the study summarise the major findings arrived at through the

course of this work.




Chapter One: Towards Statehood: The Rise of Abdulaziz

1.1 The Early Life of Abdulaziz Ibn Saud

Abdulaziz Ibn Abdulrahman Ibn Faisal al-Saudi 1s known as Ibn Saud (Williams,
1933:25; Philby, 1955:240). A ruler highly regarded by his people, his great
achievement was the unification of the warring tribes, which had different interests,
and the creation of the Saudi state, establishing its unity and national identity, and
laying the foundations of its modern evolution (al-‘Uthaimeen, 1999:6). He perceived
his success to have derived from his faith in Islam and his determination to maintain
and build on the traditions of the region. It remains this unique combination of faith

and respect for traditions, while adapting to the technological developments of the

modern world, which characterizes Saudi Arabia today (Sharaf and Sha‘ban, 1983:
156-159).

Al-Zirikli (1977a:58) mentions that some writers have cited from Abd al- Aziz as
saymg that he was bom in 1880, a date which is supported by the famous British
wrnter H. St. John Philby (1952:1). Many others have given different dates. Some
believe that he was born as early as 1867 (Muzil, 1928:301). Others state that he was
born in 1876, a date confirmed by his brother, Prince Abdullah (al- Zirikli, 1977a:58),

and also by his son, Prince Talal (al-Saud, 1990:26); the latter date of birth is agreed
upon by the majority of writers on the subject (al-‘Uthaimeen, 1999:45). Ibn Saud

spent his childhood years in Riyadh, and thus witnessed the struggle within the Saudi
household for the leadership, which ended with them falling under the domination of
Ibn Rasheed, who conquered Riyadh in 1890-1891, expelling most of Al Saud to Hail
(Troeller, 1976:19; Rashid and Shaheen, 1987:10). Some of Al Saud sought refuge in
neighbouring countries, as what Imam Abdulrahman did when he emigrated with his
family, among them his son Abdulaziz, to seek refuge among the neighbouring tribes,
then on to Qatar for a period of approximately two months, then to Bahrain for a short

time and finally to Kuwait, where they settled for a decade. Abdulaziz stayed in

Kuwait until he began his struggle to build his modern state (al-‘Asaly, 1999:33).



1.2 Territorial Conquest and Expansion

1.2.1 The Conquest of Riyadh and the Consolidation of Sovereignty in Najd

The history of modern Saudi Arabia began in 1902, when Ibn Saud left Kuwait
during the autumn of 1901, as Philby (1955: 239) writes, with forty of his devoted
friends, and reached Riyadh in January 1902. Some writers indicated that the total
number of his men was about sixty (al-‘Uthaimeen, 1999:359; al- Zinikli, 1977a: 84).
The retaking of Riyadh was to be the essential step in re-establishing his ancestors'
realm and demonstrated his brilliant leadership and his personal boldness. These were
important factors in convincing the people of Najd to trust and obey him. Goldberg
(1986: 48) stated “The capture of Riyadh by Ibn Saud on the night of January 15,

1902, was an almost unprecedented military adventure"”.

Under cover of night, together with several other volunteers, Ibn Saud stealthily made

his way to a part of the city wall which he knew they could easily scale. The small
group quietly made its way to an empty house close to the residence of Ajlan (the
Governor of Riyadh). They entered the empty house, climbed to the roof and, by
leaping from one roof to the next, quickly reached the Governor’s residence. While

Ion Saud was waiting, he sent one of his men to his brother Mohammad to ask him to
bring his group into Riyadh. Shortly after sunrise, Ajlan emerged from the fort of al-
Musmagq into the street. With his quarry in the open, Abdulaziz gave a loud battle cry
as a signal to attack. Ajlan fled, and Ibn Saud, with his companions, gave hot pursuit.

Quickly cornered, Ajlan defended himself briefly until the spear of Abdullah Ibn

Jelawi cut him down (Howarth, 1964:20-23; al-‘Assaly, 1999: 42: Rashid and
Shaheen, 1987:17-22).

The Rasheedi garrison of Riyadh was utterly demoralized by the unexpected attack

and the death of their leader. Assuming that only a large and well-equipped force

could have mounted such an assault, they laid down their arms and surrendered
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without further resistance. Riyadh now belonged to Abdulaziz and Al Saud were once
more masters in their own home (Lacey, 1981:52; Rashid and Shaheen, 1987: 21-22).
At noon of that day, thousands of Riyadh's citizens welcomed the return of Al Saud,
and gathered to swear an oath of allegiance (bay‘ah) to the young hero and pray

behind him in Riyadh's Grand Mosque (Lacey, 1981:52).

After the retaking of Riyadh, Ibn Saud wasted no time in expanding his authority. His
drive for consolidation was successful and he managed to break the stranglehold of
al-Rasheed and push them as far as Jabal Shammar in northern Najd. At this point,
however, al-Rasheed made a desperate appeal to the Turks, who sent them
reinforcements. Nevertheless, Ibn Saud’s desert fighters kept control of the situation
in Najd. Through diplomatic negotiations at one time, and guerrilla wartare at
another, Ibn Saud forced the Ottoman Empire to recall its troops from Najd. It could
be said that Ibn Saud, at the end of 1911, enjoyed complete control over most of the
Najd area including al-Kharj, al-Washm, Sudair and al-Qaseem (Vassiliev, 1998:
212-225). According to Ghazal (1984:113), Ibn Saud had consolidated his authority
in central Najd by the end of 1911. He then took advantage of the temporary peace

and shifted his attention to internal affairs.

1.2.2 Expansion into al-Hasa

Having accomplished his objective of consolidating the region of Najd, Ibn Saud

turned his attention to al-Hasa and the area of the Arabian Gulf, which was still under
Turkish rule. The Turks kept up their pressure on Ibn Saud and supported the other
forces ranged against him, such as Sharif Husain and Ibn Rasheed, and also some of
the tribes that had formerly been his followers (al-Rayhani, 1988:205). Also, the
Turks tightened the economic embargo on Ibn Saud by imposing restrictions on
commercial exchange with al-Hijaz and al-Hasa (Hamzah, 1968:376). In addition, Ibn
Saud believed that al-Hasa was part of the Saudi state and shared its long history; but

the Turks had occupied it in violation of his rights (Sharaf and Sha‘ban, 1983:261-
162).



Most of the people of al-Hasa, including some powerful and influential chiefs, such
as Jbraheem al-Qusaibi, Hassan Ibn Jabur, Abdulrahman al-Rashid, Abdullah al-
Mulla and Abdulrahman al-Jughaiman, wrote to Ibn Saud asking him to free them
and their region from the Turks.' Ibn Saud saw that the time was right to expel the
Turks from al-Hasa, because their continuing presence there would threaten his state
from the East. By removing them he would secure a passage to the sea. He theretore
began preparing for a bold and well-planned offensive (Nakhlah, 1980:231-232;
Rashid and Shaheen, 1987: 27). Calculating that the Ottoman Empire would be

preoccupied with uprisings in Europe, and that Britain would remain neutral, Ibn
Saud launched a successful assault in May 1913, and succeeded 1n consolidating his
authority in al-Hasa (Rashid and Shaheen, 1987: 27; McLoughlin, 1993:36). As a
result, negotiations started between the Turks and Ibn Saud and ended with Ibn
Saud’s recognition of the Ottoman Caliph suzerainty over Ibn Saud’s territories, and
the Turks recognised Ibn Saud’s authority. They signed this treaty on 15 May 19147
(Troeller, 1976:43-61; Vassiliev, 1998:231-233; Aghlag, 2002: 127-129&200).

1.2.3 Ibn Saud Conquers Asir

The Battle of Turabah, in which Ibn Saud’s followers defeated those of Sharif Husain
in 1919, was one of the most decisive battles in the history of the Arabian Peninsula.

Kostiner (1993:31) writes: “Turabah led to an wunprecedented collision course

between the Nejdi and Sharifi forces”. Ton Saud’s victory against an army which was

well prepared and well equipped with modern weapons, ended the Sharif’s ambition

' This information was supplied by Shaikh Ahmad al-Mubarak during my interview with him in
Riyadh on 17 January 2004. Shaikh Ahmad represented his country, Saudi Arabia, as an Ambassador
In several places before his retirement in 1995. His latest position was the Saudi Ambassador in Qatar.

% India Office, L/P&S/10/385, despatch from Terence H. Keyes, the British Political Agent in Bahrain,
to Stuart G. Knox, the Deputy British Political Resident in Bushire, on 30 June 1914; India Office,
L/P&S/12/2134, copy of the treaty of 1914 between 1bn Saud and the Turks.

> American Archives, 890 F.00/8, despatch from the American Consul in Aden to the American
Secretary of State on 20 September 1919.



in Najd and enhanced the morale of Ibn Saud and his army, increasing their strength

and fearlessness (Graves, 1950:181-182; al-Salloom, 1995:35).

After Ibn Saud's victory at Turabah, the majority of the people of the Asir region,
especially the tribes of the Asir Mountains, began to complain about the policy of al-
'Ayids, the rulers of Asir. Some of the tribal representatives made their complaints to
Ibn Saud, because he was the rising leader in this region, and the only one who would
be able to liberate them from their unsatisfactory leaders. The people of Asir were
also aware of the religious tie binding them to the people of Najd, who had followed
the same beliefs (al- Madhhab al-Salafi) from the early days (al-Saud, 1992:30).
There was also a long-standing political, economic and social relationship between
Najd and Asir. Some of the tribes, such as Qahtan, Shahran, Ghamid and Zahran,
resisted al-'Ayids. They also continued to demand Ibn Saud's protection, declaring
their full recognition of his leadership and respect for his support (Hamzah, 1968:389;
Vassiliev, 1998:259).

Ibn Saud sent a group of scholars from Najd to mediate, but the Asir Governor
rejected this intervention, regarding it as interference in his internal affairs. Ibn Saud
was then obliged to intervene directly to help those people who had sought his aid,
fearing the advance of Sharif Husain to the region. In 1920, Ibn Saud sent his army,
under the command of his cousin, Abdulaziz Ibn Musa‘ad, and entered Abha after al-

'‘Ayids’ defeat in Battle of Hijla. He then captured the heads of the al-'Ayids family

and moved them to Riyadh, but later returned them to Asir as a sign of respect.
Despite this courtesy, they eventually rebelled against him, which endangered his
dominance in the region in danger (al-Rayhani, 1988:300-302). However, in 1922,

just a few months after conquering Hail and strengthening his control of Asir, Ibn
Saud sent to these regions his son, Prince Faisal, and six thousand fighters, who were
later joined by another four thousand from Qahtan, Shahran and Zahran. Prince Faisal
and his army continued their advance until they reached Abha. After that, Prince
Faisal then completed his offensive against al-'Ayids and consolidated Saudi
sovereignty in Asir before the end of 1922, by appointing Sa'ad Ibn ‘Ufaisan as

Governor of the Province. After Ibn ‘Ufaisan's death, Abdulaziz Ibn Ibraheem, who
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was known for his wisdom, was appointed, and later succeeded in convincing al-

'Ayids of their wrongdoing and moved them to Riyadh, thus ending their rebellion in

the region (al-‘Uthaimeen, 1999:178-180).

1.2.4 The Taking of Hail and the North

In 1920, the household of al-Rasheed started to damage and undermine their own
position through organized crimes and acts of murders within their Royal House. The
Prince of Hail was killed by one of his relatives, who was himself immediately killed.
A thirteen-year-old boy was then made head of the family (Troeller, 1976:168; al-
Rasheed, 1998:235). Harmed by these events, the Hail region had also been
weakened economically and militarily by the collapse of the Ottoman Empire in the

First World War. Ibn Saud was apprehensive that the weakness of the Hail region

might invite other forces to intervene in its internal affairs, specially the Sharif in al-
Hijaz, which could threaten his military position. He therefore resolved to end the
independence of the Hail region and to add it to the other provinces of the Arabian
Peninsula (al-‘Uthaimeen, 1999:167-169; al-Rasheed, 1998:232-235). So, in 1920,
Ibn Saud lunched an attack against Hail and its surrounding area, by sending his
brother, Prince Mohammad, and his son, Prince Saud, with approximately six
thousand fighters. They created a sustained blockade around Hail. Prince Mohammad

returned to Riyadh but Prince Saud stayed in the region until the Governor of Hail

surrendered in person to him, fearing that he would be killed by his cousin,

Mohammad Ibn Talal, who had come back to Hail from al-Jawf, claiming Hail’s
leadership (al-Zinkli, 1977a:254).

In mid-August 1921, Ibn Saud went to Hail at the head of a large army. He intensified
his siege of Hail until it surrendered in November, thus ending the rule of the al-
Rasheed Family. Ibn Saud designated Ibraheem Ibn Sabhan, as Governor of Hail; Ibn
Sabhan was known for his role in convincing the people of Hail to end their

opposition. He was then replaced by Prince Abdulaziz Ibn Musa'ad as Governor of

Hail and the Northern Regions (al-Salloom, 1995:40-41). In 1922, Ibn Saud expanded
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his western and northern borders by adding Taima, Khaibar, al-Jawf and the al-

Sarhan valley area, thus strengthening his domination and sovereignty over the region
as a whole (Hamzah, 1968:388).

1.2.5 The Conquest of al-Hijaz

[bn Saud became convinced that the three neighbouring governments of al-Hijaz,
Trans-Jordan and Iraq entertained ambitions regarding his territories and were
working together to threaten the stability of his Government.! This conspiracy
became evident during the Kuwait Conference which was organized by the British
Government to resolve the border disputes and the tribal problems existing between

Najd and Its Dependencies, with Iraq, Trans-Jordan and al-Hijaz. The Conference

took place in Kuwait in 1923-1924 as a neutral land (Troeller, 1976:198; Wahbah,
1964:148).

At this time, Sharif Husain was also condemned by the people of al-Hijaz for his
policies. He even differed with his sons, his counsellors, and most of the Arabs and
non-Arab Muslims, particularly when he declared war against the Turks (the Caliphs
of Islam), under the banner of the Arab Revolt in 1916 (Graves, 1950: 187; Baker,
1979:173; al-Salloom, 1995:46; Wahbah 1964:147). In the eyes of many, he was

responsible for the increased Western colonial presence, which had replaced the
Ottoman power. By involving the Arabs in the war, he forced them into internal

disputes and, moreover, created a dangerous problem for the Arab countries, whose

citizens now were compelled to deal with two alien imperial powers, Britain and

' This was supported by Abdulaziz al-Khuwaiter, during my interview with him in Riyadh on 19
January 2004. Al-Khuwaiter is a Saudi Minister of State and member of the Saudi Council of

Ministers. He was the former Minister of Education; 'Umm al-Qura Newspaper, Issue No. 236, 5 July
1929, and Issue No. 389, 27 May 1932.
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France. His policy angered the Arabs and provoked them to seek revenge (al-
Salloom, 1995:46).

Furthermore, Sharif Husain’s religious position was also precarious, due to the
absence of security in the Holy Places, and the failure to provide the pilgrims with the
basic facilities they needed when performing Hajj. For example, medical services
were either lacking or difficult to obtain. Baker (1979:177) descnbed al-Hijaz at that
time as the hunting ground of charlatans, rogues, adventurers and carpetbaggers of
every hue.” This made the people of al-Hijaz long for strong leadership and so they
began to contact Ibn Saud secretly, which led the Great Powers' legations 1n Jeddah,
including Britain's, to adopt a neutral position between Sharif Husain and Ibn Saud.’
Gradually, the legations of Great Powers in Jeddah became convinced that security in
the Holy Places would be threatened more under Sharit Husain's leadership and that a
strong and influential leader was needed to guarantee peace and security for their
Muslim followers during the Hajj.* There were also disagreements between the Sharif
and some Arab delegations, which led the Egyptian delegation to leave al-Hijaz 1n

1921. Disagreement also grew between the Sharif and Indian pilgrims, then under

British control, over many issues, such as the higher taxes, and the poor sanitary and

medical facilities provided for them (‘Abduh, 1945:109; Wahbah, 1964: 146-147;
Howarth, 1964: 140; Vassiliev, 1998:260).

' This was confirmed by Shaikh Ahmad al-Mubarak during my interview with him in Riyadh on 17

January 2004; Bakur al-'Amri also supported this idea during my interview with him in Jeddah on 1
January 2004. Bakur al-'Amri was former Professor of the Political Sciences in the University of King
Abdulaziz in Jeddah. Now he is the Head of Customs Appellate Court in the Makkah Province.

* This was supported by His Royal Highness Prince Mamduh Ibn Abdulaziz, Head of the Saudi Centre
for Strategic Studies. This was during my interview with him in Jeddah on 31 December 2003.

* This was supported by His Royal Highness Prince Mamduh Ibn Abdulaziz and Bakur al-'Amri during
my interview with them in Jeddah on 31 December 2003; this was also supported by Abdulaziz al-
Khuwaiter during my interview with him in Riyadh on 19 January 2004.

* This was supported by His Royal Highness Prince Mamduh Ibn Abdulaziz during my interview with
him in Jeddah on 31 December 2003; this also was supported by Abdulaziz al-Khuwaiter during my
interview with him in Riyadh on 19 January 2004.
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Adding to the Sharif’s loss of his religious and international position were the taxes
and fees imposed on pilgrims during their different Hajj phases. Sharif Husain relied
on those taxes as a primary income, benefiting him personally and enriching his state.
This situation led to the breakdown of relationships between him and the consulates
of the countries that had large numbers of pilgrims, including some African countries,
India and Indonesia, and those of the colonial powers, Britain and Holland (Graves,
1950: 182; Howarth, 1964:140; Lacey, 1981:88-89; Vassiliev, 1998:206). In addition,
proclaiming himself as the Caliph, in March 1924, brought regional and international
pressures to bear on him, since this act was rejected by many Muslim leaders, such as
the King of Egypt, and the Islamic governments in South Asia and Iran (Vassiliev,
1998:261; Alangari, 1998:128-141; Howarth, 1964:141). The Sharif also lacked
recognition by Ibn Saud and his followers in Najd (Vassiliev, 1998:261; Howarth,
1964:141). Baker (1979: 184-187) regarded this act by Sharif Husain as a form of
political suicide and added that the Sharif was finished as the ruler of the Arabs,

Muslims, and even Hijazis. In addition, the Sharif's act alienated him from Britain,

which realized it had lost control over him (Vassiliev, 1998:261; Alangari, 1998:128-
141: Howarth, 1964:141).

It has been maintained that Ibn Saud was convinced of his military ability to take al-
Hijaz since the victory at Turabah in 1919, but he waited for a suitable time'
(Howarth, 1964:141). In 1924 all circumstances were suitable for Ibn Saud to take the
initiative against Sharif Husain since the Sharif alienated himself from all his

neighbours and allies. This was in view of his policies and attitudes, such as the
diplomatic dispute with Britain over several issues, among them were the question of

the Caliphate,” the issue of Palestine and the Mandate policies, the dispute with
France over Syria, the problem with India over its pilgrims, the problem with King

Fuad of Egypt, when the Sharif called himself the King of Arabs and the Caliph, the

' This was confirmed by Lateefah al-Salloom in an interview with her in Riyadh on 11 January 2004.
Lateefah al-Salloom is the Delegate Member to the Assessment Centre for Girls' Colleges, Ministry of

Education in Saudi Arabia.

