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Abstract

The decade 1968-78 saw three major developments in
Middle East politics: these were the Arab defeat in the
Six-Day War in 12467, the British withdrawal from East of
Suez in 1971 and the Yom Kippur War of 1973. These events
stimilated the United States increasingly to involve itself
in regional politics in an attempt to maintain stability
and continued access to oil. As a major oil producer and
the one with the largest proven reserves, Saudi Arabia
sought to ensure its security by trading ocil for American
assistance. This thesis examines Saudi-United States
relations from the Six-Day War to the Camp David Agreement
of 1978 and the collapse of the S8hah’s regime in Iran and
concludes that Saudi interests were not obtained but rather
those of the U.S. secured. The thesis looks in particular
at Saudi security interests, American arms sales and the
political tensions produced by the pervasive Arab-Israeli
conflict. It draws extensively on official documentation in
both Arabic and English, while recognising the highly
personal nature of Saudi political reaction to the
constraints and opportunities of the period under review.
In the final analysis Baudi leaders paid a very high price
for a very limited commitment to their own security while
the U.5. was able to maintain and enhance its political

commitment to the state of Israel.



Chapter One

THE KINGDOM OF SAUDI ARARIA

The kingdom of Saudi Arabia, lying between the Gulf
and the Red Sea, occupies a significant area between Africa
and mainland Asia, close to the Suez Canal.

It covers approximately 80 per cent of the Arabian
péninsula, which has an area of slightly over a million
square miles. Because some of the Saudi boundaries are
undefined, the exact size of the kingdom is unknown.
Estimates vary between 864,000 square miles and 869,774
square miles.* Saudi Arabian government sources indicate an
area of 2,240,000 sguare kilometres.=

Saudi Arabian territory stretches from the Bulf of
Agaba and the Red Sea on its western shores, to the Gulf in
the east. It shares borders with eight countries: Jordan,
Irag and Kuwait to the northi the Yemen Arab Republic
{(North Yemen) and the People’'s Democratic Republic of Yemen
(South Yemen) to the southy Batar and the United Arab
Emirates to the easti; and the Sultanate of Oman to the

south—-east. Across the Arabian Gulf, Saudi Arabia faces

! Nyrop, Richard F. and others, frea Handbook for Saudi
Arabia, 3rd edition, Washington D.C.: U.8. BGovernment
Frinting Office, 1977, p. 45.

= kingdom of Saudi Arabia, Ministry of Information, Kingdom
of Saudi Arabia: facts and figures, Riyadh: Foreign
Information, p. é.




Figuwre 1.1 1 The Eingdom of Baudi Arabia

Rourcer Kingdom of faudi Arabia, Ministry of Information,
ad i Avahia and its Place in the World, Riyadh 1977, p.12.
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Iran, with Bahrain off its east coast, whilst across the

Red Sea are Egypt, Budan and Ethiopia. (See Figure 1.1.)

The kingdom is divided into four major provinces: Asir

in the south-westy in the west, Hejaz, which contains the

two principal holy cities of Islam, Mecca and Medinaj in
the centre, Najdy, in which is located the capital city of

Riyadhi and Hasa, containing the country’'s oil fields.™

(See Figure 1.2.)

Saudi Arabia is noted for its desert climate, being

mainly dry and hot. Summer temperatures can exceed 12@«

Fahrenheit, but from mid-November to mid-March, the climate

is generally pleasant. The country has neither lakes nor

rivers, and with the exception of a limited area, rainfall

is insufficient to support agriculture. (Only about {1 per

cent of the land is suitable for agricultural purposes.®)

One of the largest empty deserts in the world, known as Rub?

al-kKhali ("the Empty Quarter"), lies within its boundaries.

The emerqgence of the kingdom

As suggested by the very name of Baudi Arabia, the
emergence of the state in contemporary history can be

understood only through reference to the history of the

Saudi family.

F The provinces' official names are the Western, the
Eastern, the Northern, the Southern and the Central
Frovinces. For obvious reasons, the Saudi Arabian
government haz attempted to ohscure reference to the
former Eingdom of Hejaz and to the Emirates of Hasa,
Asir, and Najd.

4 Congressional Guarterly, The Middle East,
Folicy. Israel, 0il, and the Arabs,
Washington D.C.r 1975, p. 82.

United States
2nd edition,




Figure 1.2 @ Administrative Divisions of Saudi Arabia

Sourcer Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, Ministry of Information,
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In the early 18th century, the house of Saud was one
of families ancd tribes, each of which ruled various and
limited parts of the area. The founder of the current
dynasty, Mohammad Ibn Saud, ruled Al-Dir‘iyyah, a small
town in the province of Najd. Towards the middle of the
centwry, under the influence of Sheikh Mohammad Ibn Abd al-~
Wahhab, he became an adherent of the Wahhabi sect, which
called for a return to the original conservative principles
of Islam embodied in the Hanbli teachings. (Ibn Abd al~
Wahhab, baving met with an unfavourable reaction in his
native town of Uyaynah, had been received into Al-Dir ‘iyyah
at the time of Ibn Baud’'s rule.¥)

Mohammad Ibn Saud and Mohammad Ibn Abd al-Wahhab
established a theocratic state, ruling jointly over Al-
Dir‘'iyyah. The latter received the title of Sheikh,
reflecting his religious role, whilst the former received
the title of Imam, one of the titles of the head of early
Islamic communities. The new state called for the "oneness
of God" "AL DAWAN ILA AL—I{?HID5 and in 1744, which is
accepted as the year of its creation, the two Mohammads
jointly swore an oath to support and further this cause
beyond Al-Dir'iyyah.e

It was this potent alliance of the House of Baud and
the Wahhabi teaching, together with their joint spirit of

conguest, which was to be central to the formation of the

oNyrop, @R. cit., p.o 121

@ Rents, George, The Saudi Monarchy, in Beling, Willard A.
() Eing Faisal and the Modernization of Saudi
Arabia, Colorado: Westview Fress, 1988, p. 173 8Sai‘'d,
Ameen, Tarikh Al-Dawla Al-Sawdiva, (in Arabic: The
History of the Sauwdi State), Vol. 1, Beirut: Arabic

Wiriter Fress, n.d., p. 41.




modern state of Saudi Arabia. Indeed, to this day, the

Saudi and Al al-8Bheikh {(i.e. Abd al-Wahhab) families

continue to play a key role in the affairs of the nation.

In accordance with tribal tradition, the relationship
between the two families was cemented by inter—-marriage,
the most important being Ibn Baud's marriage to Abd al-
Wahhab 's daughter at some time during the 1740°'s.7

By the time of Mohammad Ibn Saud’'s death in 1763, the
alliance bhad conquered and gained control of most of the
central area of the firabian peninsula (Najd), thus acting
as a unifying force.®

Ibn Saud was succeeded by his son, Abd Al-Aziz (1765-
1803). The alliance between the two families was renewed
and succeeded in gaining control of the city of Riyadh. The
movement faced many enemies on all sides: to the east, the
powerful Bani kKhalidy to the south-west, the Bharifians of
Hejaz and the Zaidis of Yemenjy and to the north, the
Emirates of Muntafig. Despite the fact that these powers
were politically threatened by the religious Wahhabi
movement, they failed to contain its expansion to the Najd.

By the time of Ibn Abd al-Wahhab's death in 1792, Wahhabism

had spread over most of the peninsula.

In 1801, the movement attached Karbala, an Iragi city
some 200 miles south of Baghdad.® Mindful of the
significance to the Muslims of the two holy cities of Mecca

and Medina, the Wahhabi were also attempting to gain

7 Nyrop, op. cit., p. 25.

# Long, David E. Saudi fArabia, London: Sage Publications,
19786, p. 19.

* Hobday, Peter, Saudi Arabia Today: 6n Introduction to the
Richest (il Fower, New York: St. Martin’'s Press, 1978,

pe 183 Sai‘d, op. cit., p. 62.




control of them. In 1803, the army of Abd al-Aziz took
Mecca. In the same year, he died, to be succeeded as Imam
by his son, Saud (1803-1814), who occupied Medina in
1805, 19

8till in the early nineteenth century, the joint
influence of the House of Saud and the Wahhabi teaching was
approaching Damascus and Southern Iraq. The Saudi army
forced the Sultan of Muscat to pay tribute to them, whilst
in the Gulf and the Indian Ocean, their men attacked the
ships of "non-believers". The British, who were the
dominant Western power in the area, labelled them pirates,
and the lower part of the Gulf coast became known as the
"Pirate Coast".?*?

During the 18th century, the two main powers in the
area, the BEritish and the Ottoman Empire, had not concerned
themselves with what had been happening in the interior of
the Arabian peninsula, which they considered to be a tribal
conflict posing no threat to their interests. By the early
years of the 19th century, however, the government of the
Ottoman Empire was forced to take action, particularly in
the light of the capture by the Wahhabi of the 'two holy
cities of Mecca and Medina, and its subsequent loss of both
income and prestige.

The Ottoman Sultan requested his viceroy in Egypt,
Mohammad Ali, to invade Najd to recover their lost
territories. Mohammad Ali ‘s forces, led by his son, Tusun,
succeeded in recapturing the two holy cities in 1816. In

the spring of 1818, another son, Ibrahim Pasha, held siege

1P Rentes,

1 ong,

p. 20-21.
p. 19.
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at the Saudi capital, Al-Dir‘iyyah. After five months, Al-

Dir ‘iyyah fell and was razed to the ground, and the SBaudi

Imam, Abdallah Ibn Saud al-BSaud (1814-1818), was carried

off first to Egypt and then to Istanbul, where he was
beheaded, »#

The British, in alliance with the Ottomans, had been
trying - without success ~ to quell Wahhabi activities in
the Gulf between 1805 and 1818. After the collapse of the
Saudi-~-Wahhabi state in 1818, they assembled a large naval
and land force at Ras Al-kKhaymah, which defeated Wahhabi
troops in 1819, In 1820, the opposing sides signed a treaty
which marked the beginning of 130 years of British
dominance in the area.?t®™

Meanwhile, during the years of their occupation, from
1818 to 1822, the Ottomans pitched rival tribes and
families against each other, lending their support to those
which opposed the Saudi family.?*#

Ibrahim Fasha, the leader of the Ottoman-Egyptian
troops which had destroyed Al-Dir'iyyah, was more concerned
with protecting the two holy cities from Saudi-Wahhabi
threat than with occupying Najd. Accordingly he transferred
- his troops from the Najd to the Hejaz province, in which
are located the holy cities.

Inm 1824, Turki Ibn Abdallah Al Saud (1824-1834)

marshalled his troops and re-established a Saudi capital in

P# Rents, op. cit., p. 223 Nyrop, op. cit., p-

YEoLong, ope Git., p. 2

14 United States Congress, Senate, Committee on Energy and
Matural Fesources, Access to 0il, the United States
Relationships with Saudi Arabia and Iran. A Report,
FEth Congress, lst session. Washington D.C: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1977, p. 35. (Subsequently
referred to as WS, Congress, fAccess to 0il.)

27.
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Riyadh, close to the destroyed Al-Dir'iyyah. He succeeded
in regaining control of all former Baudi territories, with
the exception of the Hejaz.3i1®
Turki ‘s ten year-rule ended in 1834 with his
assassination by a rival member of his family. His son
Faisal (1834-1838 and 1843-184%5), who had been in exile in
Cairo since 1827, escaped and became the new Imam. In 1838,
another rival claimant emerged, also from Cairo, when
Mohammad Ali Pasha sent his troops to gain control of the
Arabian peninsula. He took Faisal prisoner, and exiled him
to Cairo once again. With the help of the Egyptian army,
his cousin kKhalid (1838-1841) took his place, his reign
lagting just over four years, until 1841, when he was
replaced by Abdallah Ibn Thunayan (1841-1843). Less than
two years later, Faisal again escaped from Cairo and
returned to Najd to resume his position as leader.*®
This second reign of Faisal ‘s, from 1843 to 1845,
marked a remarkable period in the history of the House of
Saud. (The present Saudi family is officially known as
"House of Falsal - House of Saud".)
", wofor more reasons than ancestry, Faisal endeavoured
like his father to restore order to the land, and like
his grandson, Abd Al Aziz, was tough enough to curb
the excesses of the bedouins. Pilgrimages could be
made in safety, and agricultural and mercantile
pursuits were encouraged. Faisal, perhaps because he
was s0 conscientious himself, overestimated the
selfless altruism of his sons. To the present day,
Saudi rule is based on two determinants: first the

family must be kept in order, and then the tribes.":7

In the words of Lewis Felly, the Eritish resident in the

EoLong, op.e cit., p. 20.

A Ihid.sy p. 21,

7 MNyrop, op. cit., p. 28.
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Gulf, Imam Faisal was -
"a just and extreme ruler who had been unprecedently
successful in curbing the predatory habits of his
tribes, and who was desirous of inculcating among them
more settled habits, and of turning their minds
towards agriculture and trade."®
He was also -~
"farsighted enough to realise that he could not
convert the whole world to Wahhabismy and that if he
tried hbe would again bring ruin on his people and
himself... He was a devout Wahhabi, but instead of
attacking Karbala (holy Iraqi cityl), he received a
British diplomat in his capital."*®
Faisal Ibn Turki died in 1845, having restored order
to the Najd and reasserted his authority over much of the
Arabian peninsula, from Shammer Mountain in the north, to
Oman in the south.=®
He was succeeded by his son Abd Allah (1865-~71 and
1875~-89) , but the stability that he had built up was to be
destroyed by a conflict between this son and his brother,
Saud (1871~75). After Saud’s death in 1875, his younger
brother, Abd ar Rahman (1875 and 1889-%1) assumed power,
but initially only for one year, after which Abd Allah
regained power until his death in 188%. Abd ar Rahman then
regained power®?, but commanded no real authority. The
House of Saud having already collapsed three years earlier,
he served briefly as Rashadi governor of Riyadh, his former
capital, and in 1891 was sent with his family to Kuwait by
Mohiammad Ibn Rashid’ﬁmir of Bhammer. Among his family was

his son, Abd al-Aziz Ibn Abd ar Rahman Ibn Faisal Al-Saud,

commonly known as Ibn Saud. It was through the efforts of

18 Rentes, op. cit., p. 25.

17 Winder, R.E. Saudi Arabia in the Nineteenth Century,
London: Macmillan, 12465, p. 228.
A Long, oR. cit.s p. 21

#LoNyrop, op. Git., p. 28-29.
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Ibrn Saud that the modern state of Saudi Arabia came into
being in the opening years of the twentieth century.®= (For

the genealogy of the House of Saud, see Figure 1.3.)

Ibn Saud (1902-1932)

In January 1902, Ibn Saud left Kuwait, returning

to the interior of the Arabian Peninsula. With less than
fifty men, he travelled south and east. On the night of
January 1&th, he succeeded in defeating Al Rashid and

regaining his family's former capital, Riyadh. This victory

roused the former supporters of the House of Saud, and

within two years, they had reconquered half of the central

area of the peninsula.==

The Turks sent troops to support Ibn Rashid and
succeeded in defeating Ibn Saud at Bukairiya in 19@4. He
held Riyadh, however, and the struggle continued for more
than eight years, until 1912, when the Turks, being unable
to support their troops, withdrew.

In the years before World War I, Ibn Saud laid the
foundations of his control over central Arabia. The
- families and tribes were not eliminated, but rather their
loyalty was asswed by military force or through
intermarriage, in accordance with the traditions of desert

life.®* Ibn Saud also attempted to unify the families and

oy

=2 Holden, David and Johns, Richard,
London: Fan Rooks, 1982, p.

/5 kingdom of Saudi Arabia, Ministry of Information, Al-
Hamlaka Al-Arabia Al-Saudiva, {(in Arabic:_The Eingdom
of Saudl MArabia), Riyadh: 1979, p. 83 The New
Encyclopedia Eritannica, VYol. &, 15th edition., USA:
The Mew Encyclopedia BEritannica, Inc., 1985, p. 224.

=t .8, Congress, Access to 0il, p. 36.

The House of Saud,

b
roars




Figure 1.3 @ The Genealogy of the House of Saud

Noter Numbers in brackets indicate order of rule

and dates period of rule.

B8aud Ibn Mohammad

Mohammad (1) m Abd al-Wahhab's Daughter
174217465

Nbd al-Nziz (2) Nbd Allah Thunayyan
174645-1803

Saud (3X) Turki (5) Abd Allah (8B)
190316814 1824-16834 1841-1843

Abd Allah (4) Khalid (7)
18141818 1838-16841

Faisal (&) (%)
1834-1838 1B843-1865

Abd Allah (1@) (1) B8aud (11) Abd ar Rahman (12) (14)
18451871 1875-1889 1871-1875 1875 1889-1891

Abd al Aziz (15)
1902-1953

Saud (148) Faisal (17) Khalid (18) Fahd (19)
19531564 1964-1975 1975-1982 1982~
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tribes on a religious basis by assuming the title of Imam,
that is a religious leader, and by creating "colonies" (Al-
Hijrat) which were organized on a non-tribal basis. The
first of these Ikhwanr (or "brotherhood”) colonies was
established in 1912, During the following fifteen vyears,
some hundred more were established in various parts of
Najd. Each was ruled by Shariah {religious law) instead of
by the customary law of the Bedouin tribes and each had a
Wahhabi standing army.®% It is these two elements - the
House of Saud’'s relationship with the tribes and its
identification with Wahhabism - which remain central to an
understanding of Saudi authority today.

During World War I, the British opposed the Turks and
encowaged Ibn Saud to oppose the forces of Saud Ibn
Rashid, who was in alliance with the Turks. At the end of
1914, a British officer, Captain W.H.I. Shakespear, helped
Ibn Saud to plan a military offensive against Ibn Rashid.
The ensuing battle, in January 1915, resulted in a victory
for Ibn Sauwd, but cost Shakespear his life. In December
19215, the British concluded a treaty of friendship with
Ibn Saud.** Nevertheless, Ibn Saud felt threatened by the
- fact that Colonel T.E. Lawrence {(the so-called L;wrence of
Arabia) was assisting Bharif Housain of Hejaz to build up
his forces, albeit against the Turks.=27 In 1917, Ibn Saud

was persuaded by Sir John B. Philby to attack Ibn Rashid

=3 Enevelopedia BEritannica, Vel. 12, 14th edition, Great
Britaim: Encyclopedia Britannica Ltd., 19461, p. 36.

@26 Troeller, Gary, The Hirth of Sauwdi Arabia, Britain and
the Rise of the House of Saud, London: Cass, 1974, pp-

e ey
D420,

=7 Encyclopedia Britannica, op. cit., p. 36.
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and to cooperate with Sharif Housain.®® In the autumn of
1918, this attack took place, but without yielding any
clear result. At the end of World War I, Ibn Saud found bis
domain still within the same boundaries and his two rivals
within the peninsula, Ibn Rashid and Sharif Housain, still
as powerful as at its outbreak.=*

In March 1919, Sharif Housain tried to gain control of
the Utaybah tribal region, adjacent to Hejaz. Two months
later his Hashemite forces were defeated in a clear victory
for Ibn Saud. The following year, Ibn Saud added Asir, in
the south-west, to hig dominions. In 1922, Ibn Rashid was
definitively subdued by the capture of his capital, Hayil,
leaving all of central Arabia, with the exception of Hejaz,
unified under Ibn Saud’'s rule.™?

After World War I, the creation by the British of the
kingdom of Iraq and the Emirate of Transjordan, headed by
two of Sharif Housain’'s sons — Faisal and Abdullah -
hampered Ibn Saud’'s efforts to expand his rule to the
north. The Conference of Kuwait, called by the British in
April 1924, failed to resolve this issue. In SBeptember of
the same year, Ibn Saud’'s forces began to move into Hejaz,

- provoked by Sharif Housain having proclaimed himself Caliph
of all Muslims. By 19246, the occupation of Hejaz was

complete, and Ibn Saud declared himself its king. (In 1927,
his official title was King of Hejaz and Sultan of Najd and

ite Dependencies.™?

=4 Long, op. Gits, p. 23

=% Encyclopedia BEritannica, op. cit., p. 36.
we Ibhid.
= U.8. Congress, Access to 0il, p. 36.




The BEritish held a series of negotiations with Ibn
Saud over frontiers shared by him with British allies. In
1927, 8ir Gilbert Clayton concluded a treaty, known as the
Treaty of Jeddah, which recognized Ibn Saud’'s dominions
from the Red Sea to the Gulf, and which provided for non-
aggression and friendly relations.>=

Despite this, the Ikhwan, inspired by the belief that
all non-Wahhabi Muslims were infidels, continued their
warring tradition. Ibn Saud failed to prevent them from
carrying out further raids and from invading Iraq in 1927.
In 1929, he had no choice but to crush his formerly loyal
subjects at the Battle of Sibila.™>

This battle marked the beginning of a new era. The
defeated Ikhwan were now loyal to the Saudi state, in part
because in the early years of the 20th century, the tribal
origins of the Wahhabi movement had regained the ascendancy
over the religious fervour of the 18th and 19th centuries.
Ibn Saud strengthened his control by intermarriage with

senior members of the tribes, and with religious leaders,

=2 Glugett, Feter and Faruk-8lugett, Marion, The Frecarious
Monarchy: Hritain, Abd al-Aziz Ibn Saud and the
Extablishment of the Kingdom of Heijaz., Najd, and its
PDependencies, 1925-1932, in Niblock, Tim, (ed.) State,
Sopciety. and Economy in Sauwdi Mrabhia, London: Croom
Helm, 1982, p. 523 Fhilby, Harry 8t.John, Saudi
Arabia, NMew York: Frederick A, Fraeger Inc., 1955, pp.

S pnauerhose, Roman, "Saudi Arabiar: Our Conservative
Muslim Ally”, Cwrrent History, January 198@, p. 173
Machale, T.R. "A Frospect of Saudi Arabia”,
International Affairs, Vol. 56, No. 4, Autumn 1983, p.

f2b.
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particularly the Wahhabi family.>4 Ry 1932, the definition
of Saudi authority was clear. It was a monarchy, influenced
by religious leaders and Bedouin tribal chiefs, but with
Ibn Saud and his family remaiﬁing the key figures. Ibn Baud
was at once king, Imam - religious leader, and sheikh -
tribal chief.

How had the kingdom emerged and expanded? According to
Fred Halliday,

"mo adequate social explanation of this movement has
yet been produced..."®®

while Tim Niblock surmises that,
"eommercial interests én the towns played a more
crucial role in the creation and expansion of the
Saudi state than did the Bedouins.">e
A more reasonable explanation, however, is arguably as
follows. In the first place, the creation and expansion of
the Saudi state resulted from tribal coqflict in the desert
interior. Saudi supremacy was owed to the revival of their
forces, which were victorious in their struggle against
rival tribes and families in the peninsula. In the second
place, during the first third of the 20th century, the

British had little interest in the interior of the Arabian

peninsula, concerning themselves mainly with the coastal

FA4 Anthony, Jobn Duke, Saudi Arabia: From Tribal Society to
Mation Btate, in El-Mallakh, R. Saudi Arabia, Energy,
nental Planning _and Industrialization,
Washington D.C: Heath and Co., 1982, p. 94; Al~
Zarakly, kEhair A1 Dean, Shibh Al-Jazira F1 Ahd Al-
Halik Abd al-Azxiz (in Arabic: The Feninsula during the
reijgn of King Abd al-Aziz) Vol. 3, Beirut: 1970, p.

=0 Halliday, Fred, Arabia Without Sultans, London: Penguin
Fooks, 1279, p. 48.

=o Niblock, Tim, Spcial Structuwre and the Development of
the Sauwdi Arabian Folitical Svstem, in Niblock, Tim,
(ed.) Btate, Bociety, and Economy in Saudi Arabia,
London: Croom Helm, 19832, p. 78.
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area from Rasrah in the north of the Gulf to Aden in South

Yemern .

The reign of King Abd al~Aziz Ibn Saud (1932-1953)

On 18th September 1932, Ibn Saud proclaimed his domain

to be a kingdom and assumed the title of King. Thus did the
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (Al-Mamlakah Al-Arabiyah Al-

Saudiyvah) come into existence as a state.

Territorial disputes, however, continued. In 1933,

King Abd al-Aziz Ibn Saud was in dispute with the state of

Yemen over Asir. He declared war in March 19234, His two

eldest sons led an invasion of Yemen and successfully

gained control of a large proportion of the country. Imam

Yahya of Yemen was obliged to sign a treaty on 23rd June,

1934, in which he acknowledged Asir to be part of the

Kingdom of Saudi Arabia.>7

Relations with its northern - and Hashemite -
neighbour, Irag, were further strengthened by the signing

of a treaty of Arab brotherhood and non—-aggression on 3rd

April, 1936.7% The only outstanding border dispute remained

- the Buraimi Oasis, which Saudi Arabia was to claim until

1974, when it withdrew its claim against Oman and Abu

Dhabi .=

7 Lencrowski, George, The PMiddle East in World Affairs,

4th edition, Ithaca: Cornell University Fress, 1980,
pe S79.
= loward, Jimmy, The United States and Saudi Arabia: B
Special Relationship, Its Hirth, Evolution, and
Reapportionment, unpublished M.A. dissertation, Naval
Fostgraduate School, 1981, p. 18,
BT Long, gpe. Git., p.o 21
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During the Z0's, it became clear to the king that the
overall situation in the area had evolved and that an
extremist religious policy was no longer appropriate. If he
wished his kingdom to survive, he would have to adopt a
moderate policy towards both local powers and greater ones.
Hence, although his rule was based on the Wahhabi sect and
on tribal custom, he ensured that priority was given to the
development of the infrastructure of the state. A system of
government began to emerge, firstly in Hejaz.
Administratively, the kingdom was divided into four
provinces: Najd, Hejaz, Hasa, and Asir. They were governed
by the Crown Frince 8aud, Prince Faisal, Abdullah Ibn
Jiluwi, (a cousin of the king) and Amir Turki respectively.
The latter was a nephew of the king and a member of the
Sudairi clan, which played an important part in the history
of modern Sauwdi Arabia.<e

Administrative structures were slowly created and
developed. Several foreign states established legations in
the Hejaz. (The United Kingdom, France, the Netherlands and
the Boviet Union had recognised Saudi authority in 1927.)
In 1931, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was set up in
-Jeddah, headed by Prince Faisal??, who continued to hold
this post, including as King, until his death in 1973.
Financial affairs had been managed by éAbdullah Sulaiman Al-
Hamdan since 1919, and in 1932, the Ministry of Finance was
created, with him retaining control as minister. Indeed, he

spent freely, treating the country’'s finances as his

49 Nyrop, op. &Git., p. 34,

4t Lackner, Helen, A House Built on_Sand — A Folitical
Economy of Saudi Arabia, London: Ithaca Fress, 1978,
p. 29.
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private funds.s , Minister of Defense, Frince Mansur Ibn

Abd al-Aziz, was appointed in 1944 4%, and a Minister of

Interior Affalrs in 1951, Under pressure from the United
Btates, the BSaudi Arabian Monetary Agency (B.A.M.A.) was
founded in 19352, mainly to manage the note issue.<4

In the 1930's, however, the main problem facing the
country was shortage of funds. Its income had risen from
approximately £50,000 p.a. in the early years of the
century, with a United Kingdom grant of £60,000 p.a. from
1916 to 1924, to some £5 million p.a. after the
establishment of the Kingdom. There were no apparent means
of stimulating the desert economy, except by increasing
income from pilgrimage, which had fallen with the world
slump. In 1933, however, the king granted an oil concession
to an,American firm for £50,0080, thus solving his immediate
financial problems.<® 0il in commercial quantities was
discovered in 1938, but World War Il delayed the
development of production and it was not until the end of
the war that the kingdom began to reap the benefits of
this.

The country’'s official position in the war was
neutral, but King Abd al-Aziz Ibn Saud’'s sympathies were
undoubtedly with the Allies.“® In 1943, the United States’
government declared that "the defense of Saudi Arabia is

vital to the defense of the United States.” The king signed

A= Ihid,.

43 Nl -Zarakly, op. cit., p. 29@.

44 Wilson, Rodney, The Evolution of the Sauwdi Banking
System and its Relationship with Rabhrain, in Niblock,
Tim, (ed.) State, Society, and Economy in Saudi
Arabia, London: Croom Helm, 1982, pp. 278-279.

48 Lackner, cit., p. 30.

A& Fhilby, p. 337.




an agreement allowing the United States airfield base
rights, and construction of an airfield at Dhahran, near
the oilfields, began. (In the event, the base was not
completed until after the war.) Following his meeting with
Fresident Roosevelt, and subsequently with Chuwchill, the
king declared war on the Axis powers on 1st March 1945,
thus enabling Saudi Arabia to join the United Nations
conference in San Francisco.4?

After the war, oil production was increased, and with
it came a dramatic rise in the country’'s income, from only
#4 million in 1944 to some $85 million in 1948. Clearly,
this enabled a significant amount of internal development
to take place, but it proceeded slowly. Although the
kingdom was beginning‘to acqguire the trappings of a modern

state, King Abd al~Aziz Ibn Baud himself remained "the
state!".*®

»es in no other state in the world is the national
destiny held so completely in the hands of one man,
the king, as in Baudi Arabia...(hel) controlled every
aspect of governmental activity..."4?

There was no constitution. Members of the royal family

or close confidents occupied key positions in the
government. Indeed, "the government was the House of Saud.”
| Crown Frince Saud was not only governor of the key province
of Najd, but also commander of the army. Similarly, Prince

Faisal was both governor of another important province,

“47 Halliday, op. cit., p. 913 Lenczowski, op, cit., p. S581.

*0 Myrop, op. &it., p. 34.

4% Department of State, Foreign Service Despatch No. 3é62.
Confidential, from American Embassy, Jeddah, to the
Department of State, Washington, May 18, 1954. In Al-
Rashid, Ibrahim, (ed.) The Struggle between the Two
Frinces: The Kingdom of Saudi OArabia in the Final Days
af Ibhn Saud, U.8.48 Documentary Fublications, Chapel
Hill Inc., 1983, p. 186.




Hejaz, and foreign minister. Similarly, the national income
was regarded as the king’'s, to be spent as he chose. In
October 19233%, the king created a Council of Ministers,
which officially had legislative and executive power, and
appointed Crown Frince S8aud as its head. A month later, he
died.

King Abd al—-Aziz Ibn Sauwd had laid the foundations of
modern Saudi Arabia. His state was an absoclute monarchy,
patrimonial, but differing from Western monarchies in also
being a tribal state, with religious legitimacy. The king
was a tribal leader, to whom any subject could have direct
access on any matter, Decisions were personal, and taken on
the basis of their effect on the interests and concerns of
the royal family. The maim duty of the king was to maintain
Saudi authority and the security of the kingdom.

The most significant aspect of King Abd al-Aziz Ibn
Sauwd’'s reign, however, was his desire for an early American
involvement in the area and a special relationship with the
United States. He did not trust the British, allies of his
traditional enemies, the Hashemite family, and his
religious convictions prevented his developing early
-relations with the Soviet Union. Moreover, in the 193@'s
the Soviet Union could not have provided the financial aid

necessary to support him or to develop the oil industry.

The reign of King Saud Ibn Abd al—-Aziz (1953-1964)

King Abd al-Aziz Ibn Saud was succeeded by his eldest

surviving son, Baud. King Saud found himself facing new



~
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challenges from both beyond and within Saudi Arabia,
including within the royal family, challenges with which he
was ill-equipped to cope:

"Gauwd's first administrative assignment in the new

kingdom had been the governorship of the Najd, and

this may have contributed to his disastrous rule as
king. Governorship of the Najd did not require
learning new ways to approach the problems of
governing. Saud relied on his father’'s charismatic
leadership and cash to maintain tribal loyalty in the

Najd and relaxed to enjoy the fruits of royal

privilege and royal income."™?

He also had no experience of foreign affairs, which
were managed from Hejaz by Prince Faisal, whose
responsibility they had been since he was 14 years old.

Within Sauwdi Arabia, there was growing dissatisfaction
over alleged wasteful expenditure, and King Saud ruled
extravagantly. Spending wads dictated by his whims, and at
times the treasury was almost depleted, despite the
country ‘s vast oil income. He built a number of new palaces
at great cost®™!, and heavily subsidized the tribal leaders
to maintain their loyalty. It must also be said that he
funded some projects such as schools and hospitals.®=

Dissatisfaction also grew over the lack of political

participation. Some liberal Saudi princes and a number of

- the rising middle class educated abroad were influenced by

the Arab nationalist movement, which was extremely
effective in arousing nationalism among the Saudis in the

1950 's. In August 1954, a leaflet was circulated in the

@ Nyrop, opa. Git., pp. 35-36.
w1l Sheeran, Vincent, Faisal, the King and his kKingdom,
L.ondon: University Press of Arabia, 1975, p. 114,

W2 Lackner, op. cit.e, pp. 939-60.




gastern province:

"the leaflet contains a brief but bitter attack
royal family, ‘foreign imperialists’ and ‘American

pigs’, and urges the workers to seize the profitable
0il company (ARAMCO) ., "=

on the

Fing Saud’'s first response was to issue a royal decree
(fatwa) in April 1985, forbidding Saudis from studying
abroad. In 1984, the Saudi ARAMCO workers in the eastern
province called a strike, characterized by political

demands and overtly nationalistic overtones. Another royal

decree was issued, forbidding strikes and declaring that

any worker taking part in such an action would be

dismissed., ™

such positive achievements as there were during King

Saud’'s reign came about thanks to the influence of Prince
N

Faisal, whom King Saud appointed prime minister in 1954.

The Council of Ministers published a budget, the first in
the country’'s history. More ministries were created.

Plans

for modernization were drawn up, particularly for roads,

schools, and communications, although many of these were

vetoed by the king, who retained full powers over internal
and foreign policy, despite the increasing role of the
Council of Ministers,®w

From outside Saudi Arabia, new demands were resulting
from political change in the area. The Egyptian revolution
in 1952 overthrew the monarchy and established a republic.

About a year later, Gamal Abdul Nasser gained full power in

BE Department of State, Foreign Service Despatch No. 1Z2.
Confidential, from American Consul, Dhahran, Saudi
Mrabia, to the Department of State, Washington, August
2%, 1984, In Al-Rashid, op. cit., p. 197.

B Nyrop, eRe Git., p. 36,

B Ihide, ppR.




Egypt, and by 1954 his nationalistic intentions were clear.
Together with the Arab Ba'ath Socialist Partx,whichhad
great influence in Eastern Arabia, he spread a call for
unity, freedom and socialism throughout the whole Arab
homel and.

The situation facing King Baud was considerably more
complicated than in his father 's day. HMis foreign policy
shifted between Pan~Arabism and conservatism. In the early
vears of his reign, relations with Nasser were good: King
Saud called for neutrality, for the independence of
Algeria, for the liberation of Falestine, and opposed the
Baghdad pact. He strengthened his ties with Egypt by
signing a mutual defense pact in October 1955, and during
the Suez crisis supported Nasser by announcing an embargo
on @il shipments to the United Kingdom and France, and
breaking off diplomatic relations with both. He also backed
Nasser financially.

Relations with the United States at first declined. At
the time of his father's death, King Saud had telegraphed:
"inform U.5. government he was determined continue his
father's policies including maintenance close friendship
‘with U.8. (sic)." ™% Degpite this, in 1954, the king
dismissed the United States Foint Four mission. Saudi
attempts to transport its oil in Greek tankers were
considered a violation of the American concession
agreement. The Dhahran air-base agreement was not, however,

rescinded, and was indeed renewed for another five years,

5 Department of State, Secret Secuwrity Information.
Incoming Telegram from Jeddah to Secretary of State No
218, Movember 1@, 198X, In Al-Rashid, op. cit., p.
146,



following the king's visit in 1257 to the United States to
meet Fresident Eisenhower, as a result of which he also
declared his support for the Eisenhower doctrine.=7”

Saudi-U.8. relations were thus improving, but the
kingdom’'s Arabian policy was fraught with difficulties. In
February 19598, 8Syria and Egypt declared their two countries
to be the United Arab Republic. Two weeks later, the
Hashemite family in Iraq and Jordan announced a rival Arab
federation under the supervision of Britain. King Saud was
unable to subscribe to Arab nationalist policy because it
called for the "overthrow of all reactionary Arab
kingdoms”. Nor could he contemplate a reconciliation with
the Hashemite family, particularly since they had asked
Eritain to annex Kuwait in‘their federation.®e

The king was unable to handle this complex situation.
In March 1908, the royal family urged him to transfer power
to his brother and heir apparent, FPrince Faisal. King Saud
issued a decree acceding to this, and Prince Faisal assumed
full powers of government in internal and foreign affairs.
Under the latter’'s administration, the budget balanced and
the internal situation improved significantly. The role of
the Council of Ministers was increased. A neutral position
was adopted in Arab affairs.®" The struggle for power
between the king and Prince Faisal continued, however,

until in December 1960, the king refused to sign the budget

57 Gai'd, Ameen, Tarikh Al-Dawla Al-Saudiva, Ahd Saud Ibn
Abd el Axizr, {in Arabic: The History of the Saudi
State. The Saud reign,) Veol. 3, Beirut: Dar Al-Katib
AL Arabi, nad.e, pp. 182185 and 1922-193; Campbell,
John C. "From Doctrine to Folicy in the Middle East",
Foreian Affairs, April 1957, p. 483,

= ackner, op. cit., p. 133,

W Hobday, op. . tGit., p. 35




for the new financial year. He felt his position to be
strong enough to force Prince Faisal to offer his
resignation in January, 1961.4@

King Saud formed a new cabinet. He assumed the post of
prime minister, appointed Prince Talal Minister of Finance
and National Economy, and Abdullah Tarigi Minister of the
new Ministry of Fetroleum and Mineral Resources.®® The
former was well known as the leader of the "Free Princes"”,
and the latter was to be one of the founders of OPEC. New
conflict emerged within the government between the policies
adopted by the "Free Frinces" and conservative elements.
Frince Talal and his supporters called for constitutional
monarchy and a parliament. King Saud opposed these, and in
September 1961, he dismissed Prince Talal from the cabinet.

Outside Saudi Arabia, the entire area was entering a
new phase. In January 1961, when BEritain announced the end
of its protection treaty with Kuwait, Iraqg laid claim not
only to Kuwait (as part of its southern province of Basrah)
but also to the greater part of Saudi Arabia’s Hasa
province. As a result, King Saud sent a brigade of troops
to Kuwait. In September of the same year, some Syrian
. officers led a successful coup and announced the secession
of Byria from the United Arab Republic on the same day as

gaudi Arabia recognised the new regime.®=

eo For more details see Eligh, Alexander, From Prince to
Fing, FRoval Succession_in the House of Saud in the
Twentieth Century, New York: New York University
Fress, 1984, pp. 64-70.

@1 Niblock, op, cit., p. 100.

w2 Fing Sawd spent over #12 million attempting to break up
the Union. See Haikel, Mohammad, Nasser, The Cairo
Documents, London: New English Library, 1972, p. 182.