? This was also supported by Abdulaziz al-Khuwaiter during my interview with him in Riyadh on 19
January 2004.
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problem with Ibn Saud for the same reason and also over the boundaries between
them, and the disagreements with his sons regarding their conception of what
constitute Arab interests including their attitudes towards Britain policy in the area.
Day by day, Sharif Husain isolated himself from the interational community, while,
domestically, the situation with the people of al-Hijaz and his internal affairs was far
worse' (Baker, 1979:173).

Ion Saud had all the available reasons to justify launching his offensive against the
Sharif. Ibn Saud suffered a great deal from the Sharif's standing in the way of Ikhwan

(Ibn Saud’s followers) who wanted to attack al-Hijaz, having been refused permission

to perform the Hajj by the Sharif since the famous Battle of Turabah in 1919.” That

was one of the major reasons behind Abdulaziz's conquest of al-Hijaz.” The Ikhwan
urged Ibn Saud, through their leaders, to allow them to go on Hajj, and even to use
force if the Sharif did not permit them into al-Hijaz. The religious scholars decided
upon a Fatwa (legal opinion) to go on Hajj. By an agreement with them, Ibn Saud
officially announced his intention to conquer al-Hijaz (al-Rayhani, 1988:326). It has

been maintained that the Ikhwan, sooner or later, would have invaded al-Hijaz to

perform the Hajj.* This fact was seen as an important tactor for British neutrality in

the Najdi-Hijazi dispute.” Another important reason for Britain's neutral position was

' This was confirmed by Shaikh Ahmad al-Mubarak during my interview with him in Riyadh on 17
January 2004.

* This was supported by Shaikh Ahmad al-Mubarak, during my interview with him in Riyadh on 17

January 2004; this was also supported by Abdulaziz al-Khuwaiter during my interview with him in
Riyadh, on 19 January 2004.

> His Royal Highness Prince Mamduh Ibn Abdulaziz insists that this was the major reason for Ibn
Saud's occupation of al-Hijaz. This was indicated during my interviews with him in Jeddah on 31
December 2003 and 1 January 2004; also this was supported by Shaikh Ahmad al-Mubarak during my
interview with him in Riyadh on 17 January 2004; See also ' al-Qura Newspaper, Issue No. 236, 5
July 1929, and Issue No. 389, 27 May 1932.

* This was supported by Shaikh Ahmad al-Mubarak during my interview with him in Riyadh on 17

January 2004; this was also supported by Abdulaziz al-Khuwaiter during my interview with him in
Riyadh on 19 January 2004.

> This was supported by Shaikh Ahmad al-Mubarak during my interview with him in Riyadh on 17
January 2004
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its realization that the Hijazi people, including part of the Sharif's Royal Family, were
welcoming Ibn Saud.! However, as has been maintained, Britain, at this time, was not
able to stop the advance of Ibn Saud and his followers, due to the fact that they could

not, economically or militarily, support Shant Husain any lcangc;ar..2

The army started moving in 1924 from Turabah, with approximately three thousand
fighters, led by Sultan Ibn Bijad and Khalid Ibn Luway. They arrived at al-Hawiyyah
and then at al-Taif, where they were encountered by the Hashemite army under the
command of Sabri Basha al-‘Azzawi. The Hashemite army retreated and, after two
days, Prince Ali and the main Hijazi army reached al-Hada. After a few skirmishes
with the Saudis, the Saudi fighters broke through al-Taif. They plundered it and many
people were murdered,’ until the arrival of Ibn Bijad three days later. These acts left a
negative impact on the Hijazi and the Najdian communities as well. Ibn Saud
denounced such acts and ordered his army not to repeat them. He also gave his

promise to protect the people of al-Hijaz and their properties and to compensate those

attected in al-Taif (al-Zirikli, 1977a:330-331; Vassiliev, 1998:261).

The fighting continued until the defeat of Prince Ali al-Sharif, who then went to
Makkah to meet his father and then to Jeddah. In those circumstances, and in the light
of the shock of the defeat of Sharif Husain's forces, the people in Makkah and Jeddah,
fearing the consequences of his policy, asked him to step down from the Hashemite

throne and let his son, Sharif Ali, take over. He refused, at first, then agreed; so his
son came to Makkah, and then Sharif Husain left for Jeddah and went by sea to al-
‘Aqgabah in Jordan. At the same time, the Saudi army had stopped in al-Taif and

written to Ibn Saud asking for his permission to advance and capture Makkah. He

' This was indicated by His Royal Highness Prince Mamduh Ibn Abdulaziz and Bakur al-'Amri during
my interview with them in Jeddah on 31 December 2003; this was also supported by Abdulaziz al-
Khuwaiter during my interview with him in Riyadh on 19 January 2004.

* This was supported by Abdulaziz al-Khuwaiter during my interview with him in Riyadh on 19
January 2004.

> American Archives, 890 F.00/43, despatch from J. L. Park, the American Vice Consul in Aden, to the
American Secretary of State, on 7 October 1924,
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ordered them not to go into the Holy Place until he arrived, or, if there was no
resistance at all against them, to go in. That was exactly what happened. When Shant
Ali found that he could not defend Makkah, he left, allowing the Saudi forces to enter
Makkah in October 1924, promising the people there peace and security (al-Zirikli,
1977a:332-333; al-Rayhani, 1988:336-351). As soon as his followers entered
Makkah, Ibn Saud left Riyadh for Makkah at the head of five thousand of his

followers. He entered the city on 5 December 1924 (Vassiliev, 1998:262).

It is important to note that the Consuls representing the foreign governments in
Jeddah wrote to Khalid Ibn Luway, Prince of Makkah, who had been appointed by
Ibn Saud, confirming to him their neutral position regarding the war between Najd
and al-Hijaz. They wrote asking for a guarantee of safety for their citizens in case the
war continued. Khalid Ibn Luway agreed and let Ibn Saud know of this good news
while he was on his way to Makkah. Ibn Saud welcomed the neutral position of these
countries and felt that al-Hijaz now belonged to him although he suspected that

Britain might intervene to the benefit of his enemies (1bid: 262).

Jeddah had been under siege since January 1925. After the end of the Hajj, the Saudi
army began to tighten the siege on Jeddah, fearing that Sharit AL might attack again
to liberate al-Hijaz from the Saudis. Although Ibn Saud had the power to enter
Jeddah, he preferred to sustain the siege until the city surrendered and not to cause

more bloodshed. The same happened to al-Madinah. The Saudi army, under Faisal al-
Dawish, besieged it for ten months. After the people ot al-Madinah gave themselves
up, they asked Ibn Saud if they could be governed by one of his sons rather than al-
Dawish. He agreed and appointed his son, Prince Mohammad, in December 1925, as

Prince of al-Madinah. However, the situation in Jeddah was different. Prince Ali

found that he could not get help from his brothers in Iraq and Trans-Jordan when

additional Saudi forces arrived at al-Raghamah, under the command of Princes
Abdullah Ibn Abdulrahman and Faisal Ibn Abdulaziz. So, Sharif Ali asked the British

Consul to mediate between him and Ibn Saud so that he could surrender and leave the
city. Ibn Saud agreed and let Sharif Ali leave with his belongings for any place he
chose, and also agreed to guarantee the safety of the people of Jeddah. Ibn Saud
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entered Jeddah after Sharif Ali had left in December 1925, thus proclaiming his
sovereignty over al-Hijaz and becoming the new King of al-Hiaz (al-Salloom,

1995:55-56; Vassiliev, 1998:264).

1.2.6 Ibn Saud adds Jaizan

The Jaizan region was governed by al-Idreesi, who had been committed to a
neighbourhood treaty with Ibn Saud since the latter occupied Asir in 1920. The Imam
of Yemen did not dispute this treaty, although he would have liked to take control of
Jaizan. Rivalry within the al-Idreesi family started after the death ot Mohammad al-
Idreesi; this resulted in a power vacuum in Jaizan. This situation encouraged the

Imam of Yemen to attack Jaizan at a time when Ibn Saud was preoccupied in al-

Hijaz. The advancing Yemeni army occupied al-Hudaidah and its northern regions
(al-Zirikli, 1977a:535; al-‘Uthaimeen, 1999:205-207).

In this situation, al-Hasan al-Idreesi took the leadership of Jaizan and asked for
support from the Italians and British, which they did not give. This coincided with the
difficulties Ibn Saud was facing in al-Hijaz. Al-Idreesi saw that the only way to stop
the advance of the Yemenis into his region and save what was left was to ask for the
protection of Ibn Saud. So, in 1926, he signed a treaty with Ibn Saud, giving Ibn

Saud the right to control foreign affairs and stop any aggression against this region,
leaving the Idreesi in control of internal affairs. When al-Idreesi resigned in 1930,

full control over this region was exercised by Ibn Saud, who then integrated it into the

rest of his kingdom (Wenner, 1967: 144, al- Zinkli, 1977a:535-536; al-‘Uthaimeen,
1999:206-207).

' American Archives, 890 F.014, despatch from Henry P. Fletcher at the American Embassy in Rome
to the American Secretary of State, on 25 February 1927.

* This was supported by Shaikh Ahmad al-Mubarak during my interview with him in Riyadh on 17

January 2004; this was also confirmed by Lateefah al-Salloom in an interview with her in Riyadh on 11
January 2004.
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It has been explained that al-Idreesi Governor resigned completely in favour of Ibn
Saud for several reasons, among which was the internal dispute within the Idreesi
family itself and also with their people.' Also, the threat from Imam Yahya of Yemen
was a main reason, which convinced al-Idreesi to give in completely to Ibn Saud, tor
he would have lost everything if Ibn Saud had decided to take over and do what he
had done with Sharif Husain.”? With the consolidation of his sovereignty in Jaizan, Ibn
Saud accomplished the unification of most of the Arabian Peninsula under his

leadership as one political unit, which came to be known, from 1932 onwards, as "the

Kingdom of Saudi Arabia".

1.3 Transformation from Tribalism Towards a Sense of Community

Under Ibn Saud's Leadership

Abdulaziz Ibn Saud was one of the most influential leaders in modermn Arab history in
view of his unification of various regions of the Arabian Peninsula and his creation of
a modern state, bringing its people from internal factionalism, isolation and a
nomadic way of life to be citizens of a modern urban society, in the context of a
unified political system. By doing so, he believed that he had achieved his goal of

promoting the word of Allah and the unification of his nation, with divine help and
relying on his faith, good character and confidence. Ibn Saud was able to create a
balance between his belief in Allah and the noble Islamic teachings on the one hand,

and his loyalty to the customs and traditions of his people, which, he believed, did not
conflict with Islam, on the other. This helped him to gain the confidence of his

people, who came to trust his leadership, a trust which enabled him to create his

modern state (Sharaf and Sha‘ban, 1983:156-159; al-Khuwaiter, 1998: 30-36).

' This was supported by Bakur al-'Amr during my interview with him 1n Jeddah on 31 December 2003.
2 This was stated by Bakur al-'Amri during my interview with him in Jeddah on 31 December 2003.
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Armstrong (1934:291-292) stated “Ibn Saud is Lord of Arabia ruling by the force of
his personality and the strength of his own right arm”. He added, “He stands, basing
himself four square on his trust in God, straddled across Arabia holding the whole
land and its people between his clenched fist. He is inspired by a driving Belief, the
belief that he has been entrusted by God with a mission to knit all Arabs into one
People, to lead them back to the greatness of their forefathers, and to make the Word
of God Supreme.” In addition to Ibn Saud’s strict belief in God, he had a charismatic
authority, manifested in his physical features and behaviour, which convinced his
followers of his powerful leadership and his courage. Several writers have remarked
that Ibn Saud was more then six feet tall, with a good physique, handsome features
and fair skin. In addition to this, he had excellent political and diplomatic abilities,
which impressed his tribal followers (al-‘Agqgad, N.D.:24-35; Almana, 1980:243-245;
al-Zarikli, 1977a:735; Holden and Johns, 1981:64).

Jbn Saud was well-known for being frank, clear and modest in his dealings with
others, which the people of the Arabian Peninsula appreciated, especially the men of

the tribes. He was keen to avoid the use of force or to adopt a dictatorial manner in

his leadership. His belief in God, sincerity in his religion and his modesty, enabled his
people to get direct access to him; they would call him by his first name and he would
almost always know them personally’ (De Gaury, 1946:83). In addition, his unlimited
generosity had a great impact on his followers, because in the Arab world generosity
1s an important aspect of leadership. Ibn Saud was also transparent in his speeches,

with a clear and understandable language, using the most direct words. He would
come straight to the point, which was what his people liked in him.” Tbn Saud was

also patient and slow to anger, which earned him much credit among his people and
this helped him in his decision-making. It could be said that Ibn Saud was born a
leader and that no leader in the Peninsula was better equipped than him in his

protound religiousness, generosity, humanity and simplicity (Williams, 1933:253-

259; Almana, 1980:229-242; al-Khuwaiter, 1998: 19-36). McLoughlin (1993:67)

l Umm al-Qura Newspaper, Issue No. 283, 5 May 1930; al-Faisal Magazine, Issue No. 128, QOctober,
1987, pp. 48-49.

* 'Umm al-Qura Newspaper, Issue No. 283, 5 May 1930.



20

notes that after al-Rayhani met Ibn Saud he stated clearly his opinion of him, “I have
now met all the Kings of Arabia and I find no one among them bigger than this man.

He is big in word and gesture and style as well as in purpose and self-confidence.”

The confidence of the people of the Arabian Peninsula in Ibn Saud’s leadership and
the clarity and dignity of his objectives lay behind their obedience to him and their
welcoming of his leadership from the first time he entered Riyadh. They stood with
him to achieve his goals, one of which was the unification of the Arabian Peninsula,
and asked him for help against their local leaders, in provinces such as al-Hasa, Asir
and Jaizan. It was within only four years of entering Riyadh that he found himself the

most influential and powerful leader in the heart of Najd. Philby (1930:199) wrote
that, by the end of 1906, Ibn Saud found himself in a stronger political position in

Najd, since his two opponents (al-Rasheed and the Turks) were no longer a threat to
him. As a result, he worked to strengthen his power and develop his administration of
the regions under his authority. These regions at that time were without the
administrative or governmental foundations of a modern state. The reason for this

was that Najd, which was regarded as the heart of the newly emerging state, had not
been subjected to any foreign rule,’ from which it could have benefited in terms of

governmental structure and experience (Benoist-Mechin, 1965:29; Harik, 1987:19).

It 1s worth mentioning here that in order to overcome this lack of governmental

experience, Ibn Saud sought help from a number of Arab experts, who assisted him in
implementing new ideas and methods in state administration and government
structure. Ibn Saud also believed in the principle of providing opportunities to anyone

who wanted to work for the new state. Those who came to him, with the will and the
determination to work, were given responsible positions in government, whether or
not they were from the Peninsula. Their abilities, achievements, honesty and respect
for their duties were rewarded with promotions (Kostiner, 1993:105; Howarth,

1964:116; al-Mareq, 1978:311:314; al- Zirikli, 1977a:1011-1014).

' Prince Bandar Ibn Sultan, the Saudi Ambassador to the US, in /da’at Programme, on al-'Arabiyyah

TV Channel, on 9 June 2004, also, Bakur al-'Amri during my interview with him in Jeddah on 31
December 2003.
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Ghazal (1984:113) states that the year 1911 was a quiet period in Ibn Saud’s reign
within Najd. He used this time to attend to internal affairs. This was the right time to
execute the ambitious project he had planned for so long. This great project was the
settlement of the Bedouins, which began in 1912 with the creation of the first
settlement (Hijrah) of al-Artawiyyah, whose population consisted of Bedouins from
the Harb and Mutair tribes (Mcloughlin, 1993:42; Vassiliev, 1998:228). Ibn Saud’s
concern at this time, with administrative development and the creation of a modem
state dated back to earlier in his reign. His intention was to settle the Bedouin in
groups, for he wanted to enhance their development and prosperity so that he could
move towards promoting Islam among them,' which would enlarge the Saudi
influence (Mcloughlin, 1993:43). He wanted the Bedouins to transter their loyalty
from the tribe to the newly emerging state and its leader. The creation of the

settlements was therefore an important step in the construction of the country, and it

helped Ibn Saud to unify the different regions of Saudi Arabia® (Helms, 1981:127).

This was one of Ibn Saud's most significant achievements in his country’s intemal
affairs, because the majority of the inhabitants of the central Arabian Peninsula were
nomad Bedouins. Ibn Saud chose the policy of settling them in civilized regions so
that they could learn other ways of living, such as agriculture and other protessions
which would benefit the country, rather than stay as shepherds. To achieve that, he
ordered the designation of localities for each tribe according to its size and the
number of its people. The localities had to be close to water resources. He then sent

Muslim scholars to advise the Bedouin and urge them to live in those localities, and
educate and teach them the Islamic beliefs and values, and guide them to devote their

efforts to the political unification of all the regions of the Peninsula. To achieve his
aim, Ibn Saud used both intimidation and temptation, whereby he made all Bedouins

in the areas under his influence rush to his call. He gave them instructions for the

' This was also argued by His Royal Highness Prince Mamduh Ibn Abdulaziz during my interview with
him in Jeddah on 31 December 2003; also, this was supported by Abdulaziz al-Khuwaiter during my
interview with him in Riyadh on 19 January 2004.

* This was maintained by Bakur al-'Amri during my interview with him in Jeddah on 31 December

2003; this was also confirmed by Lateefah al-Salloom in an interview with her in Riyadh on 11 January
2004 .
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execution of his idea and persuaded them that they would benefit from his big project
(al-Zirikli, 1977a; 259-268; Howarth, 1964: 16; al-Rayhani, 1988:258-266).

At the end of 1920, according to Vassiliev (1998:228) the number of settlements (al-
Hijar) had reached 52, and increased to 72 in 1923, and by 1929, there were 120
settlements. Lacey (1982:146) and Helms (1981:137), however, stated that there
were more than 200 settlements, which provided Ibn Saud with approximately sixty
thousand fighters. Whatever the truth about the number of settlements, Ibn Saud had
successfully realised his plan. The localities were more stable and more civilized, far
better than the previous way of life of the nomad Bedouin. That was confirmed by
Philby (1930:227) who stated that in 1927 the number of inhabitants in these
settlements reached more than one hundred thousand and the number of fighters was

estimated at approximately fifty thousand.

After Tbn Saud had achieved the goal of settlement, he was able to achieve several
further goals, among which was bringing an end to invasion and plundering among

the tribes and uniting them in larger societies under one central government and

leadership. He encouraged them to believe in him as a religious (Imam) and political
leader than as a tribal chieftain. This was due to the creation of mixed communities
from different tribes. Moreover, the establishment of the nation's military forces from
different tribes under the leadership of the central government helped to keep life
more secure within the regions during Abdulaziz’s reign (Helms, 1981:127-128; al-
‘Uthaimeen, 1999:164).

Al-'Assaly (1999: 137) described the attempt of Ibn Saud to transform his people into
a state community as a great success. And it was indeed. Although 1t was not
completely accomplished, Ibn Saud worked to ensure continuity in implementing this
task until the last day of his life. He did not neglect any development in the state
institutions, and he introduced all the different means of modern life to the society.
Al-Zinkli (1977a:571) pointed out that it was during Ibn Saud’s reign, in 1926, that

Majlis al-Shura (Consultative Council), from which all government rules and laws

were issued, was created. Moreover, in 1925-1926, most of the important
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governmental institutions were created, such as the judicial system (al-Nidham al-
Qada‘i), police authority (Mudiriyyat al-Shurtah al-‘Ammah), finance department
(Mudiriyyat al-Maliyyah) and foreign office (Mudiriyyat al-Khanjiyyah). Also,
offices dealing with public health, ports management, telegraph, telephone and radio
networks were created. Surely the King was the one who opened the door to

civilization at all different levels in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (Kostiner,

1993:104-105; al-Zirikli, 1977a:576-580).

Saudi Arabia went through various phases before becoming what is known today as
the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. At the beginning of Ibn Saud’s authority, the people ot
Najd used to call him the 'Imam' as they had called his predecessors. The people of

the region later used to call him Sultan even before he himself officially used the title.

He was also known by other names such as the Prince, al-Basha, Wali Najd and
Shaikh. Others called him simply Ibn Saud, until 22 August 1921, when the scholars
and men of influence of Najd gathered at a conference held in Riyadh and agreed to
name him Sultan of Najd. Britain, from the beginning, acknowledged this title. After

he captured the regions of Asir and Hail in 1922 the state was called al-Saltanah al-
Najdiyyah and Its Dependencies (al-Zirikli, 1977a: 650; al-*Uthaimeen, 1999:307).

After his conquest of the region of al-Hijaz 1n 1924-1926, the scholars and the
influential people in Makkah and Jeddah gathered and asked Ibn Saud to agree to
become the King of al-Hijaz, and declared that they would swear their allegiance
(bay‘ah) to him. Ibn Saud agreed to their demand and set a date for a meeting atter
the Friday (Jum‘ah) prayer in the Sacred Mosque on 10 January 1926 to make this
official. Thus Ibn Saud became the new King of al-Hijaz and Sultan of Najd and Its

Dependencies. He was greeted not only by his own people but also by the consuls of

foreign powers such as Britain, France, Holland, the Soviet Union and Turkey (al-
Rayhani, 1988:427-429; Kostiner, 1993: 68-70).

After the people of al-Hijaz recognized him as their King, and he acquired the title of
the King of al-Hijaz and Sultan of Najd and Its Dependencies, Ibn Saud returned to

Riyadh in 1927, having already organized affairs in al-Hijaz and consolidated his
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authority in this important region. As a result of the events in al-Hijaz, the people of
Riyadh organized a conference in 1927, attended by a great number of scholars and
the chiefs of the different regions of al-Saltanah al-Najdiyyah and Its Dependencies.
There it was decided to change 'al-Saltanah al-Najdiyyah and Its Dependencies' to the
'Kingdom of Najd and Its Dependencies' and to call King Abdulaziz of al-Hijaz its
King also. On 19 January, King Abdulaziz agreed and issued an order accepting that

his title would be the King of Hijaz and Najd and Its Dependencies, and the news was

forwarded to all consuls in his country (al-Salloom, 1995:64; al- Zirikli, 1977a: 650-
651).

1.4 The Middle East in International Relations from the End of the
First World War

The Middle East as it is defined today began to take shape in the years following
the First World War. Most of the Middle East would be the Afro-Asian area of
the former Ottoman territories. As a result of the Ottoman Empire's defeat, most
of this region lay under Western colonial rule. However, no single state, either
from within the area or from outside, was able to establish effective hegemony
and thus to organise the entire Middle East. In fact, there was not a single

imperial power, but three. Britain and France divided the bulk of the spoils; Italy

had to be satisfied with Libya (Brown, 1984: 85-83).

In general, the weakness of Italy permitted British and French influence to
dominate the Arab World after 1918. Germany was beaten, the USSR was

absorbed in revolutionary reconstruction, and USA, after a brief period of

involvement under Woodrow Wilson, returned to isolationism. Generally
speaking, the Middle Eastern states were too weak to be true players in the
international stage. They operated within a framework built and maintained
primarily by Britain and France (Yapp, 1991:379-380). In the immediate post-

war period, the more Westernised Fertile Crescent had no independent states;
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these existed only in the Arabian Peninsula, where Ibn Saud was creating Saudi

Arabia and Imam Yahya maintained a precarious independence in Yemen

(Brown, 1984: 96-97).

Of the two major powers, Britain's greatest interest was the preservation ot peace,
which it sought through the League of Nation. It claimed that it had no intention

of defending any part of the region by arms, relying instead on diplomacy, which
meant, among other tactics, the conciliation of Italy, until Italy's invasion on
Ethiopia in 1935 created contradictions in British policy (Yapp, 1991:380-331).
Britain also was to attempt to appease the Arab states over Palestine (Ibid, 381).
Communication and oil were also major British interests. With the former centred
on the Suez Canal, Britain was concerned to guard the eastern shore of the Red
Sea and the Gulf. Egypt was the key here, being the great junction of sea and air

communications to Africa, India and the entire East. Despite considerable

difficulties, Britain succeeded, by the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936, in securing
the continuation of the British garrison there and the use of Egyptian facilities in
time of war (Ibid, 381-383). Thus, Britain exerted its hegemony in Egypt and
Sudan, and from Kuwait to Aden (Brown, 1984: 113). Furthermore, Britain had
strong relations with Sharif Husain since the Arab Revolt in 1916, and supported
the appointment of his sons (Faisal and Abdullah) as rulers in Iraq and Trans-

Jordan 1n 1921(Brown, 1984:; 121: Kostiner, 1993:79).

In general, British-French rivalry dominated the region from roughly the end of
the First World War until the fall of France in 1940, and their place were taken by
the USA and the USSR after the Second World War. The French had good reason
to believe that the British were seeking to undermine France's position in the
Middle East through thejr promotion of the Hashemite's designs on Syria.
France's conduct 1n Syrig wag extremely heavy-handed but was prompted by its
fear that Britain was Plotting to dominate the entire region. Britain, while

supporting the Hashemite thrones, also nurtured ties with Ibn Saud through

several treaties and aspireq g adjudicating disputes between the two families

(Brown, 1984: 116-113), Thus, France lost to Britain diplomatically (Ibid: 123).
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As for oil, Iran and Iraq were the most important producers in British eyes.
France shared this view, and by the 1930s was the principal buyer of Iraqi oil.
France however, was mainly concerned with the Western Mediterranean and with
the maintenance of its position in Algeria, Morocco and Tunisia. For this reason,
France was concerned that political developments in Syria and Lebanon might

influence Muslims in North Africa. Like Britain, France worked to establish good

relations with strong regional powers and safeguarded its interests by treaties

(Yapp, 1991:384-385).

Italy emerged from the War with few gains. Its main interests lay in Libya, the
Mediterranean and the Adriatic, and until the 1930s no attempt was made to
challenge the British-French's hegemony. After the invasion of Ethiopia in 19335,
Italy grew more ambitions, but Mussolini was concerned not to offend Britain,

and in 1938 the two countries signed the Treaty of Rome designed to settle their
differences (Yapp, 1991:386). Only after the fall of France did Italy's ambitions
became significant for the region (Ibid: 387).

There are similarities in the involvements of Germany and the USSR during these
years. Germany avoided direct political involvement in the Middle East during
the 1920s and even under the Nazis its main interest was in Eastern Europe. In
the late 1930s, German trade in the Northern Tier (Turkey, Iran and Afghanistan)
grew rapidly but was not particularly important to Germany. Germany was
uninterested in the region's oil and was unwilling to be drawn into quarrels with
Britain, France and Italy (Yapp, 19_91:387). The Nazis were also initially

sympathetic to Zionism, thinking that Palestine would absorb Germany's

unwanted Jews (Ibid: 387-388).

A clear distinction should be drawn between Soviet policy in the Northern Tier
and in the Arab World. The USSR had strong interests in the former. Its main
concern was not to foment revolution but to expand trade and ensure that no

powerful enemy could gain a foothold. By contrast their interest in the Arab

World was weak during the 1ter-war years. Diplomatic relations were opened
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with Hijaz in 1924, with Ibn Saud in 1926 and with Yemen in 1928, but little
came of these and the missions were closed in 1938 (Yapp, 1991:388-389). In

general, the USSR's policy remained without major changes until the Second
World War.

The Second World War was by no means as important for the Middle East as the
First had been (Yapp, 1991:389). After the War France found itself
outmanoeuvred and was forced to quit Syria and Lebanon, which were admitted
by the new UN (Brown, 1984: 133). Indeed, the War merely hastened the end of
French influence, briefly prolonged that of Britain, and gave an impetus to the
advance of the USSR and the USA in the region (Brown, 1984: 104-105; Yapp,
1991: 390). At the end of the War, the leading great powers in the region were
Britain and the USSR. Both powers tried and failed to consolidate their positions
and, in so doing, drew the USA, which had not been greatly involved hitherto,
into playing a much more substantial role (Yapp, 1991:394). It has been claimed
that the USA avoided becoming deeply involved in the area as a great power until
the Second World War (Brown, 1984: 105).

The Soviet Union had ambitions to gain greater control over Turkey, and pressed
claims to Turkish territory. Turkey and Britain appealed to the USA, which
reluctantly lent its support, and in October 1946 the USSR backed down. Also,
the USSR had invaded northern Iran in 1941 and was reluctant to leave. The USA

merely supported Iran at the UN; but Iran outmanoeuvred the Soviets, persuading
them to leave in exchange for an oil concession, which never materialised. The

USA was not yet ready to involve itself fully in the region, but Soviet influence in

the Northern Tier was drastically weakened (Yapp, 1991: 396-397).

Reacting to the Soviet threat, Britain hoped to secure a military and trade
confederacy under its leadership, but the key to this strategy, Egypt, refused due
to a disagreement over Sudan. Also, popular protests made Iraq equally

uncooperative, the British position in Palestine became untenable, and it has been

argued that nationalist opposition, more than any other factor, brought about
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British failure in the region. Furthermore, Britain had paid a great economic price
for victory in the Second World War, and had simply lost the will to maintain its
position in the Middle East (Yapp, 1991:399-402). Britain's weakness compelled
it to seek the support of the USA, which gave the Americans the opportunity to
exert to the full its power and influence in the region (Brown, 1984: 105; Yapp,
1991: 399).

1.5 Ibn Saud’s Early International Relations

1.5.1 Ibn Saud and the Turks

After Ibn Saud created his state in the heart of Najd, he was concerned that foreign
powers, such as the Ottomans and the British might have an influence on him,
although he tried to avoid their intervention in his internal affairs. Philby (1955:265)
mentioned that in 1912 the Turks were surrounding Ibn Saud from more than one
position. They were occupying al-Hasa in the east and al-Hijaz in the west and
surrounding him from the north with their strong ally Ibn Rasheed in Hail, and behind

Hail with their presence in Syria and Iraq. This was in addition to their presence in

Asir and Yemen.

From the beginning, Ibn Saud was keen not to provoke the Turks for fear that he
might repeat what happened to his predecessors when they confronted the powerful
Ottoman Empire. However, Turkish policy was, from the beginning, hostile towards
Ibn Saud. From the moment he recaptured Riyadh, they considered his action as
defiance of their authority and of the authority of their regional ally, Ibn Rasheed, in
the region. They feared that the expansion of Ibn Saud’s authority might threaten their
presence in the occupied regions. This hostile policy was clear from the beginning

when the Governor of Basra agreed to support Ibn Rasheed against Ibn Saud in
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suppressing what the Governor called the revolution at Najd (Goldberg, 1986:48-66;
al-Ghannam, 1999:56).

The Turkish hatred of Ibn Saud became manifest not only through the financial and
militarily support given to his enemy, Ibn Rasheed, but also through the intervention
in the conflict between them by sending more than 4500-strong Turkish force, which
was well equipped and supported with artillery. They came from Iraq and Hijaz to
reinforce Ibn Rasheed against Ibn Saud and to resolve the struggle between them 1n
north Najd, particularly in the al-Qaseem region. The Turks tried to keep al-Qaseem
as a neutral province and put it under the direct authority of the Governor of Basra
during this struggle.' Ibn Rasheed agreed to this because he did not want al-Qaseem
to be under Ibn Saud’s authority, and his view was shared by some of the al-Qaseem
leaders.” However, Ibn Saud and the majority of al-Qaseem's population refused this
and, as a result, many battles were waged between Ibn Saud, on one side, and the
Turks with Ibn Rasheed, on the other, which ended in victory for Ibn Saud.” As a
result, he achieved complete authority over the whole of the al-Qaseem region and the

lands to the north as far as the Shammar mountain frontier (al- Zirikli, 1977a:156-
175; Vassiliev, 1998:214-221; al-Ghannam, 1999:61-65).

In 1906, eager to end the Turkish occupation, Ibn Saud was decisive when he
discovered the intention of the Turkish commander to move with his army to Hail so

as to join Ibn Rasheed. He asked the Turkish commander, Sami Basha al-Farooqi, to
choose between two alternatives: either to move with his troops to the south and thus
not to join Ibn Rasheed, or Ibn Saud himself would repatriate the Turks who came

from Iraq and Hijaz; Ibn Saud threatened al-Farooqi with war if he retused both

solutions. This was a very important step that proved the ability of Ibn Saud to act as

' This was confirmed by His Highness Prince Abdulrahman Ibn Abdullah during my interview with |
him in Riyadh on 7-10 January 2004. Prince Abdulrahman is a nephew of King Abd a-Aziz and a

senior member of the Saudi Royal Family; this was also confirmed by Lateefah al-Salloom in an
interview with her in Riyadh on 11 January 2004.

> Ibid.

’ Ibid.



30

a powerful leader in the centre of the Arabian Peninsula and also to consolidate his
sovereignty. In the event, the Turkish commander chose to repatriate the Turkish
troops under the protection of Ibn Saud, who provided them with safe passage and
transportation. The Ottoman Sultan, Abdulhameed II, appreciated Ibn Saud’s
protection and his sincerity towards the Ottoman soldiers. The Sultan also asked him

to send one of his people to meet him; Ibn Saud sent Salih al-°Athel. These events in

this year were considered as an improvement in the relationship between the two
sides (Vassiliev, 1998: 214-221; al- Zirikli, 1977a:156-175; al-Rayhanm, 1988:159-
164).

After a short period of calm and improvement 1n the relationship between the Turks
and Ibn Saud, new fears arose for Ibn Saud due to Turkish intervention in his affairs.
He was told by his envoy, Ahmad al-Thunayyan, that the Governor of Baghdad,
Jamal Basha, threatened to invade Najd from the north and head south with two

battalions if Ibn Saud did not obey the Turkish will. Ibn Saud then fully understood
that the Turkish ambition would not end unless he removed the Turks from al-Hasa
and ended their militarily presence in the region. Ibn Saud intormed the British of his
intention to secure their neutrality in this struggle. When he saw that the time was
right, especially after the Turks were deteated in the Balkan War, he launched a
surprise attack at al-Hasa in 1913, ending the presence of the Turks in the Gulf
region. After the Turks accepted the reality of the situation and acknowledged that
the power of Ibn Saud could not be overlooked, they decided to win him over

politically as the signs of the First World War started to appear. At this stage,
negotiations started between the Turks and Ibn Saud and ended with Ibn Saud’s

recognition of the Ottoman Caliph suzerainty over Ibn Saud’s territories, and the
Turks recognised Ibn Saud’s authority over regions under his control and promised to

help him financially and militarily. They signed this treaty on 15 May 1914' (al-

Zirikli, 1977a:203-214; Troeller, 1976:43-61; Vassiliev, 1998:231-233; Aghlag,
2002: 127-129&200).

' India Office, L/P&S/10/385, despatch from Terence H. Keyes, the British Political Agent in Bahrain,
to Stuart G. Knox, the Deputy British Political Resident in Bushire, on 30 June 1914; India Office,
L/P&S/12/2134, copy of the treaty of 1914 between Ibn Saud and the Turks.
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The First World War started in 1914; and the Turks and Britain were not only
powerful opponents in this war, but also the most influential powers in the region. Ibn
Saud was also a power in the Arabian Peninsula and also had relationships with the
two powers. Ibn Saud acknowledged that neutrality was the only policy that would
protect him from the intervention of either of the two powers in his internal affairs, or
any attack from the victor at the end of the war. Therefore, he adhered to his
neutrality during the war, despite both sides' attempts to involve him.' His attitude
here reflected his principles in dealing with others and it showed the way he wanted
to conduct foreign relations. So, initially, in 1914, when Britain tried to get him on its
side to oppose the Turkish interests in the region and promised to recognize him as
the Caliph, as a reward for his position, he strongly refused and told them then that
Sharif Husain deserved to be the Caliph before him, in a bid to stop this attempt to
entice him although in 1924 Ibn Saud refused to recognize Sharif Husain as a caliph.
Ibn Saud insisted on remaining neutral and not opposing Sharif Husain if the Sharit

allied himself with the British against the Turks. Ibn Saud kept his promise with both

of the two powers and insisted, at the same time, on full neutrality throughout the

war® (al- Zirikli, 1977a:215-217; al-Rayhani, 1988:230-231; Goldberg, 1986:178-
184).

In 1918, the First World War ended with the Turkish defeat and, as a result,
terminated their influence, authority and military presence in the Arabian Peninsula.
They were replaced by the British and French in the Arab regions, which were under
their occupation. However, when Ibn Saud entered al-Hijaz and united it under his

authority and the Hijazi people called him their King, the Republic of Turkey was one
of the first countries to recognize this in 1926 (al-Rayhani, 1988:427:429).

' This was confirmed by Lateefah al-Salloom in an interview with her in Riyadh on 11 January 2004.

* This was supported by Lateefah al-Salloom in an interview with her in Riyadh on 11 January 2004.
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1.5.2 Ibn Saud and the British

When Ibn Saud began to establish his state, there was a strong British presence in the
Arabian Peninsula, particularly on the east coast. It was then essential for Ibn Saud to
contact them and consequently build a good relationship with them in order to protect
his interests and strengthen his authority. Britain observed the struggle between Ibn
Saud and Ibn Rasheed, but did not want to be involved in it, due to its concern that if
either one of them were to win, his influence might stretch to the countries under
British authority in the region, particularly Kuwait. Britain therefore did not want to
interfere in such internal affairs in order to avoid provoking Turkish anxieties. The
British ignored all Tbn Saud’s early approaches, such as in 1902, when he asked if
they could sign treatics immediately after the conquest of Riyadh, and advised
Britain's allies not to support him (Goldberg, 1986:50-51; al-‘Uthaimeen, 1999:290;

Troeller, 1976:21).