Partly because he was unable to cope with these
internal and external developments, the king’'s health
declined. In March 1962, Prince Faisal became deputy prime
minister as well as foreign minister.®™ BEut conflict over
the leadership was not yet resolved.

In September 19462, the army of the Yemen led a
revolution, in which the Imam was overthrown and a new
republic was proclaimed, confronting Saudi Arabia with a
further threat. Within a week, Egyptian troops arrived in
the Yemen to support the republican forces and the
royalists were regrouping on the Saudi border.

The House of Baud recognising King Saud’'s total
inability to cope with this situation, Frince Faisal again
regained full power as prime minister in October 19462.
Frince Faisal continued to be de facto leader of the
country until 1964, when King Saud was defeated in his last
embattled attempt to resume power. The ulama, or religious
scholars, the council of the royal family, and the tribal
sheikhs sided with Frince Faisalj Kigg Saud was formally
dismissed and Faisal was proclaimed king on 2nd November,
19464, 04

The years of King Saud’'s reign had witnessed an
evolution of the political system in Saudi Arabia. Whilst
the decisions of King Abd al-Aziz Ibn Saud had been his own
personal ones, decisions during King Saud’s reign became
ultimately the decisions of the House of Saud. Several

factors lay behind this: firstly, state affairs had become

@3 Gheean, Vincent, "King Faisal 's First Year", Foreign
Affairs, January 19884, p. 2Q6.

@t Bai‘d, Ameen, Faisal Al-Azeem, (in Arabic: Faisal the

Great,) Beirut: Dar Al-kKatib Al-Arabi, n.d., p. 88.




far more complex than in Ibn Saud's timej; secondly, King
Sawd as an individual did not have his father’'s ability to
teal with new developmentsy thirdly, the situation of the
entire area had evolved to the point where King Saud was
diriven to abandon his father’'s policy of isolationi and
finally, the rapid increase in oil revenue affected
relations between the king, the royal family and the
people.

By the end of King Saud’'s reign, the basis of
relations between the Saudi family, the tribal sheikhs, and
the ulama was clear. The necessity for the House of Saud
hegemony was apparent. The alliance with the west,
particularly with the United States, was vital to the
interests of the royal family. The kingdom needed a new
leader and & new policy: King Faisal and his Islamic policy

fulfilled this need.

The reign _of King Faisal Ibn Abd al-Aziz (1964—-1975)

Since Faisal's assumption of full powers as prime
minister in 1942, the kingdom had seen significant
- developments, despite the government’'s continuing adherence
to traditional principles. On é6th November 1942, only a
week after taking power, he had introduced his ten-point
programme of modernization, which included the promise of a

constitution and a consultative council. Other points'



included judicial reform, and education, health and social
developmentg. o™

After he was proclaimed king in 1964, King Faisal
nominated his half-brother, FPrince Khalid Ibn Abd al-Aziz,
Crown Frince, thus ensuring a peaceful transfer of power
after him, and maintaining the royal family hegemony. He
also gave high priority to the modernization of the army
and the establishment of an air defense system, in order to
meet the Egyptian threat in the south.#®e

Within the country, his achievements were self-
evident. In education, by 197@ the number of male children
in school had risen from some 113,000 in 1960 to nearly
386,000, and there were over 126,800 girls in state
schools, compared with none in 196@. The health services
were developed. Bome social services and more employment,
particularly in administration, were provided by the
government. But despite significant developments in various
sectors, King Faisal sought to ensure the continuation of
social structures which would maintain the dominance of
traditional values.e?

In 1970, the government drew up its first five-year
- development plan, calling for expenditure of $9.2

billion.®® The implementation of this plan met with

e Lenczowski , aéwrge, "Tradition and Reform in Saudi
Arabia’, Current History, February 19467, p. 101;
Chesan, op. cit., p. 120-121.

“o Nyrop, op. cit., p. 393 Bligh, op. cit., p. 86.

a7 Lackner, op. cit., p. &7-8.

“8 For more details of the ist and 2nd five-year
development plans, see Kingdom of Saudi Arabia,
Ministry of Flanning, Saudi Arabia: Achievements of
the Firvst and Second Development Flans (1978-198@) ,

Riyadhs 1982,
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problems, but it did achieve many qualitative changes in
the country.

At an international level, King Faisal played an
important role in resisting Arab nationalist ideas. In
1965, he called an Islamic summit conference to oppose the
radical states in the area. He visited Turkey, Pakistan,
Ilran, Morocco, and Tunislia to seek their support for his
attempt to organise a conservative camp. At the time, this
initiative failed because of the strength of the
nationalist movement in the Arab homeland, but it was to
succeed after 1967, when the whole situation in the area
had changed.

The main problem confronting King Faisal was the civil
war in Yemen. Egyptian troops in the Yemen had increased
from 8,000 in late 1962 to 70,000 in 1966. Egyptian air-
raids on royalist installations and towns were perceived as
a direct threat to the kingdom. The king imported huge
quantities of arms from the United States and Britain and
launched a diplomatic campaign aimed at securing the
support of the United States and other Western powers. The
United States cancelled its loans to Egypt.

" It was during these years that the American activity

in the area began to constitute a crucial element in

Saudi calculations and policies."®®

The Yemen crisis was resolved in 19467, when the &4-day
war of June changed the nature of inter—Arab relations. The
Khartoum conference of August 1967 brought to an end the

confrontation between Egypt and Saudi Arabia, Nasser now

&% Dawisha, Adeed, Saudi Arabia’'s Search for Security,
London: The International Institute for Strategic
Studies, 1979, p. 3.
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being dependent on the financial aid of Sauwdi Arabia and of
other oil-rich states. The political situation of the area
had changed dramatically and Saudil Arabia began to play &
significant role in its policlies.

King Faisal occuples a remarkable ﬁosition in the
history of Saudi Arabia, equal in importance that of his
father, King Ibn Saud. Thanks to him, the country became a
mocdern - albeit a highly tribal - state. Important
decigions continued to be taken by the king and the
ﬁrinces' committee within the House of Saud. The religious
leader; remained an essential social and political force.
Increased economic power was translated into political
power both within the kingdom and beyond its borders. Links
with the United States were as strong as they had ever
been.

On 25th March, 1975, King Faisal was assassinated by

his nephew. His brother, Crown Frince kKhalid, ascended the

throne.

The reign of King khalid Ibn Abd al-Aziz (19275—-1978)

King kKhalid’'s rule represents a period of balance of
power within the royal family. Another brother, Prince
Fahd, was appointed Crown Prince and first deputy Prime
Minister. Prince Abdullah retained his position as
Commander of the National Guard, as did Prince Sultan as
Minister of Defense and Aviation. Most of the day-to-day
affairs of the country were conducted by Prince Fahd, as a

result of the king's ill-health, but the king was by no



means without power. He and Prince Abdullah were the
leading figuwres of the traditionalist elements of the
kingdom, while Prince Fahd and Prince Sultan were at the
forefront of the modernist movement.

This ruling team continued to pursue the policies of
the late King Faisal, in both internal and external
affairs. Within the kingdom, it sought to gain stability by
achieving an equilibrium between Islamic traditionalism and
the desire for modernization. Thus in October 1975, the
king expanded the Council of Ministers from fourteen to
twenty members, the majority of whom had higher degrees.”?
A second five-year development plan, costing $142 billion,
was brought into effect, also in 1975.

In foreign affairs, whilst pursuing the same policies,
the government adopted a more active role, and improved its
relations with neighbouring states. In March 1976,
diplomatic relations with the People’'s Democratic Republic
of Yemen were established, principally with the aim of
moderating its policies. Relations with the United Arab
Emirates were also strengthened, with Ambassadors being
exchanged in June 1975. In March 1976, the king visited the
-small Gulf states to enhance relations with them.

In the third world, it was on Baudi Arabia’s
initiative that Somalia ended its alliance with the Soviet
Union. The kingdom supported the Eritrean movement,
particularly after the Marxist coup in Ethiopia. It came to

the aid of Zaire's Fresident Mobuto Sese Seko, enabling him

7@ Eleven had higher degrees, and one had & bachelor's
degree. See Braibant, Ralph and Farsy, Fuad, "Saudi
Mrrabia, A Developmental Ferspective”, Journal of South
Asian_and Middle East Studies, Fall 1977, p. 22,
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to put down a Communist revolt. It supported moderate
elements in Sudan, and backed conservative regimes in Asia,
giving financial aid to Pakistan, South Korea, and Taiwan.

In the Arab world, the Saudi government actively
opposed radical Arab nationalism. It supported the Egyptian
government ‘s endeavours to strengthen its relations with
the United States and to reach an agreement with Israel and
encouwraged Syria to do likewise. It also supported moderate
elements within the PLO. In short, using its ability to
give financial aid as the keystone of its diplomacy, Saudi
Arabia played an important role in inter—-Arab affairs
during this period.

At the same time, the country’'s close ties with the
United States continued to strengthen on all fronts. Within
the Saudi royal family, Frince Fahd was unquestionably pro-
American, as was Frince Sultan.

By the end of 1978, the "Saudi era" was coming to an
end as the region entered a new political phase, the advent
of which was marked by the Egyptian-Israeli agreement and

the collapse of the Shah of Iran.

- The People of Saudi Arabia

sSuch limited population data as exist are sketchy, and
estimates of the population of Saudi Arabia in the 197@'s
vary greatly. The official Saudi estimate for 1974 was 7.01

million inhabitants.”* Most observers, however, place the

7r Eingdom of Sauwdi Arabia, Ministry of Flanning, op. cit.,
pa. idiia
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figure nearer 9 million in late 1976 7=, of whom an
estimated 1 million were foreigners.”  In sum, the exact
size of the population is unknown.

The main population centres are the capital city of
Riyadh, in the Central Province, with an estimated
population of 758,000; the commercial city of Jeddah, in
the western province, estimated population 450,000; the
holy cities of Mecca and Medina, with populations of
250,000 and 150,000 respectively; and Dammam, Dhahran and
Al ~-khubar, located in the eastern province, each with some
120,000 inhabitants.?”2

The citizens of Saudi Arabia are Arabs. Ninety-nine
per cent of them are Muslims, and over ninety per cent are
of the Sunni sect, which adheres to Wahhabism. There are no
native Christians. Foreign Christians are allowed to work
in Saudi Arabia, but are forbidden to enter the holy cities
of Mecca and Medina. Jews are prevented from entering the
country, although one notable esxception was the U.S.
Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger.

Thus the citizens of the kingdom are essentially
homogenous. They speak the same language and share the same
cculture and values. The 8Bhiite of Hasa, who are socially
discriminated against, are the only indigenous minority.

There are, however, recognisable regional differences.
It was from Najd, in the eighteenth century that the

Wahhabi sect emerged, and it was there that the House of

7% Welles, Donald, Sawdi Arabia Development Strateqgy,
Washington D.C.: American Enterprise Institute for
Fublic Folicy Research, 19746, p. 9.

7F Long, op. Git., p. P

74 First Mational City Bank, Saudi Arabiaz: A New Economic
Burvey, Mew York: 1974, p. 13.
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Saud created its powerful forces. Najd has never been

ocecupled by an outside power, and Najdis believe themselves

to be racially pure Arabs. Absolutely traditional tribal

values still dominate the social life of Najd and the

relationship of Najdis with the king is that of tribesmen

with their Bheikh. Najdis hold political power throughout

the country.

Hejaz was the former kingdom of the Hashemite family.

At one time, it had its own constitution and some modern

institutions. As a result of the 4 77:(pilgrimage), its

citizens have always had contact with the outside world and

they are more highly educated than the Najdis. The Hejazi

are renowned merchants: their main cities are commercial

centres, and to this day Jeddah is the commercial capital

of the country. Following the Najdi invasion of Hejaz in
1926, the Hejazri were isolated from political power, which
remained in the hands of the Najdis. No major position in

the government has been occupied by the Hejazi.

The eastern province’'s citizens play no part in the

politics or trade of Saudi Arabia, despite the fact that it

is from there that comes most of the country’'s oil wealth.

- The factors underlying this are firstly, that a sizeable

minority of 8Bhiite lives in the area; secondly, that the

population’'s origins are in the small agricultwral

communities which formed around the ocases, and agricultural

work was despised by the tribesmeny and thirdly, after the

discovery of oil, many of them became workers in the ARAMCO

company, and held two major strikes (in 1953 and 1956). The

Ibn Jiluwi branch of the House of Saud has always held the



area under very tight control. Thus, although affected by

il wealth, the province has remained essentially unchanged

by it.

In the south~west, Asir is an isolated mountainous
area. The Asirias, living mainly in small villages, are
dependent on agriculture for their livlihood. Since the
Najdis conguered their Emirate in the 193@0°'s, they have
played no political part in the country. Elsewhere, some
tribes inhabit the desert areas of the province.

Thus the spiritual and political supremacy of the

Najdis has remained untouched, despite the economic and

social developments which have dramatically affected Baudi
life and significantly reduced the differences between the
regions.

For example, general education has witnessed
phenomenal growth. During the 1970°'s, the total number of
schools rose from some 3,000 to over 11,080, that is to say
at an average rate of 2.2 new schools opening every day.
During the same decade, the enrolment of boys more than
doubled, and that of girls almost quadrupled, rising from
approximately 350,000 to 781,000, and from 128,000 to

- 444,000 respectively. Similarly, by the end of the decade

the number of higher education students had risen from
7,000 to 48,800 and the kingdom had six universities and
fifty-four colleges and higher education institutes.?” In

the mid-70's, several thousand students were also studying

W Eingdom of Saudi Arabia, Ministry of Flanning, op. cit.
pp. 48 and &b6-4&7.
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semi-skilled workers”® — was poor and commanded no
political power. But during the 1960°'s and 1970's, a small
segment of the population was raplidly emerging as a Saudi
middle cvlass. This included managers, administrators,
technicians, clerks, skilled workers, teachers, army
officers, and engineers.”” In the absence of political
institutions, (parliament, political parties...), their
impact on Saudi life was unclear, and they had no influence
on the public policy of the country, which remained in the
hands of the House of Baud.

Despite the fact that Saudi Arabia has approximately
25 per cent of the world’s proven resources, and is the
largest oil exporter and third largest oil producer,
it was described as late as 1975 as "basically undeveloped
and ... basically quite poor."™ This, of course, is not
the case in 1988,

Ssudi society is, in short, conservative, traditional,
end tribal, with the king acting not only aé head of state,

but a2l=0 a=z= chief imam and chief tribal sheikh.

I Sttt et

;ﬁmﬁiwﬁaﬁﬁj Abdulrahman 1. The Transition from a Tribal
Qociety bto a Mation State, in El-Mallakh, R. (ed.)

Washington D.C.2 Heath and Co.,

1962, p. 101,

7T Rugh, William, "Energence of New Middle Class in Saudi
Arabia”, Middle East Journal, Winter 1973, p. 7. .

aa Aking, James, U.5. Ambassador to Sauwdi Arabia, statement
in United States Congress, House of Representatives,
Commi ttee on International Relations, The Persian Gulf
19759 The Continuwing Debate on_ Arms _Sales, Washington
D.fioe U8, BGovernment Printing Office, 1974, p. 1%6.
(Bubsequently referred to as U.5. Congress, The
Persian Gulf 1975.)




7

in the Western world, 3,000 of them in the United States
alone.”

Buch developments in education and in other fields
introduced to the country ideas and influences totally
foreign to its society. Nevertheless, traditional
conservative Islamic values remained predominant.

With modernization, however, came foreigners, and
these created a new middle class. During the 197@°'s,
perhaps 40 per cent of the total population consisted of
foreigners: 80,000 from the Far East; 308,000 from India
and Pakistany 400,800 from North and South Yemeny 350,000
from Egypty 950,000 from the United States and Western
countries, and 120,000 from elsewhere. They occcupied a wide
range of positions in the country, from important posts to
menial jobs.

"In general, there is great concern within the kingdom

regarding the potential social and political influence

of these people. The Saudis, therefore, keep them on a

tight rein, isolated, on short term contracts, and

always subject to immediate deportation at the
discretion of the regime. Within the foreign
community, there is resentment regarding this status
and treatment in Arabia."””

Within the country’s native population, the social
structuwre also changed as a result of modernization. Until
the early 1960°'s, all political and economic power was held
by a very small, but extremely powerful group, consisting
of the House of Saud, the tribal sheikhs and the chief

ulama (religious leaders.) The bulk of the population -

nomadic bedouwins, semi-nomadic herdsmen, and unskilled or

LIy O Gites p. 14
7 Financial Times, March 1979.




From the creation of the Kingdom in 1932 until his
death in 1953, King Abd al-Aziz Ibn Saud ruled the country
directly. In the early days of his reign, he did not have
real control throughout the kingdom, but was rather the
strongest among the tribal chiefs, his control deriving
from their loyalty to him. This in turn was mainly achieved
through his many marriages, made to strengthen his
relationships with certain tribes, of whom the best known
were the Sudairi or the Al al-SBheikh. He also gave
subsidies to the tribal chiefs, and after World War II, oil
wealth -

"allowed the king to distribute greater sums than ever

to tribal leaders. Since this new income came from a

source totally outside the traditional economy and

accrued directly to the royal family, the latter's
powar -was further increased and other forces

weakened., "o

Duwring his reign, little was done to develop a
political structure within the kingdom. Modern government
ingtitutions did not exist.®2 The Hejar bad witnessed the
gsetting up of some administrative organisations during the
1920's, but with its capture by Najdi troops, these
gradually disappeared. Although he had appointed his eldest
son, Saud, governor of Najd, King Ibn Saud directed the
province's affairs himself.

The decisions of King Ibn Saud may have been personal,
but the king:

"must make special efforts to display the Bedouin
Sheikh'’'s attributes of courage, leadership, and
t;chnmw, ) L. y Pp. S97-5R.
B Long,




4@

generosity and must act, ostensibly, on the basis of
tribal consensus. '™

In addition, his kingship had a religious character.

"(His) authority rests partly on respect for what is
almost a religious interpretation..."®24

Indeed, Ibn Saud had assumed the title of Imam {(religious
leader), prior to declaring himself also first Bultan and
then King, and he continued to use both titles until his
death. Gradually, however, the religious nature of the
position weakened when King Saud’s personal bebaviour
failed to conform to Islamic teaching.

As has already been shown, the development of
administrative structures was slow. Although the Council of
Ministers had a purely advisory role,"” jits creation
represented a significant step in developing the political
structure of the kingdom. Nevertheless,

"neither the death of Abd al—-Aziz in 1953 and

assumption of power by the less adept Saud, nor the

introduction of a Council of Ministers in 1953...

substantially altered the political system.,"®e

The Council of Ministers’' advisory status continued
until 19358, when King Saud was persuaded to permit his
br-other FPrince Faisal to be prime minister. The Council was
given some powers to deal with both domestic and foreign
affairs, in the face of the financial and political crisis

confronting the country in the late 19530°'s. The number of

ministers rose to fouwteen in 1970, and to twenty by 1975.

Feretz, Don, The Middle East Today, New York: Holt,
Rinehert and Winston, 192463, p. J4@2.
w4 Caroe, Olafl, Walls of Fower, London: Macmillan, 1951,

o S
B Al -fwaiiy Ihrahim, Bureauwcracy and Society in Saudi
Arakia, unpublished Fh.D. thesis, University of

Uarginia" 19271, p. 113,
@h Niblock, op. cit., p. 95.
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The nature and machinery of the Council of Ministers,
however, had been defined by royal decree, rather than by a
national constitution.

To this day, there is no formal written public
constitution in Saudi Arabia. In 1960, under the influence
of the "Free Frinces", the Council of Ministers called for
constitutional monarchy and Parliament, which were opposed
by King Saud and the conservative elements of the House of
Saud. According to Prince Faisal:

"Our constitution is the Koram and our law is the

Shariah of Mohammad {(God's peace and blessing be upon

him), our system of government is based on the

interest of this country, where such interest does not

conflict with the principles of our religion and the
Shariah.,"a>

Bimilarly, when he came to power, King Faisal's
response to public demand for Parliament and a constitution

was -

"A constitution, what for? The Koran is the oldest and
most efficient constitution in the world. Elections, a
Farliament? After the unfortunate experiments which
have been attempted in neighbouring countries, it is
better to forget all about it. Believe me, Islam is a
sufficiently flexible and far-sighted religion to
ensure the happiness of our people.!"9®

In the absence of a constitution, legislation in Saudi
Arabia is by royal decree, and only on minor issues does
the Council of Ministers have power to issue regulations.
Religious teachings are the source of the legislation,=v
but where religious teaching does not apply, the king’'s

decree hag the forcem of lew The Shariah, which is the

87 Embassy of HSauwdi Arabia, Frince Faisal Speaks,
Washington D.C.: 1962, p. 41,

B e Monde, Faris, June 24, 19446, adopted from Lackner,
o] v e 85,

B Lencrowski, George, Middle East: World-Center, New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1938, p. 123,




basis of judicial auwthority, is in turn based on four
sources: the Koran, Sunna (traditions), Ijma (consensus),
and @iyas (analogy.)®® (For the organisation of the
judicial system, see Figure 1.4.)

Despite the fact that Saudi Arabia has witnessed
important developments in various areas, and that its
government has become highly complex, the main decisions
remain with the office of the king, which is not defined by
any constitution. The king is thus the chief figure of the
government and the centre of &l1 political activity, and
his powers are extremely wide. In Western terms, he is at
one and the same time chief of state, head of government,
religious leader, and commander-in-chief of the armed
forces. He also exercises judicial authority, through the
Ministry of Justice, {(created in 1970,) particularly over
cases of political crime. It is the king who appoints all
ministers, nominates all ambassadors, selects all senior
government pfficials, appoints governors of the provinces
and promotes all military officers above the rank of
colonel. In short, the king has full authority in all
legislative and executive matters.®* But the nature of his
power depends on his ability and style.

The power of the throne was strengthened during King
Faisal 's reign (1964-1975). He incorporated the office of
prime minister into the king’'s office under his authority,
and thus became not only head of state, but also head of
the Council of Ministers. During his predecessor, King

Baud ‘s, relgn (1953-~1964), the separation of state from

@ piblock, ¢ p. 1804,
P L8, Congress, Access to Dil, p. 53




Figure 1.4

1 Organisation of the Judicial System (1974)

Sourcer Nyrop, op. cit., p. 187,
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government had been caused, among other reasons, by the
rivalry between the king and his prime minister, then
Prince Faisal. The strenglh of King Faisal’'s position
derived from his abllity to gain the support of the royal
family, the religious leaders, and the tribal sheikhs. King
khalid, who succeeded him to the throne in March 1973,
remained the head of the government, but commanded less
power than his brother. For reasons of personal ill-health,
he shared power with Crown Prince Fahd, who thus became the
most powerful man in the country.?=

The king's authority is limited by a consensus within
the House of Saud. Once he can command its support, his
decisions are final and definitive, but in the absence of
organized political activity in Sauwdi Arabia, the House of
Saud is the central political actor. It serves as the
kingdom’'s constituency. A relatively small group within the
royal family participates in the decision—-making process.
It was this group who deposed King Saud, replacing him with
his brother King Faisal in 1964, and who installed King
Khalid as the latter’'s successor eleven years later. The
number of the group, and the manner in thch they operate
are unknown. According to the traditions of Arabian tribes,
the man with the most sons (not dauwghters) or brothers (not
sisters), and the greatest wealth, is8 accorded more power
within the tribes than others. This provides the only clue

to explaining who wields most influence in the royal

family.

7R The Times, March 26, 1975.



As we have seen, despite the creation of modern
institutions, the political system continues to rest on
traditional relationships between the House of Saud, the
religious leaders, and the tribes. As & result of oil
wealth, the influence of the religiocus leaders and the
tribes is related to their relationships with the royal
family, rather than with each other. The influence of
technocrats, military officers and businessmen is difficult
to judge because 1t too derives from their ties with
certain members of the Saudi family.”™

The technocrats may be involved in decision—-making,
and their views on certain issues are sometimes sought, but
final decigsions rest with the king. On highly important
issues, certain Princes must join the king in taking
decisions. For example, in 1977, a meeting of 250 Princes
was held to agree upon a Crown FPrince to sﬁcceed Prince
Fahd in the event of his assuming the throne. In 1979, the
more influential FPrinces

- - opposed the Camp David accord, in
defiance of Prince Fahd.®2

Top Saudi officials are members of the royal family.
In 1975, the prime minister, (since 19464, a position held
by the king,) the first and the second deputy prime
ministers, the latter also being Head of the National
Guard, were members of the House of SBaud, as were the
Ministers of Defense and Aviation, Foreign Affairs,
Interior, Municipal and Rural Affairs, and Public Works and

Housing. Thres more ministers were from the Al al-Sheikh

38, Congress, Access to 011, p. 94,

P4 The Economist, September 17, 1977, and April 4, 1979.
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religious family closely related to the Saudis. Others were
technocrats. (See Table 1.1.)

It must also be emphasized that most of the educated
top Sauwdi officials had studied in the United Btates. As at
1972, of the 32 who had degrees, 21 had studied in the
United States.™®

The members of the House of Baud number more than five
thousand. The weight of their influence, however, varies
greatly. Since the death of King Ibn 8Baud, the crown has
remained with his sons - Saud, Faisal, Khalid, and Fahd -
passing from brother to brother. The most powerful groﬁp
within the family is Al-Fahd, so named after its eldest
member , Fahd, and also known as the "Seven‘eudairis", atter
their mother, who was from the Al-Sudairi family. (Indeed,
the Sudairi family’'s important position and influence in
Saudi politics derives from the fact that King Ibn Saud’s
mother, as well as the mother of seven of his sons,
belonged to this family.®®) The seven in question are Fahd,
Sultan, Salman, Abd ar-Rahman,nNayif, Turki, and Ahmed, and
six of them hold prominent government positions, such as
Minister of Defense and Minister of the Interior. During
the 1970's, the "Seven Sudairi’”, along with their two half-
brothers, King khalid and Prince Abdullah, and other sons
of King Ibn Saud dominated the political life of Saudi
Arabia.®” Other branches of the House of Saud, the Saud Al-

Kabeer, the Ibn Jaluwi and the Thunyans, had some

T Rugh, op.. cit., p. 16
Fa Ded j, Mashaan M. Baudi_Arabia’s Foreign Folicy 19535
1975, unpublished Fh.D. dissertation, University of

1979, p. 20.

77 Deid, op. Git., p.o 23
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Table 1.1 1 Principal Government Officials (1975)

~———

Sourcer Long, op. cit., pp. E2-70.

Eing and Frime Minister -
Fhalid Ibn Abd al-MAziz Al-Saud
lat Deputy Frime Minister and Crown Frince -
Fahd Ibn Abd al—-Aziz Al-Saud
2 Deputy Frime Minister and Head of the National Guard -
Abdallah Ibn Abd al-Aziz Al-Saud
Minister of Defense and Aviation -
Sultan Ibn Abd al-Aziz Al-Saud
Minister of Foreign A6ffairs -
Saud Ibn Faisal Ibn Abd al-Aziz Al-Saud
Minister of Interior -
Nayif Ibrn Abd al-Aziz Al-Saud
Minister of Municipal and Rural Affairs -
Majid Ibn Abd al-Aziz Al-Saud
Minister of Public Works and Housing -
Mit ‘ab Ibn Abd al-Aziz Al-Saud
Minister of OAgriculture and Water -
Dr. Abd al—-FRabman Ibn Abd al-Aziz Al~-al-Sheikh
Hinister of Higher Education -
Hassan Ibn Abdallah Al-al-Sheikh
Finister of Justice -
Ibrahim Ibn Muhammad Ibn Ibrahim Al-al-Sheikh
Minister of Commerce -
Dr. Suleiman Abd al-Aziz al-8uleiman
Minister of Commuinications -
Muhammad Umar Tawfig
Mimnister of Education -
Di-. Abd Al Aziz Abdallah al-kKhuwaiter
of Finance and National Economy -
Muhammad Aba al—-kKhail

Minister

H

Minister of Health -
Di-. Hussain Abd al-Qadir al-Jdazairi
CMindster of Industry and Electricity -
Dr. Ghazi Abd al-Rahman al-Qusaybi
Minister of Information -
Dir. Muhammad Abdu Yamani
Minister of Labouw and Social Affairs -
Ibrahim Ibn Abdallah al-Angari
Minister of Fetroleum and Mineral Resources -
Ahmad Zaki Yamani
Minister of Filgrimage Affairs and Religious Affairs -
Abd al-Wahhab Ab al-~Wasi
Minister of Flanning -
Higham Muhi al-Din Nazir
Minister of Fosts, Telegraph and Telephone -
Dr. Alawi Darwish Kayyal
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influence, as did to a lesser extent the grandsons of King
Ibn Saud who had been educated in the United States and
BEritain, and who could be said to be "royal technocrats".o®

Apart from the House of Saud, other families played an
important role in the political life of the kingdom. One of
these is the Al al~8Bheikh, descended from Mobhammad Ibn Abd
al -Wahhab, the religious leader responsible, as we have
shown, for the Wahhabi movement which emerged in the mid-
eighteenth century and for the original alliance between
the House of Saud and the Al al-Sheikh, an alliance which
was further strengthened by inter-marriage. They were
influential in obtaining King Saud’'s replacement by his
brother Faisal. As a religious family, they played a
significant part in the judicial process, one of them being
Minister of Justice in 1975.%°

In addition some of the wealthier families in the
country have some political influence, as do some powerful
Najdi tribes, including the Utaiba, Motair, Shammer, Bani
Khalid, Bani Hajar etc.?*?® (See Figure 1.5 for the
distribution of the Saudi tribes.) Their influence,
however , declined over recent years, partly because of the
effect of increased Saudi wealth noted above. Nevertheless,
the Saudi family still relies on the support of the tribes
to maintain internal security.

In conclusion, the Saudi political system can be said

to have several key characteristics: first, the House of

TR OLongy QD Cite, pp. 29-3@.

TP Ali, Hassan Alyami, "The Coming Instability in Saudi
Arabia”, New Outloeok, Vol. 20, No. 8, September 1977,
pe. 21y Ded i, y Pp. 242G,

1O Anthony, 94,




Figure 1.9 1 The Saudi Tribes

fourcer Nyrop, op. cit.. p. 135.
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Saud is the dominant powerj second, the loyalty and
cohesiveness of the royal family is essential to the
stability of the country; third, the authority of the House
of Saud has religious roots, and religion still influences
Saudi lifey and finally, the Saudi political system has
seen relative stability, compared with other Middle Eastern

countries.



Chapter Two

SAUDI-AMERICAN RELATIONS (1928-1967)

Saudi~American relations developed greatly during the
four decades 1928 to 1967, from limited economic relations
with some American companies and individuals, to the full
breadth of a government to government relationship, that is
from private economic interests to national interests,
embracing oil, military, political and economic
considerations.

This is not to say that the United Btates had no prior
relations with the Arabian peninsula. For instance, the
peninsula’s coastal areas, (Basrah, Kuwait, Oman and
Muscat,) were familiar with the activitias of American
missionaries before the twentieth century. Certain of these
missionaries, particularly doctors, had contact with the
Saudi family. Although they failed in their religious
objectives, thanks to the cultural and medical nature of
their activities in the peninsula, they created a suitable

climate for the arrival of the American oilmen in coming

vears. *

1 PDe Nove, John A. American Interests and Policies in the
Middle East 19200-1939, Minneapolis: University of
Mirnnmesota Press, 1963, p. 35533 Malone, Joseph J.
"America and the Arabian peninsula: The First Two
Hundred Years", The Middle East Jowrnal, Vol. 3@, No.
I, Summer- 19746, p. 145,




It must be admitted, however, that the relationship of
Ibn Sawd with the United States was limited before the
192@3's, for the following reasons.

In the first place, Britain had been the dominant
foreign power in the area since the defeat of the Ottoman
empire in World War I. Duwing the war, Britain supported
Ibn B8aud and gave him financial aid. At the same time
British policy did not address the political situation in
the desert interior of the peninsula, simply because
Britain considered it to be a traditional conflict between
Arabian tribes. The British concerned themselves mainly
with the coastal areas of the peninsula, from Basrah in the
north to Aden in the south-west., In fact the principgl
reasons for the good relations that existed between Britain
and Ibn Saud were firstly the latter’'s hostility to the
Ottoman government, and secondly his restraining Saudi-
Wahhabi forces from attacking British dominions in the
area.

In the second place, in general the United States had
no active foreign policy until the end of the 30°'s.
Subsequently, its relations with the area were limited. In
many cases the State Department asked the Foreign Office to
advise it on Arabian peninsula affairs.=®

In the third place, mindful of Britain’'s dominant
role, it was under pressure from American oil companies

that the United States adopted the so-called "open-door”

= Gepe 890 F.0L/29a: The Secretary of State to the
Ambassador to Great Britain (Dawes), Washington,
February 16, 1931,



policy.® This policy aimed to gain an American share in
Middle East o0il concessions. It was important that American
companies should have a significant share of Iraqi and
Fuwaiti concessions, and monopoly concession agreements
with Eahrain and Saudi Arabia before World War I1I. The
"open door" policy marked the beginning of rivalry over oil

concessions in the area between the United States and

Britain.”

During the period between the two World Wars, the
United States’ economic and cultural interests increased,
but the State Department still did not formulate any formal
policy on the area.

It is important to appreciate that it was Ibn Saud who
took the first steps to foster a relationship between him
and the United States, his reasons being as follows.

Firstly, Ibn Saud did not trust British policy on the
area. He believed that Britain had supported his rival,
Sharif Hussain, the former King of Hejaz, and then his

sons, who governed in the Transjordan emirate and the

kingdom of Irag, which lay to the north of Saudi territory,

and persisted in this belief all his life. Hence his
seeking another foreign power to counterbalance British

power in the area. He established relations with the Soviet
Union in the esarly days of his rule, but the Soviet Union
had neither the capital nor the technical ability to

compete with British o0il companies in oil exploration.

113,
4 ryeon, TOA. Aperican_Diplomatic Relations with the

Middle East 17841275, Metuchen: The Scarecrow Fress,
1977, pp. 96-108.
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Secondly, in 1923, Ibn Saud had granted oil
exploration rights to a British company, the Eastern
Beneral Syndicate of London. After two years’ prospecting,
the company was convinced that there was no oil in
commercial gquantities. It therefore withdrew and the
concessldon was officially termipated in 1928.9

Thirdly, the territories under Ibn Saud’s control
extended to embrace what is now known as the kingdom of
Saudi Arabia. The immediate consequence of this extension
was that the limited resources of the Arabian peninsula did
not meet the expenditure of the new state. Income from
pilgrimage, the basic and principle income of the peninsula
at the time, decreased as a result of the world slump of
the early 19230's. In 1927, the number of pilgrims was
130,000; fouwr years later it had fallen to only 40,000.%
This fall in income forced Ibn Saud to look abroad for
financial aid.

Fourthly, since the nature of Ibn Saud’'s authority
rested on independence, with religious roots, it resisted

any foreign presence on his territory. Thus it was logical

to look for a foreign power that had no active presence in
the area, and it was the United States who had only

commercial and cultural interests. Furthermore, the United

States was considered to be unimperialistic in the early

part of the century.”?

" Fhilby, Op..

“ Lackner, of .
7 King Abd al Aziz Ibn Sawd "always appreciated the wisdom

by which the bedouwin, if they could choose (preferred
a diztant ally) on the grounds that it was less likely
to o interfere in their own local affairs.” Lacey,
Foberd, The kingdom, Suffolk: Fontana/Cellins, 1982,
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These factors then, together with the British policy
on the heart of the peninsula noted already, forced Ibn
Gaud to seek an American role in the area at a relatively
garly stage. It comes as no surprise that the first Saudi
communication with the United States was in 1928, when the

Eritish oil concession was officially terminated.

On September 28, 1928, the Saudi Minister of Foreign
Affairs, in a letter to the Department of State sent both
directly and via the American legation in Cairo, sought to
pbtain diplomatic recognition of the kingdom of Hejaz and
Najd. The Department of State decided that the time was not
ripe to meet this request,® despite the fact that Britain,
the Soviet Union, France and the Netherlands had recognized
the kingdom in 1927. The main reason behind the American
decision was its limited interests and relations in the
Arabian peninsula.

Ironically, it was a former British officer, a Muslim
convert and advisor to Ibn Saud, Harry St.John FPhilby, who
played an important role in developing relations between
Ibn Saud and the United States in both political and
economic fields.® Early in 1931, Philby had a meeting with
the American Ambassador in Cairo, in which he endeavoured
to obtain Anerican diplomatic recognition of the kingdom

and to establish diplomatic relations between the two

@ 000 F.a1/710: The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in
Egyvpt (Gunther), Washington, January 7, 1929.

? Gee Fhilby, Harry St.John, Forty Years in the Wilderness,
L.ondan: Robert Hale Ltd., 1957.




countries. The Ambassador subsequently recommended this to
the Department of State. In February 1931, the American
Ambassacor in London requested a meeting with the Hejazi
Ambassado in London, to discuss the Baudi request. The
Department of State also asked the Foreign Office for their
advice on the matter.*®

On May 1, 1931, the State Department informed the
Hejazi Ambassador in London that the United States estended
full diplomatic recognition to the kingdom of Hejaz and
Najd and its dependencies.?®?

American recognition of Ibn Sauwd’s government formed
part of a new general policy towards the area resulting
from its increased economic interests there, particularly
relating to oil. (Hence also the United States’
establishment of relations with the kingdoms of Iraq and
Yemen in 1931.) In the same month, May 1931, Philby
arranged a meeting in Jeddah between Ibn Saud and a former
American diplomat, Charles R. Crane, who had represented
the United States’ President, Woodrow Wilson, in the King-
Crane commission to the Middle East ten years earlier.
Crane agreed to conduct a survey of the kingdom at his own
expense, the aim being to prospect for water and gold, Ibn
Saud’'s hope of finding oil bhaving vanished after the
Eritish failure some years earlier. Crane employed an
American mining engineer, Karl Twitchell, and after several
months, Twitchell advised the Saudi government that there

was insuwfficient water to develop the agriculture of the

@ aen F.R1/2%a, op. cit.