Britain continued its policy towards Ibn Saud even when, in 1904, he asked for help
and recognition after his victory in the Battle of al-Bukairiyyah against Ibn Rasheed
and the Turks. Britain kept the same neutral policy, despite the recommendation of
Sir Percy Cox, the Political Resident in the Gulf that it should deal with Ibn Saud. Ibn
Saud continued his attempts to gain Britain’s recognition and Cox attempted further
to convince his government to recognize Ibn Saud and deal with him. Despite this, all
attempts ended in failure, and Britain’s response was decisive in 1907, stating that it
did not see any necessity to create any kind of relationship with Ibn Saud, out of fear

of angering the Turkish Government (Troeller, 1976:22-25; Wahbah, 2000:244-248;
alghannam, 1999:58-67).

The situation remained unchanged, so Ton Saud continued to strengthen his internal
position and expand his stat€ in Najd and, with time on his side and increasing

numbers of followers, he worked to consolidate his sovereignty and leadership in the
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area.' There were no changes in his relationship with the British until 1910 when a
meeting took place between him and Captain Shakespear, the Political Agent in
Kuwait, during his visit to the Amir of Kuwait. The following year, they met again 1n
Ibn Saud's camp. Ibn Saud told Shakespear about his desire to capture al-Hasa in
order to end the Turkish presence in the region. He asked Britain to support him and
to deal with him as they did with the other Gulf leaders. Shakespear confirmed to Ibn
Saud that Britain was unable to be hostile to Turkey for fear of drniving it into an
alliance with Germany. The British Foreign Office issued orders to the Indian Bureau

to stay totally neutral and not to intervene directly or indirectly in the affairs of Najd
(Troeller, 1976:22-25; al-Rasheed, 1998:228; Goldberg, 1986, 78:80).

Goldberg (1986:47) stated that all attempts by the British politicians in the Gulf and
India to change Britain’s attitude toward Ibn Saud since 1904 were strictly rejected by
the Foreign Office in London, which favoured the international Bntish interest over
the Indian local or regional interests until 1913. This policy was changed just prior to
the outbreak of World War I, when Britain began to give more consideration to Ibn

Saud and contacted him directly. In fact, the attitude of Britain toward Ibn Saud was a
very important factor, which convinced him to strengthen his internal authority in
Najd and also expand his state further, especially to the region of al-Hasa. In 1913 Jbn
Saud conquered al-Hasa and ended Turkish authority in the east coast region,
extending his authority to the Gulf Shaikhdoms, which were under the protection of

the British. By doing so, Ibn Saud convinced Britain of two important things: first, he
had become the most powerful leader in the area, and secondly, his position was such

that he could threaten the provinces under the protection of the British.

Thus, he convinced Britain to change its policy towards him and to take a posttive
stance, particularly as it had been convinced by its representative in the region that
relations with him were essential to the secunity of the Gulf Shaikhdoms which were

under British protection.” He was also convinced that he should strengthen his

' This was confirmed by Bakur al-'Amri during my interview with him in Jeddah on 31 December
2003.

* This was confirmed by Lateefah al-Salloom in an interview with her in Riyadh on 11 January 2004.



34

relationship with Britain, as it was a great power in the region. However, it can be
said that the political competition between Britain and Turkey in the region, led both
of them to seek Ibn Saud’s friendship.' Turkey rushed and signed a treaty with Ibn
Saud on 15 May 1914, Britain also hastened to radically change its previous stance
towards Ibn Saud; and the British Political Agent in Kuwait, Captain Shakespear,
came to Riyadh in March 1914, and Britain became closer to him than ever (Troeller,

1976:55-89; Holden and Johns, 1981:47; Vassiliev, 1998:237).

After war between Britain and Turkey was declared in November 1914, the British
Government sent to Ibn Saud asking him to coordinate with it in capturing Basra from
Turkey. He insisted on speaking personally to the British Political Agent in Kuwait,
Captain Shakespear, who met him in December 1914 and who had always been
impressed by Ibn Saud. Shakespear was keen to strengthen the relationship with Ibn
Saud, but when he met him he found that he insisted on maintaining his neutral
position between the Turks and the British. In addition, he also insisted on obtaining a
formal treaty between him and Britain before changing his position. Shakespear
advised Ibn Saud to draw up a preliminary treaty setting forth his desires and stating
what he was ready to accept from Britain. After long discussions they finally signed
the Treaty of Darin on 26 December 1915,° from which Ibn Saud, however, benefited
under the circumstances at the time.” One of the articles of this treaty provided for
Britain’s recognition of Ibn Saud as Sultan of Najd, al-Hasa and its Dependencies,
and also the provision of help and protection to him from any external aggression. He
committed himself not to conclude treaties with any foreign governments and agreed

not to interfere in the affairs of the areas under British protection (Troeller, 1976:55-
89; Howarth, 1964:85-89: al-Saud, 2001:26-30). The major result of this treaty was

' This was also supported by Abdulaziz al-Khuwaiter during my interview with him 1n Riyadh on 19
January 2004.

? India Office, L/P&S/10/387, copy of the Darin Treaty between Ibn Saud and Percy Cox, the British
Political Resident in Bushire, dated 26 December 1915.

> This was supported by Abdulaziz al-Khuwaiter during my interview with him in Riyadh on 19
January 2004; this was also confirmed by Lateefah al-Salloom in an interview with her in Riyadh on 11
January 2004.
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Britain's agreement to provide Ibn Saud with military protection (Mcloughlin,
1993:87; Wahbah, 2000, 248-249 & 318-319; al-Saud, 2001: 28-30 & 207-217).

During the First World War, unfriendliness in the relations between Britain and Ibn
Saud occurred due to the British support for Sharif Husain, especially since Sharif
Husain had proclaimed himself King of the Arabs. Despite this unfriendliness, Britain
feared that Ibn Saud lend his support to the Turks, or possibly take action against its

allies, among them Sharif Husain, which would obstruct its plans in the region.
Britain, therefore, offered Ibn Saud a monthly subsidy of £5000 and gave him 3000
rifles to maintain the security and protect British interests in the Gulf. This subsidy
was, however, the cause of a cooling in the relationship between Ibn Saud and
Britain, as he considered it insufficient, and this was compounded by the fact that
Sharif Husain received more. These relations remained unchanged throughout the
years of the First World War (Williams, 1933:96102; al- Zinkli, 1977a:285-299; al-
Saud, 2001:32-35; al-‘Uthaimeen, 1999:294-205).

After the end of the First World War, Britain became the most influential power in

the region, since Iraq, Palestine and Trans-Jordan now came under its authority. By
virtue of this strengthened presence, it became the power that influenced relations
between the leaders of the region and Ibn Saud. At the same time, the tense
relationship between Ibn Saud and Sharif Husain was coming to a head around al- -

Khurmah, and the British position was supportive and in favour of Sharif Husain.
Britain also broke many promises of support for Ibn Saud regarding armaments and
finance and also asked Ibn Saud to leave al-Khurmah to Sharif Husain. Sharif Husain

took advantage of this and sent 5000 troops equipped with artillery, under the

leadership of his son Abdullah, which led to the Battle of Turabah in 1919 (Philby,
1930:268:272; Mcloughlin, 1993:60-63; Vassiliev, 1998:246-250).

Afiter the decisive defeat of Sharif Husain by Ibn Saud’s followers (Ikhwan), led by
Khalid Ibn Luway and Sultan Ibn Bijad, and the arrival at Turabah of Ibn Saud at the

head of an army of 12000 fighters, Britain threatened Ibn Saud with military action
and asked him to halt his advance towards al-Hijaz and return to Riyadh. Since Ibn
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Saud had no ambitions in al-Hijaz,' and still looked for a favourable relationship with
Britain, fearing it might intervene by force in his interests or his internal affairs, he
agreed to its demand not to attack al-Hijaz. He also accepted the invitation to
participate with Britain and its allies in the victory ceremonies, and sent his son Faisal
with two of his consultants, Ahmad al-Thunayyan and Abdullah al-Qusaibi, to
London in 1919 (Philby, 1930:268:272; Mcloughlin, 1993:60-63; Vassiliev,
1998:246-250).

From 1920 to 1922, Ibn Saud further consolidated his leadership and sovereignty by
extending his authority into Hail and Asir, and also 1nto the north to the al-Sarhan
valley area and as far as the Iraqi frontier, at the time when the British supported the
appointment of the sons of Sharif Husain (Faisal and Abdullah) as rulers in Iraq and

Trans-Jordan in 1921. This had the effect of adding to the number of confrontations
in 1920-1922 between the tribes on the frontiers with Kuwait, Iraq and Trans-Jordan.
The Saudi forces took part in these confrontations, whether with the agreement of Ibn
Saud or without it. Britain, as a result, tried to win Ibn Saud’s support, knbwing that

these tribes would only obey him and that using force to punish these tribes and stop
their aggression would cost it much.” Britain worked to win him over to secure its
interests and stop the aggression in the areas under its authority (Philby, 1948:219-
222; Troeller, 1976:159-167; Kostiner, 1993:79-87).

All of these issues convinced Ibn Saud and Britain of their need to strengthen their
relationship. Britain continued its financial support, increasing it further, and also it
insisted on drawing the borders between Ibn Saud and each of Iraq, Trans-Jordan and

Kuwait on behalf of which the British were acting, As a result, Sir Percy Cox called
for a meeting at al-Muhammarah in May 1922. However, Ibn Saud did not accept the

proposed al-Muhammarah Treaty due to the fact that his representative had gone

beyond his authorisation. Another meeting was arranged, taking place in al-‘Uqair,

' This was also maintained by His Royal Highness Prince Mamduh Ibn Abdulaziz during my interview

with him in Jeddah on 31 December 2003; also, this was supported by Abdulaziz al-Khuwaiter during
my interview with him in Riyadh on 19 January 2004.

* This was confirmed by Lateefah al-Salloom in an interview with her in Riyadh on 11 January 2004.
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and again chaired by Cox, with Ibn Saud representing Najd and its Dependencies,
Sabih Bey representing the Iragi Government and Major More, the Political Agent in
Kuwait, representing the Kuwaiti Government. The meeting ended with the signing
of the Treaty of al-‘Ugair in November 1922, which drew the borders between the
three countries, resolving the dispute between them regarding the loyalty of tribes 1n
the border areas, and the problems of the shepherds in these areas. One of the most
important points was that Britain agreed that Qurayyat al-Melh and the al-Sarhan
valley belonged to Abdulaziz (Troeller, 1976:159-179; Kostiner, 1993:79-87).

The Hashemite families in Iraq, Trans-Jordan and al-Hijaz who were under the
protection of Britain disagreed with Ibn Saud about the frontiers, despite the al-‘Uqair
Agreement, especially after more frontier confrontations took place with Trans-
Jordan and Hijaz and also in view of the sympathy felt by King Faisal ot Iraq towards
his father and his brother. This forced Britain to call a conference in Kuwait between
Ibn Saud and the leaders of these three countries. The conference took place 1n
December 1923, but they did not reach a solution, due to the exaggeration of the

Hashemite demands. Ibn Saud understood from this conterence that the three

countries were working together to destroy him,' so he decided to take al-Hijaz, as

described previously (Kostiner, 1993:87-100; Wahbah, 2000:257-263).

Howarth (1964:141) mentioned that Ibn Saud was hesitant to occupy al-Hijaz even

though he had been convinced of his ability to do so years betore (since the victory ot
Turabah in 1919). He was hesitant because he knew that capturing al-Hijaz would not

be as easy as the other regions, and he knew that occupying al-Hijaz would end his
1solation from the world and bring him closer to powerful countries, particularly those
who had consuls in al-Hijaz. Also, control of the Holy Places would bring him closer
to the Muslim world, especially during the al-Hajj season, and all of this would turn
his chieftaincy into a state, bring him into the diplomatic world and enhance his
communication with the outside world as a head of state. However, some historians

have argued that the ending of British subsidies to both, Ibn Saud and Sharif Husain,

! '‘Umm al-Qura Newspaper, Issue No. 236, S July 1929, and Issue No. 389, 27 May 1932.

.EEDS UNIVERSITY LIBRARY
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was a major reason for Ibn Saud's decision to invade al-Hijaz.' In 1923, the British
Government told them both of its final decision to cut off the payments. With the
ending of British financial support, Ibn Saud had no reason to be afraid of British
displeasure (Howarth, 1964:138-139; Benoist-Mechin, 1965: 151; Kostiner, 1993:
62). Vassiliev (1998:287) argues that "Britain's increasingly weak economic position
meant it was unable to establish direct control over a sizeable part of Arabia, which
now seemed a costly burden: this too was conducive to Ibn Saud's success".* He

might better have said "financial position".

Sharit Husain's rejection of the Anglo-Hijaz treaty, proposed by London in 1923, was
one of his fatal mistakes. However his clear opinion against the Mandate, which
resulted from the Peace Conference at Versailles, and his rejection of the British plan
regarding Palestine and its people implied in the Balfour Declaration, was the main
reason behind his refusal to sign the Anglo-Hashemite treaty. Britain attempted many
times to persuade him to change his position but he completely refused, while
demanding that Britain should fulfil all its promises to him before and during the
Arab Revolt.’ Moreover, Britain saw that his assumption of the title of Caliph in 1924
might give the impression that Britain supported him in his claim. By doing so, he
missed the chance to secure his sovereignty and strengthen his relationship with

Britain so that it would support him against the new threat that he had created by his
policy of preventing Ibn Saud's followers (Ikhwan) from performing their Haji.* For

' His Royal Highness Prince Mamduh Ibn Abdulaziz strongly rejected the role of the economic factor
as a reason for the occupation of al-Hijaz, due to the fact that al-Hijaz was economically poor and
would place more financial burdens on Ibn Saud. He insisted that the only motivation was a religious
one. This was during my interview with him in Jeddah on 31 December 2003.

* His Royal Highness Prince Mamduh Ibn Abdulaziz also rejected this, arguing that Bntain was not
financially weak to such an extent that it would force it to abandon or change its strategies in this
important area. This was during my interview with him in Jeddah on 31 December 2003 and 1 January
2004,

* This was also supported by Abdulaziz al-Khuwaiter during my interview with him in Riyadh on 19
January 2004.

* This was confirmed by Shaikh Ahmad al-Mubarak, during my interview with him in Riyadh on 17

January 2004; this was also supported by Abdulaziz al-Khuwaiter during my interview with him in
Riyadh on 19 January 2004,
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all these reasons, Britain left him to his fate at a time when he was powerless and
bankrupt (Mousa, 1978:183-194; Baker, 1979:144-170; al-Rayhani, 1988:342;
Wahbah, 2000:199). The elimination of the Hashemite rule in al-Hijaz gave Ibn Saud
a unique position, which convinced Britain to deal with him as the only effective

power in the Arabian Peninsula.

When it was clear to Britain that al-Hijaz was going to fall into the hands of Ibn Saud
and that he might move north from al-Hijaz, it took the initiative and sent, in October
1925, Sir Gilbert Clayton, who had earlier been the Chief Secretary to the
Government in Palestine, to negotiate with Ibn Saud with a view to end the frontier
problems with Trans-Jordan and Iraq, which had not been resolved during the Kuwait
Conference. After long negotiations, they finally agreed, in November 1925, to sign
the Treaty of Bahrah,' to end the frontier problems between the governments of Najd
and Iraq and also the problems of the tribes living on the frontiers. They also, in the
same month, signed the Treaty of Haddah,” that drew the frontiers between Najd and
Trans-Jordan, specifying the relations between them. When Ibn Saud entered Jeddah
and completed the unification of al-Hijaz, he was accepted as the King of al-Hijaz in
January 1926. All the consuls in Jeddah recognised him, including the British Consul.
The unification of al-Hijaz with Najd was the cornerstone in the relations between Ibn
Saud and Britain. This, and the demise of the other leaders in the area, especially
Sharif Husain, convinced Britain to develop its relations with Ibn Saud and to

recognise his independence. So in 1927, Clayton came back to Jeddah and proposed a
new treaty to be signed by Ibn Saud and Britain. The Treaty of Jeddah was duly
signed on 20 May 1927, abrogating the Treaty of Darin, which had been signed on

' The Saudi Government, Foreign Ministry, Majmu'at al-Mu'ahadat, Makkah, 1922-1951.Pp.10-13;

India Office, L/P&S/20/CIS8E, copy of the Treaty of Bahrah between Ibn Saud and Sir G. Clayton
dated 1 November 1925.

* The Saudi Foreign Ministry, Majymu'at al-Mu'ahadat, 1922-1951.Pp.14-18; India Oftice,

L/P&S/20/CIS8E, copy of the Treaty of Bahrah betwecen Ibn Saud and Sir G. Clayton dated 2
November 1925.

> The Saudi Foreign Ministry, Maymu'at al-Mu'ahadat, 1922-1951.Pp.33-43; India Office,

L/P&S/10/1166, copy of the Treaty of Jeddah between Ibn Saud and Sir G. Clayton dated 20 May
1927.
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26 December 1915. One of the terms of the Jeddah Treaty was the full recognition of
[bn Saud’s independence by Britain (Vassiliev, 1998:263-275; Troeller, 1976:227-

236).
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Chapter Two: International Relations and the Foreign

Policy of New States: An evaluative review of the literature

"Foreign policy is the system of activities evolved by communities for changing the

behaviour of other states and for adjusting their own activities to the international

environment" (George Modelski in Kegly and Wittkopt, 2001:54).

There are over 200 states in the international community. All states confront the
question, which in Calvert's view (1986:53) is: "What is a typical country?"” Calvert
(ibid) added: "That is one of the most difficult questions in the world to answer.
Typical in what respect? In population, in area, in military potential, in economic
resources, or what?" It would seem that there is no clear answer to this question,
hence the difficulty in differentiating accurately between states. However, an answer
to the above question would pose some difficulties, especially regarding newly
established states. What is clear, however, is that a state would need an atmosphere of

international acceptability in order to become a member of the intermnational

community.

Most debates on foreign policy issues are centred on national interest. The state
usually defines which interests are important and to be defended at all costs, and

which could, if necessary, be sacrificed. Hence, the primary task for those responsible
for formulating foreign policy is, to articulate their national interests in some logical
order of importance. Newly emerging states need to overcome some major problems

in order to achieve their foreign policy goals in relation to the international

community of states, as will be discussed below.
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2.1 Types of Newly Emerging States

A newly emerging state may fall into one of the following categories. In the first
category, there are states that split from other states. They could split from fully
established states, such as in the case of the disintegration of former Czechoslovakia
into the Czech Republic and Slovakia, and that of the states of the former Soviet
Union (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Estonia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, the Russian Federation, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan,
Ukraine and Uzbekistan). States could also split from newly established states, such
as the case of Pakistan and India in 1947. In the former group, states could establish
their relations with the international community more successfully because they
would face fewer problems, in view of their long experience after having been part of

established states.

In the second category, states may merge together to form a new state. They could be

already established states like East and West Germany, which formed a unitied
Germany in 1990, or less developed countries such as North and South Yemen,

united to form one state in 1990. Again, states in the former group usually find it

easier to adjust to membership of the international community. With certain

reservations, Saudi Arabia could be included under this category.

The third category contains states which have achieved independence from a colonial
master, such as Tunisia in 1956, the Marshall Islands and Palau, both former Trust

Territories administered by the United States, which gained full independence 1n

1991, and Micronesia (formerly known as the Caroline Islands and also administered

by the United States), which gained complete sovereignty in 1991.

In the fourth category, two or more newly emerging states may unite together to form

a newly emerging state, such as the emirates of the Arabian Gulf, when they united

together to form the United Arab Emirates in 1971.
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In the fifth category, a national liberation movement may become a new full state
such as Eritrea, which separated from Ethiopia 1n 1993, and Namibia, which

separated from South Africa in 1990. Or a national liberation movement may aspire

to become a state, such as the Palestinian case.

States which fall under the fourth and fifth categonies confront more political
problems in their foreign policy, which hinder the establishment of good and effective

relationships with the international community, while states falling under the third
category occupy an intermediate position with regard to the effective management of
their foreign policy. This chapter will discuss the major foreign policy problems that

confront newly established states and assess their impact on them.

2.2 Problems of Foreign Policy Confronting Newly Emerging States

2.2.1 Establishing a New National Identity

According to Oyvind (1997:167) the state system expanded through three major
periods in the twentieth century. The first period came after the collapse of the
Ottoman and Habsburg Empires as a result of World War One. Eventually, successor
states multiplied, depending on the different nationalities which were under the
control of these empires and the policies of the new occupying powers. The second
period started with decolonisation during the late 1950s. The last period began with
the collapse of the Soviet Union. Many scholars argue that nationalism has been a
recent phenomenon, dating mostly from the late eighteenth century. Smith (1991:71)
quoted Kedourie: “Nationalism is a doctrine invented in Europe at the beginning of
the nineteenth century”. The importance of nationalism cannot be underestimated in

relation to the citizens of the modern era. Nationalism is simply one element of the

. |I
]
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modern world that must be regarded as essential for the realisation of the social,

economic, and cultural aspirations of a people.

Nationalism, arguably, began in Western Europe as a force associated with the
policies of colonialism and imperialism of Western European countries. Here was
certainly the first powerful manifestation of this sentiment. One of the significant
legacies of colonialism, as Breacher indicated (1963:21) was its spread to other parts
of the world, from the newly formed countries of Latin America and from Central

Europe to Eastern and South-Eastern Europe. By the beginning of the twentieth

century, nationalism was spreading its effects on the ancient nations of Asia and
Africa. Historically, the movement towards nationalism was fostered by a
combination of various cultural, political, and economic factors. In general,
nationalism could be described, principally, as a feeling of community among a
people who share their own particular identity. This feeling of identity and a sense of
belonging together are based on the fact that this group of people share a common
descent, common language, common cultural heritage or some combination of these

or like factors (Kegley and Wittkopf, 2001:205). However, among the most important
of these factors were the improvements in communications at the beginning of the
twentieth century that tended to extend the knowledge of people beyond their village
or province. In the industrial stage, through the educational system, people learned ot
their common background and tradition and began to identify themselves with the
historical continuity of the nation. At the same time, new culture-congruent politics

emerged (Gellner, 1983:35). Perhaps even more important in the steady rise of

nationalism was the introduction of national constitutions (which often came about

through a struggle for political rights) that gave people the necessary help to

determine their fate as a nation and share responsibility for the future well-being ot

that nation.

Once the political ideal of nationalism began, it was reinforced, not only by the
growing strength of central, federalised governments, but by other elements of society

as well. National education systems began to be established; in addition, poets, artists,

academics and religious scholars began to emphasise cultural rights and promote

1
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nationalism (Kedourie, 1993:42). Some scholars see nationalism as that sentiment
which the people strongly feel toward their own nation without any concern for the
common Interest of other nations and states in the world (Kegley and Wittkopf,
2001:427). Thus, at the beginning of their life of new states may have to borrow some
lessons from more developed states. In the realm of nationalism, each nation may
replicate the steps taken by other nations which had travelled the path to self-

determination.

However, in addition to nationalism as an essential element of national identity,
historical, territorial, economic, and cultural factors play their roles, in some form or
other, in the development of a state identity (Smith, 1991:8-15). This can be seen in
the Arab Gulf States, whereby, in addition to sharing a common Arabic-Islamic
culture, they also have an individual cultural heritage, history, territory, and economy,
which have given each state its own distinct identity. After adopting this distinct
identity, they were able, firstly, to establish themselves as independent states, and
secondly, as a result of this national identity, were able to formulate and implement

their respective foreign policies in relation to the international community.

However, a huge obstacle may be faced by any state in identifying itself through the
perspective of territorial integrity, especially if it had a historical territorial problem
with a large neighbour. A good example of this is the state of Kuwait. Since acquiring
its independence in 1961, it has had a difficult relationship with its large neighbour
Iraq. Ever since its independence, Kuwait has faced continuous problems from Irag,
which led to Kuwait seeking the help from Britain and the League of Arab States.
This ongoing problem precipitated the Gulf crisis of 1990-1991. Any state facing
such a problem would be under pressure in the formulation and implementation of its
foreign policy. Moreover, as a way of enhancing its identity, a state is likely to
become more possessive of its economic wealth. A state which has good economic
resources would have more freedom to assert itself and practise its foreign policy
according to its economic capability, whilst poorer states would have less freedom

and might align themselves with other states in implementing their foreign policy.
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Nevertheless, an identity-enhancing foreign policy has its problems. While there are
many benefits to an ideology of nationalism, there are certainly many drawbacks as
well, the most important of which being the fact that nationalist feelings seem to
propel people toward violence. Kurlansky (1999:5) states: “Europeans learned in the
twentieth century to fear themselves and their passions. They distrust nationalism and
religious belief because pride in nationality leads to dictatorship, war, disaster, and
religion leads to fanaticism. Furope has become the most secular continent”. In some

cases, a strong sense of nationalism led some states to feel that, in order to remain

strong, they had to make other states weak (Primakov, 1996:58).

Hence, in the modemn era, the establishment of national identity is a difficult road for
newly established countries to traverse, and it is even more difficult for recently
independent states, or for those peoples who are still trying to gain national
autonomy. Nevertheless, a new identity remains an irreplaceable instrument for any
newly emerging state that would guide its relations with the international community.
Such a new state, where people are beginning to define themselves in terms of their

national identity, would initially encounter difficulties in formulating and

implementing its foreign policy in a clear fashion.

2.2.2 Political Structure and Foreign Policy Institutions

In formulating their foreign policy, new states have to contend with both the changing

role of the nation state and their own limitations. One of these limitations is the lack
of political structure and full-fledged governmental institutions. The lack ot adequate

governmental institutions in newly emerging states, would make it difficult for them
to conduct an effective administration. The establishment of institutions 1s a
fundamental task of any government at the early stage of any newly emerging state.
The task becomes more significant in the case of political institutions duning the early

foundation process of the new state. Basically, as Bialer (1980:70) states: “A higher

level of institutionalisation of political processes provides a stabilising background

for the coming succession”.
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Political institutions would help to gather, interpret and channel information, and, at
the same time, establish guidelines for foreign policy makers. Political institutions in
the area of foreign policy, such as foreign ministries, embassies, and all the
diplomatic structures have been essential elements in the process of foreign policy
making since the eighteenth century up today (Holsti, 1983:163). Building
institutional structures is a very difficult task for a newly emerging state to
accomplish, because it involves many important elements such as developed political
parties, legislatures, judicial system, education and human resource development,
clear rules of conduct, and supporting both national and regional guarantees of human

rights and consistent, explicit rules of conduct (Lindenberg, 1990:421).

States would find it difficult to build their relations with others prior to constructing
their political institutions. The problems of new nations are magnitied in those areas
of the world in which national movements are still trying to gain their independence.

An example of this case would be the Palestinian situation. Palestinians are still

striving to establish their own state. They have the basic elements in terms of a strong

attachment to their culture, language, history and land, and a strong desire to achieve
their own independent state. But one of the main obstacles in establishing an

independent state is the absence of political structure and institutions. It can be seen

that a major task of Arafat in the West Bank and Gaza strip is to construct a political
base (Robinson, 1997:181).

Some theorists see the political structure as a structure of shared political values,
which would define the political conditions and support the political goals of the

members of the state (Pateman, 1971:295). However, some political theorists insist
that political structure should start from the very early stages as an important step 1n
building societal structures and political orientations. Parsons (1951:203-208) argues:
“The major value orientation pattems, including presumably the political
orientations, are laid down in childhood. These form the core of the basic structure of
personality”. Political science theorists tend to agree that political socialisation 1s an
important process continuing throughout life, but the priority has been for the

emphasis to be placed on the early years. Dawson and Prewitt (1969:56) state: “New
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orientations are acquired, but in most instances they occur within bounds established

by the deep and persistent orientations acquired during childhood”. They suggest:

“The adult is unlikely to alter the more basic orientations such as his conception of

the legitimate means of selecting political rulers, or broad ideological goals”.

It is clear then that states formed through separation from or merging with less
developed states, as well as liberation movements, suffer from a lack of political
structure and governmental institutions, including foreign policy institutions. This is a
major problem that hinders the establishment of good and effective relationships with
the international community. An example of this has been Eritrea after its separation
from Ethiopia. States emerging from colonial rule face slightly fewer problems with

regard to political structure and governmental institutions, in view of the fact that the

colonial powers would have left them with some structures. States formed through the
merging or separation of developed states benefit from the existing governmental
institutions and the presence of an established political structure in these countres,
which would be instrumental in their successfully establishing foreign relations with

others and becoming full members of the international community.

It could be said then that the more governmental institutions and the more well-
established political structure the newly emerging states have, the easier 1t would be
for them to successfully establish their relations with others. States without this
fundamental element of political structure and institutions would not be able to
conduct their foreign policy successfully. Thus, one of the most difficult and
important tasks of a newly emerging state is to ensure that it has at least the basic

political structure and institutions to conduct its foreign policy, which is an essential

step that would link 1t to the international community.
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2.2.3 Leadership

Leadership and foreign policy making are strongly linked. The action of a leader can
be fairly judged only in relation to his or her context. The international community is
becoming increasingly complex, interrelated and interdependent, and is characterised
by diversity of cultures and values. An effective leader is the one who is able to
successfully handle his or her state’s foreign policy in relation to the international
community. In general, a particular leader emerges because of the political needs of
the state. The leader is a political specialist who is able to make the political system
work etfectively for the ordinary citizen who has little interest in politics but cannot
survive without it (Jones, 1979:48). The leader should, therefore, embrace as many
qualities as the ordinary citizen needs. He or she 1s expected to have a broad and

sound conceptual framework that enables him or her to conduct the country’s foreign

policy.

In general, national revolutionary movements have the ultimate goal of establishing a
state and they try to furnish a leadership capable of achieving this goal. Kissinger
(1969:17-43) says: “In the early stages of nationhood, these goals can be seen largely
as an attempt to put into effect the dreams and aspirations of revolutionary leaders,
supported by strong nationalist movements. Bureaucracies in these states are weak
and undifferentiated, and lack tradition. Thus, objectives, decisions, and actions
largely reflect the ideas and whims of single individuals, often leaders of nationalist

revolutionary movements’. However, national movements have played a significant

role in political history and continue to do so. When a national movement is
transformed into a state, the leadership of this movement would already have the

legitimacy and credibility to direct the foreign policy of the newly formed state.
Moreover, trom the leadership’s point of view, the study of national movements and

their dynamics is fundamental to the study of the political process itself (Tucker,
1987:16).

The political system is complicated and is very difficult to mobilise, but the effective

leader can make it work through his influence on his people. However, only the
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leader who understands internal relations within his community can appreciate the
effect that he has on them. Jones (1979: 48-49) states: “The leader could make it
work for his lineage and for his individual clients because he had made it his business
to understand how to manipulate it. He could do this mainly because he could
influence people, both ordinary folk and other leaders like himself. These people were
prepared to do what he wanted because they respected his capacity and judgment,

and because they feared his power”,

L.eadership entails responsibility for self and others, and this responsibility is mutual
between the leader and members of the community. In dealing with the affairs of his
people, a leader should endeavour to gain a broad complete picture of all his
community and work hard to achieve its goals as a whole unit. The leader must gain
the support of various groups in the community, in order to be 'the leader of all his
people' (Tucker, 1987:13). In the context of their debate about leadership,
international relations scholars discuss, not only ditferent kinds of states, such as
democracies, transitional democracies, and autocracies, but also how the leadership

and its relations with domestic political pressures could help to define the state,
whether i1t is strong, weak, stable, unstable, cohesive, fragmented, etc., and how all

these things would effect its foreign policy and its relations with others.

Some writers tocus on particular leaders and evaluations of their leadership. But

generally, the perspectives of the leaders involved in foreign policy making can have
more influence on what governments do, and sometimes some of the government
members shift toward the leader’s inclinations just because of his influence as their

leader (Kesselman, 1961:285). However, the influence in case of foreign policy
making is mutual because the leader is also under the pressure of his people or a
sector of them. Wesson (1977:183) indicates that “It seems clear that there is or has
been an elite of very influential persons with the best business, legal, academic, and

governmental connections, who were again and again called upon to give foreign

policy directions .
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Moreover, any change in top leadership positions, which can be considered as new
blood in the leadership or at least bringing to power new and younger leaders,
certainly means new changes in priorities and policies. According to Bunce
(1981:255) “New leaders mean new policies and old leaders mean the continuation
of old priorities- it is almost as simple as that”. Some theorists even believe that a
difference in the gender of the leader could affect the foreign policy of his or her
state. In general, Almond (1950:121) found that “More women than men seem to be
ignorant of or apathetic to foreign policy issues”, but there are always exceptions,
such as Mrs. Thatcher and Mrs. Ghandi. According to surveys of foreign policy
views, carried out by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relation, the foreign policy

beliefs of women and men converge at the leadership positions or at least there are no

significant differences (Holsti and Rosenau, 1981:327-328).

In the case of an emerging state, leadership arguably becomes more important.
Without a strong and charismatic leader, a new state would essentially have no
chance of establishing itself on the world stage. One such example was Stalin, who,
as an early leader of the Soviet Union, shaped its nature and fate for most of the

twenticth century. Stalin was a quintessential nationalist leader because he spent so

much energy and effort on crafting a state mechanism. Stalin, more than any other
individual, shaped the Soviet regime and influenced the direction of post-World War
I developments in Europe. This influence was global during the early years of the
Cold War, which was a primary factor in world politics atter the Second World War.

This was because of his ability to provide a reasonable basis for his policies, and from
it he drew his ultimate conclusions (Bukharin, 1972:144). One would ask what would

have been the face of the Soviet Union without Stalin? The answer remains 1n the

realm of speculation.

History is rich with many effective leadership figures. An example of an important
fighter for the independence of his country was Charles de Gaulle, the man who
dedicated every ounce of energy and talent that he possessed to securing the freedom

of a New France after World War II. This supremely self-confident statesman, who

always was a tireless servant of France, firmly believed himself to have been marked
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out by destiny to bear France on his shoulders and guide her upwards, while all voices
continued to call her down (Cairns, 1976:164). De Gaulle’s influence was not limited
to his people only; it expanded over Europe and all of France's colonies, most of
which acquired their independence as a result of his new foreign policy. Thus
charismatic and effective leadership is the cornerstone of a newly emerging state, not
only in the making of its foreign policy, but also in its playing an influential role in 1ts
region and in the international community. Arguably, a good example of this was
President Nasser of Egypt, who advocated Pan-Arabism, and who was quoted by
Vatikiotis (1961:107-108) as having emphasised that Arab nationalism had revived
the aspiration for "independence and freedom" among the Arabs, and supported

liberation movements. Through this policy, Egypt had a great influence on the Arab
world during his era (ibid: 107-108 &110).

Therefore, it must be emphasised that an effective leadership is an essential element
for any newly emerging state, without which it could not adopt an effective toreign

policy or enhance its ability to influence the international community.

2.2.4 Political Instability

The internal political stability of a newly emerging state will have an important
impact on its foreign policy conduct. Scholars of international relations have pointed
to the importance of the impact that domestic factors have on foreign policy making

and implementation (Rosenau, 1969: 54). Among these factors is the effect of internal

political stability, which applies to both newly emerging as well as fully established

states.

The stability of new states is dependent upon a number of factors; primarily, in the
case of some, the varnious relationships among different ethnic groups, and between
these groups and the state. The state endeavours to melt these various ethnic groups

into a single block, with the objective of generating a sense of belonging to the newly
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emerging nation state. Competition between ethnic groups can lead to major problems
in the implementation of foreign policy (Wesson, 1977:182). However, factionalism
between groups can be ethnic or otherwise. For example, in Lebanon during its Civil
War from 1975-1990, the various factions did not have a common feeling of
belongingness to the state due to the differences in sectarian affiliations which
atfected their national loyalties. This inevitably led to instability and as a result, war

and problems in the conducting of Lebanon’s foreign policy.

Relations between ethno-cultural minorities and majorities in societies in different
countries have always been uneasy and often conflictual. Moreover, such conflicts
have often been characterised as intractable and deep-rooted, because of problems
between the majority and the minority, the way they perceive their culture and the

threats directed towards their existence. Almond and Verba (1965:33) state: “The
relationship between political culture and political structure is one of the most

significant researchable aspects of the problem of political stability and change”.
Moreover, the political culture of those fragmented communities refers not only to
what 1s happening in the world of politics, but also to what they believe about those
happenings. Those beliefs could be the goals or values which ought to be pursued by
their state in its foreign policy (Anyanwu, 1982:109). Moreover, these beliefs may
have an important emotional dimension with respect to the external environment,
which may lead to political instability. External political actors, including other states,
may have an important influence; they may either cause or restrain political instability

In any neighbouring state (Lindenberg, 1990:402).

The problem of political instability can be serious if the central authority or
government has not had adequate time and power to enforce its effective control and
sovereignty over its entire territory. Moreover, the legitimacy of the leadership or
central government in the eyes of some sectors of its citizens may not yet be
established. An example of this has been Indonesia and East-Timor. The East-
Timorese people worked for separation for years, and they asked for help from
neighbours, which affected Indonesia’s internal stability and its foreign policy as

well. Such a situation gives neighbouring states a chance to interfere.




A e T T e e o — A — —H-l-'-u':lu_"-ﬂ--l--. ;ﬁ-mm&:gﬂ-rrhéﬂz:;m mu: ‘mr:h -#"'-I-:-"'. .:i '-!—"Hﬂ'-..-_-w-l"i h":'-'"—-_.'-ﬂ:'—" il 4t =l e alk ak t"‘—"-ﬁ:ﬂ:‘:ﬂm '-"-'-—-:p-" Il

-
W e e T AT o A e TR Tl 3 A T e T |, AT e

54

Moreover, conflicts may arise between the interests ot different groups or sectors of
the community. Competition between these groups simply intensifies mutual dislike,
which further foments political instability. When these interests cannot be reconciled
through legal constitutional means and channels, especially in the absence of a strong
government, differences can turn into violent clashes between the groups, sometimes

leading to civil wars, as has been the case in former Yugoslavia. When this country
became unstable and was engulfed in civil war between its ethnic groups, it lost 1ts

strong position in Europe and even its closest former allies.