11090 F.01/3ar Telegram. The Secretary of State to the
Ambassador in Great Britain (Dawes), Washington, May
1, 1931,




kingdom and some hope of finding commercial quantities of
gold, but most importantly that he believed that the
pastern area of the country contained oil in commercial
quantities., =

Twitchell returned to the United States to persusde
American companies to invest in the eastern area of the
kingdom. The Standard 011 Company of California (SOCAL),
which already had the o0il concession in neighbouring
Bahrain, and had struck oil there, expressed an interest in
doing so. One of the company’'s executives accompanied
Twitchell to Sauwdi Arabia and an agreement was reached with
Ibn Baud, allowing the company a sixty-year oil concession,
one of the largest in the world.:rs

Several months later, towards the end of 1933, the
State Department signed a treaty of friendship with the
Saudi government, giving both countries the most favoured
nation status.*® This in itself did not represent any
significant advance in the countries’ relations, since the
signing of such a treaty was normal State Department policy
at the time. Witness the fact that the American
administration did not at the time consider it necessary to

open a legation in Saudi Arabia.?*™

12 Shwadhran, Fenijamin, The Middle Eagt, 0il and Great
Fowers, New York: Frederick A. Fraeger Inc., 19535, p.
288,

1E Twitchell , Earl §. Saudi Arabiax With an Account of the
Development of its Natural Resources, 3rd edition,
Frinceton: Frinceton University Fress, 1958, p. 222;
Fhilby, ap..&it., p. 331

14 Fi1.96 FRA42y The Secretary of State to the Ambassador
in Great Britain (Bingham), Washington, October 17,
1935,

18 Grayson, Benson Lee, Sauwdi-fmerican Relations,
Washington: University Fress of America Inc., 1982, p.
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In this rarly stage of bilateral relations, the
Falestinian issue was the only one on which the two
countries differed. In December 1938, King Ibn Saud
informed Fresident Roosevelt by letter of his opinion on
this issue, which was that widespread Jewish propaganda was
deceiving the American people, and that Jewish immigration

would damage the rights of the Palestinians.1®

Frior to this, on July 12, 1937, the oil companies had

warneu

"that any disposition on the part of this government

to support Jewish claims ... might bave serious

repercussions on American oil interests in Saudi

Arabia and might even result in their expulsion.”*”

The king’'s letter indicated the Saudi wish for an
early American role in the Palestinian problem, whilst the
campanies’ warning suggested for the first time the link
between oil and the Palestinian issue.

On February 15, 1939, the State Department informed
the Saudi government that the United States favoured a
Jewish homeland, but it did not intervene to support the
Jewish claim, because it was the British who had the
responsibility for dealing with the problem.:®

Twe months later, the State Department realized the
need to establish permanent American diplomatic
representation in Saudi Arabia. Doubtless, their reason for

doing so was not the difference of opinion over the

Falestinian issue, but rather the increased number of

e G467 N.B1/13464r The Charge in Egypt (Merrian) to the
Berretary of State, Cairo, December 13, 1938.

LT OH90 FLHRH3 Btandard 011 Co./93: Memorandum by the Chief
of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs (Murray),
Washington, July 12, 1937,

LR Grayson, Op. t p. 8.




American citizens in Baudi Arabia and the greater American
investment in the kingdom, coupled with American oil
interests, particularly after the discovery of oil in
commercial guantities and under pressure from the oil
compani es. *7?

In July 1939, the American Minister in Cairo was
transferred to Saudi Arabia by Roosevelt. Seven months
later he presented his credentials to the king. This event
marked the end of the early stage of relations between the
two countries.

This stage had thus been characterized by limited
political relations, American oil interests, and Anglo-

American rivalry over the Saudi oil concessions.

World War II greatly affected bilateral relations
between the United States and Saudi Arabia. The kingdom
declared its neuwtrality in the war, but was not sheltered
from its impact, which caused it great economic hardship.
The number of pilgrims declined further and the oil
companies simultaneously limited their activities in the
country. Together, these events triggered a financial
crisis in Saudi Arabia.

To tackle this problem, King Ibn Saud reguested
financial aid from the oil companies, from the British
government and from the United States. Britain granted a

subsidy, but its assistance was limited due to war
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ipenditure, Ibn Sauwd therefore turned to the California

Arabian Standard 011 Company (CAS0C) .
CALBOC sent

a memorandum to FPresident Roosevelt on

fpril 146, 1941, requesting that he provide the Saudi
government with financial aid. The justifications for this

were Saudi sympathy for the Allies, American investment in

the country, the huge guantities of oil discovered in it,
ant the company’'s fear of British influence in the kingdom
increasing. e

Fresident Roosevelt refused to give direct aid to

Saudi Arabia. He informed "... the Eritish of his hope that

the British could take care of the financial needs of King
Ibn Saud." CASOC came to a financial arrangement with
Britain to give Saudi Arabia that assistance.=1

Despite the fact that the British subsidy relieved

some of the Saudi pressure on American companies for aid,

they feared that British aid might increase British

influence on the king and Jjeopardize their chances of

obtaining the o0il concession. They therefore continued to

uwrge the United States to provide direct financial

assistance.=2=

The State Department, realizing that refusal might

harm bilateral relations with Sauwdi Arabia, sent a telegram

=@ Qan@a F.H1/48 1/2: Mre James . Moffat to President
Roosevelt, Washington, April 1é&, 1941,

®=LQ90 FLE1/29 Telegram. The Secretary of State to the
Mimdister in Egypt (Eirk), Washington, September 26,
1941y Mosley, Leonard, Power Play: 0il in _the Middle
f::‘ - e

I , New York: Random House, 1973, pp. 145-148;
pte Walt - Saudi Arabia and the Americans 1928-

unpublished Fh.D., dissertation, North Western
Ui versity, 1968, p. 171-173.
Smith, Gaddis,
Wordld War 1944--1945% 0 New Yorks:
1960, p. 108,
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John Wiley and Sons,
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on BSeptember 26, 17241, to the American legation in Cairo,
urging it to do all in its power to notify King Ibn Saud of
American concern about Sauwdi needs. The Department proposed
that experts in englineering and agriculture should be
supplied, since these were the areas for which assistance
had been expressly requested, the cost of such a mission to
be met by the United States government.®3 In the same
spirit, in a letter to the king, President Roosevelt
explained his realization that the war had disturbed the
normal economy of Saudi Arabia, referred to the need to
destroy "the evil forces of Germany, Italy and Japan,” and
expressed his hope that King Ibn Saud would strive towards
this goal.=4

This letter was warmly welcomed by Ibn Saud, who
subsequently, in August 1942, allowed American and British
overflights, which provided a direct route via Iran to the
Soviet Union, who received war material from the Allies.="

Early in 1943, representatives of the American oil
conpanies once again wged the Roosevelt administration to
give Saudi Arabia financial support. In return, they
offered to sell oil to the government at less than the
international rate.®® Their fear that the United States

might fall into second place behind the British in Saudi

=3 Qoa F.51/29: Telegram. The Secretary of State to the
Minister in Egypt (Kirk), Washington, September 2&,
1741,

=4 890 F.000 Ihn Sauwd/320: The Under Secretary of State
Welles) to Fresident Roosevelt, Washington, February
12, 1942,

= gaeE F,76R/27: Telegram. The Chargé in Saudi Arabia
{Mnose) to the Secretary of State, Jeddah, August 29,
1942,

=e kirl, George E. The Middle East in_ the War 1939-1946,

Londors Oxford University Fress, 1952, p. 357.




Arabia was shared by the Becretary of Btate Cordell Hall

and others in the administration. Hull warned,

"If Saudi Arabia is permitted to lean too heavily upon
the British, there is always the danger that the
Eritish will request a quid pro guo in oil. To obviate
this danger, it is recommended that this government

share the subsidy on an overall basis with the
Eritish."=7

Hence, on February 18, 194§, President Roosevelt'’'s
declaration that "the defense of Saudi Arabia is vital to
the defense of the United States."=®

Not only did this declaration make Saudi Arabia
eligible for lend-lease assistance, it also marked the
beginning of a new phase in Saudi-American relations and =a
milestone in the development of American policy on the

Middle East.

In addition to this, it suggested the beginning of the
rivalry between the United States and Britain over
political interests in the kingdom. Onebmonth before the
declaration was made, the American Minister in Cairo had
advised the State Department that an American subsidy
through British channels would be damaging to American
prestige in Saudi Arabia. The day after the declaration,
the State Department advised the British Treasury
representative in Washington of the United States’
gavernment ‘s interest in the stability of Saudi Arabia, due
to American oil interests there, and expressed the wish

that the Eritish government might inform it about

27 Mull, Cordell, Memoirs, Vol.
Stowghton, 1948, p. 1515,
28 aop F,24.32: President Roosevelt to the Land-Lease

Administrator {(Stettinius), Washington, February 18,
1948.

2, London: Hodder and



discussions between Britain and Baudi Arabia on financial
aid, to which Aherica wished to contribute.=®

The State Department also recognized the need to raise
the level of American diplomatic representation in Saudi
Arabia. In its view, this was necessary because Saudi
Arabia had the largest proven oil reserves in the world,
because an American company held the concession for that
oil, and because the War and Navy Departments had an
interest in having access to it.=%

1943 witnessed further developments. In April, the
Saudi government forwarded a reqguest, via the British
legation in Jeddah, for arms from the United States.
British mediation between Saudi Arabia and the United
States was not acceptable to the State Department, and the
American government informed Britain and Saudi Arabia that
the Saudi government should communicate. their request
directly.™>*

This the Saudi government duly did on July 2, 1943,
The items reguested included -

" (1) equipment for the manufacture of cartridges and

armsy (2) eguipment for the repair of armsy (3) rifles

and cartridges; (4) tanks, armed armoured cars for use
on plains, on rough terrain, and in sandjy (5) light

guns for emergency usei (6) anti-aircraft gunsg (7)

airplanes to carry mail inside the country and for
{

=% 890 F.%51é6/1: Memorandum of Conversation by the Adviser
on International Economic Affairs (Feis), Washington,
February 19, 1943,

m@ 124 9QF/31lar The Secretary of State to President
Roosevelt, Washington, March 30, 1943,

oA 24152547 The Secretary of State to Admiral William
D. leahy, Chief of Staff to the Commander in Chief of
Army and Navy, Washington, May 25, 1943; 800.24/981:
Telegram., The Becretary of State to the Ambassador in
the United Kingdom (Winat), Washington, June 19, 1943;
BOA@. 24710002 Telegram. The Ambassador in the United
Kingdom to the Secretary of State, London, July 8,
1943,
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other uses; (8) technicians to give instruction in the
vee of all equipment, " =
The State Department delayed its response, believing

that if it met this request, it would lead to direct
American intervention in the affairs of the area. It also
did not agree that the Saudi government needed this kind of
equipment, nor the quantities requested. In fact, it needed
only limited equipment to maintain internal stability.

Thus in March 1944, nearly eight months after the
Saudi regquest was forwarded, the United States sent 1,600
rifles and 350,000 rounds of ammunition to its legation in
Jeddah for the Saudi government. The military training
mission followed in April.

The arrival of this mission was the beginning of a
military link between the two countfies. Despite the fact
that o0il remained central to bilateral relations, it was
now no longer the only area of mutual iﬁterest.

1943 also saw new developments, however, in oil-
related aspects of United States-Saudi relations. The idea
of direct intervention in the activity of American oil
companies working abroad emerged. The Interior and Navy
Departments believed that it was not in the interests of
national security that the United States government should
be dependent on private o0il companies to meet its
requirements.

As a result, the United States government decided in
mid-1943 to establish the Petroleum Reserves Corporation

(FRCY y the main goal of which was to obtain total or part

FEOA9A FLR24/410 Telegram. The Appointed Minister Resident
in Saudi Arabia (Moose) to the Secretary of State,
Jeddah, July 9, 1943,



ownership of the Saudi oil concession of the Standard 0il
Corporation of California and the Texas Corporation.,>>

This new move was opposed by the oil companies, which
believed that it was not in their interests, and that

"the acquisition of control by the American government

would bring it into the il business everywhere in the

world, "=
The government and the oil companies remained fundamentally
ppposed on this issue.™®

In July 1943, President Roosevelt invited King Abd al
Aziz or members of the Royal family to visit the United
States.™ The invitation was accepted and the king informed
the Department of State that his two sonsy Princes Faisal
and khalid, would vigit Washington. The event was of
significance insofar as firstly, it was the first high-
level meeting between Saudi and American representatives;
secondly, the two princes were subsequently to become kings
of Saudi Arabla, (Faisal from 1964 to 1975 and Khalid from
1975 to 19823) and finally, it laid the foundations for
future relations in all fields.

The Frinces arrived in Washington in October 1943.
They held several meetings with senior officials of the
Department of State and were received by President

Rovsevelt. Prince Faisal told the Department of State that

FEOOQO HI36ET/12F4ar Memorandum by the Becretary of State to
Fresident Roosevelt, Washington, June 14, 1943,

4 Feis, Herbert, Fetroleum and American Foreign Policy,
Californias 1944, p. 39.

=9 In fact, the Department of State was coming to doubt the
wisdom of this policy: see its view in 808 F.6363/358:
Telegram., The Minister in Egypt (Kirk) to the
Secretary of State, Cairo, July 27, 1943,

e Qo F.OA11/797: The Minister Resident in Saudi Arabia
{(Moose) to the Secretary of State, Jeddah, October 25,
1943,
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"his father and he were very much interested in
American policy in the Near East ... (King Ibn Saud)
hoped to know something of American opinion, since in
dealing with his friends the King did not like to take
any action which might interfere with their policies.”
He also ralsed the question of Baudi security, saying that

"King Ibn Saud had information that the Hashemite

family was trying to add to the territory under its

control... "
The King was also strongly of the opinion that the
Hashemite house {(in Iraq and Transjordan) was trying to
surround Saudi Arabia and to strangle it.

"Omir Faisal made it clear that his father was

especially suspicious of Nuri al-8aid, Prime Minister

of Irag, and of Amir Abdullah of Transjordan.”
The Department of State informed Prince Faisal that
American policy was

"in accordance with the terms of the Atlantic charter,

that each people should have a government of its own

choosing., "=7 :

The Saudi government mistrusted BEritish policy in the
area, particularly its relations with the Hashemite family
in Iraq and Transjordan. It therefore endeavoured to
improve its relations with the United States in every
field, and in particular in the field of security. For its
part, the United States was concerned mainly with the
kingdom’'s oil, and it recognized British political
interests within Saudi Arabia.®® King Ibn Saud, however,
took a different view. In his meeting with the American

Minister, he stated that,

"the British would continue to be his friends because
he is grateful for past aid and because he fears they

T A90 F.011/1082: Memorandum of conversation by the Chief
of the Division of Near~Eastern Affairs (Alling).

=740 AOLIE.W Stettinius Mission/112 1/2: The Under
Secretary of State (Btettinius) to the Secretary of
Htate, Washington, May 22, 1944,
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might loose thelr restraint on his enemies, such as

the Hashemite family. But, he continued, their present

policy would ruin his country. His people are sorely
tiried by wartime conditions and progressive
desiccation pf Arabia... Therefore additional aid from
friendly United States of America would be most
welcomne. He remarked that one day it might be
necessary for Saudi Arabia to look to the United

States of America for all its requirements."3?

In SBeptember 1944, the United States appointed Colonel
William Eddy its new Minister Resident in Saudi Arabia. In
the couwrse of a long meeting with Shaikh Yussuf Yassin,
Deputy Foreign Minister and Private Secretary to King Ibn
Saud, Eddy was told, "The King is convinced of the personal

friendship of President Roosevelt which he reciprocates.”

But,
"when the King sees the great nation of America
content to have itse economic activity in Arabia
reduced and defined by its ally, Britain, America in
turn will surely understand that Saudi Arabia may be
excused if it yields to the same constraint from the
same source, not merely to please an ally, but to
suirvive." .

He added his désire for
"some large area in which Saudi Arabia and America can
collaborate alone, on a basis that leads far beyond
the end of the war."4e
Despite the fact that the Saudi government did not
exnplain the nature of the special relationship which it
sought with the United States, the Department of State
realized the importance of its relations with Saudi Arabia
and the need to develop them, given the expectation that

the World War Il was about to end and the exceptional

importance Saudi oil would have in the post-war period.

= aen F.A4/164: Telegram. The Minister Resident in Saudi
Arabia (Moose) to the Secretary of State, Jeddah,
fpril 29, 1944.

42 a9n F.Ah/9-744, The Appointed Minister to Saudi Arabia
{(Eddy) to the Secretary of Statey, Jeddah, April 29,
i944,
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In a memorandum to Fresident Roosevelt, the State

Department explained why "an American national interest,

basically strategic in character, exists in Saudi Arabia”

as follows:

" 1. A strong and independent Baudi Arabian
government in the Near East ... 18 less likely to fall
viectim to war-breeding aggression...

" 2. The vast o0il reserves of Saudi Arabia ...
should be safeguarded and developed in order to
supplement western hemisphere oil reserves as a source
of world supply.

" 3. The military authorities urgently desire
certain facilities in Saudi Arabia ... such as the
right to construct military airfields and flight
privileges for military aircraft..."4?

On February 14, 1945, whilst returning from Yalta,

Fresident Roosevelt met King Ibn Baud at the Buez Canal4=

and shortly thereafter the kingdom declared war on the Axis

powers. Subsequently, Saudi Arabia sent a delegation to the

United Nations Conference in San Francisco. President

Roosevelt told the Congress,

".u. of the problem with Saudi Arabia, I learned more
about the whole problem, the Moslem problem, the
Jewish problem, by talking with Ibn Saud for five
minutes than I could have learned in exchange of two
or three dozen letters."4™

As a result of the leaders’ meeting, the United States

government made a comprehensive plan of aid for Saudi

Arabia. The State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee

recomnended

" (a) The immediate and interim, although indirect,
assistance which can be furnished by the War
Department through (1) the construction of military

a1

am

B0 F.51/12-2044: Memorandum by the Secretary of State

to Fresident Roosevelt, Washington, December 22, 1944,

For details of this meeting see Howarth, David, The

Desert Eing: Ibn Saud and his Arabia, New York:
MoGraw-Hill, 1944, pp. 251-286.

43 Sherwood, Robert H. Roosevelt and Hopkins: An Intimate

History, New York: Harper and Bros., 1948, pp. 871-
872.



69

airfieldsy; (2) the improvement of roadsy and (3) the
despatching of a military mission; and

" {bh) the longer range and much more important
direct assistance which may conceivably be supplied
through arrangements relating to the oil resources."44

On May 13, 1945, the American Minister in Jeddah

informed the Secretary of State,

"King Abdul Aziz grants permission for construction of
an airfield at Dhahran ..." and "... use of field by
United States forces for period of 3 years after the
end of the war."+®

By the end of the same month, the new President Truman

gave his approval to the Department of State’'s plan for aid

to the kingdom.<*

In late June, the Department of State told the

Minigter in Jeddah that the Dhahran airfield project was

important to American national interests. It was not so,

however, on grounds of military necessity.4?

Less than ten days later, King Ibn Saud told the

United States government that he could not accept its

planes on military missions. In the American Minister'’s

Jjudgment, the reasons underlying the king's decision were

the Saudi reluctance to accept any foreign presence, the

890 F.51/2-224%: Report by the Ad Hoc Committee of the
State-~War-Navy Coordinating Committee.

893 F.248/59-1345 Telegram. The Minister in Saudi Arabia
{(Eddy) to the Secretary of State, Jeddah, May 13,
1945, :

890 F.S591/5-2845: Memorandum of conversation, by the
Assistart Secretary of State (Acheson), Washington,
May 28, 1945,

890 F.248/6-2545%: Telegram. The Acting Secretary of
Gtate to the Minister in Saudi Arabia (Eddy),
Washington, June 25, 1245.
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king's fear of Hashemite propaganda against him, and
British objections because they had no share in the base.<®

The Department of State believed that the Saudi
attitude "can be explained only in terms of British
pressure, '4”

This was not the case. The real reason was to be found
in the delay in American financial aid. The American
government realizing this, on July 29, 1945, the British
and American governments informed the Saudi Minister of
Finance of their agreement to donate $5 million each to his
government. America would also provide an additional #$6
milliion."? From this event followed the increase in
American influence and the decrease in British influence in
the area.

Lesse than a week later, the Saudi government "agreed
to the construction and operation of (Dhahran) airbase by
the United States Army" during war time "and for its
continued use by the United States Armed Forces for a

period of three years after” the end of the war.®?!

48 gop F.20 Migsion/7-44%5: Telegram. The Vice-Consul at
Dhahtran (Sands) to the Secretary of State, Dhahran,
July 4, 194%5; 8980 F.20 Mission/7-845: The Minister in
Sauwdi Arabia {(Eddy) to the Secretary of State, Jeddah,
July 8, 1945,

4% aon F.248,7-3045: The Acting Secretary of State to the
Minister in Saudi Arabia {(Eddy), Washington, July 13,
19475,

ma (o0 F.24/7-3204%: The Minister in Saudi Arabia (Eddy) to
the Secretary of State, Jeddah, July 3@, 194%5.

Bs1 890 F.248/8-84%: The Minister in Saudi Arabia (Eddy) to
the Secretary of State, Jeddah, August 8, 1945.
Enclosure I: The American Minister in Saudi Arabia
(Eddy) to the Saudi Arabian Acting Minister for
Foreign Affairs (Yassin), Rivadh, August 5, 1945;
Encloswe I1: The Saudi Arabian Acting Minister for
Foreign Affairs (Yassin) to the American Minister in
Saudi Arabia (Eddy), Riyadh, August &, 1945.
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Despite the war with Japan ending on August 14 1945,
the United Stafes government decided that the Dhahran
airbase should be completed.®=

The war years thus witnessed the real beginnings of
bilateral relations between Baudi Arabia and the United
States, which — despite their limitations - were to form
the basis of futuwre developments in all fields.

Eut the war years also brought considerable setbacks
over the Palestinian issue. The two governments differed
because of the religious nature of the Saudi authority on
the one hand, and Zionist pressures on the United States on
the other. In March 1943, King Ibn Saud told an American
Jouwrnalist,

"I do not know that the Jews have any justifiéation

for their claims in Palestine... The Jews...have no

right to the country... It is unjust to the Arabs and

Moslems, and...it only creates friction between the

Moslemns amd their friends, the Allies,"®>

In the course of a meeting with the American Minister
in Cairo, who visited Saudi Arabia in April 1943, King Ibn
Saud told him that hostility had existed between Arab and
Jew since the days of the prophet Mohammed. He also told
him that he was more particularly concerned about the
situation in Palestine than any other ruler in the area,
because the Saudi government had interests in the area’s
future. He added that the great wealth of the Jewish

community had a great influence on the policies of the

United States and Britain. The king warned that continued

w2 Record of the State~War—-Navy Coordinating Committee, Lot
HR2-MA45: Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State to
Frresident Truman, Washington, undated: Memorandum by
Mresident Truman to the Acting Secretary of State,
Washington, September 28, 19435.

B3 The Timnes, June 22, 1943,



Jewish immigration to Palestine would damage Allied
interests, espe&ially during the war.=e

On April 320, 1943, Ibn Saud, in a letter to President
Roosevelt stated his view that the Jews had the support of
the Allies because of the situation which had arisen during
the war. He asked him to intervene to halt Jewish
immigration to Palestine and suggested that the Allied
countries should allow the Jews to settle in their
territories.® The President’'s reply was in general terms.
He expressecd the hope that Arabs and Jews would resolve
thelr differences in a friendly way. He declared America’s
opposition to any change in the situation without
consultation with both Arabs and Jews. In July 1943, the
FPresident 's special envoy to the Middle East relayed to
King Ibn Saud President Roosevelt's suggestion that He
discuss the Palestinian problem with a representative of
the Jewish Agency, & suggestion rejected by the king.®®

On January 12, 1945, President Roosevelt was informed
by the Director of American Economic Operations in the
Middle East that King Ibn Saud felt very strongly about the
Palestinian issue and that there was no middle ground
between them on this. Underlying the king's attitude was

the strength of his religious beliefs, coupled with the

mA @Ben F.oB/81: Telegram. The Minister in Egypt (Kirk) to
the Secretary of Btate, Cairo, April 17, 1943,

=S g0 F.A0/8%: King Abdul Aziz Ibn Saud to President
Roosevelt, Saudi Arabia, April 3@, 1943.

Mo Q4T N.ALALE97 172 Memorandum of conversation, by
Lieutenant Colonel Harold B. Hoskins, Washington,
Septesnber 27, 1943.



fact that his kingdom contained two of the most important
clties of I%laﬁ, Mecca and Medina.™7

Two weeks later, the Saudi government warned the
United States legation that if the United Btates supported
Jewish demands, relations between their governments would
be affected.w®

When he met King Ibn Saud on February 14, 1945,
Fresident Roosevelt raised the question of the Jews in
Europe. The king suggested that they should return to their
homes or be given homes in those Axis countries which would
accept them. He expressed his strong opposition to the idea
of a Jewish homeland in Palestine. The President told him
that he would not support the Jews against the Arabs.=?

The Director of the Office of Near East and African
Affairs, in a memorandum to the Acting Secretary of State
on March 20, 1945, warned that the President’s support of
Zionism could lead to bloodshed in the Middle East and

Jeopardize American oil interests in Saudi Arabia.®®?

B7 The American Director of Economic Operations in the
Middle East (Landis) to Fresident Roosevelt. In United
States Department of State, Foreign Relations and the
United States, Diplomatic Fapers 1945, Vol. VIII, The
Near East and Africa, Washington D.C: U.5. Government
Frinting Office, 19469, pp. 680-682.

BE 047 N.BL/2-145: Telegram. The Minister in Saudi Arabia
(Eddy) to the Secretary of State, Jeddah, February 1,
1945,

=P 711 9F /21445 Memorandum of conversation between the
Firmg of Saudi Arabia (Abdul Aziz Al Saud) and
Fresident Roosevelt, February 14, 1943, aboard the
U.85.5., "Buincy".

4 047 N.BLAE-1845 Memorandum by the Director of the
ffice of Near Eastern and African Affairs Murray) to
the Acting Secretary of State, Washington, March 28,
1945,
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In response to recommendations from the State
Department , thé President, in a letter to King Ibn Saud on
April 195, 1945, stated:

"that no decision be taken with respect to the Arabs

and Jews ... during our recent conversation I assured

yvou that I would take no action +.. which might prove
hostile to the Arab people ... the policy of this
government in this respect is unchanged."®?

A week later President Roosevelt died. His successor,
Harry Truman, ignored this commitment.

The significant effects of the war on Saudi-United
States relations can thus be summarized as follows. The
United States administration still failed to formulate a
clear—-cut policy on Saudi Arabia, because it continued to
hold the view that Britain was the dominant power in the
area., American oll companies persuaded the Administration
to develop relations with Saudi Arabia, in order to
safeguard its oil interests, this being the prime objective
of United States policy, if any. Rivalry between Britain
and the United States over pil continued. Financial
hardship in Saudi Arabia motivated the Saudi desire to
foster a relationship with the United States, a
relationship which Saudi Arabia then endeavoured to extend
to cover security issues. The two countries’' differing

stands on the Palestinian issue did not affect their

relations in other fields.

@1 Magnus, Ralpbh H. (ed.) Deocuments on the Middle East,
Washington: American Enterprise Institute for Fublic
Folicy Research, 19269, p. 149,




The post-war period

After World War 1I, the structure of international
politics was radically different. The United States and the
Soviet Union emerged as superpowers, the greatest powers
the world had ever seen. The ideological rift between them
led each to attempt to create client states and to spread
its influence over the world., This led to the so-called
"ecold war” between West and East. Because of its wealth and
location, the Middle East esperienced the struggle between
the United States and the Soviet Union to gain influence
there.

The Middle East itself also saw many significant
developments, the most important being the creation of the
Jewish state in Palestine. For Saudi Arabia, this raised
the question of its independence and security.

The major issues dominating Saudi-American relations
after World War II until the death of King Ibn Saud in 1953
were Palestine, security and oil. The main concern of Saudi
Arabia was 1its security. The United States on the other
hand was mainly concerned with its oil interests in the
kingdom. The Palestinian issue, despite the deep concern of
the Saudi government, continued not to affect other areas
of their relations.

Following the war, the United States and Britain set
up a twelve member Anglo-American committee of inquiry on
the problems of European Jewry and FPalestine. Thé
committee’'s report was published on April 20, 1946.

Although it recommended that "Palestine shall be neither a
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Jewish nor an Arab state,"” it also recommended that
"1O0,000 certificates be auvthorized immediately fof the
admission into Palestine of Jews" and that "these
certificates be awarded as far as possible in 19446."e=2
Fresident Truman announced that he was "very happy that the
request which (he) made for the immediate admission of
100,000 Jews into Falestine has been unanimously endorsed
by the (Committee)."*™ The Saudi government showed its
concern about the report and the American response to it
almost immediately. On May 5, Sheikh Yussuf Yassin, Deputy
Foreign Minister, informed the American Chargeé in Saudi
Arabia that "the reaction of the King to the report was
‘very bad’'."®4

On May 28, the Saudi government informed the American
Minister in Jeddah of its protest against the Committee
proposal to admit 100,000 Jews to immigrate to Palestine.
It warned him that because it was "in doubt about the
intentions”" of his government towards Saudi Arabia, he
would understand that "no action can possibly be taken ...
on projects such as TWA proposals or Treaty of Commerce and
Friendship."*®

This warning bhad no effect. In mid-June, Fresident
Truman established the State-War-Navy Coordinating

Committee, headed by the Secretary of State and including

&2 kEepesing’'s Contemporary Archives, May 11-18, 1944, p.
7892,

“% 867 M.@1/4-3046: Telegram. The Acting Secretary of State
to the Secretary of State, Washington, April 30, 1946.

@4 f047 N.@L/S5-646. Telegram. The Chargé in Saudi Arabia
(Bands) to the Secretary of State, Jeddah, May &,
1944,

m 047 N.@L/5-2846: Telegram. The Minister in Saudi Arabia
{Eddy) to the Secretary of State, Jeddah, May 28,
1946.
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the Secretaries of the War and Navy Departments, to handle
matters cmncerning the issue. On June 21, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff warned the Committee that American military
participation in facilitating Jewish immigration would lead
to the possibility that the Middle East could well fall
into anarchy, and that the Soviet Union might replace the
United States and Britain in influence and power throughout
the Middle East.ee

Fresident Truman’'s support for the admission of Jews
into Falestine continued, however, and on October 4, 19464,
he called for agreement to immigration without waiting for
the termination of the British Mandate over Palestine.®”
King Ibn Saud reacted to this by sending the President a
letter reminding him of the American government’'s promise
that no decision would be taken on the situation in
Palestine without full consultation with both Arabs and
Jews, o9

But in reality, the king had a gquite different
attitude. On September 28, 1944, he had asked General
Giles, Regional Director for Trans World Alrlines to carry
a secret and uwrgent message to President Truman and told
him that "not even Prince Faisal or his Saudi Minister in
Washington were aware of it."

"The King expressed to BGiles his great hope and faith

in the United States and declared that he would always
remain ... (America’s) friend although on occasion his

“d BH7 W.BD1/7-246: Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
to the State—War-Navy Coordinating Committee,
Washington, June 21, 1946,

“7 The Times, October &, 1946.

S8 Truman, Harry 8. Fublic Papers of Fresident Harry S.
Truman, 19446, Washington D.C: U.S. Government Frinting
Office, 1942, p. 467.
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pronouncements in regard to the Palestinian issue
might indicate otherwise,"®?

In Januwary 1947, the American Administration issued an
invitation to Crown Prince Saud to visit the United States,
and he arrived in Washington on January 13, 1947. The main
subject of his discussions with the President and other
senior officials was the general situation in the Middle
East. On the Palestinian issue, he indicated that their
different views would not affect their close ties. This was
confirmed in December 1947, when King Ibn Saud told the
American Minister in Jeddah: "Although we differ enormously
on the guestion of Palestine, but we still have our own
mutual interests and friendship to safeguard.” He stated:

"I occupy a position of pre—-eminence in the Arab

world., In the case of Palestine, I have to make common

cause with other Arab states. Although the other Arab
states may bring pressuwre to bear on me I do not

anticipate that a situation will arise whereby 1 shall

be drawn into conflict with friendly western powers
over this guestion.,"”7®

This was the attitude maintained by the Saudis until King
Ibn Saud's death in 1953,

On May 14, 1948, the "state of Israel" was established
and the American administration announced its formal
recognition of it on the same day. The Department of Btate
esxpected this to effect Saudi-American relations, but the

events that followed proved their fears to have been

exaggerated.

©® Oon F.77/10~146: Telegram. The Ambassador in Egypt
(Tuck) to the Secretary of State, Cairo, October 1,
1944.

70 F.O0/12-447: Telegram. The Minister in Sauwdi Arabia
(Childs) to the Secretary of SBtate, Jeddah, December
4, 1947,
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As has already been stated, King Ibn Saud’s overriding
and life-long cﬁncern was the security of his kingdom.
Becurity considerations were also the main concern of
Frince Sauwd in the course of his visit to Washington in
January 1947,7* when he explained them as follows.

In the first place, the kingdom of Saudi Arabia had
had good relations with the British government for many
years and hoped that these would continue, but the close
economic ties which existed with the United States affected
relations with Britain. As a result, the Saudi government
felt that Britain had become less frank with it and feared
that Britain might support other Arab governments hostile
to the kingdom.

In the second place, King Ibn Saud believed very
strongly that the Hashemite family, {which he had ousted
from the Arabian peninsula during the 1920's, only to see
two of its members become heads of state in Irag and
Transjordan,) was natuwally hostile to the Saudi family.
The king had information that the Hashemites planned to
create a "Greater 8Syria", including Syria, Iraq,
Transjordan, Falestine — or part of it - and~perhaps
Lebanon, under the leadership of one of its members. The
Hashemites would be unable to carry out such & plan without
British aid and it was possible that Britain was tempted to
extend its influence in the Arab world by falling in with

such a plan. The Saudi government desired to know the

71890 F.Aa11/2-747: Report on Crown Frince Saud's Official
Visit to America by Richard H. Sanger of the Division
of MNear Eastern Affairs, Washington, February 7, 19473
711 9@ F/1-1747: Memorandum of conversation by the
Director of the Qffice of Near Eastern and African
Affairs (Henderson), Washington, January 17, 1947.
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American attitude to the idea of Greater Syria. Could the
kingdom count on the full support of the United Btates if
it was threatened by the establishment of such a state?
The American administration’s reply was in general
terms and failed to reassure the Saudi government. It
stated firstly that one of America’s basic policies in the
area was to support Saudi independence and territorial
integrity. It would also support the independence and
integrity of other countries in the area. Thus, the United
States would give full and active support to Saudi Arabia
in the United Nations if it was threatened by outside
forces. Secondly, the United Btates would not support one
group or one state against another, as this could best
maintain peace in the Middle East. Thirdly, the Department
of State had no information that Britain had supported such
a project as that of OGreater Syria, British policy at the

time being to maintain the status guo in the area.”=

Some months later, King Ibn Saud again raised the
guestion of his kingdom's security with the American
Minister in Saudi Arabia. He repeated what his son had
estplained to the American administration, but in such a way
as to link his secuwity interests and American interests.
He gquestioned the American attitude towards Saudi Arabia,
asking whether there was an understanding between Britain
and the United Btates to regard his country as being in the
British political influence zone. He asked the United

States to supply his forces with arms to enable them to

TR OZILLHF /11747 Menorandum of conversation, by the
Director of the Office of Mear Eastern and African
Affairs (Henderson), Washington, January 17, 1947,
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defend themselves against the possibility of trouble
arising.frmm Coﬁmunist propaganda and the Hashemite family
o the northern Saudi border

"and precisely to what extent (he) might count upon

assistance from the United States ... since the threat

was not only involving Sauwdi Arabia but also vital

American interests,"”™

The American response was not new. The Department of
State explained its general policy towards Saudi Arabia and
other Arab countries in the area. It told him that "the
position of the Saudi family arising from feared intrigues
of the Hashemite family are primarily a matter for intra-'
Arab consideration” and that the Hashemites would not
attack his country because of his continuing friendship
with the United States and the presence of American oil
companies there., The Department of State also assured him
that there was no understanding between Britain and the
United States to recognize his country és being in the
British political influence zone.7”<

Childs, the American Minister in Saudi Arabia,
reported that the Saudi government met these replies with
"obvious gratification”,”® But in reality, the Saudi
government had been seeking an American commitment to
maintain its security, and this they had failed to

obtain.”®

7S a9 F.oa/12-447. op. cit.

74 8990 F.0n/12-847: Telegram. The Acting Secretary of State
to the legation in Saudi Arabia, Washington, December
12, 1947, '

T 000 F.RS12-1547 Telegram. The Minister in Saudi Arabia
(Childs) to the Secretary of State, Jeddah, December
15, 1947, '

7 The Department of State documents available indicate no
such commitment.



Meanwhile, the main concern of the United States was
0il. Eefore World War II, Saudi oil production totalled
less than half a million barrels; by the end of the war, it
had jumped to over 21 million barrels, and by 1958 had
reached nearly 200 million barrels. (See Table 2.1.) The

Saudi o0il industry was developed very rapidly: American

companies discovered and esploited large new fields; a

refinery was built at Ras Tanura on the coast; and the
American refinery in Bahrain was enlarged to enable it to
cope with increasing guantities of Saudi pil. In 1954, a
vear after Ibn Saud’'s death, Saudi Arabia became the
largest oil-exporting country in the world.?”

Moreover, after World War 1I, American oil exports
decreased and in 1948, for the first time, American
production was outstripped by demand.”® Saudi oil therefore
became vitally important to the United States and its
allies in Euwrope. The main development in bilateral
relations in this respect was the December 1950 agreement,
by which the Saudi government shared oil revenues on a
fifty—fifty basis.

Other issues touching on the countries’ bilateral

relations were of lesser importance. In 1949, the United

States upgraded its legation in Saudi Arabia to full

embassy status. The agreement for the use of the Dhahran

air-base was extended in 1949 for one year, in 195@ for &

4 Man]nun John, The Persian Gulf in the Twentieth
L.ondon: The Crescent Fress, 1962, p. 172;
ARAMCH Handbook: 0il in the Middle East, Dhahran:

MArabiey American 01l Co., 172568, pp. 134-135.
78 Howard, op.cit., p. 39.




Table 2.1 1 Total Annual Crude 0il Production of Arab
American 0il Company (ARAMCO) 1933-1947

Sources ARANCO, ARAMCO Handbook: 0il in the Middle East,
Dhahrans 17268, p. 135.

Year Million Year Million

Barrels Barrels
1933 2.5 1953 303.3
1938 3.9 1954 350.8
1940 5.1 1955 354.6
1941 4.3 1956 3646.8
1942 4.5 1957 373.7
1943 4.6 1958 Igo. 2
1944 7.3 . 1959 421.0
1945 21.3 19460 481.4
1944 S59.9 1961 S40.7
1947 89.9 1962 999.7
1948 142.9 19463 651.9
1949 174.0 1964 694.8
1950 199.5 19465 824.8
1951 278.0 19466 P50.0

1982 3J21.9 19467 1,0823.8
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further year, and in 1951 for five years.?® Also in 1951,
an American Poiﬁt Four technical aid mission was
established in the kingdom: at the time of Ibn Saud’'s death
in 1933, it had disbursed less than $2 million.®®

In summary, Saudi-American relations during the period
1945 to 19573 strengthened, key points being as follow. The
main concern of American policy towards Saudi Arabia was
its oil, which became yet more important during the post-
war period. The Saudi government for its part sought an
American commitment to its security, which it failed to
obtain. Despite the American role in the creation of a
Jewish state in Palestine, close relationships between the
United States and Saudi Arabia were maintained, and

bilateral economic and political relations were expanded.

Saudi-American relations during the 1958°'s

When King Saud came to power in the 1950°'s, the
overall situation in the area had changed. In July 1953, a
republic was declared in Egypt & year after the military
coup there, and a year later, Colonel Gamal Abdal Nasser

energed as the true holder of power in Egypt. His policies

72 Dennet, Raymond (ed.) Documents on American Foreign
Felations 1951, Vol. X111, Princeton: Princeton
University Fress, 1943, pp. 549-601.

B2 Grayson, op. cit.ey, p. 832 "'Point Four' was conceived as
a world-wide continuing program of helping
underdevel oped nations to help themselves through the
sharing of technical information already tested and
proved in the United States ... consistent with
{American) policies of preventing the expansion of
ceunmunid sm in the free world, by helping to ensuwre the
proper development of these countries with adequate
food, clothing and living facilities.” Also Truman,
Harry . Mempirs: Years of Trial and Hope, Vol. II,
New York: Doubleday, 19296, p. 232.




pursued anti-western themes, such as the withdrawal of
British forces #rom military bases in Egypt. At the same
time, Saudi Arabia was in dispute with Britain over the
Buraimi oasis. Meanwhile, the United States involvement in
the Middle East increased because of its fear of Soviet
expansion.

Fing Saud sided with Nasser and his policies within
the Arab world, despite the differences between Nasser's
radical Arab nationalism and the Sagdi monarch’'s
conservatism, for various reasons. Firstly, like his father
before him and for the same reasons, he did not trust
British policy in the area, and moreover considered that
British military plans against the Soviet Union in the area
were intended to expand British and Hashemite influence.
Secondly, the strength of the Arab nationalist movement
throughout the Arab land profoundly affected Saudi
policies, (and indeed all aspects of Arab life during the
1930 's,) and even influenced some of the members of the
Saudi Royal family. Thirdly, the rivalry between British
interests and those of the United States became apparent in
the 1980's, which witnessed the decline of British
influence in the Middle East, the last show of British
power being its action over the Suez Canal in 1956,
Finally, the Saudi government’'s main objective in its
relations with the West in general and with the United
States in particular, was maintenance of its security in
the face of a perceived Hashemite threat, whereas the
United States sought to bolster the Middle East against

Soviet expansion.
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In April 1954, Fakistan and Turkey agreed a mutual
defense twaaty..The United States and Britain urged Iraq
and Iran to become partners. In the following year,
Britain, Iraq, Turkey, Iran and Pakistan created the
Baghdad Defense Pact.

Meanwhile, in April 19834, Saudi Arabia announced its
military cooperation with Egypt, and a year later Syria
joined them in a mutual defense treaty set up in opposition
to the Baghdad Pact, Saudi Arabla also agreeing on a
"unified command” with Egypt. During 19546, Saudi relations
with Nasser continued to be good: King Saud supported him
against the invasion of Britain, France and Israel,
breaking off diplomatic relations with Britain and France,
and withholding oil shipments to them.®9?

Despite this support for Nasser, Saudi Arabia also
intended to maintain good relations with the United States.
American personnel continued to operate the Dhahran
airbase. The operation of ARAMCO in Saudi Arabia continued
and steadily expanded. In 1955, the United States agreed to
the sale of M-41 tanks as part of a $7 million deal with
the kingdom. Meanwhile, King Saud announced that he had
refused Soviet offers of arms.®=

Saudi-—-American relations suffered a minor setback,
however, in 19594, when Saudi Arabia signed an agreement

with Aristotle Onassis, giving him the right to transport

@ Gal ama, Gassan, Assivas Al-Khariiva Al-Saudiva Mantha
Am 1245, in Arabic: Saudi Foreign Policy since
19245), Beirut: Arab Development Institute, 1980, p.

\'.e‘.‘ el

a2 Roberts, Chalmens M. "The Complicated Frocess of

Researching a Stalemate”, The Reporter, May 31, 1966,

TEEYw

p. 32y Balama, opp. cit., p. 626.
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part of its oil. The Department of State protested to the

Saudi government over what it considered to be "a virtual

monopoly” for Onassis.e®s The dispute did not seriously

affect bilateral relations and was later resolved.
With the end of the Suez crisis of 19546, the area

entered a new phase. The Boviet presence was apparent.

Eritish influence was in decline. Nasser's prestige

increased throughout the Arab world. American policy on the

Middle East shifted. As Secretary of State Dulles told the

Committes of Forelgn Affairs, House of Representatives, on

January 7 1957:

"Few, if any, of us doubt that it would be a major
disaster for the nations and peoples of the world, if

that area were to fall into the grip of International
Communism, "e4

Hence the United States’ aim to promote long-term political
stability and security in the Middle East through the so-~
called "Eisenhower Doctrine”. This consisted in three basic

components. First, American cooperation with governments of

the area to strengthen their economies. Second, an increase

in military aid and assistance to any country requesting

these, Third, the use of "the armed forces of the United

States to secure and protect the territorial integrity and

political independence of such nations requesting such aid,

8% Keesing's Contemporary Archives, July 3-1@, 1954, p.
1E&ES.

84 United States Department of State, United States policy
in _the Middle East: Documents, New York: Greenwood
Fress, 1968, p. 27.
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against overt armed aggression by any nation controlled by
international communism, "o

On January 18-19, 1957, King Saud met Nasser of Egypt,
Hussain of Jordan, and the 8Syrian Prime Minister in Cairo.
All except king Saud declared their resistance to the
Eisenhower doctrine.®eé

From Cairo, King Saud went straight to Washington. His
vigit marked the end of the Saudi association with Nasser
and the beginning of new close ties with the United States.
After the visit a joint communigué was issued, in which
Fresident Eisenhower explained the purposes of his
administration’'s policy on the Middle East, pointing out
that his proposals to Congress were "to promote the
independence and proper aspirations of the Arab peoples.”
King Saud "indicated his puwpose to continue close
cooperation with the United States." They agreed that the
stfengthening of the kingdom to maintain its stability was
"in the interests of world peace." The President "assured
wae King Saud of the willingness of the United States to
provide assistance for the strengthening of the Saudi
Arabian armed forces ... for the purposes of defense and
the maintenance of internal security in the kingdom." King
Saud confirmed that the United States could continue to use

the Dhahran airfield for & further five years.®” In return,

@ Crabh, Cecil V. The Doctrines of American Foreign
Folicy: Their Meaning, Role and Future: bLouisiana
Gtate Universily Fress, 1982, p. 1843 Polk, William R.
The thited States and the Arab World, 3rd edition:
Harvard University Press, 1975, p. 382.

@ The Times, January 20, 1957. ‘

w7 Zinnegr, Faul (ed.) Documents on American Foreign
Relations 1957, New York: Harper and Brothers, 1958,
pp. 2R4-2R4.
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the tnited Stataslagreed to increase its military and
economic aid to the kingdom.™®

Fing Sauwd began to take a more pro-Western stance in
his policies, maintaining close relations with the United
States. Thus both countries would "continue to oppose
Communist activities, other forms of imperialism and other
dangers threatening peace and stability in the area."®%

In the light of his new policy, on May 17, 1957, King
Gaud visited Baghdad, the capital of the pro-Western camp
in the Arab world and of his old enemy. The two countries
announced "the beginning of a new era of friendship and
solidarity” between Irag and Saudi Arabia and their
intention to resist "imperialism, Communism, and Zionism”
to uphold "Arab stability, independence and power."7®2

In March 1938, King Saud was urged by members of the
Royal family to transfer full executive powers to his
brother Faisal. Prince Faisal spent the autumn of 1957 in
the United States for medical treatment, met President
Eisenhower on September 23, 1957, and expressed his desire
to maintain military cooperation with the United States,
"regardless of whatever public stance he might be obliged
to take because of the demands of Arab nationalist
feeling."®?

During 1958, two events rocked the area. On July 14,
the Iragi monarchy was overthrown. On the following day the

Americans entered Lebanon at its government’s request. The

oo o esnhower, Dwight D. Waging Feace 1956-1961, New York:
Doubleday and Co., 1965, p. 120.

89 Keesing' s Contemporary Archives, July 13-20, 1957, p.
1EGE5.

*@ Ihid, August 1-8, 1957, p. 15581.

P frayson, Op. cit., p. 71.
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American move comforted Saudi Arabia and other pro-Western
elements withiﬁ the area. After a few months, the Iragi
Communist Party became the only political power in Iraq.
The new rivalry between Nasser and General Abdal Kareem
Passim of Irag began. The Soviet Union supported BQassim.
Relations between Nasser and the United States therefore
improved, as did SBaudi-Egyptian relations.

In early 1960, King Saud regained control of his

kingdom and forced the resignation of Prince Faisal from
government. A few months later, on March 16, 1961, the
Saudi government énnounced that the five-year agreement of
1987 granting the United States airforce the right to use
the Dhahran airbase would not be renewed after its
expiration in April 1962.%= This did not, however, affect
bilateral relations.

In February 1962, King Saud visited the United States
for medical treatment and met President Kennedy. On his
return, he once again transferred full powers to Prince
Faisal. The Faisal era had begun, although he was only to
become king two vears later.

In summary, relations between King Saud and the United

States were strained for two reasons: first, King Saud had

no experience of foreign affairs, (unlike Prince Faisal who

had handled all the kingdom’'s foreign affairs)i; and second,
the structure of the Saudi government was such that it was
unable to deal with the new circumstances which existed in

the Middle East dwring the 1980°'s. Hence, the United

TR keesing s Contemporary Archives, April 15-22, 1961, p.

18@I54.,




91

States’ wrging King Saud to modernize his government
system. |

To this must be added that it was on a Saudi
initiative, and in particular that of Abdula al Turakygthe
Baudi oil Minister, that the Organisation of Petroleum

Exporting Communities (OPEC) was created in 1960.

Faisal and the United States

The year in which Prince Faisal assumed power, 1962,
saw many important developments both within and ocutside the
kingdom. Within it, the "Free Princes" of the Baudi royal
family were calling for democratic government and social
justice. Outside it, the Yeméni military coup of September
posed a new threat.

Frince Faisal had sufficient experience to deal with
foreign affairs. Indeed, he had been responsible for the
kingdom’'s foreign relations for more than fifty years, and
he continued to deal directly with other countries, without
appointing a Foreign Minister, until his death in 1978.

It was in New York, where he was attending the session
of the United Nations General Assembly, that Prince Faisal
received the news of the overthrow of the Yemeni monarchy.
He met President Kennedy on October 6, 1962. At that time,
the United States had good relations with Egypt and was
backing Nasser to the tune of about #2008 million a year,
the biggest aid grant in the Arab world. Prince.Faisal
tried to convince the Kennedy administration that its

interests lay in Saudi Arabia rather than in Egypt. In



fact, for numerous reasons, Egypt was and continues to be
more important to the United States than Saudi Arabia.
Hence, Prince Faisal's failure to win American support at
Nasser 's sxpense or to recelve any assurance that the
United States would not recognize the new revoiutionary
regime in North Yemen.®s

The new republic of Yemen did create a genuine threat
to Sauwdi Arabia. A few days after the coup, several Saudi
pilots defected to Egypt, taking their aircraft with them,
showing the dubious loyalty to the royal family of the
Saudi armed forces. Worse still, when King Baud asked King
Hussain of Jordan to despatch some of his fighter aircraft
to Saudi Arabia, the Commander-in-Chief of the Jordanian
airforce and two of his pilots also defected to Cairo.”®4

Frince Faisal returned to Saudi Arabia on October 17,
19462, and two weeks later formed a new cabinet, with Khalid
as Deputy Frime Minister, Fahd as Interior Minister, and
Sultan as Defense Minister. These Princes were all to play
an important part in the future of the country.

Frince Faisal 's policies, in the face of the
difficulties confronting him, were to consolidate the
position of the royal family within the kingdom and to
strengthen ties with the quted States. He succeeded in
restoring wnity within the royal family only after coming
to the throne two years later, but his success in winning
the support of the American administration was immediate.

On October 285, 1962, President Kennedy, in a personal

PF Holden and Johns, op. cit., p. 226.

4 For more details on these events, see Holden and Johns,
Op. Citey, po 2773 Mansfield, Feter, The Middle East,
Londony Oxford University Fress, 198080, p. 11G5.




letter to Frince Falsal, stated that he wanted it "clearly
understood, thaﬁ Baudi Arabla can depend upon the
friendship and cooperation of the United States in dealing
with many tasks that lie before it in the days ahead." He
added that, "The United States has deep and abiding
interest in Saudi Arabia and in (its) stability and
progress.” Further, he assured Prince Faisal "of full
United States support for the maintenance of Saudi Arabia’s
integrity.”"®"

In November 1962, Egyptian aircraft bombed Saudi
villages near the Yemeni border. At Prince Faisal’'s
request, American fighter aircraft were sent to Saudi
Arabia to boost its defenses.”® But at the same time, the
United States, not wishing to harm its relations with
Nasser, formally recognized the republican government in
Yemen on December 19, 19462,

On January 1, 1963, Egyptian aircraft again attacked
Saudi territory. Seven days later, the State Department
released the text of the President’'s letter of October
1962, In April, the President attempted to mediate between
Saudi Arabia and Egypt over the Yemeni dispute, sending his
personal representative Dr. Ellsworth Bunker to the area.®”
But the dispute continued until the outbreak of the Arab-

Israell war in 19467.

TE Magnus, op. cit., p. 1123 Stookey, R.W. America_and the
Arab Btates: An Uneasy Encounter, New York: Wiley,
1975, p. 1783 Stebbins, Richard F. (ed.) Documents on
fmerican Foreign Relations 19563, NMew York: Harper and
Brothers, 19464, pp. 260-261.

TE Nyrop,y gpe it., p. 316

*7 Holden and Johns, op. cit.e, p. 233,
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From the Saudi point of view, the American attitude to
the Yemeni dimpﬁte was not as they would have hoped, in
contrast to Eritain, which adopted a strong position
against the republican government, which it did not

recognise, and supported Saudi Arabia and the Yemeni

royalists. Saudi Arabia therefore reestablished diplomatic

relations with Britain, broken off in 1956 as a result of

the Suez crisis.

In 19464, the struggle over the leadership within the
royal family was resolved when Prince Faisal became King.
From this position, he strove to strengthen Saudi Arabia’s

military capability. To achieve this, he asked Washington

for assistance in building up the Saudi infrastructure. As

a result, on June 5, 19635, the Saudi government and the

United States government concluded an agreement by which
the United States Army Corps of Engineers would undertake
the planmning and administration of the construction of the
major military base facilities in the kingdom. There

existed "no comparable program elsewhere abroad, either in

scope or context.”"?® The agreement therefore indicated the

extent of military links between the two countries.

In the same year, Frince Faisal launched his call for

"Islamic Solidarity” in an attempt to counter the Arab

nationalist call for "Arab Unity". Between December 1965

and September 1966, he visited nine conservative Islamic

8 United States Congress, House of Representatives,
Commi btee on Foreign Affairs, Activities of the United
States Army Corps of Engineers in Saudi Arabia,
Hearing before the Subcommittee on Euwwope and the
Middle East, 2é6th Congress, lst session, June 23,
1979, Washington D.C.: U.S5. Government Printing

Offive, 1980, p. 40.




states to seek their support. Five of these -~ Iran,
Fakistan, Turkey, Guinea and Mali - were non-Arab, the
remainder being Jordan, Sudan, Morocco, and Tunisia. This
campaign to achieve a pan-Islamic bloc was not entirely
successful, mainly because of the strength of the radical
pan—Arab movement.

In June 19464, King Faisal paid a state visit to the
United States, his first official visit as king. It was
apparent that he looked to American support for his Islamic
call to counter "Communism and other atheistic movements.”
In his talks with President Johnson, "no new political
commitment emerged.””? In a joint statement, however, they
"noted and approved the close and cordial relations which
have long existed"” between the two countries and "the
threat posed by International Communism to the free nations
oo and their determination to guard against this
threat.!"*@®

Suddenly, the situation in the Middle East changed
once more with the breakout of the third Arab-Israeli war.

Thus, during the period 1962 to 1967, relations
between the United States and Saudi Arabia continued to
expand, particularly in military areas. King Faisal's role
in achieving this was paramount, but he failed to achieve
his overall objective of gaining a clear commitment on
Saudi security from the United States, still primarily

concerned with oil. The Arab-Israeli conflict had little

7T Gtebbing, Richard F. The United States in World Affairs
Hy New York: Harper and Row, 19467, p. 206.

ins, Richard F. (ed.) Documents on American

Relations 12846, New York: Harper and Row,

1967, p. 174,




effect on bilateral relations, since the Saudi view was
that the real threat came from radical elements in the

area.
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«2 2 Chronology of Saudi Arabian-United States
Military Relations 1943-1967

Sources Nyrop, op. cit., p. 334.

United States mission arrives in July to
determine Saudi requirements for military
equipment and training.

First United States military training mission
arrives in April.

Dhahran airfield completed.

Dhahran Airbase Agreement and Mutual Defense
Assistance Agreement signed June 18.

Agreement to establish United States military
mission signed June 27,

Saudi purchase in August first United States
tanks and subsequently reject Soviet arms offer.
Dhahran Airbase Agreement renewed in February in
erchange for continued military assistances
training starts for Royal Saudi Air Force and
first F.86 jets delivered.

United States Air Force interceptors temporarily
stationed in Dhahran as deterent after Egypt
bombs three Saudi towns in Januaryi Baudis
initiate discussions for acquisition of modern
air defense system.

Agreement signed June S for United States Corps
of Engineers to supervise construction of
military facilities. Initial sales contract for
C-138 aircraft signed in September. Letter of
intent signed with Roytheon in December for Hawk
Air Defense Bystem and British Lightrnings.

Sauwdi Arabia mobility programme signed.
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Chapter Three

S5AUDI~AMERICAN RELATIONS ON SECURITY

Historically, the Middle East has always been of
strategic importance because of its location at the
Junction of three continents, Asia, Africa, and Europe.
Moreover, it is situated on the Soviet Union’'s southern
border. Saudi Arabia, by virtue of its large area and its
location, dominates the region. It occuplies a vital
position in regard to the Arabian Gulf, the Red Sea, and
the Indian Ocean. It commands the western coasts of the
Arabian Gulf, the eastern coasts of the Red Sea and it is
not far from the Indian Ocean in the south. It is also
close to th?ee strategic waterways, the Strait of Hormuz,
the Buez Canal, and the Btrait of Bab-al-Mandeb.

0il bhas further enhanced the significance of the area,
particularly for the United States. Before the 1978's,
American companies produced 24% of Iragi oil, S@% of
Kuwaiti oil, 40% of Iranian oil, and 100% of Saudi oil. Ry
the end of the decade, the United States was importing
almost SBL of its petroleum, of which some 34% came from
the Bulf region.

British and American intereste had been in competition
in the area for a long time, but the region first came to
the attention of the Western world in general, and the
United States in particular, when, in January 19248, the

British government announced its plans to withdraw from
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East of Suez three years later. As a result, both local
powers, {(Iraqg, Iran, Baudi Arabia, and the small Gulf
states,) and international interests, (the United States
and the Western world,) focussed on filling the so-called
vacuuwn created by the British decision.

For the United States, the British plans to withdraw
were badly timed, as it was deeply involved in the Vietnam
war. For the Saudi government, it meant becoming more
involved in regional affairs and adopting active policies
to maintain regional stability and Saudi security in
particul ar.

This chapter considers Saudi internal and external
secuwity, Saudi and American interests, threats to the

kingdom, and American and Baudi policy. Finally, it will

examine if there was in fact any American commitment to

defend Saudil Arabia.

The coming into existence of the kingdom in 1932 was,
as we have seen, the result of tribal conflict in the Arab

peninsula. The great powers, and particularly Britain, were
more interested in the Gulf coasts than they had been in
the desert interior of the peninsula, and played no part in
the establishment of the kingdom. Although Britain had some
agreements with the SBaudi family and with Al Sharif
Hussein, King of Hejaz, Saudi success stemmed from internal
tribal facéors rather than from any Eritish support. The

nature of the establishment of Saudi authority made Ibn

Saud mistrust the British dominant role in the area and her
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allies, the Hashemite family, HMe therefore awarded oil
concessions to American rather than British companies,
believing that the United GBtates had no interest whatsoever
in the peninsula’s internal affairs. He then urged the oil
companies to put more pressuwe on the American government
to play a role in counter-balancing British influence in
the area.

Ibn Saud was more concerned with establishing the
internal stability of his kingdom than with seeking a
regional or international role for it. In the 1930's, he
put a stop to Wahhabi attempts to disseminate their faith
beyond the peninsula. One of hig priorities was to found a
stable internal security on loyal tribes and moderate
religious men (imams) in order to make them his means of
implementing internal policy decisions. He left the country
only once, to meet President Roosevelt in Egypt.

Moreover, his policy on Arab problems was a reflection
of his fears of a Hashemite threat. His concern, therefore,
over the Palestinian issue arose from his belief that
Prince Abdullah wanted to annex part of Palestine to the
Transjordan emirate, (which indeed proved to be true.)
Above all else he did not want to see his neighbour in a
position of strength.

When King Saud succeeded his father in 1953, the
situation in the area had evolved in such a way as to force
Saudi Arabia to become more involved in Arab affairs. This
was due firetly to the prominent role of radical Arab
nationalists, (such as Nasser and the Ba’'ath Party)g

secondly, to the decline of British influence in the areaj
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and thirdly to the increase in oil revenue to the oil-

producing countries of the Middle East.

Not only did the king lack experience and capability,
but his policies were also inconsistent, leading him to
cooperate with Nasser during the Suez crisis, only to fall

out with him in 1987 and align himself with the United

Gtates once again.

Baud was toppled by his brother Faisal in 1962. More

enperienced and capable than Saud, Faisal was the only one

to resist Arab nationalism.

In addition to this, in 1947, the EBritish withdrew

from South Yemen, leaving it under the control of the

National Front, which established the pro—-8Boviet People’'s

Democratic Republic of Yemen.

In the aftermath of the 1967 b-day war, (in which

Saudi Arabia did not take part,) the following factors
proved to be vital to Saudi Arabia. Firstly, the Israeli
occupation of Sinai meant that the Al-Agaba Gulf was under

Israeli control and consequently the Baudi Bipnafair and

Tiran Islands were under Israeli domination. Secondly, the

Israeli occupation of East Jerusalem, the third holy place

of Islam, was of paramount importance, given the Saudi

ppolicy of protecting Islam. Thirdly, the defeat of the Arab

states was followed by the build-up of Arab forces, in

which the Saudi kingdom was bound to participate, as well
as developing its own limited military capabilities.
Finally, the war had strengthened radical moveménts in the
Arab world, hence the rapid increase in dependence on the

Soviet Union in the field of armament in Egypt, Syria, and



Irag in particular. Those states imported highly
sophisticated weapons in comparison with the limited
capabilities of the Saudi army.?

In January 1968, the British government announced its
intention to withdraw from East of Suez in 1971. This
brought to an end the period during which Baudi Arabia
believed that the Eritish presence in the Gulf was
sufficient to protect its eastern oilfields as well as its
water-~ways, and the strait of Hormuz in particular.®

It must be appreciated that although 8S8audi Arabia
occupied a distinguished international position in the
early 1970's, this did not mean that it wielded any real
power, The predominant concern with security still
constituted the prilority of Saudi policy. The main factors
underlying Baudi fears were the following:

" - In terms of population and military might, Saudi

Arabia remains a small power by Middle East standards.

" ~ Regional instability threatens Saudi Arabia

directly and indirectly.

" ~ The United States-Sauwdi relationship, long relied

upon by Saudi leaders to enhance the kingdom's

security, is being called into guestion.

" -~ The Boviet Union is developing positions of

strength around Saudi Arabia ... South Yemen,
Ethiopia, as well as Libya and Syria."™

Internal Secuwrity

This complicated situation drove Baudi Arabia to adopt

P Noyves, James H., The Clouded lLens: Fersian Gulf Security

andgd tinited States Folicy, California: Haver
Institution Fublications, Stanford University, 1979,
o E7.

= tnited States Department of State, INR Conference on
Sawdi Arabia, September 22, 1981, p. 1.

= Gee Cottrell, Alvin J. "British Withdrawal from the
Fersian Gulf", Military Review, Vol. 50, No. 6, 1270.
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a policy which depended basically on its great wealth and
its friendship with the United States and its euploitation
of the call for "Arab Solidarity and the Defense of Islam”
to pursue King Faisal ‘s policies. However, Baudi Arabia did
not neglect alternative strategies, such as increasing its
military power. The main aim of Saudi policy remained
"assuring the defense and internal security of the
kingdom,"“* which implied above all protecting the rule of
the Saudi royal family.

It is important not to underestimate the difficulties
inherent in achieving this goal in the Arabian East,
despite Saudi success in doing so, difficulties which arose
from the great changes in the area since World War II,
which came close to touching the Saudi royal family.

What then were the internal threats which endangered
the kingdom's security?

During the 1978's, such threats stemmed from within
the royal family; from the nature of the structure of Saudi
authority itself; and from the tribes. In addition the
rapid modernization which the kingdom had relu;tantly
witnessed had led to the emergence of a new social group of
technical and military staff, which was demanding
participation in political affairs.

In the 1968's an acute crisis within the royal family

over numerous issues, including modernization and relations

4 Fingdom of Saudi Arabia, Development Flan (1975-1980),
Central Flanning Organization, 1975, p. 1.
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with the United S5tates,” resulted in some of the Saudi
princes, ammngs£ them Prince Talal Ibn Abdul Aziz,
emigrating to Egypt.® Moreover the conflict between Saud
and Faisal Abdul Aziz’'s sons lasted for a considerable
period. We have already noted (see chapter one) that
although the mechanism of decision—-taking within the royal
family is unkpown, it is clear that some members wield more
power than others in such matters as ending disputes. Hence
the containment of the crisis to within the family, and
hence also the peaceful transition of power to King khalid
in the wake of Faisal's assassination. During the 1970's,
however, it must be said that differences within the royal
family were few.

The tribal nature of the Saudi political system is
such that one of the tribes must emerge as more
influential, wealthy and powerful than the others. The
bedouin nature of the tribes, their non—identification with
territory and their belligerent nomadism, inclined them to
resist authority, particularly that of another tribe.
Moreover, the Saudis were pressing on with their policy of

isolating some of the tribes in Asir and the eastern area,

W United States Congress, House of Representatives,
Zommittee on Foreign Affairs, Saudi Arabia and the
United States, the New Context in an Evolving Special
Felationship, Report, August 1981. Washington D.C.:
U.8. Government Frinting Office, 1981, p. 20.
(Subsequently referred to as U.8. Congress, Baudi
Arabia and the United States.) Also McNacher, Thomas
o Arms _and 0il, United States Military Strateqy and
the Persian Gulf, Washington: The Brookings Institute,
1985, p. 19.

4 lLackner, op. cit., pp. 21, 93.




together with the tribes who supported Al Rashid for
religious and Histmrical reasons. ”

Ine of the aims of the five-year plan 1975-1988 was to
"foster social stability under circumstances of rapid
social change."® This rapid social change had led to &
confrontation between the traditional holders of power,
(certain members of the royal family, imams, and the
bedouwin sheikhs,) and a new aspiring class, which emerged
from the development of the kingdom, particularly during
the 1970's. These new figures, {(principally technocrats and
military officers,) were ambitioué to play a part in the
political process and to benefit from a redistribution of
wealth.” It must be remembered that to this day Baudi
Arabia has no constitution and no parliament, and that
political parties and trade unions are not recognized.

The royal family was not blind to the fact that the
political upheavals in Egypt, Iraq, Syria, Libya, and
Yemen werekled by military officers. It therefore expected
that a military coup would be attempted in the 197@'s,
although technically it had complete control of the
expanded army. In the face of this apparent threat, the
Saudi authorities arrested several hundred officers,

particularly from within the airforce, which they suspected

7 Cordesman, Anthony H., The Gulf and the Search for
Strategic Stability. Saudi Arabia, the Military
Balance in the Gulf, and the Trends in_the Arab-—
Israeli Military Balance, Colorado: Westview Press,
1984, p. 230.

® Eingdom of Saudi Arabia, op. cit., p. 1.

? Eilts, Hermann, "Secwity Considerations in the Persian
Gulf,” International Secuwity, Fall 1980, Vol. 5, No.
2, p. 983 McMNacher, op. cit., p. 94.
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of acting againgt nationallatability, {(such as in plots to
overthrow the government in 1969 and 1977.)2

The other elements of the new social group,
technocrats for example, were equally significant. In the
United Btates alone, there were more than 13,000 Saudi
students in the years 1978-79. Every year, between 2,500
and 3,000 Saudi students return home having graduated from
well—-known American universities.®? They play no part in
the political process, but they do share in the wealth of
the country. They are also the social group most influenced
by opposition movements echoing Nasserite and Ba'athist
political calls for an Arab homeland, which have some
influence in certain areas, such as Hejaz and the eastern
region.*=

Despite all these factors Baudi Arabia was successful
in striking a balance by which it ensured domestic security
and maintained the power of the royal family. The means by
which this was achieved was the National BGuard, known as
the "White Army," the garrisons of which are located a
small distance from towns. The National Guard was renocwned
for its complete loyalty to the royal family. This loyalty
might not be unnconnected to the fact that it consists of
individuals and tribes who were always loyal to the Saud
family: its officers are sons of tribal sheikhs, and to be
nominated for the National Guard is a reward for service

and the position the individual holds in his tribe.®™

1@ Cordesman, op.cit., pp. 138, 2273 Nyrop, op. cit., p-.
F44.

1: Balama, op. tit., p. 128.

12 Gee lLackner, op, cit., pp. 929-100.

1% Salama, op. cit.

parelt - -0 Y



1@7

In 1973, members of the National Guard numbered 3,500.
They then rose to 26,000 in 1974, fell to 16,000 in 19795,

only to rise once more to 20,000 in 1976, and 35,000 in

1977. There followed the same fluctuation to 20,000 in

1978, and back to 35,000 in 1979.*4

This apparent variation could be accounted for by the
fact that it was entirely up to the sheikhs to declare the

numbers according to which they received salaries. It was

common knowledge, including amongst the government, that

thousands of so-called guard members had no connection

whatsoever with the National Guard, and the authorities

were lenient in verifying the numbers. This would explain

the reduction in declared numbers in 1975, the year in

which King Faisal was assassinated.

A far as the role of the Natiopal Buard is concerned,
a publication by official American sources suggests that it
played a major part in the failure of the 1949 attempted
coup. It goes on to state that the National Guard

"econtinued in the mid-70's to be an effective defender of

the security of the state.”"?®

But in reality, the situation was radically different

to that which existed when Ibn Sauwd was in power, and

events were to prove the authors of the book over-

optimistic. The Guard failed to intervene in Mecca, for

exampley, in & plot intended basically to overthrow the

royal regime, and attempts to modernize the National Guard

24 The International Institute for Strategic Studies, The
Military BHalance (19468-1949) and similarly to (1279~
1989) , London: 1968 to 1979.

19 Nyrop, op. cit., p. 339.
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under the supervision of various American administrations

failed to succeed in promoting their stabilizing role.

External threats

Saudi attitudes towards foreign powers, regional and
international, were shaped by the overriding objective of
maintaining the stability of the kingdom and protecting the
rule of the Saudi royal family. Thus the strength of Baudi
ties with other countries depended on their connection with
internal Saudi stability. During the Nasser era, for
example, Egypt was & major source of threat because of its
influence within the kingdom: there were many pro-—
Nasserites in Baudi Arabia and indeed within the royal
family itself. Bimilarly, during the period under study,
1948 to 1978, the Sauwdi perception of an Iraqi threat
atemmed from the fact that the Ba'ath Arab Socialist Party,
which came to power in Irag in 1968, had a secret
organization inside Saudi Arabia.*® The Saudi government
believed the same to be true of the Feople'’'s Democratic
Republic of Yemen (FDRY). It is a fact that the
increasingly strong position of such states around the
kingdom was encouwraging radical nationalist tendencies
inside SBaudi Arabia.

This inter-relationship between internal stability and
enternal threat shaped the focus of Saudi foreign policy in
the 1970's, witness the location of Saudi military bases. A

major base was built in the south, near the Yemeni border,

re ackner, op. cit., p. 18%.



109

(at Khamis Mishet,) and an even bigger one in the north-
east, near the Iraqi border, (the King Khalid Military
Citya)

In reality, the kingdom was not subjected to any
external attack, with the exception of one from South Yemen
(FDRY) in 19469, but Iraqg, North and South Yemen, Iran, the
Soviet Union and Israel were all perceived as a source of
threat.

The collapse of the Iragqi Hashemite family and the
declaration of a Republic in 1958 produced tensions between
Irag and Saudi Arabia, which continued throughout the 60°'s
and 70's. The Baudis felt threatened by Iragq’s important
position to the north of the kingdom, together with the
fact that - according to the standards of the area — Iragq
had strong military forces, equipped with sophisticated
weapons from the Soviet Union. Saudi fears deepened when
the Ba'ath Arab Socialist Party came to power in 1968,
creating what the Saudis considered to be a socialist state
with radical ideology, threatening Saudi stability,*?” and
indeed Iraq played an important part in the politics of the
area in the 1970's, supporting revolutionary movements in
the Bulf and Arablan peninsula.?® For its part, the EBa’ 'ath
Farty labelled the Saudi royal family, "the tools of

imperialism" in the region.*® Irag was impervious to so-

17 Dycus, Billy L. and Fiorillo, Joseph A., &n

United States Foreign Military Sales to Saudi Arabia,
unpublished thesis, U.8. Air Force, Air University
Ohio, 1977, p. 43.

18 ), 8, Congress, Saudi Arabia and the United States, p.7.

12 The Arab Baath Socialist Party, The 19268 Revolution in
Iraq, Experience and Prospects, The Folitical Report
of the Eighth Regional Congress, Januwary 1974, London:
Ithaca Fress, 1979, p. 131.
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called "Riyal diplomacy", thanks to its own o0il wealth, its
military capability, and its political heritage. There was
some improvement, however, in relations between the two
countries in the second half of the 1970's, mainly as a
result of the ¥ soclution of border problems. Despite this,
the fear of an Iragi threat remained and the plan to build
the King Khalid military base near the Iraqi border was
retained.

Iran, located on the other side of the Bulf, had a
larger population and was superior to Saudi Arabia in
economic and military resources. It played an active role
in the area, particularly after the British withdrawal from
the Gulf. It persisted in its claim to Bahrain and occupied
three small islands, (the two Tumbs and Abu Musa,) in 1971.
Despite the fact that both Iran and Baudi Arabia aligned
themselves with the United States, Saudi Arabia mistrusted
the increasing role of Iran in the region. The United
States, on the other hand, discounted any Iranian threat
towards Saudi Arabia, considering rather that in protecting
Western interests in the area, Iran was also protecting
Baudi Arabia. In 1979, Cord Meyer, a former CIA official,
enpressed this view as follows:

"The disintegration of the Iranian army is seen as an

accomplished fact that has already caused a seismic

shift in the power balance throughout the entire
region. For many years, Iran’'s army served to keep in
check Iragi ambitions against Israel and Kuwait,
protected the Bultan of Oman against the Dhofar
guerillas armed by South Yemen and reassured Badat in

Egypt and the Saudi princes."=®

Henry Kissinger echoed this view when he wrote:

=@ Nixon, Richard, The Real War, London: Sidgwick and
Jackson, 1981, p. 2.
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"The Shah absorbed the energies of radical Arab
neighbows to prevent them from threatening the
moderate regimes in Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and the
Perslian Bulf."=2
Saudl MArabia did not share this point of view and
mistrusted the Iranian role on the Arabian side of the
Bulf, especially in Oman and the small Emirates. When
Iranian troops finally put a stop to revolutionary
activities in Dhofar, Prince Fahd, after a long silence,
stated:
"Gaudi Arabia opposes any outside interference by any
party in the Sultanate of Oman. The Bultanate must be
left to manage its own affairs without outside
interference.”"==
This said, the part played by Iran in keeping a check on
Iragi ambitions in the area was accepted, if not
encouwaged, by Saudi Arabia, which is why the latter did
nothing to further the Iran—Iraq rapprochement of 1975.
The Yemen Arab Republic (North Yemen) has the largest
population in the Arab peninsula. For a long time it was
well~known as an extreme conservative state. It was
involved in a lengthy dispute with Saudi Arabia over the

Asir area, which Baudi Arabia occupied in 1934. To this

day, there is a widespread belief in the Yemen that the

, bccupation was illegal.

In 1962, the Yemeni monarchy was overthrown and a
republic established. The revolution was led by nationalist
officers with Egyptian support, which turned into
widespread Egyptian penetration. The conflict between

monarchist and republican forces continued until 19467, when

2 Hissinger, Henry, White House Years, Boston: Little,
Brown and Co., 1979, p. 1262,

=2 |l ackner, op. cit., p. 127, from Al-Rai al a’'m, Kuwait,
November 20, 19795.
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Egyptian forces withdrew after their defeat in the war of
June 1967. Despite the continuation of the republican
regime, a balance of power of sorts was reached between
monarchists and republicans.

North Yemen did actually vioclate Saudi security, with
Egyptian aircraft attacking Saudi villages on several
occasions, This threat diminished after the 19608°'s,
however, basically because Nasser was unable to continue to
support the republican forces, and because of his
dependence on Saudi aid to rebuild his army.

North Yemen itself.also became dependent on Baudi aid.
Nevertheless, it maintaimped its ties with the Soviet Union,
which continued to supply it with arms,* despite its good

relations with the United States and the strength of Saudi

influence in the republic. The Saudi government, however,

continued to feel under threat form North Yemen, mainly
because any new dispute might revive the Yemeny claim to
Asir, and because the loyalty of the northern tribes could
not be entirely counted on.®% Hence the Baudi military base
near the Yemeni border.

Even so, the threat from North Yemen remained limited
in comparison to that from South Yemen, from which Britain
withdrew in 1947 after more than a century of occupation.
The National Liberation Front (NLF) came to power and
declared the People's Democratic Republic of Yemen (FDRY),
espousing the cause of nationalism and adopting Marxist
ideology, the only state in the peninsula to do s0. The new

republic had good relations with the People's Republic of

o MoNacher, op. cit., p. 109.
ma Ibhid, p. 117.
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Chima until the beginning of the 1970's, when its ties with
the Soviet Union became stronger. The latter had no
permanent bases in Bouth Yemen, but it had use of the
facilities of the port of Aden and of Yemeni airports. More
than 5,000 Soviet, East BGerman, and Cuban military
personnel were stationed in Bouth Yemen, and the army and
security forces were equipped by the Soviet Union.=9
Folitical conflict between the PDRY regime and Saudi Arabia
ensued, the latter viewing the former as a political threat
because of its Marxist ideology. Baudi Arabi% tried to
moderate South Yemen’'s policies by the well-tried means of
financial aid, but with only limited success.

In 1969, there occurred a military clash, in which the
Saudi government succeeded in countering a Yemeni attack,
thanks to the support of British and Pakistani pilots.