Sometimes, regimes face strong internal opposition which could threaten the internal
stability of the state, such as in Algeria during the civil strife since 1992, and the
question of the South in Sudan. In order to preserve national unity or secure domestic
stability, governments may undertake foreign adventures. Wright (1965: 140) states:
“A ruler prevents seditions by making external wars”. An example of this is the case
of Pakistan and India. They run their foreign policy with other states normally, but
they are engaged in a dispute over Kashmir dating back to more than 50 years, which
has impacted on the internal stability of both nations. If India gave up Kashmir this
might lead to other ethnic groups calling for independence, which could eventually
lead to the disintegration of India. India's determination to maintain its internal
stability has influenced its foreign policy towards its neighbour, Pakistan. Pakistan
and India have been involved in three major wars because of Kashmir, and because of
this they have developed nuclear weapons. A main reason behind their mutual foreign

policy behaviour is to maintain their internal stability.

Moreover, domestic political actors or groups, such as labour organisations,
multinational corporations, political elites and political parties have identifiable
preferences about the conduct of their countries’ foreign policies. Those domestic
groups who benefit from international market forces or already have strong
international ties will favour greater international openness and stability and press
their governments to enact policies that promote such characteristics. The more such
groups there are, domestically, the greater would be the pressure on policymakers to

orient their policies in this direction. Hence, the more stability they have, the more
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benefits they accrue. Holsti (1983:335) states: “Some foreign-policy objectives,
decisions, and actions are formulated or taken to fulfil general social needs and
advance more specific interests of domestic groups, political parties, and economic

organizations”.

Perhaps no feature of the study of foreign policy is more ditficult to generalise about
than the relationship of public opinion to the government’s external objectives and
diplomatic behaviour (Holsti, 1983:342). This means there will be a greater pressure
on governments and policymakers regarding their definition and the implementation
of their foreign policy at the international level. The relationship between government
and pressure groups shapes the foreign policy preferences of a state and 1ts capacity to
implement these preferences. As Kissinger (1969:41) says: “The international arena
provides an opportunity for taking dramatic foreign-policy measures that are

impossible at home".

Thus, the stability of a new state is an underlying factor upon which its foreign policy

1s built. A state without political stability would not be able to conduct a successful,

strong and effective foreign policy and establish desirable international relations.’
However, according to Bialer (1980:130) “A politically stable country is not
necessarily at the same time socially, culturally, or economically stable. The

instability of leadership does not necessarily assume general political instability”.

2.2.5 Economic Resources

Politics and economy have always been related to each other. In general, it can be
said that there i1s a strong link between the economy and foreign policy. Scholars

argue that the economic factor always influences foreign policy making. Since

' This view, which 1s advocated by the present author, has been also supported by Bakur al-'Amri
during my interview with him in Jeddah on 31 December 2003.
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decision makers formulate and execute foreign policy objectives according to the
images they have of the relative power of their state in comparison with other states,
the economy of the state becomes an important determinant of foreign policy making
(Dawisha, 1977:56). In addition, Smith (1989:192) says “The wealth and
sophistication of national societies have always been a significant element in the
study of foreign policies, and the competition for markets or resources has been a

major focus of foreign policy activity for centuries "

Scholars have therefore focused on the economy in explaining a state's foreign policy
choices. In many cases, they believe that the right choices are the most important
factor shaping the nature of international economic relations. For example, in term of
needs, and in order to protect their economies, states have to choose between setting
their exchange rates, giving foreign aid, or acting in the light of other states’ political
interests. As Holsti (1983:151) states “A country that needs something from another
is vulnerable to its acts of influence”. Moreover, scholars have paid attention as to
why certain states grow rapidly and develop over time, while others fail to do so or
decline, and how that affects their power in international affairs. The changing
positions of states in the world economy would also affect their positions in the
international community and their ability to influence international affairs, because
economic affairs are mingled with the political and states cannot entirely shut

themselves off from the international open economic order (Wesson, 1977:100-101).

Thus, some countries are committed to an active role in international affairs under the
pressure of their needs for economic resources, because a lack of resources is likely to
cause a shift in their foreign policy, especially in the case of newly emerging states.
However, even developed countries have come under such pressure. For example, the

Japanese government came under Arab pressure because of its lack of oil resources; it

took up a position on the Arab-Israeli conflict which was more acceptable to
conservative Arab states. This included the recognition of the Palestine Liberation

Organisation after the 1973 Arab-Israeli War. In the long term, Japan has found very
valuable markets in the Middle East open to it for the first time, but the initial and the
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most important aim was basically to sustain the flow of Arab o1l (Farrands, 1989:92-
93).

The subject of international political economy came into prominence after World War
II. What became more important in the 1970s and 1980s was the growth of global
interdependence between the rich countries and the poor. It can be seen that the rich
countries with highly developed economic institutions and sufficient resources face
different problems from those newly emerging countries with new and fragile
economy (Smith, 1989:192). For less developed countries, the economic 1ssues are
more crucial for their foreign policy, for they are very directly constrained by the

need to conserve resources and, in large part, by the external aspects of economic
policy (Hill, 1977:5).

The purposes or goals that states choose to pursue with their resources should not

come in conflict with international economic policies. The impact of powerful
economic blocs, such as the European Union, the USA and international economic
organisations such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF),' World Trade
Organisation (WTQ) and World Bank,” could affect those states’ economies and their
foreign policies, and the situation could become more serious in case of newly
emerging states. Such institutions and blocs have the power and means to reshape
economic flows. However, the US Treasury Secretary, Robert Rubin, complained at

the 1999 Summit of high-powered political and business leaders in Davos,
Switzerland, that there were “ no easy answers and no magic wands for overhauling

financial institutions to make the world safe for global capitalism” (Kegley and
Wittkopf, 2001:280).

The economic gap between rich and poor classes and countries i1s currently widening

and 1s creating political tensions within individual nation states and those economic

blocs mentioned above. This has influenced calls for integration between states of the

same region, such as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), Asia-

s/noland0298 htm.

' hitp://www.iie.com/publications/pa
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Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), the Mercosur Free-Trade zone in the cone of
South America, and the Gulf Cooperation Council for the Arabian Gulf States, 1n
order to strengthen their position economically and politically (Kegley and Wittkopf,
2001:280-281). This shows how domestic economies ought to be run and how they
ought to relate to the rest of the world economy (Brown, 2001:188-189).

All nations, both old and new, today operate from a clear economic reality that there
is interdependence between national economies. For example, when a nation cuts
taxes on imports in order to encourage domestic demand, it stimulates the markets 1n
other countries or nations, by increasing its own imports and raising the exports of the
other countries. The stronger the economy of a given nation today, the greater the
influence it would have on other countries. The global market further confirms the
need for interdependence in terms of access to capital, information, technology and

markets. It is extremely difficult for a newly established nation to gain a foothold 1n a
large market like the EU or the USA without the negotiating strength that comes from
having a large economy. However, newly emerging states without the appropnate

economic institutions and stable foreign policy would find it difficult to enter the
global market, as the customs and trading rules in modern economy restrict access to
such global markets. An example of this 1s the ex-Communist countries, where the

economic systems are completely different (Coase, 1992:714).

The huge flows of capital around the world are also extremely unsettling to any
national economy. Under the influence of the World Bank, many nations have opened
themselves up to these international flows of capital with some destructive results.

For example, the severity of the Asian financial crisis in 1998, which affected the
economies of most countries in South-East Asia,” has prompted the World Bank to
advocate controls on international capital movements. The other way for a newly
emerging nation state to protect itself from being adversely affected by the operation

of the international capital markets is to seek protection through a main foreign

apers/noland0298 htm;http:/www.adb.org/Documents/EDRC/Staff
_Papers/ESP060.ndf.
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currency such as the Dollar or the new Euro. An example of this is the decision of the

Egyptian Government to link its currency exchange rate with the US Dollar.

It is thus clear that a state with limited economic resources would be obliged to shape
its foreign policy in line with other economically powerful states, 1n order to secure
and protect its interests. On the other hand, rich countries tend to orient their foreign
policy towards newly emerging states in ways that promote their foreign interests or

secure agreements with them in needed areas.

2.2.6 The Colonial Legacy

The first wave of colonialism began in the late fifteenth century, as the Dutch,
English, French, Portuguese, and Spanish used their military power to conquer
territories for commercial gain (Zavala, 1961: 925). Beginning in the 1870s and
extending until the outbreak of World War I, a second wave of imperialism expanded

over different part of the world as Europe, joined later by the United States and Japan,

aggressively colonized new territories. However, the end of colonialism was one of
the most remarkable developments in twentieth-century world politics (Smith,
1989:192). Since World War II, and by the late 1980s, more than 120 new states have
emerged, many of them former colonies (Kegley and Wittkopt, 2001: 125-131).

Although in Lundgren's view (1992: 86), formal colonization does not exist in today's

newly emerging states, it continues to function in the form of a complex and
multilevel socialization process, which serves to reinforce colonial unequal relations
of power and an ideology of the colonizer's superiority. Such a colonization process is
humanly harmful, unjust, and dangerous (ibid: 87). Historically, the incorporation of
distinct societies under capitalism proceeded by means of the conquest, domination
and enslavement of alien peoples, followed by the socioeconomic restructuring of the
dominated society in order to install new forms of production or exploit former

productive activities. The fundamental objective of this restructuring was to send the

e
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incorporated society into the expansionist world economy as part of 1ts productive

system. This was commonly followed by the diffusion of the colonizer’s cultural
tradition (Magubane, 1979:169).

In this context, many scholars have regarded the colonization process as having
deprived people of their land, their labour, their resources and their dignity. This has
meant the enrichment of Euro-American and European elites and the corresponding
under-enrichment of Africans and other Third World peoples (Nadell, 1995:44%;
Lundgren, 1992:86). Nadell (1995: 448) cited Fanon as saying: ‘“The wealth of the
Europeans is our wealth too. Europe is literally the creation of the Third World. The
wealth which smothers her is that which was stolen from underdeveloped peoples”.
Rodney was quoted by Nadell (1995:448) as arguing that colonialism “meant the
development of Europe as part of the same dialectical process in which Africa was

underdeveloped”’. Moreover, Saakana (1987: 9) states: “The colonial process, like its

’

capitalist parentage, is one of massive theft and robbery”. Colonization also
threatened, through slavery, to rob some colonized peoples of one of their most

critical resources, the next generation (Lundgren, 1992:86).

However, as Osterhammel (1997:107) notes, one should taken into account the fact
that “Not all whites in the colony were also colonial rulers”. He also quotes Albert
Memmi when he pointed out that “Not every coloniser became a colonist; there was

also the coloniser with good intention, who tried to avoid crass exercise of power or
who even fought against the colonial system” (Ibid: 107). Hence, instead ot seeing
colonialism simply as a cause of deprival and a means of exploitation, it should be

acknowledged that some colonial powers have participated in the construction of their
colonies, as Clapham (1977:77) indicates, by spreading the colonial language,

building roads, establishing a cash economy, educating people and even recruiting

them 1into the army and civil administration. He adds that the colonial powers created
groups for whom the colonial territory was a major enabler of social, economic and,
ultimately, political activity. What is especially significant about this process, from

the viewpoint of future foreign policy, was the way in which each step increased

linkage with the outside world, and especially with the metropolitan power.
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Colonial administrations differed in various areas. However, in each case, the
administering powers unwittingly created aspirations amongst indigenous populations
for many of the values they themselves appreciated: independence in political lite,
industrialization of the economy and international prestige. Despite the great vanety
of cultural contexts in which relations between states occur today, some important

characteristics of the state system represent an extension into new areas of the

diplomatic, economic, ideological, and military traditions of the Europeans (Holsti,
1983:64).

One of the most important colonial legacies which atfected the foreign policy of
newly emerging states, have been these anti-colonial stances. Third World peoples
struggled against colonial legacies in their economic, political and spiritual life. Thus,
these peoples did not submit to the colonial fate. They fought back to regain their
freedom and control of their land and labour (Saakana, 1987:10-11). However, the
different experiences of colonialism affected the degree of the peoples’ anti-colonial
teelings. The calls for an increase in national unity and identity, to be achieved partly

by specifically nationalist appeals, but partly also by anti-colonial stances, promoted a
sense of national identity against the most easily perceived threats to that identity,
which are the colonial powers. In pursuing this goal, governing elites use their
minimal diplomatic experience and the resources created through their ability to
combine domestic control with access to the international system, in order to develop

the newly emerging states' foreign policy orientation (Clapham, 1977; 79-83).

After the decline of the colonial powers, some regions found that they had a common

historical colonial legacy. This was most marked in Latin America, where nearly all
the movements for national independence had the same colonial enemy to overthrow
(Spain), whereas in Africa and Asia the new nationalistic movements struggled
against various colonial powers: France, Britain, Holland, Spain, Portugal and
Belgium (Kaufman, 1977:135). However, this common colonial experience, in
addition to conflicts between hegemonic powers and an increasing superpower
involvement in the Third World countries during the Cold War era, had an influence

on the foreign policy making of the newly emerging states at that time, leading to the
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emergence of the Non-Alignment Movement, a group of about 77 states that had and

its own institutional forms and conferences (Clapham, 1977: 165-172).

It could be said that one remarkable legacy of colonialism has been the problem of
political boundaries, which were drawn for purposes of colonial convenience and cut
across ethnic, tribal, religious and linguistic ties, dismembered established political
units, and joined more than one pre-colonial political entity into uneasy
administrative unions (Ayoob, 1993:34). Moreover, Dessouki (1993:79) notes: “In
most of the Third World, the state is a recent phenomenon, its borders were decided
by colonial powers and do not represent harmonious cultural or social formations .
In general, it can be said that colonisers shifted the terrain of engagement between
them by occupying and carving out the colonised lands in between the powertul

command of authority and the powerless silence of the victim (Prakash, 1995:9).

Thus, several conflicts in the Third World regions have been caused by the legacies
of the colonial era, one example being the conflict that was started by the Vietminh 1n

1940 in order to force the reluctant French to grant independence to Vietnam, which

escalated into a major American military intervention. Other prominent examples of
conflicts which have their roots in the colonial era have been the Arab-Israeli conflict,
some other African conflicts, such as between Ethiopia and Somalia and between
Libya and Chad, the India and China border conflict, and the conflict over boundaries

between Iran and Iraq. Moreover, the recent crisis in the Gulf over the Iraqi invasion

of Kuwait also had its roots in colonially arranged boundaries (Ayoob, 1993: 42-43).

The withdrawal of the colonial powers left a number of states whose legitimacy was
based not on any geographic, ethnic or religious rationale, but on purely political
criteria designed to serve the interests of the colonial powers. As result, those states
have become preoccupied with boundary issues and, as such their foreign policies,
particularly at the regional level, have been greatly influenced by these problems.
This has been illustrated by the territorial disputes between Turkey and Syria, Qatar

and Bahrain, and the African triangular conflict between Algeria, Morocco and

Mauritania over the Western Sahara (Dawisha, 1977:52-53).
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Hence, there is an obvious connection between the colonial legacy and the foreign
policies of newly emerging states. Robert Good argues that the foreign policies of the
countries that became independent in the years after the Second World War cannot
properly be understood in isolation from the rigours of constructing autonomous
legitimate polities within the territories demarcated by the former imperial powers
(Lawson, 1993: 100). The achievement of independence did not eliminate the
consequences of past colonial experience. As Kegley and Wittkopt (2001: 125) point

out: “Despite their legal status as independent entities, sovereignty could not erase

the colonial heritage and vulnerabilities that the former colonies faced”.

Thus, since the newly emerging states were dominated by the great imperial powers
at the core of the international system, they viewed the inherited rules and structures

as barriers to their true independence and growth, which strongly influenced their
foreign policy towards the international community. Berreman in (Lundgren,

1992:87) states: “Inequality between peoples and nations is a major threat to societal

and even human survival .

2.2.7 National Security

The duty of ensuring national security is incumbent on the government of the state.

Before studying the link between national security and the foreign policy of newly
emerging states, we need to define national security. Kegley and Wittkopf (2001:456)

define national security as “a country’s capacity to resist external or internal threats
to its physical survival or core values”’. Moreover, Buzan (1991:116) states:

“National security is about the ability of states to maintain their independence
identity and their functional integrity”. However, other scholars see the national
security as a concept used to encompass so many goals that there is no uniform
agreement on what it encompasses and, hence, no universal understanding of the

concept. Certainly 1t involves more than national survival. But what 1s involved is

often left vague and indeterminate (Wolfers, 1952: 481-502).
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The national security approach provides an overall interpretive framework for
studying foreign policy because it forces historians to analyse the foreign as well as
domestic factors shaping this policy. Historians believe that diplomatic behaviour
responds mainly to the distribution of power in the international system; however,
most revisionist and corporatist scholars assume that domestic economic forces and
social structures are of overwhelming importance as well (Leftler, 1990: 143).
However, greater attention has been given to the impact of national security upon
foreign policy and international relations, as Wesson (1977:371) states: “National
security has remained the dominant consideration in the foreign policy”. Lyons
(1963:497) added that “Most importantly, there was no longer any doubt about the

impact of national security problems on the state of international relations”.

Thus, a state's national security policy is that part of its foreign policy which is
concerned with the allocation of resources for the production, deployment and
employment of what we might call the coercive facilities which a nation uses 1n
pursuing its interests. These coercive facilities are one among a number of foreign
policy instrumentalities (Almond, 1956:371). In studying foreign policy, the national

security approach demands that analysts distinguish between realities and

perceptions. This task, as simple as it sounds, is fraught with difficulty because it is

often hard for historians to agree on what constituted an actual danger than on what

was a perceived threat (Leffler, 1990:144).

Threats to the national security of a state can take different forms. These include not
only military threat but also economic, political or ideological threats, as well as

appeals based on historical affiliations or ethnic factors. However, the important point
here 1s that states define national security in different terms, depending upon the
1Issues, circumstances, events and resources, which they consider more important
(Wenner, 1993:169). Some scholars believe that national security is strengthened by
economic power. Pfeifer (1993:127-141) states “Self-sufficiency would make the

country less vulnerable to the international pressure”. For example, food security

could positively affect national security and lead to development and could, hence,

reduce vulnerability.
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However, states focussing on specific 1ssues, such as the water resources problem
between Turkey, Syria, and Iraq, perceive national security threats and could,
therefore, conduct an unstable foreign policy. Moreover, from the economic point of
view, Buzan (1991: 99) pointed out that “Weak states may find themselves trapped by
historical patterns of economic development and political power which leave them
underdeveloped and politically penetrated, and therefore unable to muster the
economic and political resources necessary to build a strong state”. The relationship

between Latin American states and the United States 1s often characterised in these
terms (Ibid: 99).