Before the establishment of the kingdom of Saudi
Arabia, in January 19246, the Soviet Union had established
diplomatic relations with Ibn Saud. The two countries’
bilateral relations lasted until 1937 when the Soviet
government recalled its diplomatic mission. From that time
to this, there have been no relations between the two
governments, despite the fact that many conservative
regimes in the area do have diplomatic relations with the
Soviet Union, (Libya and Yemen since 1955 and 1956
respectively, Jordan and Kuwait since 1963, and the United

Arab Emirates since 1971.)=é
The Soviet Union’'s influence in the area beéan with

the sale of arms to Egypt in 1935, at a time when Saudi

2w javey, op. Git., p. 448: New York Times, April 19, 1981.
=a Galama, op. cit., pp. 286287, 290.
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Arabia had good relations with Nasser. Saudi Arabia’s
attitude to the Boviet Union was not made public until
April 1957, when King Saud visited the United States,
supported the Eisenhower doctrine, and stated that the
security of the Middle East was threatened by Communism.
This position has been held up to the present day. Saudi
Arabia took this stand against communists because they "do
not believe in God."®” In the words of King Faisal -

"Dar enemies are first Communism, then Zionism, and

finally Imperialism, Communism is Zionism's first son.

The Jews invented Communism. Communism fights the

Arabes, for they created Israel."=®
This link of Communism with Zionism does not reflect a
failure to understand either, but rather an attempt to
encité nationalist and religious feeling against the Soviet
Union. Communism did not after all prevent the SBaudis from
establishing relations with the Soviet Union in the 20°'s
when Ibn Saud and his followers had equally strong
religious convictions.

The nature of the perceived Soviet threat remained
veiled in the statement guoted above for several reasons.
Firstly, such is the nature of Baudi foreign policys
secondly, it was clear to Saudi leaders that Saudi Arabia
had no ébility to counter any Soviet aggressioni and
thirdly, if aggression were to occur, it would lead to
full-scale war between the two superpowers.

Jamea D. Noyes, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Near Eastern, African and South Asian Affairs, was more

explicits

- ir g

Araby Repor-t and Record, 1-15% December, 1972, p. 584.
=8 Des Jardins, Thierry, "Saudi Arabia Next in Line to
Revolution”", Atlas, September 1970, p. 31i.
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"The Boviet Union does not represent a threat in terms
of potential immediate overt military action. In terms
of desire to increase influence, to possibly assist
subversion in the area, ... to take other actions
detrimental to the stability of the area, I would not
want to exclude those threats."=%
In fact, duwring the 1970's, a Soviet presence became
increasingly apparent around the Saudi kingdom. The Soviet
Union maintained a naval presence in the Indian Ocean, and
used military facilities in South Yemen and Somalia. It
assisted Iraqg, North and South Yemen, Somalia and Ethiopia,
after communist coups and all in all gained significantly
in political, economic, and military influence in the
region. @

This spread of influence presented a genuine threat to
Western and Saudi interests. The Soviet Union’s support of
the radical states in the area bolstered radical
nationalist movements which in turn jeopardized the
stability of the conservative states, especially Saudi
Arabia, the most conservative regime in the Middle East.

The Communist movement, actively exploited by the
Soviet Union in the area, was not represented in Saudi
Arabia. A Marxist organisation known as the Popular
Democratic Farty existed, but was not active in the Arabian

peninsula, nor did it receive support from the Soviet

Union.>=2

=7 U.5. Congress, The FPersian Gulf 1975, p. 100,

=@ For omore details on the Soviet Union’'s presence and
influence in the area see HMalliday, Fred, Threat from
the East? Soviet FPolicy from Afghanistan _and Iran to
the Horn of Africa, Great Britain: FPenguin Books,
1982, p. 843 and Adie, W. 0il, Folitics, and
Superpowers The Indian Ocean Vortex, New York:
National Information Center Inc., 1973, p. 3.

= Lackner, op. cit., p. 109,
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The Saudi government considered that Israeli activity
threatened the stability of the area, and that any
instability would create opportunities for the Soviet Union
to increase its influence in the Middle East still
further.=»=

The Israeli threat to Sauwdi territory was, however,
considered a relatively minor one, despite the Israeli
ocoupation of two Saudi islands during the 1967 war. This
point of view is implied in the following:

"The Baudis insist that they intend to use the planes

to defend their own airspace with bases at Dhahran to

cover the Persian Gulf Dilfields, at Taif to protect

Mecca and Jeddah, and at kKhamis Mushayt near the

hostile regime of South Yemen.'®=
One commentator has interpreted this as meaning that
neither Saudi Arabia nor the United States "could say that
defense mainly meant defense against Israel, so both the
Saudis and the administration spoke airily of possible
threats from Irag, South Yemen and Ethiopia.”™% The Saudi
government, however, told the United States that "the

threat from Israel (was) not their primary security

concern, ' W

== United States Department of State, Saudi Ferceptions of
the International Environment. Faper prepared by
William E. Guandt to the INR Conference on Saudi
Arabia, October 26, 1781, p. 2.

ional Guarterly., Weekly Report, Vol. XXXVI, No.
14, 8 Oprild 1978, p. 838.

=4 Howe, Russell Warren, Weapons: the International Game of
Arms, Money and Diplomacy, London: Abacus, 1981, p.
HeG.

=9 United States Department of Commerce, General‘ﬁccounting
Office, Critical Factors Affecting Saudi Arabia’'s 0il

: Washington D.C.: W.8. Government Frinting

Office, 1978, p. 33, (Subseguently referred to as U.S.

Department of Commerce, Critical Factors Affecting

Sauwdi Arabia’'s Qil Decisions.)
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In effect, the real threat to Baudi Arabia was the
possibility of & fifth round in the Arab-Israeli conflict,
which would strengthen the influence of the radical

nationalist Arabs and of the Soviet Union.

American and Saudi interests

We have already shown how American interests in Saudi
Arabia went back to the 1930°'s, when Ibn Saud granted oil
concessions to American companies. Thelr activities were
private and remained so for more than four decades.
American administrations considered the area to be a
British political influence zone and that British
arrangements were sufficient to protect Western interests
in it.

For its part, Saudi Arabia tried to develop its ties
with the United States and to extend them to other fields,
including political and military. It failed, however, in
its main objective, which was to obtain an American
commitment to its security.

During the period under consideration, 1948 to 1978,
Ccore American interests in the area were oil and the need
to counter the influence of the Soviet Union. For the Saudi
Arabian government on the other hand, foremost interests
were the kingdom's security, and reducing the influence of
the Boviet Union and of radical states in the area. All the
two countries’ mutual interests derived from these.

Such mutual interests were as follow: the guaranteed

flow of il to the United Btates, West Europe and Japang
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containment of the influence of the Soviet Uniong
containment of nationalist ideology and influencey
enhancement of Saudi defense capabilitiesy promotion of the
internal security and stability of the kingdom and of other
nations in the area friendly to the United States;
encouragenent of cooperation between the conservative
states to maintain the region’s stability; achievement of a
peaceful solution to the Arab-Israsli conflicty and
continuing improvement of American-Saudi economic and
commercial ties.

The other major American commitment was to the
survival of the state of Israel. While Saudi Arabia had no
objection to the existence of Israel, it differed from the
United S8tates in how best to achieve a peaceful resolution
of the Arab-Israeli conflict. (See Chapter Five.)

011 and its continuing flow to the United States and
the industrialized world was the primary mutual interest.
In his testimony before the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
House of Representatives, in 1972, Joseph Bisco, Assistant
Secretary of State, stated: "Obviously, 0il is & very, very
vital part of this entire area, and certainly vital in
terms of the economies of our NATO allies and our friend
East of Suez."®& In the same year the Department of State

defined the region’'s oil as being of indirect American

o United Btates Congress, House of Representatives,
Committee on Foreign Affairs, The United States
Interests in_and Folicy towards the Fersian. Gulf.
Hearing before the Subcommittee on the Near East and
South Asia, 93%3rd Congress, 1st session, 1973.
Washington D.C.: U.8. Government Frinting Office,
1972, p. 2. (Bubsequently referred to as U.S.
Congress, The United States Interests in and Policy
towards the Fersian Gulf.)
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strategic interest, because it was vital to the American
allies.™” In 1973, the Department of Btate further stated
that il must be available "at reasonable prices and in
sufficient quantities."™® Alfred Atherton, Assistant
Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian
Affalrs, echoed this in 1974, when he spoke of "maintaining
access to the area’'s oil at reasonable prices,">%
Similarly, Henry M. Jackson, Chairman of the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources, Senate, in 1977: "These
supplies must be continuous and they must be available at
prices which do as little damage to the United Btates
economy as possible.”*® In February 1978, Secretary of
Defense Harold Brown saids:s "Because the area is the world’'s
greatest souwrce of oil, the security of the Middle East and
the Persian Gulf cannot be separated from ouwr security and

that of NATO and ow allies in Asia. "4t

7 United States Department of State, "Background Study of
the Fersian Gulf Area 1972." In U.S5. Congress, The
United States Interests in and Folicy towards the
Fersian Gulf, p. 139,

=8 nited States Congress, House of Representatives,
Committee on Foreign Affairs, hNew Ferspectives on the
Fersian Gulf. Hearing before the Subcommittee on the
Mear East and South Asia, 23rd Congress, 1st session,
19735, Washington D.C.: WLE. Government Printing
Office, 1274, p. 2. {(Bubsequently referred to as U.S5.
Congress, New Ferspectives on the Persian Gulf.)

=P inited Stales Congress, House of Representatives,
Committee on Foreign Affairs, The Fersian Gulf 1974:
Money, Folitics, Arms and FPower. Hearing before the
Subcommittee on the Near East and South Asia, 93rd
Congress, 2nd session, 1974, Washington D.C.: U.S.
Government Frinting Office, 1975, p. 63. (Subsequently
referred to as WU.85. Congress, The Fersian Gulf 1974.)

am 8. Congress, Access te Oil, p. 8.

41 United States Department of Defense, Office of Assistant
Becretary of Defense, Fublic Aftfairs, News Release.

3 srepared for delivery by the Honorable Harold

@W-.;:m§écretary of Defense, to the Los Angeles World
Affairs Council, Februwary 2@, 1978, p. 3.




Following the Arab oil embargo of 1973, despite
numerous plans to reduce American consumption, the United
States became increasingly dependent on the region’s oil.
In 1973, United States oil imports were 5.5 million barrels
per day, of which about 0.6 million were from Baudi Arabia.
Five years later, imports had risen to 8.4 million barrels
per day, of which 1.3 million from Saudi Arabia. In fact,
with the largest proven reserves of oil in the world, and
as the largest oil exporter, whose production made up
nearly 20% of the oil available on the free market, the
importance of Saudi Arabia to the industrialized world, and
to the United States in particular, cannot be overstated.

Clearly, Saudi Arabia also had an interest in
maintaining the flow of its oil to the United States. In
1972, Ahmad Zaki Yamani, Saudi oil minister, called for an
agreement with the United States to "guarantee the United
States a continuous flow of oil."**® After the 1973 oil
crisis, Yamani called for cooperation between producers and
consumers, because - "no one group of countries, let alone
one country, can hope to solve its problems in isolation
from the rest of the world."s>

Next to oil, and closely related to it, were
comnercial and economic interests. Saudi Arabia gradually
became an important market for American goods and
services.?*? According to Joseph Sisco, "Beyond oil, there

is the guestion of markets for American industry. There is

4% The Middle East Institute, World Enerqy Demands and the
Middle East, Washington D.C.: 1272, Part I, p. 99.

43 Yamani, Ahmad Zaki, "0il: Toward a new Froducer-Consumer
Relationship,"” The World Today, Movember 1974, p. 483,

44 Gordon, Maray, Conflict in_the Fersian Gulf, New York:
Facts on File, 1981, p. 23.




a great need and desire for American technology and
expertise.”"*” A SBaudi income increased, (jumping from $8.7
billion in 1973, to $39.2 billion in 1974,) so
opportunities for American imports also grew. By 1978,
Saudi Arabia had become the seventh largest market in the
world for United States exports. In fact, the Baudi Arabian
economy was of great importance because "the value of its
accumul ated financial surpluses have been tied to the
fortunes of the world economy in general and the United
States economy in particular."<®

The other main American interest was maintaining the
region’'s security and stability by strengthening the
internal security and stability of the friendly states in
the area. In 1975, Joseph Sisco told the Special
Subcommittes on Investigations of the Committee on
International Relations, House of Representatives, that one
of the United States main policy objectives was "support
for collective security and stability in the region"-47 He
also stated that the United.Btates would help Saudi Arabia
"to achieve several objectives which they see as critical
to their own defense and stability."#®

Manifestly, Saudi Arabia shared this interest. In
1976, the hkingdom normalized its relations with South Yemen
to "guarantee the secuwrity and stability of the Arab

peninsula."*? Indeed, it was "greatly concerned about its

4w .8, Congress, The United States Interests in-and Folicy
towards the Fersian Gulf, p. 8.

ad .8, Congress, Saudi Arabia and the United States, p.
27 .

47 8. Congress, The Fersian Gulf 1975, p. 9.

48 Ihid, p. 11.

4% keesing's Contemporary Archives, May 7, 1976, p. 27712,




security,®® and its stated primary objective remained
"assuring the defense and internal security of the
kingdom, "=2

Containment or indeed reduction of the Soviet Union's
influence was for the United States a global objective, but
as far as the Middle East was concérned it was shared by
BSaudi Arabia. In addition, when the flow of Saudi o0il came
to be regarded by the United Btates as "a national
interest","® the reduction of Soviet presence and
influence became yet more important to America. In a
statement before the Subcommittee on the Near East and
South Asia of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, James
Noyes, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense stated that
one of the American interests in the area was "to contain
Soviet military power within its borders."®® For Saudi
Arabia, religious convictions lay behind this interest. The
Saudi Arabian Minister of State for Foreign Affairs said in
1972, "We cannot have relations with nations that do not
believe in God."=4

In summary, the mutual objectives of the United States
and Saudi Arabia were protecting oil and ensuring its
supply for the industrial Western world, reversing or
reducing the SBoviet influence in the area, finding a

peaceful solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict, and finally

wa .S, Congress, The FPersian Gulf 1275, p. 11.

#1 Eingdom of Saudi Srabia, op. cit., p. 1.

w2 Miblock, Tim, "Can the Gulf State Remove the
Superpower?" (Arabic), in Farid, Abdel Majid and
others, Qil and security in the Arab Gulf, London:
Arab Research Centre, 19282, p. 240.

=5 (L8, Congress, New FPerspectives on_the Fersian Gulf, p.
29,

w4 Mreab Report and Record, 1-15% December, 1972, p. 584.




supporting conservative regimes in the area, in order to

safeguard its security and stability.

American FPolicy

Frrior to the beginning of the 1978's, the United
States had no specific policy towards the Gulf and Arabian
peninsula. William Quandt, former staff member and later
Head of the Middle East Office in the United States
National 8Secuwity Council, stated:

"In the late 1960°'s, American policy-makers began to

think about one area of the Middle East where there

had been little previous involvement, namely, the

Fersian—Arab Gulf,"ss
This occurred as a result of the British decision to
withdraw its military presence from East of Suez at the end
of 1971. There is no doubt that this decision, announced in
January 19468, came at a difficult time for the United
States, deeply involved as it was in the Vietnam war, which
was developing in such a way that the American Congress and
public would oppose any direct United States involvement in
the area. The day after the announcement, Mike Mansfield,
Benate majority leader, said:

"I am sorry the British felt they were forced to take

this step because I am certain we will be asked to

fill the vacuum east of Suez. I don’'t know how we can

do it, because I don’'t think we have the men or the
resources for it."®e

W uandt, William, tUnited States Felicy in _the Middle
East: Constraints and Choices: The Rand Corporation,
February 1970, p. 74. Herman Eilts, American
Ambassador to Saudi Arabia from 19465 to 1970 is of the
same opinion. See his article, "Security
Considerations in the FPersian Gulf,"” International
Security, Fall 19868, Vol. 5, No. 2, p. 103.

e Washington Fost, Januwary 17, 1968.

o
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The HEritish decision to disengage was therefore "most
unwelcome", creating as it did an opportunity for the
SBoviet Union to fill the ensuing so-called "power

vacuum. "¥?” Some officials and congressmen in fact believed
that the regional powers, Iran and other BGulf States, would
£fill the gap,™” but the Department of State’'s view, as
stated at a hearing before the Special House Subcommittee

on Investigation by Joseph Bisco, was that

"the Eritish are getting out, and we have a huge void
here, and we have two alternatives. One would be for
the United States to try to fill the void directly ...
the second alternative was to try to help the people
of the region to help themselves so we can stay out. I
happen to believe that this is one policy which is

working. " e
In fact, the situation which had arisen after the &~
day war in any case made an "imperial presence"” in the

region inappropriate. This was the main reason for the

British withdrawal, despite the British government’'s
statement that their decision was taken on economic -

grounds. Direct American involvement in the region would

B7 {nited States Congress, House of Representatives,
Committee on Armed Services, Review of the Vietnam
Conflict and its Impact on United States Military
Commitments Abroad. Report of the Special Subcommittee
on National Defense Fosture, 2@0th Congress, 2nd
sess5ion. Washington D.CL: U.S. Government Printing
MfFice, 1969, p. &4,

TR nited States Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign
Relations, Executive Agreements with Fortugal and
Habhrain. Hearing, 22nd Congress, 2nd session. 1972.
Washington D.C.2 U.8. Government Frinting Office,
1972, p. 18; United States Congress, House of
Representatives, Committee on Foreign Affairs, The
United States and The Fersian_Gulf. Report to the
Subcommittes on the Near East and South Asia, 92nd
Congress, 2nd session, 1972. Washington D.C.: U.S.
Government FPrinting Office, 1972, pp. 10, 13; U.5.
Congress, The tUnited States Interests in and Folicy
towards the Fersian Gulf, p. 42.

BT UL 8. Congress, The Fersian Gulf 1975, p. 34.
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not therefore have been acceptable to local powers, not
even to America’s allies, Iran and Saudi Arabia.

In addition, the United States involvement in Vietnam
had significantly affected American public opinion, and was
to shape its foreign policy for years to come. President
Richard Nixon, who came to office in January 1969,
appreciated the need to formulate a new foreign policy,
especially towards Asia, stating that "once the Vietnam war
was settled (the United States) would need a new Asian
policy to ensure that there were no more Vietnam in the
future."*® The basis of this policy was the so-called
"Nixon Doctrine” which was adopted during his visit to Guam
in July 1949, According to Nixon himself:

"The Ni»on Doctrine provided that the United States

would supply arms and assistance to nations threatened

by aggression, if they were willing to assume the
primary responsibility for providing the manpower
necessary for their defense.'"®?
The Nixon Doctrine became the conceptual framework for
United States foreign policy during the 1970's.

From it emerged the concept of the "Two Pillars"
policy. The Nixon administration attempted to negotiate an
informal security pact between Iran, Saudi Arabia and the
United States, to maintain the status guo in the region.
The basic principles of this policy were outlined in August
1972 by Juoseph Bisco, Assistant Secretary of B8tate for Near

Eastern and Asian Affairs, as follows:

"1) Non—-interference in the internal affairs of other
nations;

“? Niyxon, Richard, The Memoirs of Richard Nixon, London:
Arrow Books, 1978, pp. 394-375.

“r Niston, Richard, The Real War, London: Sidgwick and
Jackson, 1981, p. 214.




2) encouragement of regional cooperation for peace

and progress;

) supporting friendly countries in their efforts to

provide for their own security and developmentj

4) the principles enunciated at the Moscow summit of

avolding confrontations in such areas of the world;

ag? encouwraging the international esxchange of goods,

services and technology."®®
In addition, the United States recognized "the role which
the British will continue to play as an advisor on security
and economic development., ">

The first principle was central to American foreign
policy during the 1978's, as a result of the American
experience in Vietnam. Thus the American presence in the
Middle East was minimal. It had had a small naval facility
on Bahrain since 1949, and based its Middle East Force
(MIDEASTFOR) —~ a flagship and two destroyers - there. The
base was originally rented from the British government,
which governed EBahrain until 1971, at which time the United
States and REahrain signed an agreement permitting continued
United States Navy use of these facilities.®<4 Saudi Arabia
welcomed an American presence in Bahrain, about twenty
miles from the Saudi coast, since any American military
presence on Saudi territory would have laid them open to
political attack from nationalisgt and revolutionary regimes

in the area. The American base had in effect more political

than military importance.

@R J. 5, Congress, The United States Interests in and Folicy
towards the Fersian Gulf, p. 82.

@ LS. Congress, The FPersian Gulf 1275, p. 10.

@ lare, MHichael, "Gunboat Diplomacy, Lightrning War and
the Mixon Doctrine: United States Military Strategy in
the Arabiarn Gulf", Race and Class, Vel. XVII, No. 3,
1976, p. 3063 Sen Gup, Bhabani, Spviet—Asian Relations
in the 197@'s and Beyvond: An Interperceptional Study,
Mew York: Fraeger Fublishers Inc., 1974, p. 121.




The second principle suggests that - as far as the
Middle East is concerned -~ American policy relied on
cooperation between the two friendly conservative states in
the region, Iran and Saudi Arabia. In his testimony before
the House Special Subcommittee on Investigations in 1975,
Joseph Sisco, Undersecretary of State for Political
Affairs, confirmed that United States policy was -

"To continue to promote regional cooperation by

encouraging the two strongest riparian states, Iran

and Saudi Arabia, to assume increasing
responsibilities for the collective security of the

region, e

The third principle underlay its support for "a
reasonable expansion and modernization of regional defense
forces, particularly those of Iran and Saudi Arabia.”®® The
United States provided Saudi Arabia and Iran with huge
quantities of arms during the 1978's, a policy which
strengthened Iran’s military capabilities, but failed to
give Saudi Arabia any real regional power. (See chapter
five.)

The fouwrth principle "appeared to be more of an
expression of hope than a principle of policy (because it)

was based on mutual U.S5.~Soviet relations in a global

context that did not necessarily include the Gulf."s”

“ United States Department of State, Bureauw of Fublic
Affairs, Office of Media Services, Selected Documents

No. 4, United State

Movember 1974 - February 1276, Washington D.C.: United
States Government Frinting Office, 1976, p. 1Q4.

“f lnited States Department of State, United States Foreign
Folicy 1972: 6 Report of the Secretary of State,
Department of State Fublications 8699, April 1973.
Mashington D.C.y U.8. Government Frinting Office,
1973, p. 387,

&7 Long, David, The Fersian Gulf: An Introduction to its

FPoeoples, Folitics, and Economics, Bowlder, Colorado:

Westview Fresse, 1978, p. 14@,




The fifth principle addressed American economic
interests in the area, related to the basic interest, oil.

In effect, this became more important after the October war

of 1973, which created the so-called "oil crisis”" and had
far—reaching economic effects on Western powers.

The "Two Fillars” policy therefore hoped that the
development of Iran’s military capability, Saudi Arabian
political leverage, (mainly derived from its financial

might,) and American military and political support would

create a regional deterrent.

According to William Guandt, since Baudi Arabia had no
military power, the United States relied on Iran to
maintain stability and security within the region.<®
Kissinger sald that the United Btates "attached a great
importance to its relations with Iran as well as to the

crucial role Iran plays in the security and balance of the

whole area.”"*? He wrote -

"The Shah absorbed the energies of radical Arab
neighbouwrs to prevent them from threatening the
moderate regimes in Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and the
FPersian Gulf ... Iran under the Shah, in short, was
one of America’s best, most important, and most loyal

friends in the world."”®

Saudi Arabia on the other hand had gained the capacity

" to influence other states in the area, and was basically

considered a source of oil and a moderating factor within

OFEC. According to James Akins, former American Ambassador

to Saudi Arabia, Kissinger's great plan for the Middle East

depended on Israel and Iran. He added that Kissinger did

31977, The Aftermath of British Withdrawal ,
middon: Ithaca Fress, 1984, pp. 61-62.
% Fisminger, op. cit., p. 1262.

7@ MNew York Times, August 7, 1976,
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not like the Arabs and did not understand them.”* 1n

effect, the United States considered that Iran was
protecting the Saudi Arabian regime in safeguarding western
interests in general and Américan interests in
particular.”® America regarded the entire area as being
under "the Iranian military umbrella"”.”> {indeed according
to Joseph Sisco, the United States appreciated that "Saudi

Arabia has much to protect, but relatively little to
protect it with,"”74

The "Two Pillars” policy continued until the collapse
of one of them, the Bhah’'s regime, towards the end of 1978.

Meanwhile, the United States sought to strengthen its
relations with Saudi Arabia in other areas. Thus on June 8,
1974, the two governments signed an agreement to expand
"cooperation in the fielas of Economics, Technology,
Industry, and Defense." Furthermore, "it was agreed that
Saudi Arabia and the United States (would) continue to

consult closely on all matters of mutual interest."”=
Despite the fact that the agreement "heralded an era
of increasingly close cooperation”, it had little impact in

the field of security. The agreement reflected how each

71 Akins, James, "The Internal and External American
Folicies and the Arab-Israeli Conflict", {(Arabic) In
Farid, Abdel Majid and others, 0il and security in the
Arab Gulf, London: Arab Research Centre, 1982, p. 172.

See Nixon, op. cit., p. 923 and Kissinger, op. cit., p.
1262,

United States Department of State, Buwreaw of Fublic
Affairs, "United States Folicy towards the Persian

Gulf," Current Folicy, No. 168, April 11, 1980, p. Z2.

74 LB, Congress, The Persian Gulf 1975, p. 11,

78 United States Department of State, "1974 Cooperation in
Fields of Economics, Technology, Industry and Defense
Agreement between United States and Sauwdi Arabia
signed June 8, 1974." lUnited States Treaties and other

International Agqreements, USTRE TIAAS 7974, pp. 3115,
F120.
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party considered their bilateral relations. The United
States recognizéd the new role of Saudi Arabia in the
region and hoped "that this cooperation would be the
benchmark for its evolving relations with the Arab world,"
whilst Saudi Arabia hoped that it would bring in an era of
"peace and security (for) its citizens and for all the
people of the area."?®

Despite this, the American administration and some
influential journalists began to voice the possibility of
the need to seize the oilfields in the peninsula.?” In
January 1975, Henry Kissinger, Secretary of State, stated
that the United States "would consider using military force
in the Middle East under circumstances of grave emergency -
if say, the industrialized world became threatened with
economic strangulation.”"”® a4 few days later, he added that
he had been "speaking hypothetically about an extreme
situation."”?

The aim of any American intervention would be to force
OFPEC members to change their policies, by occupying a
sufficiently important target area. Saudi Arabian
oilfields, with their vast reserves and exports, provided a
suitable target.®® The scenario of possible American
military action against the Saudi oilfields was as follows:

"Flown out of the United States without fanfare,
briefly staged and refuelled in Israel, the 82nd’'s

74 Ibhid, p. 3118,
77 Bhmad, Egbal and Caploe, David,"The Logic of Military
Intervention," Race and Class, Vol. XVII, No. I, 1976,
pp. 319, 324,

Business Week, January 13, 1975.

United States Department of State, Bureauw of Fublic
Affairs, The Secretary of State Interview, January 16
1975, Washington D.C.: 1975, p. 6.

Ahmad and Caploe, pp. cit., p. 32%1.
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heavy C-%9 and C-141 jet transports would fly straight
across Saudi Arabia to Dhahran, escorted all the way
by air refuelled Phantom fighters, also based on
Israel fields or aboard carriers in the Arabian sea.
One or two paratroop batallions would jump to seize
the Dhabran airfield, and to take up positions around
the United Btates residents’ housing a few miles away.
Once the airfield was secured the paratroopers would

signal other aircraft waiting overhead to fly in the
rest of the troops,"®?

The troops would then seize "the Ras Tanura jetties as well
as storage tanksi;" they could secure "some of the
installations of the Ghawar oilfields" and they "could also
seize the entire nearby Abgaig field.,"e=

Any damage to oil facilities could be repaired. The
United States "would be deprived of oil from the occupied
area not for eight or nine months, but for three or four
monthes and possibly less.,"®>

In reality, the American contingency plan to seize
Sauwdi oilfields was part of Kissinger's overall strategy,
which linked diplomacy with the threat of force to achieve
American objectives in the area.®4 This explains why the

Saudis did not react very strongly to this threat, stating

(=R

Ignotus, Miles, "Seizing Arab 0il," Harper's, March
1975, p. 52. According to Harper’'s, Miles Ignotus was
a "Washington-based professor and a defense consultant
with intimate links to high-level United States
policy-makers."” Latin for "unknown soldier”, Miles
Ignotus is rumeoured to be a pseudonym for Edward
Luttwak, a well-known conservative "defense"
intellectual, close to Washington’'s defense and

intelligence community; Ahmad and Caploe, op. cit., p.
319.

a2 Jgnotus, op. cit., p. S2.

=3 Tucker, Robert E. "0il: The Issue of American
Intervention”, Commentary, January 1975, p.. 26.
"Tucker, a professor of international relations at
Johnes Hopking, is a left-of-~center liberal who
commanded some respect for his early opposition to
Vietnam and for his advocacy of reduced American
presence abroad." Ahmad and Caploe, op. cit., p. 3192,

24 L.S. Congress, The Fersian Gulf 1974, p. 2633 Ahmad and
Caploe, op._cit., p. 328.




simply that they would destroy their wells if any military
action ococuwrred.®” Nevertheless, the threat showed that the
United States government would intervene to protect not the
Saudi Arabian regime, but the oilfields.

In spite of the fact that the region went through a
period of relative stability, and Saudi Arabia was not
exposed to any genuine threat during the years 19468 to 1978
under study, the aftermath of the "Two Pillars” policy was
essentially negative as far as the political situation in
the area was concerned. The policy had fuelled the imperial
ambitions of the Shah, encouraging him to try to rebuild
the Persian empire, and ironically leading to the collapse
of his regime. It caused an arms race within the area, with
Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and other states spending a significant
part of their oil income in building up their military
capabilities. It created tension between the two major
regional powers, Iran and Iraqg, which lasted until their
rapprochement in March 1975 and sowed the seeds of the
Iran~Irag war in 1980. It gave the Soviet Union an
opportunity to increase its influence in and around the
region: the Soviet Union signed a 1S-year friendship
, agreement with Iraq in 19723 bhad a Marxist client-state in
South Yemen, (the first Arab Communist statej) and gained
the use of important facilities in Somalia and subsequently
in Ethiopia after the Marxist coup there. For Saudi Arabia,
the "Two Fillars" policy raised doubts about Iran’'s
intentions, especially towards the small Gulf states and

Oman. Despite huge American military sales to them, Baudi

oS Salama, op. cit., p. 253,
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Arablia did not achieve true military strength in comparison
with other regional powers, particularly Iraq, Iran and
Israel. (Bee Chapter Four.)

The failure of the policy can be attributed to a
number of causes. Firstly, the regional powers in the Gulf
realized the limitations of American capabilities in the
1970’'s, after the global decline in United States power,
particularly after its defeats in Vietnam and Angola.®e
Secondly, American policy-makers failed to understand the
Arab mentality, and were even unsympathetic to it. Thirdly,
United States policy depended almost entirely on Iran and
Israel, powers considered by the Arabs to be alien for
historic reasons. Finally, American policy-makers had no

overall experience in the region’'s affairs.

Baudi_ Arabian policy

We have already noted the strong congruence of
political interests between the Saudi and American
governments, whose major mutual objectives were the
stability and security of the region, the containment of
Soviet influence and radical elements in the area, and
finding a peaceful settlement to the Arab-Israeli conflict.

In Saudi Arabia’'s view, the United States was "the

leading anti-SBoviet and status quo global power,"®” peing

the only one able to stand against the Soviet Union, which

Saudi Arabia believed to present a major threat to Islam,

@4 Cordesman, op. cit., p. S8.

|7 Dawisha, Adeed, "Internal Values and External Threats:
The Making of Saudi Foreign Folicy," ORBIS, Spring
1979, p. 141,
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to the security of the region, and particularly to the
Saudi regime. Moreover, since 1935, when the Eastern bloc
supplied arms to Egypt, the Soviet Union supported radical
elements in the Arab world, which also threatened the Baudi
regime. Baudi Arabia therefore turned to the United Btates
as a counterbalancing force.

This had been the cornerstone of Baudi foreign policy
since 1964 when Faisal became king. With his long
experience in foreign affairs, he recngnysed the decline in
British power, France’'s abandonment under De Gaulle of its
former imperialistic policy, and the strength of Soviet
influence and of radical movements in the area. During his
firast three years in power, he had three main objectives:
unifying the House of Saud, which had been split during
Saud’'s reigny defeating the republican forces in Yemen
which threatened the southern borderj; and containing the
spread of radical Arab nationalism.

These immediate goals reflected his understanding of
the intimate link between internal security and external
affairs which has dominated Saudi foreign policy to this
. day. His goals were not, however, achieved until the
ouwtbreak of the Arab-Israeli é6-day war in June 19467.

The Arab defeat in that war entirely changed the
political complexion of the area. Saudi Arabia gained more
than it could have expected. The war in Yemen endedj
revolutionary propaganda against the monarchy ceased; and
the divided House of Baud was once again unified,‘when
dissident members of the family, who had been supported by

Nasser, returned and announced their regret. But the Saudi



government was now forced to play an active part in Arab
affairs and to take up clear positions on issues, such as
the Palestinian problem and Gulf security. The situation
was further complicated by the EBritish withdrawal from
South Yemen in 1967, and the announcement within a few
months of its withdrawal from East of Suezy by the coming
to power of the Ba’'ath Arab Bocialist Party in Iraq; and by
the growth of radical Palestinian movements.

Saudi Arabia’'s "shift from a defensive to an offensive
position as leader of conservative forces in the area'"oe
began with the Arab states’ summit in Khartoum in September
1967. Saudi Arabia succeeded in persuading the Arab states
to l1ift their oil embargo; President Nasser agreed to
withdraw Egyptian troops from Yemen and end his support of
the republican movement there in retwn for financial aid
from Saudi Arabia and other oil-rich states of $280 million
to Egypt and %100 million to Jordan. But the main
diplomatic victory for Saudi Arabia during this period was
its success in holding an Islamic conference in Rabat in
September 196%, where it emerged as the leader of the
Islamic world. In fact, the Saudi call for an Islamic
alliance had begun five years previously, as & stand
against pan—-Arabism, but had failed hitherto, basically
because of Nasser 's strength,

1970 marked another shift in Baudi Arabia’s role in
the region, the main factors underlying this being the

coming to power in 8Syria of the moderate Hafiz Al?Assad;

we Dawisha, Adeed, Sawdi Arabia’'s Search for Security,
London: The International Institute for Strategic
Studies, 1979, p. S6.




the Palestinian defeat in Jordan and the subsequent
departure of the Palestinians to Lebanony and the death of
Nasser in September 1970. Nasser's successor, Badat, was
pro-West and conservative, and moreover ready to accept
Saudi Arabia’s role in the region.e?

During the years 1978 to 1973 then, the Saudi
government had pursued an active diplomacy in the Arab
world, Saudi financial leverage forced Egypt and 8yria to
adopt Saudi Arabia’s conservative political positions.
Similarly, under Saudi pressure, Sadat expelled Boviet
advisors from Egypt in July 1972. Saudi Arabia became the
dominant power in the peninsula. North Yemen was no longer
a souwce of threat. Its cooperation with Iran enabled it to
resist the Iragi influence in the small Gulf states. The
Saudi view of how best to resolve the Arab-Israeli conflict
was gradually accepted by other Arab governments, ?@

This active role led to the kingdom shouldering the
burden of regional problems, which in tuwn led to
differences between it and the United States, especially
over the resolution of the Arab-Israeli conflict. The
United States, however, did not take seriously the Baudi
warning that it would use il as a political weapon,
despite the fact that they "soon realized that the desert
kingdom was no longer the weal, and somewhat subservient,
client it had been in the previous decade.”"®* In any event,

Saudi Arabia’'s deep involvement in the Palestinian issue

®% Ibid, p. 4.
*@ Galama, op. cit., pp. 692-653.

*1 Dawisha, op, cit., p. S.
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t

during this period gave the Saudi government no alternative
but to join Dthér Arab states in the oil embargo.

With the Arab-lsraeli war of October 1973 came the
beginning of the so-called "Saudi era,"®2 which was to last
until 1978. The Saudi capital, Riyadh, took over the role
played by Cairo in the 60's. "The October war in 1973,
Saudi financial support of the Egyptian-Syrian war efforts,
and the four-fold increase in crude oil prices provided
more leverage for Riyadh."®® Baudi participation in the oil
embargo gave it political leverage, whilst its huge oil
reserves placed it in an important position in the
international economy, but the most important aspect of the
period was the massive Saudi financial aid to Arab and
other Third World states. Aid, in the form of grants and
loans, was the major instrument of Saudi foreign policy at
this time. $2.37 billion were disbursed.in 1974, $3.87
billion in 1975, $3.6 billion in 1976, and #1.55 billion in
1977.%2 Saudi aid in 1977 was second only to that of the
United States and was the largest in the world as a
percentage of its gross national product.®® Aid was given
strictly according to foreign policy objectives. In 19735,
787% went to Egypt, Syria and Jordan, (see Table 3.1.) The
political intentions behind this were obviously to support

the moderate stance of these immediate neighbowring states.

?® Gee the articles of Mohammad Haikal in Al-Hattan
(Fuwait,) May 1@, 22, 23, 1977.

*3 GQinder, Lewis and MclLauwrin, Saudi Arabia’'s Air Defense
Reguirements in 1980: A Threat Analysis, Virginia:
MAbbot Associates Inc., 1979, p. 403 Anthony, John
Duke, "Foreign Folicy: The View from Riyadh," The
Wilson Quarterly, Winter 1979, p. 75.

A The Financial Times, April 23, 1979.

*® Dawisha, op. cit., p. 17.
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Table 3.1 1 Saudi Aid in 1975 and 1976 (%)

Sourcer Arabia and the Gulr, 14 July 1?78

RKecipients 1975 1976
Bahrain .2 4.8
Egypt 53.4 24.0
Jordan 2.9 8.0
Mauritania - 4.5
Morocco 2.0 -
Oman 4.7 -
Somalia 1.0 1.2
Sudan 5.4 8.0
Syria 13.7 F.d
Tunisia 1.2

Yemen {(North) S.4 6.0
Yemen (PDRY) - 4.8
Afghanistan 1.0 0.4
Cameroun 1.1

Chad @.1 2.005
Comoro Islands - 2.1
Congo - 8.2
Ethiopia @.1 -
Gabon 2.6 -
BGuinea - #.01
Indonesia - @.3
Mali 8.9 -
Niger 2.7 2.1
Pakistan 4.3 25.0
Rwanda @.3 -
Senegal - .2
Thailand - 3.4
Togo 2.1 @.05
Turkey 2.3 0.005
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If vne adds aid given to North Yemen, Oman, Sudan and
Somalia, the total becomes B854, the objective clearly being
to reduce Soviet influence in these coqntries. Similarly,
assistance to Pakistan, (25% of the total in 1976,) was
intended to achieve the same objective and to balance Saudi
relations with Iran, as was the aid given to other Third
World states. Certain Western countries were also given
ald, and assistance was given to the IMF (International
Monetary Fund) to stabilize world economic relations and
safeguard the Western economies.®® Saudi Arabia did not,
however, assist any Eastern bloc state, nor any espousing
Marxist ideology, its aid to Bouth Yemen in 1976 being an
abortive attempt to encourage moderate factions in the
Aden government.