Other scholars see the problem of debt as an indicator of how national security could
be vulnerable to external threats. Chatelus (1993:145) argues that “It has become
manifestly impossible to re-establish the essential equilibrium, necessary for growth
resumption, through sole use of structural adjustment policies. The proposed debt
treatment, issued at the inception of the ‘crisis’ in 1982, has weighed heavily on the
social stability and political security of numerous countries’. Moreover, he added

that debtors must be provided with the time and the means for a microeconomic

adjustment, which would prevent short-term social shocks and would guarantee, in
the long run, the conditions of sustained growth (Ibid, 145). In doing so, the debt

threat to the national security of less developed countries would be avoided.

Recognizing the impact of national security upon foreign policy, it must be
acknowledged that the geographical position and the size of the newly emerging state
are also essential to its national security. A state would find it difficult to maintain

political independence when it is situated in a region that is politically and

economically sensitive (Wenner, 1993:179-183). If a newly emerging state is also
situated next to a large state (defined as having a population over 30 million), it

would be more vulnerable to the intervention of its neighbours in its internal affairs,
which could put its national security in danger. However, small and newly emerging
states are more hkely to use international organizations as arenas in order to
accomplish their interests, and they are more apt to initiate joint foreign policy

ventures. On the other hand, large states are more involved in different areas and
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issues of international politics and see themselves as having a large number of
constant tasks and functions abroad than small states (Holst1, 1983:340). This 1s
particularly true, and it becomes more serious, if the newly emerging state has

boundary problems with its neighbouring states, as in the case of Kuwait and Iragq.

The current practice of the intemational community is strongly opposed to the notion
that the boundaries between states may be changed by force, as they are the dominant
definition of state sovereignty. Heuser (1997:88) states “The declarations of the
United Nations reconstructed sovereignty to underline non-intervention and
territorial integrity as the highest values”. However, problems relating to borders
could assume other dimensions that may influence the state's national security. For
example, migration, refugees and asylum seekers and the associated humanitarian
interventions have an impact on national security and foreign policy (Brown,
2001:248). Also, the type of regime or leadership in a neighbouring state influences
the national security of the newly emerging state. Strong nationalist leaders exhibit
more conflictual behaviour in their foreign policies than do states with other types of

leadership (Holsti, 1983:340). Hitler was a good example of this, when he invaded his
neighbouring states during World War Two.

Moreover, public opinion about national security i1s an essential element of making
the newly emerging state's foreign policy. The public opinion can be affected by the
quality of the media (newspapers, magazines, TV channels, etc) which acquaint the
people with foreign policy and national security issues. They take an active part in the
structuring of issues, and participate in foreign policy making continually. The media,
as Almond (1956:374) indicates, reaches the formal governmental agencies and the

non-governmental opinion leaders and helps to create a kind of laboratory atmosphere
in which foreign policy ideas can be tested out through the use of responsible
speculation and imagination. The media, Almond adds, also constitutes a feedback
mechanism on the consequences of policy decisions and furnishes the necessary basis

for the constant process of modifying decisions which have already been made.
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At present, the impact of national security on the foreign policy of newly emerging
states has become more important, due to the growing conflicts between states.
National security plays a key role in the making of any country’s foreign policy and is
an irreplaceable element in the establishment of international relations within the
international community. However, as Toynbee maintained, peace could be achieved
by converting people's thoughts from national competition to national cooperation
(Thompson, 1956:387).

2.3 Specific Features of Foreign Policy-Making in Newly Emerging

States: Lessons and Implications

In accordance with what has been previously argued, it is clear that there are strong

linkages between the national and international elements influencing the foreign

policy of states (Rosenau, 1969:44-66). Hence, interdependence is becoming more

prevalent in this era. It also clear that international relations and foreign policy
deciston-making 1s far from straightforward and is largely unpredictable. Tooze
(1985:97) states: “Foreign policy processes have adapted or have been forced to
adapt to change, but many uneasy intragovernmental relationships have resulted

from the blurring boundaries”.

The foreign policy of states can also be implemented by a series of observable
decisions and conscious choices as in some sort of game of political competition. But

any study of a state’s foreign policy over a given period quickly reveals that, rather
than a series of clear decisions, there is a continuous and confusing ‘flow of action’,
made up of a mixture of political decisions, non-political decisions, bureaucratic
procedures and continuations of previous policies (Clarke, 1989:27). The reality of

foreign policy-making and the desire to maintain an influential role in international

relations are extremely complex.
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The situation becomes more complicated for newly emerging states as they conduct
their foreign policy and establish relations within the international community at the
early stage of their statehood. A good example on this was the Kingdom of Saudi
Arabia during King Abdulaziz's reign, which emerged as a new state after a long
period of internal struggle. One way of understanding complexity in this context 1s to
look for the major problems that confront any newly emerging state during the
establishment of its relations and the implementation of 1its foreign policy towards
others. However, while some succeed in overcoming these problems, many policies
fail. Most of the failures are due to the complication of implementation procedures;

this would apply to both newly emerging and fully established states (Clarke and
Smith, 1989: 179).

Many tforeign policy analysts, cited in this chapter, have studied the problems of
understanding and analysing foreign policy making. This chapter attempts to focus on
the major problems that, in general, confront newly emerging states during the early
formulation and implementation of their foreign policies. However, it 1s to be

admatted that the seven factors which have been examined in the previous sections, as

the major problems facing newly emerging states, do not in any way cover all the

problems which such states face in the early period of their statehood. Moreover, it
can be said that the study has revealed the essential lesson that each one of the seven
factors may have positive or negative influence on the other factors, in addition to
their combined influence on the foreign policy of newly emerging states towards the

international community.

Newly emerging states have to comply with certain national and international
behaviour criteria in order to achieve their social and political goals. The primary task
of new states is to have a strong foreign policy. In order to achieve this, newly
emerging states have to overcome certain problems, which differ from one state to
another. The seven factors are not relevant to all states. There are some problems
particular to some states but not others. An example of this was Jordan during its
early emergence as a state, whereby, the problem of consolidating its national identity

was 1ts most important task. In contrast, the main problem of the foreign policy of
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Kuwait during its emergence and even now, has primarily been national security.
Furthermore, the foreign policy of some countries may be concerned with the
problems of nation building and nationalism; a sense of being Cambodian may well
be fostered by pursuing a foreign policy of strict independence, while the unity of
Nigeria may be served by establishing the country’s prominence 1nside the African
bloc (Hill, 1977:5).

The foreign policy problems of newly emerging states vary in nature, magnitude and
impact from state to state and from region to region as well. Some scholars emphasise
that the various political traditions that have developed in different regions, when
establishing a state's foreign policy, cannot be legislated away; they need to be
considered in the making of effective policy, domestic as well as foreign (Wenner,
1993: 181). It 1s also true that the problems experienced by less developed states or
regions are completely different from those in industrialised and powerful countries.
Small states and less developed countries formulate and implement their foreign
policy in ways that would avoid the threats posed by others, while the foreign policy

of great powers are conducted i1n order to consolidate and increase their interests and
strengthen their positions in the international arena. However, as Smith (1989: 191)
says: “A state with many international involvements will face distinctive foreign

policy problems”.

Newly emerging states are more vulnerable to foreign policy problems. This may be
because they lack credibility and legitimacy in the international community and are
often distracted from international relations by their domestic instability, such as

Somalia. Another distraction relates to the boundary issues, as in the case of Qatar
and Bahrain, or economic ones, which dominated Yemen's relation with Saudi
Arabia. However, small states with limited contacts in the international arena may
have no fewer problems in foreign policy regarding their specific needs and resources

than major power states with widely dispersed areas of concern entailing major

commitments and demands (Smith, 1989: 191-192).
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Each newly emerging state should find out what is the best strategy to adopt in order
to cope with and successfully manage its foreign policy, especially with the
influential powers 1n its region and neighbourhood. This is, of course, not to suggest
that smaller states should simply imitate and follow their larger or more influential
neighbour(s); indeed, they should not. It 1s to suggest that states be prepared to utilize
ettectively and quickly, for their benefit, whatever resources and openings they may
be able to develop. There is certainly evidence in the modermn world that smaller

states, using flexible tactics and limited resources, have been able to carve substantial

niches and an independent position for themselves (Wenner, 1993: 181).

What seems to be required, as a good strategy and a measure of quality in foreign
policy, 1s an approach that combines a number of elements and thus enables the

foreign policy of states to be assessed. As Waltz (1967: 16) has argued: “What is
wanted in foreign policy is not a set of simple attributes but instead a nice balance of
qualities: realism and imagination, flexibility and firmness, vigour and moderation,

continuity of policy when policy is good and the ability to change direction when new

international conditions make new departures desirable, adaptability of policy

without destruction of its coherence or dependability”. This shows not only that the
evaluation of toreign policies is necessary, but also that such evaluation has to be
conducted 1n the light of the problems faced and the processes adopted by different
states. A number of analysts have attempted this kind of analysis. Smith (1989: 205)
quoted Hanrieder: “For many governments, the fundamental standard of success in

foreign policy is the extent to which the satisfaction of domestic and governmental
needs can be combined with adaptation to external demands and the allocation of

resources to competing activities . These guidelines are particularly important in the

case of newly emerging states.

In this study, an attempt will be made to discuss the Saudi case in the light of the
general problems that confront newly-emerging states during the course of

formulating and implementing their foreign policy. Accordingly, the study will

address the following research questions pertaining to the Saudi case:
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1. To what extent did King Abdulaziz assume a personal role and leadership in the

making and implementation of Saudi foreign policy over the period under study, and

what was the role of institutions and advisors?

2. What was the impact of the task of integrating the Saudi national community on

King Abdulaziz’s attempt to adopt a cohesive foreign policy posture?

3. In what ways did the economic constraints and opportunities impact on the

direction of Saudi foreign policy making during King Abdulaziz's reign?

4. In what ways did the territorial problems between Saudi Arabia and other

neighbouring states affect Saudi regional and international foreign policy?

S. How did other regional (Arab and Middle-Eastern) issues influence the direction of

Saudi foreign policy and to what extent did such issues attract King Abdulaziz’s

involvement?

6. How successful and effective was Saudi foreign policy under King Abdulaziz in

achieving its desired or declared aims?
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Chapter Three: The Genesis of Saudi Arabia's Foreign

Policy Structure

3.1 The Role of the Leader

Mutual diplomatic representation between states i1s one of the features of sovereignty
and international relations, practised by states since the eighteenth century, according
to their needs and via suitable means to maintain their commercial, political and
military interests. Diplomatic representation was practised with honour and high
respect among states, through the exchanging of embassies and consulates, and
became one of the important steps taken by any new state to demonstrate its

sovereignty in the modern era (Holsti, 1983:162-163; Mahmasani, 1972:125).

The international relations of a state are influenced by many factors, such as its

1deological orientation, its geographical position and its place in the international
community. Thus, the international relations of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia that
were established by King Abdulaziz with the international community were
influenced by the religious position of the Arabian Peninsula, the King's charisma,
and his wise religious leadership, which was characterised by clanty of objective,

sticking to principles and supporting the truth (al-Salloom, 1995:239).

Al-Zirikh (1977a:381) stated that none of the parts of the Arabian Peninsula which

were integrated by King Abdulaziz had a diplomatic representation, as it is known in
modern times with other states, before the unification of the Kingdom into one
political unit by him. Prior to unification there were merely a few consulates in al-
Hijaz and a number of individuals scattered throughout the Arabian Peninsula who
had no official diplomatic status, despite the titles that they possessed. Nevertheless,
al-Hijaz was open to the international community and had relations with some states

through their consulates there, especially those states which had Islamic populations.
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This was seen by some writers as a form of diplomatic representation, practised by
the Hijazi people before the conquest of al-Hijaz by Ibn Saud. Moreover, the
conquest was seen as the main cause for the genesis of Saudi diplomatic relations,
although Saudi Arabia was not officially recognized by other countries until their
consulates in Jeddah strongly recommended, directly after the conquest of Jeddah in

December 1925, that their states recognise Ibn Saud as King of Hijaz and as a

powerful governor, who had influential authority and was able to ensure peace and

justice in the area (al-Humoodi, 1998: 144-146; al-Salloom, 1995:241).

The charisma of Ibn Saud was an important factor in convincing others of his political
and religtous leadership. He would ask for counsel but at the same time never relied
on others to play his role or allowed them to participate with him in his leadership.
McLoughlin (1993:56) stated that, “ When Philby comes to describing Ibn Saud
himself he emphasises above all what most struck him as a man of action and vigour
himself. Ibn Saud was a man of inexhaustible energy, a man who put the affairs of his
state above all other considerations. We learn that Ibn Saud habitually at this stage
of his life had four hours’ sleep a night and rested during the day, usually for two
hours”. In fact, maintaining the unity of leadership was one of the features of King
Abdulaziz's rule, which was clearly evident at that time. This was due to the
difficulties that he had faced in his childhood as a result of the dispute between his
uncles, which led to the exile of Al Saud from Riyadh, and also to the many crises
and conspiracies created by numerous enemies. Among these enemies were his own

relatives, whom he encountered during the early years of regaining his ancestors'

dominion and building his state (al-Mareq, 1978:196-197; Dickson, 2002: 300).

In view of this, and due to the lack or underdevelopment of state institutions at this
time, King Abdulaziz was accustomed to dealing with all his state affairs himself and
to 1ssue his orders to his ministers and assistants directly. All his subordinates
received their authority from him and acted according to his instructions. None of
them could act before asking his permission first, and none of them was given

authority of his own; Ibn Saud was the only authority in the Kingdom. It is true that

his elder sons, especially Saud and Faisal, were appointed as his deputies in Najd and
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al-Hijaz and that Prince Faisal, with his considerable expenience of foreign affairs,
was assigned as the Foreign Minister of Saudi Arabia. However, it should be

understood that their function was always subject to the King’s control in all matters

(Philby, 1955: 297; Howarth, 1964:116; al-Zirikli, 1977:354).

This became more obvious in the decision-making process concerning foreign affairs.
King Abdulaziz was the one who directly negotiated with foreign commissioners and
held conferences with them. He also discussed treaties and authorised them himself,
without using the formal circle of foreign affairs as was usual in other states
(Wahbah, 1960:86-87 and 96). In addition, he was accustomed to holding meetings
with his counsellors to discuss a variety of issues, asking them to give their advice
and opinions with full freedom, while retaining his right to take the final decision,
atter which they would work to implement his instructions (al-Rasheed, 2002: 87).
Niblock (1982:89) gives an indication of the King's approach: “Abdulaziz’s attitude

toward advice offered to him is neatly summarised in a Koranic text which he

frequently quoted to Philby: ‘Take counsel among yourselves, and if they agree with
you, well and good: but if otherwise, then put your trust in God and do that which you

deem best”.

There were many of successes in the accomplishment of King Abdulaziz’s objective
to maintain the interests of his country in external as well as internal affairs; these

were due to King Abdulaziz’s leadership and the carrying out of his responsibilities
with full power. The total dedication and sincerity of his counsellors and assistants in
implementing his instructions and accomplishing the goals set by him made the

majority of the results very satisfactory (Philby, 1955 292-297; Wahbah, 2000:146).




3.2 King Abdulaziz’s Counsellors

Al-Zirikli (1977a:1067) quoted Abdulrahman ‘Azzam, the General Secretary of the
Arab League, who said that "one of King Abdulaziz’s traits was his ability to deeply
comprehend the problems that he encountered and produce appropriate solutions,
after taking advice from his advisors; also one of his merits was his success in
selecting his counsellors and assistants”. ‘Azzam added that, "The King never issued
orders regarding any problem without asking for the counsel of the people around
him, who had much knowledge and experience”. However, this does not mean that he
felt bound to follow their advice; it should be understood that the decision always
remained with him. Indeed when he considered something right and believed that his

decision was correct, he would not hesitate to take it, even if it were against the

opinion of his advisors (al-Mareq, 1978: 252-253).

At the beginning of the building of the state, most of Ibn Saud’s followers, especially

in Najd, were not skilled enough to help him in the administration of his state,
particularly 1n the field of foreign affairs. Due to the lack of local expertise, it was
necessary for Ibn Saud to open his state to all the Arabs and Muslims who wanted to
work for him. Thus, many Arab experts who had already acquired administrative
skills 1n their countries joined the service of Ibn Saud. Some of these had been driven
from their countries by the pressure of the colonial powers and found themselves

refugees in Saudi Arabia. Moreover, the King gave all such non-Saudi Arabs the right
to become Saudi nationals, or to stay and work according to their qualifications and
protessions. Moreover, he welcomed well-qualified Arabs, permitting them to work

for him in the most important fields in his government, such as the diplomatic circle.

This was impossible to see in the other countries, which can be added to King

Abdulaziz mernts (Philby, 1955:293-294; al-Mareq, 1978: 271-314; al-Khuwaiter,
1998: 138-139; al-Rasheed, 2002:87).

it 1s important here to state that King Abdulaziz at the beginning chose men who had

stayed a long time in some places as counsellors and also as his representatives
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abroad. Among them was Prince Ahmad al-Thunayyan, who came from Turkey to
serve King Abdulaziz and represented him on many occasions. There was also
Abdullah al- Dimluji, who came from Iraq and joined his service in 1915. He also
drew upon advice from his representatives abroad: Abdullateet al-Mandeel 1n Iraq,
Abdullah al-Niffisi in Kuwait, Abdulrahman al-Qusaibi in Bahrain, Abdullah al-
Fawzan in Bombay, Fawzan al-Sabiq in Cairo and Abu Layla in Damascus. These
men expended great efforts in serving the King and the country abroad, before the
establishment of an official counsellors' circle (Almana, 1980: 190-191; al-Sumarn et

al., 1999: 98-99: al-‘Uthaimeen, 1999:299-300; al-Nafjan, 1992: 24).

In later years, more Arabs joined the service of King Abdulaziz; among them was
Hafiz Wahbah from Egypt, who became Plenipotentiary Commissioner, and later,
Ambassador of Saudi Arabia to London. From Syria came Khalid al-Hakeem, Yusuf
Yasseen, Khayr al-Deen al-Zirikli and Rashad Fir‘un. From Lebanon came Fuad
Hamzah, the first Secretary to Prince Faisal, when he was appointed as Foreign
Minister. From Libya, there were Khalid al-Ghargani and Basheer al-Sa‘dawi1. From

Irag, there was Rasheed al-Kailani, who came to King Abdulaziz in 1943, after the
suppression of his revolt against the British mandate in Iraq in 1941 (al-Mareq, 1978:
272-273; al-Hummoodi, 1998: 143-144; al-‘Uthaimeen, 1999:300). These individuals
not only remained in King Abdulaziz’s service, but generally continued to run the
same departments, until the end of his reign, which certainly illustrated his ability to

select the right men for the functions of state and also indicated that he trusted them

with these important jobs and felt relaxed with their work and in their company

(Philby, 1955: 294; al-‘Uthaimeen, 1999:300).

In 1932 the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia was otficially declared and King Abdulaziz
established a small circle of counsellors to deal with daily matters of state. This circle
was called the Political Committee (al-Shu‘bah al-Siyasiyyah). The Political
Committee was mainly attended by King Abdulaziz’s brother Prince Abdullah, his
two elder sons Saud and Faisal, Hafiz Wahbah, Khalid al-Hakeem, Yusuf Yasseen,
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Fuad Hamzah, Khalid al-Ghargani and John Philby.! However, Philby rarely attended

the Committee as he preferred to meet the King during his relaxed evening meeting
(Almana, 1980:191-192; al-Rasheed, 2002:87).