For the United States, the "Saudi era" was the time of
a "special relationship” between the two governments,®”
thanks to which Saudi Arabia virtually became the active
American client state within the area, the Third World and
OFEC. The main indication of this special relationship was
the 1974 agreement to expand cooperation in the fields of
economics, technology, industry and defense referred to
earlier in this chapter. In 1977, Fresident Carter said:

"I do not believe there is any other nation with whom

we have had better friendship and a deeper sense of

cooperation than we have found in Saudi Arabix.""®

Relations with Egypt also strengthened, particularly

after Nasser's death in 1970. The pro-Western Sadat shared

®e Ibid, p. 19.

*7 .8, Congress, Saudi Arabia and the United States, p. 2.

*a Hoagland, Jdim and Smith, J.F., "Sauwdi Arabia and the
United States: Secwrity and Interdependence,"”

Burvival, March/Opril 1978, pp. 81-82.
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Saudi Arabia’'s conservative political leanings. During his
presidency, Egypt was an active regional power, mainly
because of Saudi financial aid. According to Sadat himself,

in 1977

"Gaudi Arabia paid the commitments for the development
of the armed forces. It undertook for the next five

vears commitments to develop the armed forces without
us paying a penny."7?

In return, Egypt supported Saudi activities in the Arabian
peninsula, Asia and Africa, including in Sudan,
traditionally an area of Egyptian influence.

One event not greeted with any enthusiasm by Saudi
Arabia was the Iran-Iraq rapprochement which resulted from
their agreement during the OFEC summit in Algiers on March
5, 1975. This agreement was perhaps unique in the region in
the 70's, in that Sauwdi Arabia did not act as a mediator
between the two parties. Saudi anxiety over it stemmed from
three facts: Irag, which was seen by the Saudi government
as a threat to the kingdom, put down the Kurdish rebellion
and achieved stability within its boundariesy as a-result
of their agreement, Iran recognised the role of Iraq in the
area, which Saudi Arabia had long resistedy; and finally,
Iragq had no need of Saudi aid, being itself an oil-rich
state.

King Faisal was assassinated on March 25, 1975, to be
succeeded by King Khalid, with his brother Fahd as heir
apparent and first deputy prime minister. Fahd conducted
most of the day-to-day affairs of the kingdom. More pro-

American than his brother the king, he was behind the

?? Speech to the Egyptian Arab Socialist Union on July 17,
1977.
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strength of Saudi-American relations which were described
as the "special relationship”.

The "Saudi era" came to an end at the close of 1978,
due to several factors. Firstly, the Camp David accord of
September 1978 brought to an end the Saudi-Egyptian
alliance. Wide and strong Arab opposition to the agreement
gave the Saudi government little choice but to align itself
with other Arab states. James Ahkins, former American
Ambassador to Saudi Arabia, stated that if the Saudi
government bhad supported the Egyptian—Israeli agreement, it
would have been overthrown, either from within the royal
family, or by some other internal element.1®? The Saudi
government was in effect forced to attend the Baghdad
Conference in November 1978 and break off diplomatic
relations with Cairo. Secondly, the collapse of the Shah's
regime in January 1979 not only made the area vulnerable to
instability, but also ended the American "Two Pillars"
pelicy. For Saudi Arabia, it also raised doubts about
American credibility.

At the same time, Saudi Arabia had no relations with
the Soviet Union or other Eastern bloc states. Most Saudi
initiatives were designed to contain or reduce Soviet
influence in the area and elsewhere. For example, Prince
Fahd stated: \

"I intend to get the Russians out of Somalia. My

policy will be to help the moderate forces in Southern

Yemen. I will help the Budan resist Communist
subversion." 1@

1oe ngaudi Arabia, A Special Supplement,” The Financial

Times, Am-il 23, 1979.

1@ Hoagland and Smith, op. cit., p. 82.
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This policy was variously successful, such as in Somalia,
or not, such as.in South Yemen.

Relations with Iran improved despite Saudi Arabia’s
suspicions about the Bhah’'s intentions in the Arab Gulf
countries, thanks to the role played by Iran in keeping in
check the Iragi revolutionary tendencies in the area.

Saudi Arabia encouraged the moderate factions in the
Falestine Liberation Front (PLO), particularly the Fatah
movement and its leader, Yasser Arafat. Most of Saudi aid
to the FPLO went to the latter. Baudi Arabia also encouraged
Nasser to accept the peace initiatives, and it endorsed
Fresident Sadat’'s initiative to end military action.

"ewa it does not want to risk another war in the

Middle East because it does not know what would happen
to it. Therefore it is going to use what influence it
has in the cause of peace, and that is what really
makes it a moderate state.'"1o=

Clearly, Saudi aid policy and activities within the
region and throughout the world served Western interests
and in particular those of the United States. In his report
to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the Senate
Majority Leader, Mike Mansfield, said:

"Gaudi Arabia is important to the United States for

more than its oil. It is & critical factor in the

search for peace in the Middle East and for

maintaining regional stability."1o>

But in returny, was there any American commitment to defend

Saudi Arabia?

122 United States Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign
Relations, Lebanon. Hearing before the Subcommittee on
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, 95th Congress,
2nd session, 1278. Washington D.C.: U.5. Government
Franting Office, 1978, p. 35, '

rAE nited States Senate, A _Report oun_ Saudi Arabia. Report
presented to the Committee on Foreign Relations,
(October 1973, Washington D.C.: United States
Government Frinting Office, 1973, p. 3.
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In June 1977, Newsweek published a report on a secret
agreemsnt betweén the United States and Saudi Arabia.
According to this report, the Saudi government was
permitted to invest S0% of its balance of payments surplus
in non—-redeemable United States bonds at 7.59%4 for 25 years,
during which time it could not withdraw either capital or
interest, but interest would be usable for the purchase of
American goods or military equipment. These investments
reportedly totalled $17.2 billion by the end of 1974. The
Saudi government also agreed not to increase the posted
price of its oil to the United States by more than 5% until
1984, regardless of OFEC prices. For its part, the United
States promised the Saudi government to use "itsg full
political, military and economic resources to assist the
Saudi Arabian government in any way that may prove
necessary. ' 1@4

The American administration denied the existence of
such an agreement. According to the magazine, it had been
endorsed by the Saudis outside the United Btates. The
question remains: was there any American commitment to
protect Saudi Arabia?

In March 1979, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
William R. Crawford told the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle East that the
administration regarded "the maintenance of the integrity
of the kingdom of Saudi Arabia as vital to American

interests in the Middle East, and (stated) that (the United

124 Newsweel, June 27, 1976.
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States) should be prepared to act in implementation of that

cmnsideratiun."‘He added,

"We have no formal treaty commitment to the kingdom of
Saudi Arabia, but a succession of American presidents
~ every American president since Harry Truman - has in
word and deed made clear that that is of vital concern
to the United States, and that the inteqrity of the

kingdom was of importance to, and would be protected
by the United Btates."219®

Thies statement was intended to convince the Congress that
there was a commitment to the Saudi regime after the
collapse of American security arrangements in the area, and
reflected American concern about Saudi survival. However,
President Truman did not in fact give any such commitment,
although it is true that President Roosevelt stated that
Saudi Arabia was vital to the United States interests, thus
making the kingdom eligible for American loans in 1943.
(See chapter two.) The statement was clear, however, on the
lack of any "formal treaty commitment." .

In 1977, a Senate study indicated that the United
States was "extremely important to Saudi Arabia’s
security.”" The study went ons

"The Saudis take for granted the United States

commitment to defend them against direct Boviet

incursions: given the importance of Saudi oil such a

Soviet move could only be a step in the movement to
general war.'"1@s

Here too, there is no commitment as such to the kingdom’'s

secuwrity, but rather to the defense of America’s vital oil

e United States Congress, Committee on Foreign Affairs,
House of Representatives, Proposed Arms Transfers to
the Yemer Arab Republic. Hearing before the
Subcommittee on Euwrope and the Middle East, Fé6th
Congress, lst session. Washington D.C.: U.S.
Government Frinting Office, 1979, p. 13.

t@e 4.8, Congress, Access to 0il, p. 60.
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interests in the event of the outbreak of a third world
wair. The Saudi Qovernment appreciated that distinction.

In 1973, the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security Affairs stated that the
Saudi state was "primarily concerned about neighbours."1e”
The same study also addressed this question, stating -

"The Saudi require the further United Btates

commitment to defend them against Arab radicals and

they probably have it."19e
It went on to say that "Saudi Arabia requires United SBtates
involvement as a counterweight to (Iraq and Iran)."22?

The study was not specific on this issue, but hinted
at a secret commitment in statements such as, "There is no
United States~Iramian Joint Secuwrity Commission, there is
one for Saudi Arabia,”??*® and "... the Saudis probably
assume that United States military personnel in Saudi
Arabia would participate in Saudi Arabia’'s defense.”"2®?* Is
it possible to deduce from this that an American commitment
did exist?

In 1978, the Comptroller General of the United States
sent a significant report entitled "Critical Factors
Affecting Saudi Arabia’s 0il Decisions" to the Congress.
Its importance stemmed from the fact that it had been
compiled on the basis of interviews with many high~ranking
Saudi and American officials. It included the statement:

"Although no formal defense agreements exist between

the United States and Saudi Arabia, Saudi Arabia’s

government is highly dependent on the United States
for security. It expects United States support against

127 .8, Congress, The Fersian Gulf 1975, p. 111,
1e ), 6. Congress, Access to 0Dil, p. 60D.

r@® Ibid, p. 61.

i@ Ibid, p. .

*11 Ihid, p. 60.
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external aggression which seriously threatens the
pecurity of oil supplies."112

This makes it clear that there was no American commitment,
secret or otherwise, witness the use of the words "support®
if the oil supplies are "seriously" threatened. In other
words, the Saudis expected support in the event of total
wary in which case the United Btates would defend its vital
interests and quite clearly not the Saudi territory or
regime.

What then was the purpose of the United States-Saudi
Arabia Joint Commission on Security Cooperation?

In the firset place it was the United States who asked
the Saudi government to create the Joint Commission. The
Chairman of the Subcommittee on the Middle East and South
Asia, Lee H. Hamilton, told the House of Representatives in
January 29, 1975

"Last year, we urgently instructed the Baudi Arabian

Ambassador to tell his government that we wanted to

create a new special relationship and to establish

spaecial joint commissions with Saudi Arabia to help
effect closer ties,"t1>
This initiative was part of general American policy towards
many countries in the region. It established similar joint
commissions with Jordan, Israel, India, Egypt and Iran in
the same year.**® Rut in fact, Hamilton was referring to
Joint commissions in economic fields, rather than in

security areas. The only United States joint commission on

security was with Saudi Arabia. There is therefore no doubt

1= {}.8. General Accounting Office, Critical Factors

Affecting Saudi Arabia’s OQil Decisions, p. 30.
113 .8, Congress, The Persian Gulf 1975, p. 246.
4 1bid, p. 207.
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that it was established on the initiative of the Baudi
government ., > ™
The aim of the joint commission on security was -
"Tp establish a Joint Commission to review programs
already underway for modernizing Saudi Arabia’s armed
forces in light of the kingdom’s defense requirements,
especially as they relate to training."®e
To avoid any misunderstanding about this objective, Alfred
Atherton, Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs, told the Congress in August 1974:
"the decision to establish the Joint Commission does
not involve any commitment by the United States to
assume new defense responsibilities in this area."**7
A year later,the Department of State told the same
Subcommittee:
"The Commission is consultative and does not - as such
- make decisions or formulate policy. ... Its
principle purpose in that regard was to give the
United States side a clearer perception of Saudi needs
and priorities.”"*®
These statements show that the existence of the joint
conmigsion did not change the nature of the countries’
bilateral relationships, nor constitute an American
commitment to defend Saudi Arabia.
Finally, what was the role of the American military

personnel in the kingdom? Would they participate in its

defense?

119 The primary agreement of cooperation was in April 1974.
Meanwhile the two parties agreed to establish the
Joint Commission on Security in June of that year,
during Frince Fahd's visit to Washington. See the
statemsent of Alfred Atherton, Assistant Secretary of
State for Mear Eastern and South Asian Affairs before
the Bubcommittee on the Near East and South Asia,
House Committee on Foreign Affairs, on August 7, 1974,
in ibid, p. &65.

tré Ihid, p. 3120,

a2 Ihid, p. &5.

a® 8. Congress, The Persian Bulf 1975, p. 73.
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The American Congress in fact became increasingly

concerned about'the American military personnel and their

role within the kingdom. In 1975, Lee H. Hamilton, Chairman

of the Special Subcommittee on Investigations, Committee on

International Relations, House of Representatives, asked

the Department of State:

"does not this presence involve us directly in these
countries despite the philosophy of the Nixon
Doctrine, etc.?"t1%®

In ite reply the Department of State said that American

personnel were "& major factor in keeping various arms of

the Saudi military establishment operational.” It went on

to say:

"This does not constitute the kind of foreign military
involvement by United States forces which the Nixon
Doctrine sought to avoid. ... We have no security
treaty with Saudi Arabia."2=@

In short, there was no American commitment to defend

Saudi Arabia and subsequently the question of Saudi
secuwrity remained the major area of difference between the
two governments. Despite the failure of its attempts to
obtain the commitment it sought, the Saudi government gave
the impression that it was under the American military
umbrella, to deter regional threats. The difference between
the two became apparent, however, in late 1978 and early
1979, when the area entered a new phase. The Saudis, on
record as considering Communism their first enemy,
moderated their tone in a statement by Prince Saud,
Minister of Foreign Affalrss

"Relations used to exist between us and the Boviets in
the past, they were the ones who suspended them. We

*1® Ibid, p. 70.
r=@ Ibid, p. 71.
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would like to emphasize that the absence of diplomatic
relations between us does not mean we do not recognize
the Soviet Union or the importance of the role played
by the Soviet international policy.”":=12

In conclusion, the following are the key points
summarizing Saudi-American relations on security.

The security of the region was the major concern of
both governments during the 1970's, mainly because of the
British decision to terminate its security commitments in
the area in 1971.

The two governments had strong mutual interests, but
while the main concern of the Saudi government wasg its
security, that of successive American administrations was
the region’'s oil.

The Saudi regime faced many internal and external
challenges during the 1970°'s, despite the fact that its
security and stability was never genuinély at risk.

The Saudi government played an important role in the
region, and in the world, in maintaining the interests of
the West in general and the United States in particular,
especially after 1973,

Saudi Arabia failed in the bamsic objective of its
relations with the United Btates, which was to obtain an
American commitment to protect it, this failure being due
mainly to pressure from Congress.

The Saudi government tried to project the impression
to the regional powers that it had such a commitment.

Security thus remained the major area of difference

between the two governments.

PRL The Middle East Monitor, March 15, 1979, p. 2.
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Chapter Four

THE AMERICAN ARMSB TRADE TO S8AUDI ARAEBIA

The transfer of arms became a significant feature of
the post-war world; the arms trade was far from new, but it
now formed part of the international trade and industry
picture of the second half of the twentieth century. The
two superpowers became deeply involved in the manufacture
and sale of arms and related services. The great powers
joined in these activities, and some third world countries
also became producers and suppliers of weapons.

According to the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, world-wide spending on arms reached
¥447 billion in 1971. Ten years later tﬁis figure had risen
to %8595 billion. In 19883, the Boviet Union had the highest
military expenditure, %188 billion, compared with the
United States’ expenditure of $138.5 billion in the same
vear. Together, the military expenditure of the two
superpowers represented 54% of the entire world’'s
expenditure on weaponry. During the 780°'s, Euwropean military
expenditure increased from $254 to $328 billion by the end
of the decade, while in the same period the military
expenditure of Middle East countries rose from #12 to $41im
billion.

The Boviet Union held the lion’'s share of the world
market in arms exportsy; 33.7% by the end of the 70's,

compared with the United States’ 25.2%. In the same year,



the Warsaw Pact.countries were responsible for 38.8% of
remaining arms transfers, and NATO countries 53.2%,
together accounting for 22% in total.?® The majority of
these arms were destined for the Middle East, which
imported 33.7% of the world’s total.=® During the seventies
the region imported $47.7 billion‘s worth of arms from the
United States alone.™

Puring the period under study, (194648-1978), the
defense expendituwes of the Gulf states increased
dramatically - from #$4,1 billion in 1969, to $27.5 billion
in 1978. In the same period, Saudi Arabia’s expenditure
rose from ¥1.2 billion in 1969 to #10.3 billion in 1978 and
totalled %48 billion. American arms exports to Saudi Arabia
were worth $36.9 million in 1968, and had risen to $2.4
billion in 1978. American sales of arms and related
services to the kingdom during the same period totalled
$5.99 billion.4

This huge transfer of arms during the 70°'s to the
region in general and to Saudi Arabia in particular
oceuwred as a result of various factors. Firstly, the
region was involved in numerous conflicts: the Arab-lIsraeli

conflict, the conflict in the Horn of Africa, the Yemeni

1 Ibid, p. 27.

2 Ray, Grady Dale, United States Arms Folicies in the
Middle East: A Case Study. Unpublished dissertation,
Stephen F Austin State University, December 1983, p. 5.

I American Society of Friends, A _Compassionate Feace, New
York: Hill and Wang, 1982, p. 117,

4 U.8. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military
Expendi ture and frms Transfers 1969-1978, Washington D.C.,
1983, Table 1.11; United States Department of Defense,
Defense Security Assistance Agency, Foreign Military Sales
and Military fAssistance, Washingteon D.C., 1788.




conflict, and Arab-Iranian hostility in the Gulf. Secondly,
the huge income‘of the oil-producing states after the oil
embargo of 1973-1974 enabled their governments to make
massive purchases of military eguipment and services. And
thirdly, in addition to thé economic benefits to be gained,
the two superpowers realized the political significance of
arms sales and exploited them as foreign policy tools.

This chapter esplores early relations in the military
field between the Saudi and American governments, Saudi
armament policy duwring the 1970's, United States’ arms
sales to the kingdom during the same decade, and the major

themes underlying American arms sales to Saudi Arabia.

Early relations in the military field

The United States played an important role in
modernizing Saudi Arabian armed forces, beginning during
the second world war, when the United States sent its first
military training mission to the kingdom in December 1943.
Whilst the mission itself achieved little insofar as
modernizing the Saudi armed forces was concerned, it marked
the start of the two countries’ mutual relations in this
field, relations which have endured until the present day.

The king had announced the creation of the Ministry of
Defense in 1940 and had appointed his son, Prince Mgnsour,
minister four years later. On the death of the latter, he
was succeeded by his brother, Prince Mishaal. No real
progress was made in this field, however, during the 1life~

time of King Abd al—-Aziz. The king remained dependent on



his tribal forces and he and his advisers had no real
conception of what was meant by military modernization.
Nevertheless, before his death the king concluded - in June
195} - the country’'s first formal defense agreement with
the United States. This agreement gave the United States
the right to continue to use the Dhahran military base in
return for military assistance. A further agreement to
establish a permanent American military mission in Saudi
Arabia was reached in June 1953.@

Despite the strain in political relations between the
United States and Saudi Arabia during the reign of King
Saud (1953~19464), the kingdom continued to rely on the
United States for military assistance. Between 1956 and
1958, the United States gave Saudi Arabia 55 M-47 Patton
tanks, 58 M-41 Walker Bulldog light tanks, and 12 F-86
Rabre alrcraft. In 1957, the Dhahran air base agreement was
renewed and the training of the Royal Saudi Air Force
began.® But the most significant event of King Saud’'s reign
in this respect was the agreement to end American use of
the Dhahran base in 1962, an agreement which did not,
however , seriously damage bilateral relations.

It was undoubtedly Prince Faisal, who regained full
power in 19462, who was behind the strengthening of Saudi-
American bilateral relations in every field, and
particularly in the military. Faisal came to power in the
wake of & crisis within the royal family and after the

kingdom had faced a genuine threat in the south as a result

¥ Cordesman, op. cit, pp. 95 and 973 Nyrop, op. cit, p.
334,

@ Ibid, p. 334.
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of the civil war in North Yemen and Egypt’s involvement
therein. «This complex situation led the‘king to seek the
assistance of the United States in the modernization of the
Saudi armed forces. He also renewed the country'’'s military
ties with the United Kingdom and France. Most important of
all, he appointed Prince Fahd minister of the interior,
Prince Sultan minister of defense, and Prince Abdullah
commander of the National Guard. The significance of these
appointments lies in the fact that thig team has continued
to lead the kingdom until the present day.

In 1963 the Saudi government requested that the
Anerican administration send an air defense survey team to
study its requirements for a modern air defense system. By
the end of 1943 the survey was complete and the team’'s
recommendations were submitted to the Saudi government on
20 January 1944. These were that the hingdom needed 36
supersonic alrcraft (either the Northop F-3 or the Lockheed
F-104), surface-to-air (8AM) missiles, and an &ir defense
radar net.” In 1965, to offset British purchases of
American F~111 aircraft, the United States and Britain
reached agreement to cooperate on supplying an air defense
package to Saudi Arabia of which the United Kingdom would
supply 49 BAC Lightning fighters and radar and
communication equipment, and would provide a five-year
training and maintenance programme. These British sales
totalled nearly $284 million. For its part, the United
States would supply 150 Hawk MIM-23A surface-to-air

missiles at a cost of %126 million. The Saudi Ministry of

7 Long, David, The United States and Saudi Arabia:

Ambivalent Allies, London:Westview Press, 1985, p. 45.




Defense signed agreements to this effect with the Americans
on 4 May 1966 aﬁd with the British on the following day.®
The Anglo~American air defense system proved unsuccessful,
but it did lay the foundations for the modernization during
the 70's of the Saudi air defense system which was entirely
dependent on the United Gtates.

In early 1964, Saudi Arabia reqguested the assistance
of an American Army Corps of Engineers’ team for military
construction and to study the needs of Saudi armed forces.
By mid-19464, the team had established a permanent office in
Saudi Arabia. The Corps of Engineers (CoE) were to play a
major part in the modernization of the Saudi armed forces,
its role becoming increasingly important during the 70°'s.
The CoE became involved to a greater or lesser extent in
every military programme and moreover in a number of civil
projects, such as the se£ting up of television and radio
systems.

An agreement was signed by the Saudi government and
the CoE on 9 June 19465 according to which the CoE would
plan and supervise the construction of the military
cantonment at kKhamis Mushayt near the Yemeni border and of
another at Tabuk near the Jordanian border. (The former was
completed in 1971 at a cost of $81.4 million, and the
latter in 1972 at a cost of $81 million.) On 7 September
12646, the Saudi government signed a further agreement with
the CoE which accounted for $147 million’'s worth of

services the following year. This provided for the CoE to

® Sampson, Anthony. The Arms Bazaar The Companies, the

Dealers, the Bribes, From Vickers to Lockheed, London:

Coronet Fooks, 1983, p. 334,
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supervise a five-year programme for the supply of lorries
and spare parts.and the introduction of a maintenance
system to improve the army’'s mobility.® (For major Saudi
arms purchases prior to 1967, see Table 4.1.)

In general terms, until the é-day war of 1967, Baudi
progress in military fields was limited. The country’'s
major souwce of equipment and services was the United
States, with equipment and services to the Saudi air force
being provided by the United Kingdom under American
arrangements. (See Table 4.1.) During this period the
principal task confronting Saudi armed forces was to deal
with the threat from Egyptian and republican forces in
North Yemen. king Faisal, however, mistrusted the regular
army, because many army officers, as well as some members
of the royal family itself, were already in sympathy with
the call for Arab nationalism. He therefore took relatively

few steps to develop the regular army.

Saudi armament policy during the 1978°'s

The &-day war marked the beginning of a new phase in
the region’'s history and in the Saudi role in the area. The
war had affected not only political priorities in the
Middle East as a whole, but also the position of Saudi

Arabia. The war lay behind the termination of the Yemen

ap

Cordesman, op. cit., p. 1283 Nyrop, op. cit., pp. 49-50.



Table 4.1 1 Saudi Arabia’s major arms purchases prior to
the &-day war of 1967

Airforce

S M-47 Patton tanks
(United States)

12 F-B86 Sabre aircraft

{United States)

8 M-41 Walker Bulldog
light tanks
(United States)

1964 300 BAC Vigilant anti-

tank guided weapons

(United Kingdom)

1965 Construction of 14 C-130 Hercules
military facilities transports
(nited States) (United States)
150 Raytheen MIM-23A 40 Lightning inter-
Hawk missiles ceptors
(United States) {(United Kingdom)
37 Thunderbird 1 SAM 9 Lightning F-82
missiles interceptors and
(United Kingdom) T-534 trainers
(United Kingdom)
19646 Army mobility, parts

and maintenance
programmne

(United States)



civil war which had plagued the Saudi regime for more than
seven years, since Nasser's defeat left him no choice but
to withdraw his troops from North Yemeny with them
evaporated the Yemeni-Egyptian threat to the kingdom.

In 1968, the Saudi armed forces totalled some 346,000
men and defense expenditure was $321 million. The army
consisted of approximately 30,000 troops, organised into
some five infantry brigades, and was equipped with a
limited number of M—-47 Patton medium tanks, M-24, M-41 and
AMX~13 light tanks, and BAC Vigilant anti-tank missiles. It
also had some AML-90 armoured cars and 6 batteries‘of Hawk
surface-to-air missiles. The total navy strength was 1,000,
equipped with coastal patrol craft only. The air force
commanded 5,000 men and some 4@ combat aircraft, (4 Hunter
intercepters, 24 F-32 and F-53 Lightning jet fighters and
11 obsolescent F-8&6 Sabre jet fighters.) It also had 8 C-
130, 10 C~47, and 2 C—-118 medium transport planesjy 2
Alouetlie~3 and 20 AB-203 and ABR-206 helicopters; 4@
aircraft trainers; and some Thunderbird surface-to-air
missiles. Finally the National Guard consisted of some
20,080 lightly armed tribesmen.1®

Until 1970, the Saudi government did relatively little
to enhance the combat capability of its armed forces. It

did, however, import 220 AML-9@ Parhard armoured fighting

12 The International Institute for Strategic Studies, The
Military Balance (19468-1986%9), London, 19468, p. 435;
Cottrell, Alvin, The Fersian Gulf States, Baltimore:
Johng Hopkins University Fress, 198@, p. 142; Burrell,
Fotte The Fersian Gulf: The Implications of British
Withdrawal , Washington Faper No. 1, Vol. 1, Center for
Strategic and International Studies, Washington D.C.,
1269, p. 823 The International Institute for Strategic
Studies, The Military Ralance (1969-1970), London,

1949, p. 36,
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vehicles from France and 25 BAC Strikemaster counter-—
insurgency and fraining aircraft. These gave the Saudis a
measure of capability to withstand any threat from South
Yemen or any internal instability within a relatively short
time. Having said this, the aircraft were not used against
Bouth Yemen in 1969.11

Various factors influenced Saudi defense policy prior
to 1970. First, as we have already noted, King Faisal did
not trust the regular army. The Middle East had after all
witnessed several military coups during the 1958°'s and
196@0's. Hence the king’'s reluctance to modernize the Saudi
regular forces. The 1969 attempted coup in Saudi Arabia
served to confirm his suspicions. Second, the Egyptian
threat had evaporated as a result of Nasser'’'s defeat in the
1947 war, following which Nasser adopted a moderate policy
towards the Arab monarchies until his death in 19780. Third,
the kingdom’s commitment at the Khartoum summit meeting to
provide financial aid to the Arab confrontation states left
it with insuwfficient financial resouwrces to develop its own
forces. Fourth, the kingdom had a dearth of manpower able
to absorb the skills required by modern technology. (This
continued to be a major problem in modernizing the Saudi
forces throughout the 1970°'s.) Finally, the Arab defeat in
the 19467 war strengthened the case of the radical Arab camp
which sought to put pressure on Saudi Arabia to prevent it

from seeking military aid from the United States.

1t Qafran, Nadar, Saudi Arabia: The Ceaseless Quest for

Security, London: Harvard University Fress, 1983, p.
203,
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By the end of this period, Saudi armed forces were the
third largest in the Gulf region, but their combat
capability still bore no comparison with that of the two
other major armed forces, those of Irag and of Iran. (Bee
Table 4.2.)

The first significant attempt to modernize the Saudi
forces was initiated in 1970 when the Saudi government
requested that the United States provide a special military
mission to evaluate the needs of the Saudi armed forces.
The Defense Department duly sent a mission under Major-
General Oswald Leahy. Although the Baudi government did not
formally adopt the findings of the missiony they did form
the agenda for future planning of Saudi military
modernization plans throughout the 1970's.%2

What lay behind the shift in Saudi defense policy in
19707 In the first place, there was Rritain's announcement
of her intention to withdraw from the region by the end of
1971. From the 8Saudi point of view, this move would leave
Saudi Arabia’s western borders vulnerable to threat from
Saudi Arabia’s two largest neighbours, Irag and Iran. In
the second place, the American role in the area had now
clarified. The Saudis from now on did not hesitate to
declare their cooperation with the United States. (1970
also witnessed the emergence of conservative elements in
the region for a variety of reasons. Nasser moderated his
stance in the wake of his defeat in the é6-day war and after
his death in September was succeeded by the moderate Sadat.

King Hussain of Jordan delivered a crushing blow to the

12 long, op. Cit., p. 54,
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Major Saudi Defense Acquisition Programmes
(1968-1978)

Sources: The International Institute for Strategic Studies,

to 1?79y Btockholm International Peace Research Institute,
KHorld Armaments and Disarmament, SIPRI Yearbook, Taylor and

Francis,

1968

1971

1972

1973

1974

220 AML-9@ Parnhard
armouwred fighting
vehicles (France)

Frogramme for
logistical
support system
(U.8.)

200 AMX-30 medium
tanks (France)

298 armouwred
personnel carriers
(France)

250 M-&60 medium
tanks (UJ.5.)

250 armoured
personnel carriers
(U.8.)

JI50 10%mm
Howitzers ((U.5.)
1200 Hawk SAM's
(.8.)

280 Bcorpion
tanks

OS50 armoured cars
(U. k. and France)

light

Londons 1276-17278.

25 BAC~1467 Strike-—
master counter-—
insurgency trainers
(U.K.)

95 F-SB/E fighters
u.s.)

11 C~-130 Hercules
transports (U.8.)
X8 Mirage 111
fighters (France)
34 Alouette 11
helicopters
(France)

Navy

8 hovercraft
(coast guard)
(U.K.)

22 patrol
boats (coast
guard) (U.K.)
Agreement

on naval
program (U.S8.)

contd.



1974

1977

1978

Table 4.2 contd.

T0D AMX-3D medium
tanksg (France)

250 AMX-10
armoured personnel
carriers (France)

250 M—~&60 medium
tanks (France)

100 M-113 armoured
personnel carriers
(UJ.5.)

1658 TOW anti-tank
guided weapons
(U.58.)

4008 Dragoen anti-
tank missiles
(U.5.)

50-60 Vulcan
aircraft guns
(U.5.)

6 Hawk surface-to-—
air missiles
(8AM's) (U.5.)

anti-

Redeye surface-to-—
air missiles
(SAM's) (LJ.8.)

250 AML wheeled
armoured

reconnail ssance
vehicles (France)
74 Y-150 wheeled
armoutred

reconnal ssance
vehicles and
armouwred personnel
vehicles with anti-~
tank guided weapons
(L.58.)

84 3A%Bmm anti-

aircraft guns (U.8.)

68 F-SE/B/F
fighter/bombers

18 KC-130 Hercules
transports

8 C~130 MHercules
transports

4 F-SF fighter/
bombers ((U.S.)

17 C-130 Hercules
transports (U.5.)
11 BAC Strike—
master /counter-
insurgency

trainers (UJ.8.)
2000 Sidewinder
air—-to-air missiles
(U.s.)

1650 Maverick air—
to-surface missiles
(U.8.)

200 Bell 209 ARKIS
attack helicopters
(U.8.)

12 miscellaneous
helicopters (Italy
and Japan)

60 F—-15 Eagle
fighters (U.8.)

162

4 MSC-322
coastal mine—
sweepers

1 large
missile patrol
boat

14 patrol
boats

18@ Harpoon
surface-to~
surface
missiles

6 large
missile patrol
boats (U.8.)
12 coastal
patrol boats
(U.8.)

8 patrol boats
(France)

4 BRBadr class
corvettes
(U.8.)

9 As—-Sadig
class fast-—-
attack craft
(U.S.)

9 Tacoma fast
patrol boats
(U.8.)
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Falestinians in his country, also in September. The
moderate politician Hafiz Al-Assad became president of
Byria.) In the third place, the Saudi government found
itself free of financial constraints. Saudi revenue
increased by 69% in the fiscal year 1971 and by an annual
average of 53% over the years 1971 to 1973. And last but
not least, the Saudi government was prompted into action by
the build-up of the armed forces of Iraq and Iran. The Bhah
was preparing to assume the role of major power in the
area, whilst Iraq, sensible of the complicated situation
which prevailed in the region, was also building up its
armed forces.

Thus between 1970 and 1973 the Saudi government
enbarked on a serious attempt to modernize its armed
forces. On 29 May 1971 it formally requested the United
States to sell it 20 F-8E Tiger fighters (to follow its
original purchase of F-SA's), as well as 35 F-5B training
aircraft. This request included the necessary equipment,
spare parts and training personnel. The cost of the
fighters was $171 million, and in 1972 the Saudi Minister
of Defense and Aviation signed a $#277 million contract for
the training, eguipment and construction components of the
programme. The F-9 purchase

"gave the Royal Saudi Air Force much better access to

trraining facilities in the United States and led to

the stationing of a much larger cadre of U.B8.A.F. and

U.8. contractor personnel in Saudi Arabia.”

Az a result of this agreement, the U.S. Military
Training Mission was expanded to 2350, and the Technical

Advisory Field Team was expanded still further.:™

1% Cordesman, Op. Cit., p. 163,
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In May 1973, the Saudi and British governments reached
agreement on extending the existing British Aircraft
Corporation (BAC) contract for a further five-year period,
enabling it to continue to operate the major part of the
Royal Saudi Air Force’'s projects and services. In the same
month the United States gave Baudi Arabia its approval in
principle for the purchase of F—-4 or Jaguar fighters. This
approval met fierce opposition from pro-Israeli groups in
the United States and despite initial Department of State
assurances that any military sales to Saudi Arabia would
take "fully into account (America’s) long-standing policy
of support for Israeli security”,*? was eventually
withdirawn.

During the same period (19468-1973), the Saudi army was
given a lower priority. Its main source of arms was France.
In 1973, the Saudi government purchased 200 AMX-30 medium
tanks and 250 armoured personnel carriers. The American
role in modernizing the Saudi army was limited to
maintenance and repair. These activities were carried out
in accordance with the October 1967 agreement which had
been concluded between American Secretary of Defense
MecNamara and the Saudi Minister of Defense and Aviation,
Frince Sultan. When the agreement espired in 1972, the
Saudi government requested the U.5. Army Corps of Engineers
to carry out their programme for a logistical support
system for the army. According to an earlier (June 1965)
agreement between the American and Saudi governments, the

CoE constructed two major military cities, the first at

4 Longy op. cit., p. 48.



Khamié>MiShat:, near the Yemeni border, the second at
Tabuk, near the‘JmFdanian border. 1™

Dur-ing these same years (1948-~1973), Baudi Arabia
could not be said to have been a naval power. In the mid-
60's consideration was given to the cbnstruction of two
naval bases, one on the western Saudi coast and the other
on the eastern. In April 1968, the Saudi government
formally requested the United States Navy to modernize its
navy and to create a credible Saudi naval force. This
reguest was met in the first instance by the arrival (in
August 1968) of a three—man U.S5. Navy team which completed
its study by February 196%. The study recommended the
creation of two operational bases at Jeddah and Jubayl, as
well as a headguarters in the capital, Riyadh. The study
also found that the Saudi navy required six vessels for
each base and a ten-year training programme. After a
further study, a joint Saudi-American team recommended in
1971 a nineteen-ship navy. This latter recommendation led
in February 1972 to a Saudi-American agreement on the
establishment of the navy. The agreement, which was known
as the Saudi Arabian Naval BExpansion Plan (SNEP), allowed
for four 700-ton and nine 30B8~ton guided migsile patrol
boats, four M5C-322 coastal minecraft and eight other small
craft, as well as MK-92 fire—control systems, MK-464

torpedoes, AN/SPS surface search radars, 7bmm rapid-fire

1M For details of the activities of the U.85. Corps of
Enginesrs in Saudi Arabia, see United States Congress,
House of Representatives, Committee on International
Relations, United States Arms Folicies in_the Persian
Gl f_and Red Sea Areas: Fast, Present and Futuwwe, 95th
Congress, lst session. Washington D.C.: U.S.
Government Frinting Office, 1977, p. 28.
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guns, and Harpoon surface-to-surface missiles.®*® Roth
governments recognising that this plan was over-—ambitious,
it was trimmed in 1974. The original estimated cost was
#1930 million, but by 1977 actual costs had topped %2
billion.27

The Saudi government also recognised the need to
modernize the National Guard. In September 1971, Prince
Abdullah, commander of the National Guard, asked for
American help in developing a modernization plan. The two
parties reached an agreement for the equipment and training
of the National Guard in March 1973,1® although it was not
implemented until 1975. The plan called for the
reorganisation of the National Guard into 20 light infantry
battalions, including two mechanized infantry battalions °
and two artillery batteries. This programme was expanded to
include four infantry battalions and one supporting
artillery battalion. The original estimated cost was 200
million and the programme was to take four years to
implement. The infantry battalions would receive 150
Cadillac Gage V-183@ commando armoured cars, 20mm cannon,
recoilless rifles, guns, tube-launched optically-tracked
wire-guided (TOW) antitank missiles and Vulcan 20mm anti-
aircraft cannon, while the artillery would receive 105mm M-

102 howitzers.?*®

re Cottrell, op. cit., p. 144.

27 Molden and Jobns, op. cit.e, p. 561,

19 Tahtiness, Dale R., National Security Challenges to
Saudi Arabia, Washington D.C.: American Enterprise
Institute for Fublic Policy Research, 1978, p. 17,
UeS. Department of State Bulletin, 27 May 1973, p.
Béé .