Although various opinions have been proposed regarding the relationship of St John
Philby with the King, it should be remembered that he was one of the King’s foreign
advisers for more than 30 years and he was greatly impressed by the charisma of Ibn
Saud and by his attitude, which finally convinced him to convert to Islam. According
to some writers, Philby was seen as very loyal to Ibn Saud and to the Arab cause,
which sometimes led him to work against the misguided policy of Britain toward the
Arabs; he eventually resigned from his official position with the British Government
as a protest against that policy, as he himself acknowledged (Graves, 1950: 225-226;
Benoist-Mechin, 1965:143; al-Nafjan, 1992: 25; al-Majid, 2003: 59). However, King
Abdulaziz described Philby as no more than a merchant and a commissioner’

(Wahbah, 2000; 283; al- Zirikli, 1977:1358). Moreover, Howarth (1964:116) stated

that, ““ Philby might also be said to have been an adviser, in so far as he was always

ready with advice; but it was several years after the fall of Hail when he first joined

his fortunes to Ibn Saud’s, and at his own wish he never held any paid or official

position in the court.”

King Abdulaziz was accustomed to holding an official meeting of the Political

Committee every day after midday prayer and the only function of the Committee
was to advise him. The King would raise a subject as he wished and ask for advice; a
discussion then started, in which all the members of the meeting were quite free to

give their opinions and make any suggestions. The King would end the discussions

when he felt that he had heard enough and would then make his own decision about

' His Highness Prince Abdulrahman Ibn Abdullah insisted that Philby was not allowed to attend the

meetings of this Committee. This information was given during my interview with him in Riyadh on 7-
10 January 2004,

* This was confirmed by His Highness Prince Abdulrahman Ibn Abdullah during my interview with
him in Riyadh on 7-10 January 2004.
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what to do. None of the members was allowed to take the initiative and suggest a

topic to be discussed; this right was entirely belonged to the King (Almana,
1980:179).

3.3 The Foreign Ministry and the Other Governmental Structures

3.3.1 The Establishment of the Saudi Foreign Ministry

The foreign ministry of any country is the institution which the government relies on

to plan, guide and administer its foreign policy. It organises the government's

relationship with other countries and international organizations. It is like most other
government institutions, in the sense that it bears responsibility for what it 1s charged
with and implements its governmental policies with any other foreign party. This is
why ministries and organizations in any country may not have any direct relationship
or communication with other foreign parties except under the supervision and with

the advice of their foreign ministry. In other words, the toreign ministry in any

country is the backbone of the formation of its foreign policy (‘Amer, 1976: 266; al-
Salloom, 1995: 241).

After the complete unification of al-Hijaz in 1926 and the recognition by several

foreign countries of Ibn Saud as the King of al-Hijaz, there was a fundamental change
in his policy in dealing with foreign countries. Thus he developed relationships with
countries other than Britain. He also increased his cooperation and work with the
countries and peoples of the Islamic world as a result of his control over the Mushim

Holy Places and his responsibility for the Hajy affairs. This was in addition to his

involvement in dealing and negotiating with his neighbours regarding border

problems created by the new situation. In these circumstances, 1t became essential to
find an official institution under the King’s authority to deal with these problems and

put forward solutions and plans, and which would facilitate his organising the
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international relationships between his country and other countries, based on
international laws and the principle of mutual exchange of relations and interests. The
King therefore decided to create the Department of Foreign Affairs (Mudiriyyat al-
Shu‘un al-Kharijiyyah) in 1926 (al-Humoodi, 1998: 144-149; Abu ‘Ulayyah, 1986:
99-100).

The Department of Foreign Affairs was created in accordance a Royal Decree on 30
August 1926 in Makkah. Article 17 of this order emphasised that the duty of the
Department of Foreign Affairs was to execute the government foreign policy within
its core policy. The article also provided that the four branches of this Department
were to include the Political, Administrative, Legal, and Consular sections. Abdullah
al- Dimluji, who came from Iraq and joined King Abdulaziz’s service from 1913,
remaining in the service of the Kingdom for more than 25 years in numerous places,
was appointed Director of Foreign Affairs. However, Article 18 of the Royal Decree
stated that the Department of Foreign Affairs was linked directly to the King, apart

from its administrative and consular branches, which were attributed to his viceroy in

al-Hijaz, his son Prince Faisal (‘Amer, 1976:254-255; al-Sumari et al., 1999: 100-
101; Shakir, 1948: 67; Sadiq, 1965: 71).

Although the Department of Foreign Affairs remained as such for four years, before it
became the Foreign Ministry, it did not establish any embassies for the Kingdom
abroad, but it did install two Legations. The first, established in Egypt in 1926, was

led by Fawzan al-Sabiq, even though the Egyptian Government did not recognize him
as more than a representative of Ibn Saud in Cairo. The second, set up in London n

1930, was led by Hafiz Wahbah as Plenipotentiary Commissioner. Despite this lack

of representation, the Department of Foreign Affairs succeeded in making a number
of treaties and frontier settlements, as well as trade and friendship agreements. These

included one with the French Government in March 1926, the Jeddah Agreement

with Britain in 1927, an agreement with the German Government in April 1929, one

with the Turkish Government in August 1929, and another with the Iranian

Government in August of the same year (al-Qaba‘, 1968: 483-495; al-Sumari et al.,
1999: 101-102).
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On 18 December 1930, a Royal Decree was issued ordering the change of the
Department of Foreign Affairs to a Foreign Ministry. Prince Faisal, in addition to his
initial role as Viceroy in al-Hijaz, was appointed Foreign Minister and Fuad Hamzah
was appointed as Deputy in the Ministry. The location of the Foreign Ministry was in
Makkah until 1947, when it was moved to Jeddah, which was the location of all

foreign consulates and legations. Prince Faisal remained the Foreign Minister for the
whole period of his father’s reign. Although the Prince was regarded as the architect

and the director of Saudi Foreign policy, he always worked under the direct
supervision of the King. Thus, it was not possible for the Foreign Minister to take a
decision in any matter regarding foreign policy, as the final decision was made by
King Abdulaziz. The authority of the Ministry remained narrow and was concerned
with the consulates and administration only (al-Zirikli, 1977: 368-369; Abu ‘Ulayyah,
1986: 104; ‘Amer, 1976: 266-267).

The Foreign Ministry was the first ministry established by King Abdulaziz. It was

also one of the most important steps towards the establishment of government
Institutions on a modern foundation. Its organizational structure was simple at the
time of its establishment and, in accordance with the economic capability of the
country at that time, it comprised only five departments: the Private Office, and the

Oriental, Administrative, Political and Consular departments. In spite of the modest

Start of the Ministry, it continued to develop and expand with time (al-Sumari et al.,
1999: 102-105; al-Humoodi, 1998: 166-167).

In 1933 a proposal for the development of its structure and plans was forwarded by

Yusuf Yasseen to the King for consideration, and the King agreed to keep developing
the Ministry to a level which suited the position which Saudi Arabia had achieved
among the nations and its relations with other countries. It established more
departments, such as the Protocol (al-Marasim al-Malakiyyah) and financial
branches. In fact, the F oreign Ministry succeeded, during King Abdulaziz’s reign, in

tmplementing Saudi foreign policy in accordance with his advice and supervision,

from its establishment until his death in 1953. In spite of the Ministry's early

difficulties and with a limited number of Ministry employees, who did not exceed
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twenty even in 1947, Saudi diplomatic activities increased in terms of both sending

and receiving diplomatic representations (al-Sumari et al., 1999: 106-112).

The first diplomatic delegations to the Saudi Government consisted of only a few
countries, which had a diplomatic presence in al-Hijaz at the time of its unification by
Abdulaziz in 1926 and which recognized King Abdulaziz and his Government; these
were the Soviet Union, Britain, Holland, France and Turkey. During the period 1926-
1929, the number of diplomatic delegations increased to nine: the new states were
Switzerland in 1927, Germany in 1928, Iran in 1929 and Poland in 1929. The
number increased after the establishment of the Foreign Ministry in 1930 and grew to
29 by the end of 1951.' The number of Saudi diplomatic delegations with the other
world governments had also increased before King Abdulaziz’s death in 1953 to
twelve embassies, eight legations and six consulates. The Saudi Foreign Ministry
deepened its political and economic cooperation with other countries at all levels (al-
Zirikli, 1977:; 383-384; al-Humoodi, 1998: 144-150; al-Sumari et al., 1999: 129-178).

Among the most important political achievements of Saudi diplomacy during King

Abdulaziz’s reign was the establishment of the Arab League; Saudi Arabia was one
of the countries that took the lead in its establishment. Al-Humoodi (1998:531)
Claimed that the idea of the creation of an organization which would look after Arab
atfairs and unite the Arab peoples had been in King Abdulaziz’s mind for more than

thirty years before the establishment of the Arab League. Before the First World War

began he demanded that Turkey invite the Arab leaders to a conference in a country
0t under its occupation to ascertain whether they shared an ambition to achieve a

Single Arab political unit or to form several political units linked to each other and
Which would cooperate for their common interests and general welfare (al-Zirikli,

1977. 1 199). Turkey refused and so, after the start of the War, he sent an invitation to

the major leaders of the Arabian Peninsula, such as Sharif Husain, Ibn Rasheed and
\§\________—__

| Am':ltng the delegations were those of the United States of America in 1931, Iraq in 1931, Yemen in
19331, Italy in 1932, Afghanistan in 1932, Jordan in 1933, Ethiopia in 1934, Egypt in 1936, Syria in
1941: Lebanon in 1944, Chile in 1945, Argentina in 1946, India in 1947, Pakistan in 1947, Indonesia
1948= Spain in 1948 and Palestine in 1948.
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Mubarak al-Sabah, to exchange views on what they should do in order to avoid the
destruction and the calamity of this War (ibid). It is undemable, theretfore, that the
idea was originally his and that the active work to create it was also his chosen task,
albeit with the participation and support of the other Arab leaders (al-Zirikli, 1977:
1199; al-Humoodi, 1998:531; Van, der Meulen, 1999: 121).

There were, however, doubts and fears in King Abdulaziz's mind, regarding some of
the calls for Arab unity. Among those calling for unity was the British Foreign
Secretary, Anthony Eden, who proposed it in 1941 and 1943. There were also other
individual suggestions for sub-regional integrations. The most important of these
projects was the regional integration in Bilad al-Shaam, known as Greater Syna, and
also the plan for an integration between Iraq and Bilad al-Shaam, known as the Fertile
Crescent, proposed by Nourn al-Sa'ed, the former Iraqi Prime Minister. King
Abdulaziz saw that these projects and suggestions would benefit the Hashemite
House in Iraq and Jordan. He also feared that those kinds of narrower integration
plans might only benefit individuals and personal interests and purposes rather than
the Arab people as a whole. Were these plans to succeed, they might have constituted
a real threat to his unified territories and the sovereignty of his country. This prospect

increased King Abdulaziz’s doubts concerning these proposals for regional

integration (al-Zirikli, 1977:1200-1207; al-Sumari et al., 1999: 190-193).

King Abdulaziz wished, through his Arab foreign policy, to achieve all kinds of
political, economic and cultural cooperation with the Arabs. When the notion of Arab
unity or the Arab League became clear, he included his recommendations in a
message and sent it on 3 January 1945 to the General Arab Conference, which was
taking place in Alexandria in Egypt. He had in mind an Arab organization that would
foster coordination and cooperation among its members, based on full respect for the
sovereignty of all its members. This indeed came about, since the King's view was
supported and shared by the Egyptian Government, as was made clear during King
Farooq’s visit to Saudi Arabia on 25 January 1945, to dispel Saudi reservations. The

two Saudi representatives in Cairo, Yusuf Yasseen and al-Zirikli, signed the Arab
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League Charter on 22 March 1945 (‘Assah, 1971:128-131; al-Zirikli, 1977:1207-
1209; al Humoodi, 1998: 528-529; al-Sumari et al., 1999: 193-197).

In 1945 the Saudi Foreign Ministry accomplished a great mission under the direction
ot King Abdulaziz due to two successful meetings which were held in that year. The
first meeting was between King Abdulaziz and Franklin Roosevelt, President of the
United States, on 14 February at the Bitter Lakes, and the second was with Winston
Churchill, the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, on 17 February in the Fayyoum
Qasis, 50 miles south of Cairo.' This diplomatic activity at the highest level stemmed
from the King's strong desire to join the United Nations, which was established at the
end of World War Two. Encouraged by his meeting with Roosevelt, King Abdulaziz
instructed his Foreign Ministry to send an official letter on 1 March 1945 to the

United States, asking it to support the Saudi request to become a member state of the
United Nations. The Saudi request was accepted and he was informed that the
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia had become the 45" member of the United Nations (al-
Zinkli, 1977: 1155-1212; Leatherdale, 1983: 167-183; al-Sumari et al., 1999:187).

However, there were two obstacles. The first was that Saudi Arabia should declare
war against the Axis nations; Saudi Arabia agreed and declared war against Japan and
Germany on 1 March 1945.* The second was the Soviet objection to Saudi Arabia
attending the first meeting of the United Nations, which was overcome by the British
Secretary of State, Antony Eden, who convinced the Soviet Foreign Minister,
Molotov, of the importance of calling Saudi Arabia to attend (al-Sumari et al.,
1999:187-188). As a result, Saudi Arabia received an official invitation from the US,

the UK, the Soviet Union and China to attend the first conference in San Francisco.
The Foreign Minister of Saudi Arabia, Prince Faisal, led the Saudi delegation which
signed the Charter of the United Nations on 25 April 1945. In his country’s official

address to the conference, Prince Faisal made it clear that the principles which

' Public Record Office (Now British National Archive), FO 371/45542, despatch from Rupert Stanley

Jordan, the British Plenipotentiary Minister in Jeddah, to the British Foreign Office, on 27 February
1945.

2 Ibid,
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enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations were the same principles that Islamic
Law calls for and that they had already been adopted by the Kingdom of Saudi
Arabia. The Saudi Government ratified the Charter of the United Nations on 2
October 1945 (al-Zinkli, 1977: 1212; al-Suman et al.,, 1999: 188; al-Humoodi,
1998: 706-707).

This great diplomatic success was achieved by the Saudi Foreign Ministry despite the
limited resources and capabilities, and a lack of extensive experience. It should be
reiterated, however, that the Ministry always referred to King Abdulaziz, in order to
take instructions from him directly, and implemented his policy, as he instructed,
even on minor issues. Al-Zirikli (1977a:369) explains: “The Foreign Ministry of King
Abdulaziz was not able to take any action in foreign affairs, nor could they bind or
loosen any tie without referring to him and taking his instruction, either face to face,

or by telephone, telegram or mail.”

3.3.2 Other Governmental Institutions

As a result of the conquest of al-Hijaz, and concemed to apply the Principle of
Counsel (al-Shura), King Abd al- Aziz established the Domestic Council (al-Majlis
al-Ahli) on 19 December 1924, to help him deal with the affairs of al-Hijaz. This was

the nucleus of the Consultative Council (Majlis al-Shura) which was established on
13 January 1926. This was concurrent with assigning King Abdulaziz’s second son,

Prince Faisal, as Viceroy in the region of al-Hijaz and as Chairman of the
Consultative Council. The Council went through several stages of development in a
short period, until it took final shape on 12 May 1932. One of the most important
tasks for the Council was enacting laws and regulations, in addition to monitoring and
controlling the actions taken by governmental institutions in accomplishing their
missions. The Council's instructions stated that its task was consultation, legislation
and supervision. The Consultative Council thus acted as a legislative body regulating

the activities of the governmental institutions in a way similar to other modern
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constitutions (al-Zirikli, 1977: 571-573; Vassiliev, 1998: 295-296; al-Salloom, 1995:
102-108; Al-‘Uthaimeen, 1999: 302-304).

The period 1931-1932 witnessed the emergence of a central administrative system in
Saudi Arabia. Its mission was to concentrate on internal affairs and its legislative role.
On 29 December 1931 a Royal Decree was issued establishing the Council of
Directors (Majlis al-Wukala), which was similar to a council of ministers; it played
this role for about 23 years. Prince Faisal was appointed as Chairman in addition to
his other positions (Vassiliev, 1998:297; al-Salloom, 1995:109-110). As we have
noted, the year 1932 witnessed the cessation of internal disturbances and the total
untfication of the country. It became essential to unify the country and the people’s
1dentity under one name which would be officially recognized when dealing with
other countries as a government and also at the level of internal affairs. Accordingly,
a Royal Decree was issued on 18 September 1932, officially unifying the Kingdom
under the name of the "Kingdom of Saudi Arabia" and it proclaimed Abdulaziz as
"King ot Saudi Arabia" (al-Zirikli, 1977: 651; al-‘Uthaimeen, 1999:308; al-'Alami,
1999:3).

Also, 1n 1931-1932 more ministries were established, in addition to the Foreign
' Ministry, including the Ministry of the Interior, which was established on 29
December 1931 and also assigned to Prince Faisal. On 14 August 1932, the Agency

of Finance was upgraded to a Ministry of Finance and Abdullah al-Sulaiman was
appointed as its head. It is relevant here to emphasize that many of the governmental
departments and facilities were under the control of the Ministry of Finance, such as

those dealing with defence, pilgrimage, agriculture, communications, transportation
and mining. More ministries and govemmental institutions were established later,

including the Ministry of Defence in March 1946, which was headed by Prince
Munsoor. Again, each minister received his authorisation directly from King

Abdulaziz and had to go to him personally regarding all affairs; no one was

authorized to represent him, not even the Head of the Council of Directors (al-Zirikli,

1977: 359-379;, Hamzah, 1968:117-118; Vassiliev, 1998:297; al-Salloom, 1995:110-
155).
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The Consultative Council as a legislative institution and the Council of Directors as
an administrative and executive institution, together with the other ministries and
departments, were able to accomplish many of their tasks due to the support of Prince
Faisal himself, who was notable for his personality, extensive experience, knowledge
and devotion to his father and his country. Because he was the Viceroy in al-Hijaz
and the Chairman of both the Consultative Council and Council of Directors, and at
the same time directing the Ministries of Foreign and Interior Affairs, and because
most of these institutions were established in al-Hijaz, Prince Faisal was able to
supervise their activities directly. This concentration of administrative authority
ensured great coordination and cooperation and resulted in many successes.
Nevertheless, these two councils had limited authority, especially in foreign affairs.
They played influential roles in the activities of the Saudi Government for more than
23 years until the establishment of the Council of Ministers in 1953 (al-Zirikli,
1977:571-580; Niblock, 1982:89; al-Salloom, 1995:107-110).

On 9 October 1953 a Royal Decree announced the establishment of the Council

of Ministers. Prince Saud was appointed as Crown Prince and the Head of the
Council of Ministers, with Prince Faisal as his deputy and Minister of Foreign
Aftairs. In that y<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>