1? Cordesman, op. cit., p. 178.
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Thanks to such measwres, by the end of this period the
Saudi armed forces had risen to 42,000. The army strength
was now 34,000, organised into 4 infantry brigades, 1
armoured battalion, 1 reconnaissance battalion, 1 parachute
battalion, 1 Royal Guard battalion, 3 artillery battalions,
I anti~aircraft battalions, and 10 surface-to-air missile
batteries, equipped with Hawk missiles. The army also had
25 M-47 medium tanksy &8 M-41 light tanks; 200 AML-60 and
AML~-90, some Rtaghound and Greyhound armoured carsy Ferret
scout carsy; as well as field and anti-aircraft guns. The
naval strength remained one thousand, but it was now
equipped with 2 torpedo boats, 1 motor gunboat, 2 utility
craft, ? coastguard patrol boats and 8 5RN-& coastguard
hovercraft. The Baudi airforce comprised 5,500 men and now
boasted 70 combat aircraft: 2 fighter-bomber squadrons
equipped with 15 F-846F’'s; 2 fighter-—ground attack squadrons
with 35 F-52 and F-53 Lightnings; 2 transport squadrons
with 10 C~130 and 2 C~140R’'s; 2 helicopter squadrons with 1
Alouetite 111, 1 AR-204, 8 AR-205 and 20 AR-2046, 1 T-33
trainer, 1 Cessna 310K and & 1726 light aircraft, as well
as 37 Thunderbird Mark I surface-to—air missiles. Finally,
the National Guard had been completely reorganised into
regular and semi-regular battalions.=e

It is clear, however, from these details that on the
eve of the October 1973 war, Saudi Arabia still bad only a
very limited combat capability. Hence the United States’
failure to take King Faisal 's threat of war seriously. The

main objective of the build-up of Saudi armed forces had

=2 The International Institute for Strategic Studies, The
Military Balance (1973-1274), London, 1973, pp. 3I5-36.
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been to maintain the kingdom’'s internal stability and to
deal with limited threats, such as that from Bouth Yemen
(FDRY) .

The October 1973 war had a dramatic effect on Saudi
defense policy. As a result of the oil embargo, oil prices
rose sharply, causing Saudi income to soar from $6.4
billion to #27.7 billion in the fiscal year 1974-1975. This
removed all financial constraints on Saudi defense
espenditure. Conversely, oil prices adQersely affected
potential arms suppliers: the United States and European
countries needed funds to alleviate the balance-of-payment
problems which had followed the increase in o0il prices and
they were prepared to provide arms and services to help
solve their financialidifficulties. At the same time, Baudi
Arabia emerged as a major global oil and financial power.
It also became effective leader of the wide conservative
camp in the region, thanks to the "Royal Policy” of King
Faisal, who succeeded in embracing Egypt and Syria under
the Saudi umbrella.

In December 1973, the Saudi government once again
sought American assigtance in modernizing its air force.
The Defense department agreed and proposed to undertake a
comprehensive study of Saudi defense requirements.=1 It
mist be borne in mind that the Saudi request fell during
the days of the oil embargo. Two explanations for this
apparent paradox can be advanced. The first is that the
United States was aware that Saudi participation in the oil

embargo was a reluctant response to Arab pressure rather

=1 Bafran, op. cit., pp. 207-208.
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than a free cholce. The second is that no connection was
sought between fhe overall situation in the Middle East and
the sale of American arms and services to Baudi Arabia. In
other words American arms sales were not linked to the
general American policy on the area.

After 1973, relations between the two governments
entered a new phase, that of the so—-called "special
relationship”. In the military field, American involvement
deepened, principally thanks to the new-found Saudi wealth:
the Saudi government was now in a position to commission
virtually every armament and service it desired. Thus in
response to the reguest made by the Saudi government,; an
American team began its field study in April 1974,
completed it in June,y, and submitted its report in October
of the same year. (The study excluded the National Guard
which was covered by another American study prepared in
1973, retlecting the Baudi desire to keep the National
Guard at one remove from the other Saudi armed forces.==)

The defense plans of 1974 extended over a ten-year
period. During this time, the army was to be expanded from
45,000 to 72,000 men. Four mechanized brigades were to be
created with twelve mechanized infantry and three armoured
battalions; similarly two armed brigades with six armoured
and two mechanized infantry battalions; one airborne

brigade with three infantry battalionsi and three

anaR

United States Congress, House of Representatives,
Committee on Internatiomnal Relations, The United
Btates Arns Sales to the FPersian Gulf. A Report, 94th
Congress, lst Session. Washington D.C.: ULS.
Government Frinting Office, 1975, p. 18. (Subsequently
referred to as U.8. Congress, The United States Arms
Bales to the Fersian Gulf.)
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helicopter battalions. The plan also recommended that the
Saudi air Fmrce.ba expanded from 14,000 to 22,000 men and
called for the 55 F-SB/E aircraft which had been purchased
in 1971 to be integrated within S years. The air force was
moreover to acguire 60 F-SE/F aircraft at a cost of $769
million, with a further #%1,574 million allocated to
construction and training. The plan also recommended that
the Lockheed Company continue to provide the support
programme for the C~130 Hercules transport aircraft.

In 1975, representatives of the Baudi air force
visited the United States to evaluate the F-14, F-135, F-16,
and F~-18 alrcraft. In March 1976, they informed the U.S.
Department of Defense that they favoured the F-15 for
defense purposes and specified that they required 40 of
them., This represented a major change in the Saudi plans
for the modernization of the air force.=” There were many
reservations about or opposition to the sale from within
the Ford and Carter administrations,®¢ ostensibly because
it was felt that the Royal Saudi Air Force was not yet
ready to operate the advanced F-13 system. Nevertheless,
Presidents Ford and Carter met the Saudi request, agreement
being finally reached in May 1978, by which time the number
of aircraft had risen to 68. This delay in reaching final
agreement was caused by the lobbying of pro-Israeli groups
who had campalgned to block the sale,=% in order no doubt

to secure more weapons for Israel. In point of fact by the

®F Gafran, Qp. cit., pp.2@07-208.

=4 New York Times, 8 July 19763 Washington Fost, 3
September 1977.

Bee Gongressional Guarterly, Weekly Report, 8 April
1978, p. @34,
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time delivery of the aircraft was taken in late 1981, the
entire 5eaurity‘naeds of the kingdom had changed.

We have noted above how tﬁe modernization programme
for the Bauwdi navy was adopted by the 1971 American
migsion, modified in 1972 according to a joint agreement
and finalized in 1974, The estimated cost rose to more than
$¥2.6 billion. Despite this the 70's naval programme was
relatively unsuccessful, mainly because the existing navy
provided such a poor starting point.

The National Guard was the subject of a separate
American study and final agreement on its modernization
programme was reached in 1975. The original estimated cost
was approximately $200 million. By 1974 this had risen to a
total of $33I5 milliony $12F million for equipment; %63
million for construction and $149 million for management
and training. In 1976, the cost of the construction element
rose still fuwrther to $1366 million, bringing the total
cost of the programme to $1.9 billion.=e

During this period (1973-1978), the major objective
underlying these plans was to deter the so-called "Iraqi
threat”". A priority was therefore the construction of the
large military city (which became known as the King Khalid
military city) near the Iraqi border. According to one
researcher

"the survey relied on Iran to deter an outright Iraqi

invasiony and if such an invasion nevertheless took

place, it envisaged a Saudi capacity to fight a

delaying action until Iranian, and ultimately
Anerican, forces came to the rescue."=7 .

Bafran, op, cit.,, p. 208.
=7 Ibid, p. 207. !
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Undoubtedly, it was the Iragi capability to move its
army to the Syrian front in some 48 hours, demonstrated
during the October 1973 wary, which lay behind Saudi fears.
The Saudi 0il fields are located about 400 miles from the
Iraqi border. Hence the Saudi government’'s unease at the

Iragi-Iranian rapprochement of March 1975. It is not

unreasonable to suwrmise that they believed that the Shah
had left them exposed to an Iragi threat.

The other major Saudi objective for expanding its
defense programmes was to deepen United States involvement
in matters relating to Saudi defense, hoping that this
would lead to America assuming de facto responsibility for
Saudi secuwrity. In his report to the House Committee on
International Relations, Congressman Pierre 5. du Font IV,
who conducted a special study mission to examine United
States arms sales to Iran, Ruwait and Buadi Arabia during
May 1975, stated:

"Althouwgh there is no formal military alliance binding

the United States to (Saudi Arabia), the American role

in its military development creates ties that could
lead to increasingly deeper involvement,"=9

American involvement was indeed considerable. The
Saudi air force for instance could not operate without
American personnel. In December 1975, Colonel William A.
Fifer, (U.85. Army, Near East and Bouth Asia Region, Office
of Assistant Secretary of Defense for International

Security Affairs,) told the House Sub-Committee on

International Political and Military Affairs that if

=8 1.8, Congress, The United States Arms Sales to the
Fersian Gulf, p. 32.
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Congress did not accept an extension of the 1971 American-
Saudi contract ?or the support of the Saudi air force,
"we will have to withdraw American people that are
there. The Saudi Arabian air force, unquestionably,
will not be able to continue to operate in a very
short time period thereafter... I think the Saudi
Arabian air force would be grounded within a matter of
a couple of weeks after the current contract runs
out . &=
Similarly the Department of State told Congress that
American personnel were a major factor in keeping various
arms of the Saudi military establishment operational. EBut
it rejected the notion that this placed responsibility for
Saudi defense with the United Btates. (See Chapter Three.)
It should be bormne in mind, however, that Saudi plans
to modernize its armed forces would take ten years to
complete, from 1974 to 1984. In reality the strategic
environment in which the plans were to be implemented would
change within a few years, especially in the volatile
Middle East. This is in effect what occurred when the
region entered a new phase after the Camp David accord and
the fall of the S8hah's regime. (For major Saudi defense
acquisition programmes 1948-1978, see Table 4.2.)
By the end of the period with which we are concerned,
i.e. 1978, the total strength of Saudi armed forces had
risen to 61,500. The army now had 45,000 troops, organised

much as in 1973 (see above), but with in addition 1

mechanized division, 2 infantry battalions, and a further 3

2% United States Congress, House of Representatives,

Commi ttee on International Felations, Military Dales
Lo Saudi Arabia, Hearings before the Subcommittee on
ional Folitical and Military Affairs, F4th
lat Session. Washingten D.C.: U.S.
huwvlnmwnt Frrinting Office, 1976, p. 33. (Subsequently
referred to as U.8. Congress, Pilitary Sales to Saudi
Ay iaa)




174

anti-aircraft battalions. It was equipped with 400 AMX-30

and 75 M~47/-60 medium tanksy 150 Scorpion, AMX-13Z light

tanks; 200 AML-&6@Q/-90, some Staghound and Grevhound

armouwred carsy Ferret scout carsy M—-113y Parnhard and M-3

commando armoured personnel carriersy 10Smm gunsy 75mm

recoilless riflesy 85-11, Dragon, Vigilant, Harpoon anti-

tank guided weaponsy anti-aircraft gunsy and Rapier, Hawk

surface~to-alr missiles. The Navy strength was still a

modest 1,500 men, equipped with 1 fast‘patrol boat with

guided missiles, 3 Jaguar class fast patrol boats, and 1

large patrol craft in addition to the vessels they had in

1973, The Saudi air force strength had risen from 5,508 (in

1973) to 15,000 men, and its combat aircraft from 70 to

137: 2 fighter bomber squadrons were equipped with 78 F-

BE's; 2 counter—insurgency/training sguadrons with 30 BAC-

167's3 2 interceptor squadrons with 37 Lightning FS2/FS53'sy

-

2 transport squadrons with 39 C-130 E/H’'s; and 2 helicopter

squadrons with 16 AB-206 and 24 AR-205's. Its other

aircraft consisted of 4 KC-13@ tankersi; 1 Boeing 7073 2

Fakin 20'sy 2 Jetstar transportsy 12 Alouetlte I1I°s; 1 AR-
204 helicoptery and trainers including 20 F-SB, 7 Lightning
TS4/55;

6 Cessna T-41A. The National Guard comprised 35,000

men in regular and seml-regular battalions.>e

Saudi armed forces were now the third most powerful in
the region, but were still far behind the other two - Irag

and Iran (see Table 4.3) insofar as their defense

capabllities were concerned. Despite a vast investment,

(from 19469 to 1978 Saudi military espenditure reached

 The Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military
Balance {(1277-1978), London, 1977, p. 40.
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Table 4.3 3 The Military Build-up in the Major Gulf States
(1968/69-1977/78)

Sources The International Institute for Strategic Studies,
The Military Balance (1748-126%9) to (1777-1978),
Londons 1288 to 1377.

Total armed
forces (000's)

Medium tanks Combat aircraft

! ! !
! ! !
! ! !

Year ! 8.A. Irag Iran ! 8.A. Irag Iran ! S.A. Irag Iran
] i !
! ! !

1968769 ! 36 82 221 ! a few S35 n/a ! 4@ 215 200
t ] l
! ! !

1969770 ! 34 78 221 !' a few 8535 n/a ! 43 2213 180
! ! !
! ! !

1970/71 ! & 28 161 ! 59 645 n/a ! 75 229 175
! ! !
! ! !

1971772 ¢ 41 9% 181 ! 25 848 860 ! 75 220 140
! ! !
! ! !

1972/73 ! 41 102 191 ! 25 8608 860 ! 71 189 160
! ! . !
! ! !

1973774 ! 43 102 212 23 9986 920 ! 78 224 159
! ! !
! ! !

1974,75 1 I 113 238 ¢ 55 1390 11460 ! 92 218 212
! ! !
! ! !

1975/74 1} 47 138 250 ' 175 1290 11460 ! 95 247 238
[} ] l
! ! !

1976477 ! G2 188 3I0@ ' 325 1290 13460 Q7 299 317
! ! !
! ! !

1977/78 62 188 342 ' 475 1400 1620 ' 137 3569 341
! | 1
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36,241 million, see Table 4.4,) and the purchase of the
most advanced weapons systems and services availlable, the
kingdom’'s defense capability was still problematical, for a
number of reasons. Firstly, the kingdom's territories
represent a very large geographical area to defend, with
over 2,000 miles of coastline along the Arabian Gulf and
the Red Sea. Secondly, trained manpower was limited,
basically because of the small population.™®* Thirdly, the
conbat capability of the Saudi armed forces had not been
tested outside Saudi borders. The Sauwdi army, for instance,
took no real active part in any Arab-Israeli conflict. And
finally, as far as the modernization programmes themselves
were concerned, it is important to bear in mind the
following points.

In the first place, Baudi spending on infrastructure,
construction projects and services absorbed 80% of its
military expenditure. The remaining 20% spent on arms was
small by comparison with just under a third of the military
expenditure of Iran, (the total defense spending of the two
countries being roughly equal.)

In the second place, given the nature of the Saudi
political system, decisions relating to defense were highly
personal. The purchase of a given weapon depended on the
king, the defense minister, and in some cases on a few
other individuals. The request made by Prince Sultan,
Minister of Defense, to puwchase F-S5 aircraft from the
American administration rested on the mere fact that he

admired it. (This was to prove an unsuitable choice: in the

L Tahtiness, op. cit., p. 15,
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Table 4.4 @ Defense Expendituwre in the Gulf 1969-1978

(current £ millions)

Source: United Etates Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
World Military Expenditures and Transfers 1?282-1278 and

Year Saudi Arabia Iran Irag
19469 1,182 1,82é 826
1970 1,481 2,045 822
1971 1,572 2,505 857
1972 2,115 3,093 Q77
1973 24796 X,729 1,304
1974 3,182 6,303 1,686
1975 7,105 8,646 1,738
1976 9,288 9,521 1,837
1977 8,952 8,747 2,007

1978 18,284 18,598 2,136
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garly 1970's, this advanced aircraft became outdated and
the Saudis were unable to operate it without the support of
American personnel.)

In the third place, Saudi spending on defense related
to the country’'s huge income, rather than changes in the
strategic environment of the region. Expenditure increased
when revenues increased.

All these served to diminish the effectiveness of the

modernization programmes.

The policy of the United States on arms sales to Saudi

American policy on arms sales to the Middle East was
influenced by various factors during the 780°'s. Dominating
these were the Eritish withdrawal from East of Suez, which
left the so-called secuwrity vacuum in the area, and the
American involvement in Vietnam, which lay behind the
adoption of the "Nixon doctrine”, calling for a shift of
some of the American regional security burden to regional
powers, The Nixon doctrine resulted in‘the "twin pillar”
policy, that is to say the United States’' reliance on Iran
and Saudi Arabia to maintain regional security. In effect,
as was shown in Chapter Three, the United States regarded
Iran and Israel as the two rregional powers capable of
securing Western interests in the area, rather than the
Saudi regime, simply because the latter had no capability

to build a strong military force. Nevertheless, the United
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States injected a massive amount of military equipment and
services into Saudi Arabia. To what end?
According to Congressman FPlerre 8. du Pont, in his
report to the Congressional Committee on Foreign Affairs:
"Orms sales bring several advantages to (the United
States). They aid the U.8. balance of payments. They
also expand U.8. influence within a nation and promote
friendly ties with (the United States). In addition to
this, they promote the security of nations whose
security is important to the United States. By selling
arms to certain nations the United States can build
the defenses of these nations to levels where they are
able to insure their own security. In this way, they
do not have to rely on the direct intervention by the
United States for their protection."s=
There is no doubt that the October 1973 war, in
dramatically pushing up oil prices, affected the United
States balance of payments. Between 1973 and the end of the
decade, the Gul¥f stateé imported more than #$21 billion’'s
worth of military equipment and services from the United
States « The American arms sales policy was clearly an
important part of its petrodollar policy. The arms sales
also led to another economic benefit for the United States.
The American firms involved in military projects were also
involved in civil projects, such as the installation of
telephone systems or the construction of hospitals. Thus
arms sales opened the markets of the area to non-military
sales and activities. In 1974, American edxports to Saudi
fArabia totalled #833% million, an increase of 90% over the
previous year. Huge arms sales also not only reduced unit

production costs, but also created jobs in America in both

military and non-military industries.

TR LS. Congress, The United States Arms Sales to the
Persian Gulé, p. 28.

e rhpet 1 et ot eosbsns o




180

"For each #1 billion in military sales, aﬁpruximately
47,800 jobs are created.,"™®

In short, economic benefits were an important factor
in the American willingness to sell arms to the region,
particularly after the October 1973 war.

At the same time the United States exploited its
military sales as a major souwce of political leverage in
meeting its diplomatic aims. Lieutenant-General Howard M.
Fish, (United States Air Force, Director of the Defense

Secuwrity Assistance Agency,) told the House of
Representative’'s Sub—-committee on International Political
and MIlitary Affairs on 17 December 1975

"The basic reason (for selling arms), of course, is

that it is a very powerful foreign policy tool. It

presumes a relationship of mutuality of interest
between the two countries."=4

Similarly, the earlier statement of Congressman lLee H.
Hamilton, Chairmen of the Subcommittee on the Near East and
South Asia, made to the House of Representatives on 31 May
1973

"These sales will create an important inter-

relationship between the United States and these oil-~

rich states and will, partially because of their need
for spare parts in the future, give the United States
some useful leverage in owr dealings with these
ptates. =™

Arms sales unquestionably reinforced American
influence in the region and clarified the role of the
United States there. Iran, which had built up considerable

military strength thanks to American assistance became the

region’'s policeman, safeguarding Western interests and was

=% lbid, p. 26.

w8, Congress, Military Sales to Saudi Arabia, p. 31.

= ). 85. Congress, New Perspectives on the Fersian Gulf, p.
173,
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now an important tool of American policy in the area.
During the 7@’5; Saudi Arabia, which had hesitated to
declare its special relationship with the United States in
the past, now openly concluded many agreements to promote
this special relationship, especially after King Faisal'’'s
death in 1975,

Behind the American arms sales policy also lay the
deasire to péss some of America’s regional security burden
back to regional powers.,>e

This 1s what lay at the heart of the Nixon doctrine
which emerged in the wake of the American experience in
Vietnam. According to this policy, the United Btates would
supply arms rather than troops and would provide its
regional allies with substantial military equipment and
services in key areas. Joseph Sisco, Assistant Secretary of
State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs stated on 6
June 1973

".v. this whole policy is based on the assumption of

the Nixon doctrine that we would like to help these

people help themselves wherever they want our help
and, frankly, it is a way of avoiding direct
involvement."s7

This policy proved successful, especially where Iran
was concerned, making of it the guardian of Western
interests and a major tool of American policy in the area.

In addition to this, American arms sales and

assistance would give to purchasing nations the security of

which was important to the United States the capability of

o Fukuyama, Francise, Military Aspects of U.S5.-Gdviet
Competition in the Third World, in Shulman, Marshall
De (ed.), East-West Tensions in _the Third World,
London: W.W. Norton and Co., 1984, pp. 194-195,

F7 LG, Congress, New Perspectives on the Persian Gulf,

P33
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building up armed forces for their own defense. President

Richard Nixon wrote in his memoirs:
"I said, we would furnish only the material and the
military and economic assistance to those nations
willing to accept the responsibility of supplying the
manpower to defend themselves.'">®
Deputy Secretary of Defense David Pachard expressed
the same notion when he stated in 1978:
"The best hope of reducing our overseas involvements
ant expenditures lies in getting allied and friendly
nations to do even more in thelr own defense. To

realise that hope, however, requires that we must

continue, 1+ requested, to give or sell them the tools
they need for the bigger load we are wging them to
assume., " =?

To implement this policy, American foreign military
sales reached $3,.9 billion in 1973. In 1974, after the oil
crisis, total foreign military sales rose to $8.3 billion,
nearly half of which sum was accounted for by sales to
Iran.?® In fact the American administration agreed to sell
Iran "virtually any conventional weaponé it wanted."4* Here
again, one must bear in mind that the United States was
intending Iran and not Saudi Arabia to become the strong
regional power in the Bulf on which it could rely to
protect ite interests there.

The final justification for American sales to the Gulf
states was a simple one: there was nothing to stop oil-rich
states from meeting their defense needé from other sources.

Amos A. Jordan, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of

O Nixon, Richard, The Memeirs of Richard Nixon, Arrow
Books, London, 1978, p. 395.

TP Gampson, op. cit., p. 239.

4@ Ihid, p. 241.

4 United States Congress, House of Representatives,
Committee on Foreign Relations, Military Sales to
Iran. A Report, 24th Congress, 2nd session. Washington
D.C.: U.8. Government Frinting Office, 1976, p. 41.
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s

Defense for Near Eastern, African, and South Asian Affairs,

bluntly told the House Committee on International Relations

on 18 June 1973,

"If we do not sell our equipment to them, they will
purchase them elsewhere."e=

This was not only undeniable, it also underlined the
absence of any selective policy for arms sales to the area,
and especially to Saudi Arabia. We have already noted that

American arms sales formed part of its petrodollar

strategy. This did not, however, prevent Congress from

continually guestioning this throughout the 1978's. The
administration could give no convincing answer. From the
time of the announcement of the EBEritish intention to
withdraw in 1948 until the Iraqi-Iranian agreement of 1975,
the American administration argued that its arms shipments

to the region were a response to Soviet threats. This was

an argument which convinced no-one, simply because neither

Iran nor Saudi Arabia bhad the ability to stand against any

Russian attack. After 1975 -

rve the threat, they say, is Irag with a history of
ideological hostility to the conservative Saudi
monarchy. The Saudis need a first—class fighter, they
say, to fend off the much larger Iragi army and air

force which is equipped with the latest Goviet
fighters. ">

This reasoning also lay behind the Saudi decision to
build a large military city (King Khalid) near the Iraqi
border. But events were to prove the justification to be

untrue. It is important to recognise that the American

administration was antious to justify its military sales to

“4® U.8. Congress, The Fersian Gulf 1975, p. 107.
A% Congressional Quearterly, Weekly Report, 8 April 1978,
G938,

p-
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Saudi Arabia in order to answer criticism from Congressmen
representing thé Israeli lobby in Washington, with the
American Israeli Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) at its
head. The major aim of AIPAC was to obtain more support and
aid for Israel, and in this they succeeded. This remained
true even in the case of the Baudi purchase of 60 F~15
fighters which was approved in 1978 and which some
observers interpreted as "the Israeli lobby (having)
finally lost on a major issue."44 The Saudi F~1%5's were
impotent against mass threats because they had no digital
data links between their computers and a sensor and control
system such as the AWACS. The F—-15 computer programme was
not designed for combat with Igraeli F-15, A-4, or F-16
fighters. It had no mapping or moving indicator capability,
which made it ° capable of detecting city-sized targets onth
was not equipped with anti-tank missiles and had no
accurate means of distinguishing between potential targets
as "friend or foe".?® The Sawdis agreed not to use their
fighters against Israel, not to transfer them to other
countries, and undertook not to acquire any other fighters
from any other country whilst preparing for and taking
delivery of them.?® The Saudis were moreover willing to pay
nearly $42 million per unit, compared with a cost of #$17
million. At the same time the American admigistration
agreed to sell Israel 15 F-15 fighters, in addition to the
25 which had already been agreed upon together with 75 F-

16's at a price of $17 million per F-15 and $7 million per

A4 Fowe, op. cit., p. S&6.
8 Cordesman, op. cit.y p. 246,
A Howe, op. Cit., p. S6b6.
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F-16.27 Thus the total cost of the Saudi-American deal was
#2.5 billion, cbmpared with #1.9 billion for the Israeli-
American sale.2® In the same year (1977) total American
military aid and security assistance to Israel came to
nearly #2.5 billion.4? Does this not suggest that the Saudi
government had subsidized a large part of the cost of the
fighters supplied to Israel? It had after all paid more
than $1.3 billion for a less advanced version of the F-15
than that which Israel received as part of American aid. It

could hardly be argued that the Israeli lobby had "finally

lost on a major issue.”

Major themes underlying American arms sales to Saudi

We have shown how, during the period 19468-1978, the
United States provided Saudi Arabia with huge military
sales and services. These rose from $36.92 million in 1948
to ¥2.4 billion in 1978, and totalled $5.99 billion over
the whole period. The United States became involved in
every aspect of these, from simple English language courses
to the complex training of fighter pilots, as well as
supplying all manner of armaments, from infantry light
weapons to highly zophisticated fighters like the F-18,
This deep involvement became crucial to bilateral relations

during the 70's. It failed, however, to make Saudi Arabia a

47 Ccongressional Guarterly, Weekly Report, 28 May. 1977, p.
1@Q78.

Congressional Ouarterly, Weekly Report, 8 April 1978,
B35
4% Congressional Cuarterly, Weekly Report, 28 May and 25
June 1978, p. 1078 and p. 1305 respectively.

4 £3

pu
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significant power by Middle East standards. What then were
the main themas‘underlying these sales?

First of all, Saudi Arabia did not face any serious
military threat duwring the period under study (1968-1978).
In 1949 there was a minor clash between Saudi Arabia and
South Yemen (PDRY). This did not, however, represent a
significant threat, simply because South Yemen had only
limited military capabilities and its economy was too weak
for it to sustain a prolonged confrontation. The American
administration attempted to justify its arms sales to the
kingdom on the grounds that there existed a real threat
from the Soviet Union (particularly in the light of the

British withdrawal from the area in 1971) and an Iraqi

threat {(particularly after the Iran-Iraq rapprochement of
1975) . In reality, no threats existed at all.

Another noteworthy factor is the lack of connection
between arms sale and the overall situation in the region.
Hence the swprising American decision to sell arms to
Saudi Arabia during late December 1973, when the Saudi
government was deeply involved in the oil embargo and the
area had just come to the end of another round of war. This
underlines that the sale of American arms and services to
the kingdom was guite divorced from its overall policy on
the area.

On the other hand the arms and services sales were
closely connected to the American petrodollar policy. Table
4.% shows that arms sale steadily increased at the same
time as oll prices rose, forcing the United States to pay

more for its imported oil. This was the single most
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Table 4.5 & American 0i1 Imports and Military Sales to
Saudi Arabia 1970-1978 (in % millions)

Sourcess United States Department of Defense,Defense
Becurily Assistance Agency, Foreign Military Sales and
Military Assistance Facts, Washington D.C., December
I1?8¢: International Monetary Fund, International
Financial Statistics, Vol. XXX, November 1977; Vol.
XXXII, November 1727%.

Year 0il imports Military sales

1570 2,760 32

1971 3,320 b4

1972 4,330 160

1973 7,550 211

1974 26,120 330

1975 26,530 324

1976 34,110 927 ’
1977 44,210 1,502

1978 41,4600 2,369

includes transitional guarter (fiscal year 1977)
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important factor behind the huge United States arms sales
to the kingdom.'lt also explains why the sales remained
unlinked to overall policy on the situation in the region,
which had — needless to say — resulted in the high oil
prices in the first place. The United States was well aware
that its arms sales to Saudi Arabia would not affect the
military balance in the area, that is to say that they

would not create & sufficiently powerful military force in

(
Saudi Arabila.

It is also worth pointing out that during the 78°'s all
Saudi plans to modernize its military forces were based on
the findings of American studies. From 1270 until the end
of the decade all the sales agreed between the two
governments had been recommended by advisors of the’
American defense department. These encouraged the Saudis
either to purchase more than their reguirements, or to buy

weapons of such sophistication that they were unable to

operate them.®?® (We have also noted the assertion of

Colonel William Fifer that in his opinion "“"the Saudi
Arabian Royal Air Force would be grounded within a matter
of a couple of weeks" if American personnel were
withdrawn.)

In addition, the true value of Baudi purchases of
American arms and services was exaggetrated. Between the
vyears 19248 and 1978 agreements between the two governments
accounted for a total of $21,167 million, but the value of
actual deliveries was only 5,988 million. (Bee Table 4.6.)

Furthermore, this amount was not paid for hardware alone.

Ha Cordesman, op. cit., p. 167.



189
Table 4.4 % Browth in Military Sales to Saudi Arabia

195@3-1978 (£ 000's)

Sources Ynited Btates Department of Defense, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, Foreign Military Sales and

Year Value of agreements Value of deliveries
195067 574,080 121,037
1948 13,696 36,856 —
1969 4,214 32,086 —
1970 80,910 31,937
1971 15,863 64,059 —
1972 371,004 159,646
1973 709,259 . 211,159
1974 2,031,250 329,971
1975 3,614,819 324,239
19746% 7,742,087 926,882
1977 1,888,155 1,5@2,104
1978 4,121,519 2,368,921
TOTAL 21,166,856 6,108,887

'y

includes transitional quarter (fiscal year 1977)
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According to White House background papers, 60% went on
construction, 20% on training and only 20% on hardware.Sli
Thus the actual cost of Saudi arms purchased from the
United States was around $1,200 million. Bearing in mind
also, as has been noted above, that the price tag on these
weapons was two or three times higher than their original
cost, it could be argued that the true value of Saudi
military purchases lay between %400 and #6000 million.

Imn addition, the Saudi purchase of arms was subject to
so-called "commissions”. As Anthony Sampson recorded in his

book, "The Arms BRazaar",

"Ry August 1973 Lockheed found that the original two

per cent it had agreed to pay for the sale of Hercules
transports ... had escalated to eight per cent, an

increase, khashaggi explained, ‘due to more players

getting involved and the necessity to satisfy their

reguirements in order to get the contracts signed’."s=

In 1971, Adnan Khashaggi told the Northrop Company
that it must give General Hashim, the héad of the Saudi air
force, 250,000 to ensure that the sale of Tiger aircraft
would go through as agreed. He subsequently told the
company that General Hashim having been replaced by General
Zuhair, a further 200,000 should be paid to the latter.=>
According to Lockheed these payments were "under-the-table
compensation to Saudi officials".®4

By the nmid-70's, Adnan Kashaggi ‘s "commissions" came

to more than %154 million from Lockheed and Northrop

Ibid, p. 188,

Sampson, op. cit., p. 198,

@ Ibid, p. 194. A

United States Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign
Rel 5, Maltinational Corporations and U.S5. Foreign
Felicy, Fart 12. 94th Congress, 2nd Session.
Washington D.C.: U.8. Government Frinting Office,
1976, p. 1088,
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alone.®¥ These payments - bribes - were the subject of
Congressional investigations by the mid-70's, and as a
result of the publicity these generated, arms sales became
the subject of government-to government contracts in the
late 1970's.

Finally, American arms sales were behind the arms race
in the Gulf region. Huge arms sales to Iran and Saudi
Arabia left other nations no choice but to spend more to
build up strong armed forces and the entire area saw

massive military expenditure throughout the 70's.

To summarize, American arms and services sales to
Saudi Arabia formed part of its petrodollar policy. The
United States had no formal policy on arms sales to the
kingdom simply because they were relying on Iran and Israel
to safeguard their interests in the area. For its part the
Saudi government was not blind to this fact, but aimed to
deepen American involvement in the military field in order
to obtain from the United States some de facto commitment

to their security.

BH lacey, Qp. Cit., p. 4468,
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Chapter Five

5AUDI-AMERICAN RELATIONS AND THE ARAB-~ISRAELI CONFLICT

0f all the conflicts in the Middle East, it is the
Arab-laraell dispute which dominates all others, hence its
being commonly referred to as "the Middle East dispute”.

The conflict ie a long-standing, lasting, and bitter
oner long-standing because it dates back to earlier this
century, according to some to when Ralfour, then British
foreign secretary, declared in 1917 that Palestine would be
the Jewish homeland) (Ibn 8Baud believed that the conflict
dated back to the time of the Prophet Mohammad2)j lasting
because it remains unresolved and dominates the region’s
affairsy and bitter because it has resuited in four full-
gcale wars erupting in the area in the years 1949; 1956,
1967, and 1973.

Superficially, it is a conflict between Arab and Jew,
but in reality the Arab countries adopt a variety of
stances. Egqypt and Byria were directly involved in the
conflict with Israel in all four wars. Jordan was less so,
given that it did not take active part in the fourth war.
Other Arab countries were involved in different ways, Iraq
directly so, while others were less effective and lent
their support in ways similar to those of non-Arab

countries such as Pakistan, (motivated by religious

* Rubin, Rarry, The Orab States and the Palestinian
Conflict, lst edition, Syracuse: Syracuse University
Fress, 1980, p. 1353.
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convictions), and China, (which acted in the light of its
idenlogical con?lict with the United States and the Boviet
Union).

Before the creation of the state of Israel, the
parties concerned in the conflict were the Palestinians,
the Jews and Eritain — the mandate state. From 1948 until
1967, the conflict involved Israel, Egypt and Jordan
(because of the control it had over the West Bank), and
from 19467 until the late 1970's - Israel, Egypt and Syria.
Other Arab countries which did not share a border with
Israel played a supporting role.

Baudi Arabia, located not far from Israel, falle into
the latter category. Thus, although it could have
intervened in military terms, it failed to do so, because
the particular nature of Saudi policy and the implications
of policy decisions were dependent on considerations
outside the Arab~Israeli conflict, in spite of the effect
the conflict had on the policies of the Middle East as a
whole.

Baudl concern with the Palestinian issue, then the
Arab-Israeli conflict, began in the thirties as a result of
various pressures, (religious conviction, Arabism ...) At
the same time, the United Btates’' interest was a response
to Zioniset pressures, although it was Britain who was the
major power in the area at the time.

Prior to World War II, United States involvement was
limited, because of the nature of American foreign policy

at the time. Saudi Arabia sought to obtain greater American
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involvement, and to this day believes that a solution rests
with the United.Btates.

The United Btates and Saudi Arabilia were most deeply
involved at the time of the outbreak of the third war in
1967. Before then, the United Btates’ relations with Israel
consisted of a kind of moral commitment. In 19467, American
ald to Israel exceeded all prior aid since the
eatablishment of the state. The arms Israel had used in the
1956 war had been made in the 8Boviet Union, France, and
Britain. In the 19467 war, they were made principally in
West Germany and France, and to a lesser extent in the
United States and Britain. After 1947, Israel was equipped
with massive and sophisticated American-made weapons.

In general, American policy in the Middle East rested
on Israel,y the Iran of the Shah, and Saudi Arabia.

There may have been no major differences between the
policies of the United States and Saudi Arabia as far as
oil, security and arms sales were concerned, but at first
sight there appear to be differences in their policies on
the Arab-lsraeli conflict.

This chapter will discuss Saudi policy in relation to
the dispute}y similarly United States policy) Baudi-American
relations in this regard during the years 1947-1973 and

1973~1978; and the role played by Saudi oil.

Saudi Arablia and the Arab-Israeli conflict

As with any policy, various factors affected Saudi

policy on the Palestinian issue and the Arab-Israeli
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conflict, the main ones being the nature of the
establishment of the kingdom as a sovereign-state witgﬁ\
religious rootsy the extension of Baudi power to embrace
Hejaz, formerly controlled by Bharif Hussain who was
calling for Arab unity under his leadershipj and the
concern of the Baudi family for their security, linked to
the security’ of the kingdom.

As far as the nature of the establishment of the
kingdom is concerned, although - as has been shown -~ Baudi
avthority was founded on tribal traditions, its basic
idenlogy was Wahhabism. The Wahabbi sect is fanatical in
ite condemnation of other sects as atheistic., How then do
they view Judalsm? Both Christians and Jews are in fact
considered to be "people of the book", as stated in the
Quran, but there was much controversy about the status of
Jews in the Islamic religion.

The SBauwdis, given their self-appointed role as léaders
of the Islamic world because of the location of the holy
cities within their territory, came under pressure to adopt
a hostile attitude towards the Jews, especially in the
light of the cccupation of Jerusalem, the third holy city
of Islam. Ibn Saud stated that the Palestinian issue was an
Islamic one. The same belief was expressed by King Saud
when he came to power in 19593, likewise by King Faisal in

1964, and by King Khalid in 1975.=

2 Salama, op. cit., p. S44; Sai’'d, Ameen, Tarikh Al-Dawla
Al-Saudiva (in Arabic: The History of the Saudi
Btate), Vol. I, Beirut: 19465, p. 19.
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Thus Jews were forbidden entry to the kingdom of Saudi
Arabia until 1976, when this restriction was lifted, but
only under pressure from the United States.™

Am far as the second factor - political developments
within the peninsula ~ is concerned, King Abd al-Aziz Ibn
S8aud had extended his kingdom by occupying the then kingdom
of Hejaz. He shouldered all the burdens of the occupation.
Hejaz had witnessed some political progress, including a
conatitution, (unlike Baudi Arabia, which to this day has
none) , and had called for Arab unity under the leadership
of King Hussain. For a short time, Ibn Saud proposed that
he should be made king of all Arabs,% but realizing this
was beyond his ability, he abandoned thise idea. The trend
towards Arabism in Saudi policy has been a weak one, except
during Saud’s reign, under the influence of Nasserism in
the 1950°'s. Generally speaking, the Saudis are
uncomfortable with the notion of Arabism, because of its
unpleasant associations with Nasser, the Ba'ath Party, and
the war in Yemen.®

But it is the third factor —- Baudi concern for the
security of the kingdom, and therefore of the Saudi family
-~ that still dominates their policies.® This explains why

they sought an early American role in the area, believing

u.s. Congress, The Persian Gulf 1975, p. 198.

Salama, op, cit., p. 132.

Dawisha, Adeed, Saudi Arabia’'s Search for Security,
Adelphi Paper No. 158, London: International Institute
for Strategic Studies, 1979, pp. 2-3.

& Hoagland and Smith, p. 81.
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that Britain was supporting their traditional enemies, the
Hashemite family, who ruled Iraq and Trans-Jordan.”

Ibn Saud believed that the Hashemite family sought to
exploit the Palestinian problem by annexing the West Bank
to Transjordan in order to form the kingdom of Jordan.
Hence Ibn Sauwd’'s desire for an early resoluﬁion of the
problem. He wrote to Britain, the mandate state, seeking a
solutiony he sent his son Faisal to the London conference
of 19393 and finally turned to America, the firset Arab
leader to seek to involve America in the area.® After World
War 1I, realizing that American policy on this issue was
not as he would have wished, he sent a secret letter to the
United States President. In this letter

"the King ... expressed his great hope and faith in

the United States and declared that he would always

remain °*America’s8 friend, although on occasion his
pronouncements in regard to the FPalestinian question
might indicate otherwise.”” -

In the 1930's, the newly enthroned King Saud joined
the Cairo-Damascus axis because he believed that the
Baghdad Pact had been created to support the Ha;hemite
family in Iraqg; hence his hard line against Israel. In the
1960's, the situation changed dramatically with the
involvement of Saudi Arabia and Egypt in the Yemen war. It

was then that SBaudi Arabia realized that Arabism was more

of a threat than they had expected.

7 711.90F/1~1946: Telegram, The Acting Secretary of State
to the Minister in Egypt (Tuck), Washington, January
19, 1944.

8 867N.01/1364 No. 1473, The Chargé in Egypt (Merriam) to
the Secretary of State, Cairo, December 15, 193B.

9 BROF.77/18~144: Telegram. The Ambassador in Egypt (Tuck)
to the Secretary of State, Cairo, October 1, 1944.
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As a result of the 19467 Arab-Israeli war, the Yemen
war came to an end and the "leadership” of the Arabs

tranaferred from Egypt to Saudl Arabia.i®

After 1947, Saudi Arabia believed that any new war in
the area could affect them in two ways. Firstly, the Boviet
Union’'s involvement in the area would increase thanks to
their supporting the Arab side by supplying them with
weapons. Secondly, any new conflict would strengthen the

radical wings of the Arab world in general and of the

Palestinians in particular. For these reasons, Saudi Arabia

took part in the fourth war (1973) in an attempt to limit

it both in terms of action and scope. This also explains
their good relations with the moderate wing of the

Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO), the Fateh
organisation.

The ambiguity and inscrutability of Saudi attitudes
towards the Arab-Israeli conflict can be attributed to
their overriding concern with security.

The Saudi role in the Arab-Israeli conflict in fact
remained obscure for a long period, it could be argued
until 1973, when the world was questioning the role of
Saudi oil in the conflict. In actual fact, Baudi Arabia did
not play an active part until 1967, when the third war
ended in an Israeli victory. Baudi Arabia benefited from

this insofar as it resulted in the ending of the Yemen war,

and Saudi Arabia achieving a dominant position in‘the area.

12 Dawisha, Adeed, "Internal Values and External Threats:

The Making of Saudi Foreign Folicy," OREIS, Spring
1979, p. 129,
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The part played by Baudi Arabia in the military
confrontation, in giving financial aid to the front-line
states and to the FLO, in the Arab boycott of Israel, and
finally in diplomatic efforts must therefore be reviewed.

Saudi Arabia neither joined directly in military
activities nor took active part in the wars with Israel.
Saudi statements about their supposed participation were a
part of their political propaganda. (The Zionist lobby made
a vigouwous attempt to establish Saudi participation before
the Foreign Relations Committee in the United States
Congress, but failed to do so.®?) In 1948, the Arab League
resolved to fight the Jews in Palestine. News reports
indicated that 60 -~ 200 Saudi soldiers were with the
Egyptian army in the Nakab desert, but they were
inadequately equipped and there was no evidence that they
engaged in any military activity, despite Ibn Saud’'s
promises to other Arab states on 10 May 1948 that SBaudi
Arabia would play her part.1=2 At the time of the second war
(1956) , Saudi Arabia enjoyed good relations with Egypt.:*™
The two countries had a joint defense agreement and a five-—
vear military treaty. Nevertheless, Saudi forces entered
Jordan in March 1957, when the war was already over.

In 1967, at the outbreak of the third war, SBaudi
Arabia’'s relations with Egypt had deteriorated as a result
of the Yemen war. The Saudi army was positioned on the

southern Saudi border in order to repulse Yemeni republican

11 U.8. Congress, Military Sales to Saudi Arablia 1975, p.
19.

12 Al~Zarakly, op. cit., p. 1288,

13 Bai‘'d, op. cit., pp. 160-174,
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forces, Thus, despite ite declaration of war on Israel,
Saudi Arabia again failed to play any active part.:*4

In October 1973, SBaudi Arabia’s relations with Egypt
were once again friendly, and Saudi Arabia was the third
state to be informed of Egypt’'s intention to wage war
against Israel. Contrary to Baudi media reports, however,
Saudi Arabia did not take part in any military activity.
The Saudi presence on the fronts with Israel was limited to
a amall number of soldiers in Egypt, about & thousand in
Jordan, and some jet-fighters which were subsequently
transferred to Syria.®

BGiven the inefficiency of its army, Baudi military
participation could scarcely be other than weak. Financial
aid to the front-line states and to the PLO was therefore
the Saudi substitute for direct engagement and was
considered to be equivalent to participating in the
conflict. Ald was given first to Nasser, the most
influential figure in the area at the time, to obtain his
agreement to the lifting of the oil embargo in 19467. At the
Khartoum summit of August 1967, Baudi Arabia undertook to
donate %148 million a year to Egypt.®® The Arab summit
conference in Rabat in October 1974 agreed that Saudi
Arabia, Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates would donate
2.35 billion dollars to Egypt, Byria, Jordan and the PLO.
The bulk of this financial aid came from Baudi Arabia,

which made its payments regularly and sometimes exceeded

14 Arab Report and Record, 1-15 June 1967, p. 177.

15 U.8. Congress, Military Sales to Sauwdi Arabia 1975, p.
19.

16 Haikal, Mohammad, The Road to Ramadan, New York: The New
York Times Co., 1975, p. 248.
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its allocated share. EgQypt was the main recipient of aid,
particularly under Sadat.” In some cases, Saudi Arabia

funded arms supplies to these countries.?®®

Saudi financial ald influenced the conflict in two
waysr firstly, it improved the front-line states’
capacities, particularly in the case of Egypt, to bear the

costs of the wary and secondly, it served to moderate the

policies of the PLO, especially the Fateh wing, which
enjoyed a special relationship with Saudi Arabia.

The Arab boycott of Israel was another weapon intended
to paralyze the Israeli economy. The Arab League

established a "boycott bureau”, whose task was to punish

companies found to be dealing with Israel. In theory, Saudi

Arabia, as a member of the Arab League, was committed to
abiding by its decisions, but in practice it failed to
comply to the letter with the regulations. In 1975, James

E. Akins, former United States Ambassador to Saudi Arabia,

said,

"I would say they are not overly zealous in
application of the boycott regulations, on the other
hand they are certainly not in the lead of those who
are disposed to relax the regulations.”:?

Underlying all Saudi diplomatic activity was the fact
that war was not their preferred option. Even their
participation in the October 1973 war was interpreted as a
reaction to the United States’ ignoring Faisal ‘s call on

them to put pressure on Israel to withdraw from Arab

occupled territories., King Faisal threatened the United

17 U.8. Department of Commerce, Critical Factors affecting
Saudi fArabia’'s 0il Decisions, p. 29.
1g .8, Congress, The Fersian Gulf 1975, p. 29.

19 Ibid., p. 198.
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Btates with his intention to go to war against Israel, but
this was not taken seriously.=2 Saudi policy had a long
history of seeking a diplomatic solution. The period
following the October war saw an intensification of
diplomatic efforts to find a solution.

Saudi Arablia was the leading moderate state in the
area. This was amply demonstrated by the Khartoum summit

conference in 1967, at which Faisal succeeded in convincing

the other Arab states to give up the oil embargo. The
financial aid given to Nasser compelled him to accept
United Nations resolution 242, which confirmed the right to
exist of the state of Israel. This in turn implied his
belief that Israel could maintain its external security.=:

The key elements of the political compromise sought by
Saudi Arabia were the recognition of Israel,y in return for
Israeli withdrawal from occupied territoriesy the creation
of a Palestinian state on the West Bank and Gazaj and the
return of Jerusalem - as a Muslim holy place - to Arab
sovereignty.®= Thig formed the general framework for Saudi
policy during the 1970's.

Saudi diplomatic efforts concentrated on attempting to
reduce Soviet influence in the area, to obtain Palestinian

participation in the search for a settlement, and to

involve the United States, whom they believed could find a

solution.

20 Ambrose, Stephen E. Rise to Globalism, 2nd edition,
Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1280, p. 359.

21 GQuandt, William RB. Decade of Decisions: American Policy
toward the fArab-Israeli Conflict, 1967-19746, Berkely:
University of California Press, 1977, p. 65.

22 Dawisha, Adeed, Saudi Arabia’s Search for Security,

Adelphi Paper No. 158, London: International Institute
for Strategic Studies, 1979, p. 23.
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Hence King Faisal's trying to convince the Egyptian
president of the need to reduce the SBoviet presence in
Egypt.=* In the event, Egypt expelled all Soviets on 18
July 1972.24 From 1967, the United States, the Soviet
Union, Britain and France were the great powers concerned
with the dispute. After the 1973 war, it was principally
the United States and the Soviet Union who were involved,=9
until the United States became master of the situation and
became the third party in the Camp David accords.

The second main focus of diplomatic activity was
seeking Palestinian involvement in a solution. Saudi Arabia
had only limited success in bersuading the United States to
recognize the PLO, but did succeed in convincing the PLO
that they should participate in the search for a solution.

Finally, there was Baudi Arabia’'s be}ief - clearly
apparent in the 197D’sf— tﬁat only the United Btates was
able to find a compromise which would provide a
comprehensive solution to the problem.

In summary, the Saudis had no alternative but to be
involved in the conflict, but the security of the kingdom
continued to be uppermost in their minds, and this remained
the «ase throughout the reigns of King Abd Al-Aziz and of
his sons Saud, Faisal, and Khalid. The search for a

diplomatic solution dominated their policy, and even their

2% Haikal, op. cit., p. 120.
24 Fissinger, op. cit., p. 12953 Sheehan, Edward R. The

Arabs, Israplis, and Kissinger: A Secret History of
American Diplomacy in the Middle East, New York:
Reader ‘s Digest Fress, 1974, p. 65. '

United States Congress, House of Representatives, The
Separch for Feace in the Middle East, Foreign Affairs
and National Defense Division, Washington D.C.: United
States Government Frinting Office, 1979, p. 137.
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participation in the October 1973 war had this ultimate
aim. The mainstay of their diplomatic efforts was massive
financial aid, and their policy objectives were two-fold:
to moderate the policies of other Arab states and to

convince the United States of the need to put pressure on

Israel to moderate her stand., Were they successful in

meeting these objectives? This will be the subject of a

later discussion.

The United States and the Arab~Israeli conflict

Since World War II, United States’ Middle East policy
has been determined by three main objectives: the
containment of Soviet presence and influence in the areé;
securing & steady supply of Arab pil for the western world
and Japany and maintaining their commitment to the security
and survival of the state of Israel.

As far as the latter objective is concerned, after
1947 the United States did more than any other country to
maintain Israel’'s security, their commitment being
sustained not only in the light of their strategic
interesta, but also in response to considerable public
support for the special relationship with Israel demanded
by the influential Jewish community in the United States.=s

As part of its global defense strategy against the
Soviet Union, the United States sought to secure both bases

and allies in the region. During the post-war period, it

26 Congressional Quarterly, The Middle East: United States
Folicy, Israel, 0il and the Arabs, Sth edition,

Washington D.C.: 1981, p. 11i.
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succeeded in doing so until 1955, when the Soviet Union
gained & foothold by supplying Egypt with weapons. The
American response was to attempt to outbid the SBoviet Union
for Egypt’'s favours and to support conservative forces in
the region including Israel.?” After the significant
changes which took place in the area during the S8's and
6@, the United Btates recognized that Israel was a real
ally in the region. In 19462, Fresident Kennedy became the
firet American president publicly to a;knowledge thig.==
After the Israeli victory in the 19467 war, which made
Israel the dominant power in the region, the United States
regarded Israel as the guardian of Western interests, and
enormously increased their support for Israel,

notwithstanding the importance of American interests in

Arab countries.

United States policy on the Arab-Israeli conflict has
also been shaped and influenced by the Jewish American

community. Although Jews make up less than 3% of the
population, they have been able to influence United States
policy-makers and public opinion, thanks to a highly
organized, well-financed and very active pro-Israeli lobby.
The Jewish vote and their financial muscle can affect the
outcome of United States elections, particularly at
national level, putting considerable pressure on candidates

and decision-makers.=?® This said, does this 3% minority

genuinely influence American policy?

27 Guandt, op. cit., p. S.
28 Eveland, Wilbu- C. Ropes of Sand: The American’'s Failure

in_the Middle East, London: W.W. Norton and Co., 1983,

pe. 321.
29 Isaac, Stephen, Jews and American Fplitics, New York:

Doubleday, 1974, p. 12.




In effect, the policy of the United States, given its

superpower status, is shaped by national interests. But

"more often, interest groups provide a useful excuse

for a policy-maker to do what he intended to do for
other reasons."®9

United Btates support for Israel prior to 1967 took
the form mainly of financial aid, with little direct

military aid. Under the latter heading, in 1962, Israel was

supplied with surface-to-air Hawk anti-aircraftt missiless

in 19465, with U.8. Patton tanksi and in 19646, an agreement

was teached for the sale of 48 A-4 Skyvhawk fighter-

bombers.>! After the 1967 war, United States support was
virtually unlimited:

"to provide Israel with an adequate deterrent force
capable of preventing future Arab aggression by

offsetting sophisticated weapons received by the Arab

states and to replace losses suf#ered by Israel in the
19467 conflict,"™=

During two and a half years of the Nixon-Ford

administration, the United States provided Israel with more

than ¥3 billion worth of weapons.™® The United States
became Israel ‘s major source of support, forcing the Arabs

to turn to the Soviet Union.

Thus the United States played a leading role in

attempting to bring peace to the Middle East and prevent

any further outbreak of war between the Arabs and the

Israelis. In a meeting with some of the leading members of

the Jewish community, President Nixon told them that

=@ uandt, op. cit, p. 28.
pa- 2 3

Congressional Quarterly, The bMiddle East: U.8.
Israel, Oil and the Arabs,
D.C.y 1977, p. 93

=2 .8, Department of State Bulletin,

452,

Folicy,
Zrd edition, Washington

28 Dctober 1948, p.

Ambrose, op. cit., p. 3&67.



"each new war would be more and more costly because
their neighbourse would learn to fight, and there were
more of them ... the only long—~term hope lies in
reaching some kind of settlement...">4

In Kissinger’'s view,

"Israelis must understand the importance of Middle

East peace to the global concerns of the United States

and the Western world."”>®
The United States was well aware that

"peace in the Middle East area is not only important

for the stability of the world. It is also important

in order to continue to assure sufficient stability in
the Gulf area to permit our overall relationships to
continue. Political wisdom must continue to accompany
economic success, "%

In March 1977, President Carter outlined his three-
point plan calling for Israeli withdrawal, the creation of
a "Palestinian homeland" and the establishment of permanent
peace between Israel and the Arab states. The Camp David
peace agreement of Beptember 1978 emerged from this three-
point plan, but President Carter was able to secure Israeli
withdrawal only from Sinai.>7

To summarize, United States policy on the conflict was
affected by its interests in the area, with Israel being
seen as & strategic ally maintaining these interests.
Folicy was also influenced by a powerful and well-organized

Jewish lobby in America. The United Btates commitment to

Israelli security was unchanging. It became deeply involved

34 Nison, Richard, The Memoirs of Richard Nixon, London:
Arrow Books, 1979, pp. 1007-1008.

3% Kissinger, Henry, For the Record, London: Weidenfeld and
Nicolson, 1981, p. 98.

I6 United States Department of State, Bureau of Public
Affairs, "U.8. Folicy toward the Persian Gulf”",
Curpent Folicy, No. 160, April 11 1988, p. 4.

X7 Ewrdi, Mafaz Abdul Mohsen, Saudi Arabia: Perspective on
Qil, Foreign Folicy, and the Arab-Israeli Conflict
1970-1780, unpublished FhD thesis, Claremont
University, 1982, pp. 149-1320.




after the Israeli victory in the 6-day war of 1947,
believing — at ieast until 1973 ~ that Israeli superiority
disarmed Arab threats and gave stability to the area. After
the October 1973 war, however, the administration pursued a
diplomatic solution, seeking a negotiated peace given that
anylnew outbreak of war would draw the Soviet Union further
into the area and risk Israeli security.

The question of whether the Saudi government had any
effect on American policyﬁon the conflict will be addressed

later.

Saudi-American relations with reqgard to the conflict: 1967-

1973

The third war broke out on & June 1967 when Israel
launched a surprise attack on Egypt, Syria and Jordan.
Israel was victorious and its forces occupied the Gaza
strip, most of the Sinai peninsula, the City of Jerusalem,
the West Bank and the strategically important Golan
heights.

Israel 's victory changed the entire political map of
the area. Thus, for instance, the United States became the
main supplier of weapons to Israel,®® and the two countries
enjoyed a "special relationship". The Soviet Union’'s
influence in the area grew still fuwther as the Arab states
were now more dependent than ever on Soviet help to rebuild

their armed forces. A number of Arab states broke off

38 Jabber, Faul, "tUnited States Interests and Regional

Security in the Middle East”, Daedalus, Vol. 109, No.
4, Fall 198@, p. 71.
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diplomatic relations with the United States and stopped oil

shipments to the United States and Britain. France, in a

shift in policy by de Gaulle, announced an embargo on all

arms sales to the Middle East.

Nor were such changes confined to outside the Arab
world. Within it, Nasser’'s influence declined dramatically.
His defeat forced him to adopt a more moderate policy
towards other Arab states. Saudi Arabia became more
influential than ever before, even on Nasser’'s policies.

The June war brought to an end the Yemen war which had

plagued Saudi Arabia. At the same time, it strengthened

radical Arab nationalist feeling. This latter development

redoubled the difficulties Israel had to confront and
al armed Saudi Arabia.

Between 19467 and 1973, the United States adopted a
three-fold policy. First, it attempted to restore stability
and peace to the area; second, it sought détente with the
Soviet Unioni and third, it tried to find a solution to the
problem of its growing demand for energy and consequent
high dependence on il imports.=?

Saudi policy objectives were similar to United States
policy during the same period. Saudi Arabia attempted to
limit the Soviet Union’'s involvement and influence in the
area, sought stability and a political compromise to
resolve the Arab-Israeli conflict, and attempted to
moderate radical Arab nationalism.

When the 19467 was broke out, King Faisal aligned

himself with Nagser, despite the poor relations that

39 Bryson, op. cit., p. 253.
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existed between Saudi Arabia and Egypt because of the
conflict in Yemen. He took up this position in response to
various pressures, from the religious leaders, from other
Arab states and from some of the members of the royal
family.

When Nasser claimed that the United Btates and Britain
had aided Israel directly in the war, SBaudi Arabia joined
Iragq and Kuwait in cutting off oil exports to the United
States and Britain. In making this claim, Nasser intended
to draw the Soviet Union into the conflict, but they took
no'action, being fully aware that it was without
foundation.<? But the allegation did dffect Arab-American
diplomatic relations. More than half of the Arab states
broke off diplomatic relations with the United States.
Saudi Arabia was not amongst thesey, but it did join some of
them in cutting off oil shipments. &ntil 1967, o©0il had not
been an effective political weapon:“?* the embargo marked
the first time that Saudi Arabia used oil in this way
against the United States.

This action did not affect the operations of ARAMCO,
which was told on 1@ June that it could continue its
operations but it could not supply oil to Britain or the
United States.<=

On 19 June, President Johnson made a nationally
televised speech in which he put forward five principles

for a solution to the dispute. These principles were:

43 Rose, T.C. The Superpowers and the Middle East, New
York: Asia Publishing House, 1973, p. 109.

41 Mosley, op. cit., p. 346é.

42 Arab Report and Record, 146-30 June 19247, p. 214.




"{1) Every nation in the area has a fundamental right
to live in peace and to have this right respected by
its neighbouwrsy (2) justice for the refugeesy (3) the
right of innocent maritime passage must be preserved
for all nationsy (4) limits on the wasteful and
destructive arms racey and (3) respect for the
pelitical independence and territorial integrity of
all states in the area."s=

The Arab states held a summit in August 19467. They
resolved that their future policy on the Palestinian issue
wouwld be based on three conditions, known as the three
"mno’'s" - no direct negotiationy no formal peacey and no
recognition.

In fact, Saudi policy was far removed from these
radical "no’'s" and reflected an altogether different
approach. King Faisal convinced Abdul Nasser that the oil
embargo was ineffective as a political weapon, since the
Arabs were dependent on oil revenue. The summit resoclved
that the wealthier states should give financial aid to the
front—-line states, and it was agreed thét oil-producing
states should be allowed a free choice as far as continuing
with their oil embargo was concerned. Hence, Saudi Arabia’s
announcement on 2 September of their resumption of oil
shipments to the United States.<#

The end of 1967 marked the opening of a new period in
relations between Saudi Arabia and the United States. Saudi
Arablia was no longer dominated by fear of radical Arab
nationalism and was more confident in seeking ties with the
United States. It was also under less pressure to justify

its expanding relations with the United States. The three

43 Johnson, Lyndon, The Vantage Foint: Ferspective of the
Fresidency 1963-1969, New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1971, p. 3043 U.8. Department of State
Bulletin, July 18 1947, pp. 31-34.

44 Arab Report and Record, 1-15 September 1967, p. 294.
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factors underlying this were the influence of the far-
sighted and praématic King Faisalj Baudi financial muscle;
and the weakness and division of the radical Arab
nationalist movement.

Rilateral relations between Riyadh and Washington
strengthened in 1948 as a result of the significant changes
in the area. In the first place, in January 1947 the
British government apnounced its intention to withdraw from
the Gulf by the end of 1971, hoping that the United States
would take up the British role in the area. The Department
of State declared that the United States looked to Iran and
Saudi Arabia to play a key role in maintaining the
stability of the area. In July 1968, King Faisal sent his
brother, Crown Prince kKhalid, to the United States to meet
President Johnson and request American support, mistrusting
the role of Iran or any other state which could threaten
its eastern border.

In the second place, during the period following the
war, the United States became increasingly identified with
Ierael in a "special relationship",4% which compelled the
Arab states to tuwrn to the Soviet Union for support. Saudi
Arabia had always opposed Soviet invelvement in the area
and sought to resolve the conflict because it believed that
stability in the area would reduce Soviet involvement and
influence.

In the third place, as a result of the Arab failure to
win the war, the scope and activities of the Palestine

organigations increased. All except the Fateh wing belonged

4% Bryson, op. cit., p. 248,
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to left-wing movements in the Arab homeland. The Saudi
monarchy was miﬁdful of the threat posed by radical Arab
nationalism and realized that the Falestinian organisations

encouw aged radical tendencies and fostered opposition in

Saudi Arablia itself.2® It therefore used its financial

power to bolster the moderate wing of the PLO.47

Finally, 1968 was an election year in the United

States. President Johnson was under intense domestic

political pressure to support Israel, and the United States

became its major supplier  of weapons. The Baudis knew that

the rival presidential candidates needed the Jewish vote if
they were to succeed in ousting President Johnson. It was
therefore clear to them that the United States could not

actively pursue a solution to the Middle East problem,.<=

These factors shaped Saudi policy on the Arab-Israeli

conflict. Saudi Arabia felt that finding a solution was in
the hands of the United States, as King Faisal believed
that the Arab states needed Washington to press Israel
into withdrawing from the occupied territories.
Consequently he asked the United States to take action to
force Israel to accept a peaceful solution. He remained
optimistic about the United States’ ability to find an

acceptable compromise, believing that any peaceful

46 In June 19467, the Saudi government uncovered an attempt

to overthrow the king and establish a republic.
two hundred people were arrested, many of them
airforce officers. See Lackner, op. cit., p. 1082,

47 Halliday, Fred, "A Curious and Close Liaison: Saudi
Arabia’‘’s relations with the United States’, in
Niblock, Tim, State, Society, and Economy in Saudi
Arabia, London: Croom Helm, 1982, p. 132.

48 During that time, the United States was also preoccupied
with Vietnam.

Some
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settlement depended on Israeli withdrawal from occupied
territories and recognition of Falestinian rights.s®

President Johnson and subsequently President Nixon
assuwred King Faisal that the United Btates would press
Israel to withdraw from Arab territory.®® But the Israeli
victory in the é-day war enabled both Israel and the United
Btates to disregard Saudi demands.

Since the khartoum summit, the Saudi monarchy had
involved itself actively in the area’'s affairs, and King
Faisal had succeeded in convincing Nasser that he should
shift his position in favour of an American involvement in
finding & solution to the conflict.®:

As for the Americans, there was no significant change
on their part. In December 1948, Nixon sent his chief
foreign affairs advisor, William Scranton, to the Middle
East. He discussed their bilateral relations and the Middle
East dispute with King Faisal in Riyadh.%= On entering the
White House, in a press conference given on 27 January

19469, President Nixon announced,

"I believe we need new initiatives and new leadership
on the part of the United States in order to cool off
the situation in the Middle East. I consider it a
powder-keg, very explosive. It needs to be defused."®=
The Saudi monarch hoped that the new administration
would adopt a fresh approach and & neutral position toward

the problem. In the words of a foreign service officer of

the Department of State, however,

49 Deij, op. cit., p. 82.

50 Sheehan, op., cit., p. 65.

91 kKwdi, op. cit., p. 116.

52 U.8. Department of State Bulletin, 17 February 1969, pp.
142~143%,

33 Arab Report and Record, 1-15 December 1968, p. 405.
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"in fact, for domestic political considerations within
the United States if for no other reason, the Nixon
administration had little leeway in reducing American
support for Israel. Washington’'s call for a new, even-—
handed approach to the Middle East could best be
translated as a desire to sell additional arms to
Saudi Arabia or other friendly Arab nations at the
same time as a military assistance was being provided
to Israel. This, indeed, is what occurred,"=4
On 2 December 1969, Secretary of State William P.
Rogers announced a new Middle East peace plan. (The Saudi
deputy prime minister, Prince Fahd, had in fact been in
Washington in October when the Roger'’'s plan was being
prepared.) The secretary of state called for direct
negotiations between the Arab states and Israel. He also
called on Israel to withdraw from the Arab territories
occupied during the &-day war, in return for Arab
recognition of the state of Israel, to which he also
reaffirmed America’s commitment.=® Saudi Arabia persuaded
Nasser to consider the Roger's initiative,®® but Nasser
died on 28 September 1970, and it was to be his successor,
Sadat, who bowed to Saudi pressure. In November, King
Faisal sent his brother-in-law, Kamel Adham, to ask Sadat
to reduce the number of Soviet military advisors in Egypt.
Sadat undertook to expel them all if the first phase of an
Israeli withdrawal took place.®7
The United States recognized the influence of Saudi
Arabia in the area, which Rogers visited in May 1971, the

first secretary of state to do so since 1953. He met King

Faisal in Riyadh on 1 May and assured him of America’s wish

54 Grayson, op. cit., p. 102,

=25 Congressional Quarterly, Weekly Report, Vol. XXVIII, No.
S5, 3B June 197@, p. 290.

Sé& Kurdi, op. cit., p. 114.

57 Haikal, op, cit., p. S2.




for an Israeli withdrawal to "substantially the same
borders as before the war."™® Rogers delivered a letter
from President Nison, asking Faisal to play a positive and
moderating role in achieving a peaceful settlement to the
problem.®? At the end of May, King Faisal visited the
United States and told President Nixon,

"The aggression to which Arab countries are subjected

at this time needs your attention, Mr. President, and

that of your nation.”
In the words of the White House press secretary, King
Faisal expressed his "special interest in the status of the
holy city qf Jerusalem", while for his part President Nisxon

"reaffirmed the dedication of the United States to the

search for a just and lasting peace in the Middle

East."®=

On 8 July 1971, Vice-President Spiro Agnew met King
Faisal in Jeddah. Three days later he stated in Addis Ababa
that the Nixon administration would not.put pressure on
Israel to withdraw., Agnew added that he had made this
attitude clear to Saudi leaders saying to them,

"There is no way we can play that kind of role."e:?

King Faisal warned the American administration that
its policy would ultimately drive all Arab states to turn
to the Soviet Union, and would bring disaster to America’s

allies in the area.®= Despite this, there was no

significant shift in American policy on the Middle East.

58 Arab Report and Record, 1-15 May 1971, p. 251..

5% Grayson, op. cit., p. 164,

60 Arab Report and Record, 16—-31 May 1971, p. 267.

61 Arab Report and Record, 1-15 July 1971, p. 3&63.

62 Akins, James E. "The 0il Crisis: This Time the Wol#f is
Here", Foreign Affairs, Yol. 51, Ne. 3, April 1973, p.
4&67.




In Spring 1972, however, the United States told King
Faisal that if Fresident Sadat reduced the Boviet presence
in Egypt, the United States would press Israel to withdraw
from occupied Arab territory.®™ King Faisal, who not only
took America at its word, but who was also motivated by
anti-Communism, persuaded Badat to comply, with the result
that in July 1972, all Russians were expelled from Egypt.#~<
King Faisal and President Sadat confidently expected that
the United States would now put pressure on Israel to
withdraw from occupied territory. But Washington — then in
the throes of a presidential election — was unable to take
any action in return for the expulsion of the Soviets. The
Nixon administration, under pressure from "constraints of
domestic politics" behaved as if it had never taken
place.*®

Early in 1973, the moderate Arab states realized that
the time for a bilateral understanding between them and the
United States had now passed. On 10 January 1973, King
Faisal called for a holy war against Israel.®® Neither
Israel nor the United States took King Faisal seriously.
Indeed, for various reasons, no-one in the entire Middle

East took him at his word.

63 The New York Times Magazine, 24 March 1974, p. S2.

b4 Arab Report and Record, 16-31 July 1972, p. 336.

&0 Quandt, William R. "Domestic Influences on U.S5. Foreign
Folicy in the Middle East: The View from Washington,"
in Beling, Willard A. (ed.) The Middle East: Quest for
an_American Folicy, Albhany: State University of New
York Fress, 19273, p. 2773 Mansfield, Feter, "Frelude
to Geneva: Elements of Middle East Conflict", The
Round Table, No. 259, July 1975, p. 244,

b6 Grayson, op. cit., p. 1072.
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In March 1973, President Sadat sent his security
advisor, Hafez ismail, to Washington. He asked Secretary of
State Henry Kissinger

"whether the United States did not understand that if

there were not some agreement then there would be

war?"
Kigsinger later told the Israeli prime minister, Golda

Meir,

"there was not a slight smile on my face, but in my

heart 1 laughed and laughed. A war? Egypt? 1 regarded
it as empty talk,"s”

At that time, the American administration was hardly
pursuing any diplomatic solution at all, believing that the
area was stable as a result of Israeli military
superiority,e®

This convinced King Faisal and President Badat that
the only option available to them was the military one.
According to Sadat himself:s

"... every door I have opened has been slammed in my

face by Israel with American blessings ... The time
has come for a shock."®®

Ten days later, on 19 April, Saudi Arabia warned that
their plans to increase oil production to some 20 million
barrels a day were influenced by the United States policy
on the Arab-Israell conflict.”® Thisg in itself did not
imply that Saudi Arabia would use oil as a political
weapon.

During May 1973, Saudi Arabia tried to buy equipment

for its airforce from the United States, but under pressure

&7 Ambrose, op. cit., p. 359.

68 Rubenberg, Cheryl A. Israel and American National
Interest: A Critical Examination, Chicago: University
of Illinois Fress, 19846, p. 135,

69 Mewsweelk, 9 April 1973,

70 Arab Report and Record, 146-30 April 19273, p. 186.




from Zionist groups in Congress, the administration

refused, despite Baudi assurances that it would not be used

against Israel.”?

By mid-1973, the situation was becoming increasingly
serious: Saudi Arablia was unable to justify its moderate
policy to other members of OPEC. In June, OPEC raised the
price of oil. A month later, King Faisal warned that his
country’'s friendly relations with the United States would
not survive if the United States insisted on continuing to
support Israel.?”=

This warning was ignored. Moreover, on 23 July, the
United States vetoed a Security Council resoclution which
called for Israeli withdrawal from the occcupied
territories. In response, King Faisal stated on 30 August
that despite his friendship with the United States, the
latter's unflinching support for Zionism against the Arab
states had placed him in an extremely difficult
situation.”™

King Faisal outlined Saudi Arabia’'s position at this
stage, stating on 31 August that while Saudi Arabia did not
wish to limit its il exports to the United States, the
latter ‘s support for Israel made it difficult for Saudi
Arabia to maintain good relations with Washington, and it

could not supply the American demand for oil.”=

71 See: Congressional Guarterly, Almanac, 923rd Congress,
1st session, 1973, Vol. XXIX, Washington D.C.: 1974,
p. 822. .

72 Hrab Report and Record, 1-15 July 1973, p. 302.

73 Wilcox, Wayne, "American Foreign Folicy: A Year of Mixed
Fortunes”, in Jones, Feter (ed) The Internatipnal
Yearbook of Foreign Folicy Analysis, Vol. 1, London:
Croom Helm, 1974, p. 21.

74 Arab Report and Record, 16-31 August 1973, p. 382.
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The United States did not react, still confident that

the Israeli victory in the é-day war allowed them to ignore

the Saudi and Egyptian warnings.

Sadat had already visited Saudi Arabia in April 1973,

to discuss the situation with King Faisal. They were now

convinced that there was nothing to be gained by a

political approach, since the United States was manifestly

not pursuing peace or even moving in that direction. In

August, Sadat again visited Saudi Arabia to appraise King

Faisal of the military option. Faisal, having failed to

convince the United States of the need for a political

settlement, had no choice. He promised Sadat that Baudi

Arabia would provide Egypt with financial support and

agreed that oil should be used as a weapon.7”®

In a press conference on S September 1973, President

Nison underlined the link between Arab oil and the Arab-

Israeli conflict, and declared that his administration

would give high priority to finding a settlement.”® But no-

one in the Arab world would trust even the states friendly

to America in the area.

On the eve of October 1973 the situation was dominated

by the following factors. Firstly, in 1972, for the first

time, the United States had shown a trade deficit. In 1973,

it imported 486,000 barrels of oil per day from Saudi

Arabia, 915,00Q@ from the Arab countries, and about

3,000,000 barrels from OFEC as a whole. It desperately

needed Arab oil at that time for its forces in Viétnam and

for its allies, particularly Japan. Secondly, the main

7% Deidj, op. cit., p. 85.
76 Arab Report and Record,

1-1% September 1973, p. 3%98.
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focus of the Nison administration was the war in Vietnam.
Thirdly, the Palestinian organisations were stronger than
ever, which in turn strengthened radical tendencies in the
Arab world and the influence of the Soviet Union in the
area. Moreover American failure to respond had caused
problems for moderate states, and for Saudi Arabia in
particular.

These circumstances compelled moderate Arab states to
take action, given that any further delay might result in
their losing control of the situation. Thus SBadat, Assad
and Faisal planned to administer the "shock" which Sadat .
had referred to by preparing for a "limited" war.

On October & 1973, the entire region found itself
thrown into a new war which came to be known as the
"Ramadan” or "Yom Kippur" war.

Saudi~American relations with regard to the
Palestinian problem can thus be summarized as follows.

The Saudi government actively pursued peace, in order
to avoid any increased invelvement of the Soviet Union or a
strengthening of radical Arab nationalist movements which
would result from a further outbreak of war. The Saudis
believed that the United States could put pressure on
Israel to withdraw from Arab occuplied territories.

Saudi Arabia succeeded in convincing the Arab states -
and particularly Egypt, (the major power on the Arab side
of the conflict) - to adopt & moderate stance. This success
was reinforced when Sadat came to power after Nasser ’'s
death, since he shared Saudi Arabia’s conservative

leanings. The main testimony to Saudi Arabia’s success was
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the expulsion of the Soviets from Egyptj its main tool was

financial leverage.

Meanwhile, after the Israeli victory in the &6-day war,

America became themain prop of Israeli security. The

American administration, like the Saudi government,

realized the need for stability in the area, but pursued
this objective by attempting to ensure Israeli military
superiority, and did not undertake intense diplomatic

activity to reach a peaceful settlement.

King Faisal, who had made great efforts to moderate

Arab attitudes, expected the United States to repay this by

putting pressure on Israel to withdraw from occupied

territories, but this they failed to do. He and President

Sadat were therefore compelled to seek an alternative way

of convincing the American administration of the need for a

diplomatic solution. Hence the limited war.

In short, the evidence suggests that Bauwdi Arabia - =a

small state - was unable to affect the position of the

United States — one of the superpowers.

Saudi—-American relations with regard to the conflicts 1973-

1978

The October war took many by surprise. Sadat and

Faisal had talked of war, but no—-one believed that the

Arabs would attack after their crushing defeat in 1967. The

moderate Arab states intended the war to be a limited one,
their principle objective being to compel the international

powers, and the United States in particular, to acknowledge



the need for a political solution to the Arab-Israeli
conflict.?”” For the Arab people on the other hand, the
October war was & great psychologicsl boost.

On the first day of war, the Nixon administration sent
a message to King Faisal, asking him to intervene to end
the fighting. King Faisal replied that the United Btates
should compel Israel to withdraw from occupied territories.
On 7 October, Irag decided to nationalize the interests of
American oil companies.”® The following day, King Faisal
ordered ARAMCO to reduce the flow of oil through the
pipeline to Lebanon. He alsc placed the 8S8audi army on a war
footing.””

On 9 October, Huwait called for an immediate meeting
of Arab oil ministers to discuss the possibility of using
0il a8 a diplomatic weapon. Despite Arab threats that they
might cut off their oil shipments, on 12 October the United
States began to replace the weapong lost by Israel in the
first days of the war.®? King Faisal sent an urgent warning
to the effect that such American aid for Israel would bring
about an oil embargo.®* The following day his minister of
state for foreign affairs, Omer al—Saqan, arrived in
Washington with the same warning.®= American arms shipments
to Israel caused Kuwait to call for a meeting of the

Drganisation of the Arab Petroleum-Exporting Countries

77 El-Sadat, Anwar, In_Search of Identity: An
Autobiography, London: Fontana/Collins, 1978, p. 238.

78 Arab Report and Record, 1-19 October 1973, p. 449.

79 Ibid, p. 445. ‘

80 Ibid, p. 473.

81 Washington Fost, 13 October 19733 New York Times, 13
October 1973,

82 New York Times, 14 October 19733 Arab Report and Record,

1159 October 1973, p. 441.
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{(DAFEC) to consider using oil as a political weapon.®>
Meanwhile, President Nison met with the foreign ministers
of Saudi Arablia, Kuwait, Algeria, and Morocco to hear the
Arab point of view on arms shipments to Israel. Omer al-
Saqqaf, the Baudi minister of state for foreign affairs,
said of Henry Kissinger:

"The man who could solve the Vietnam war, the man who

has taken the lead all over the world, can easily play

a good role in settling ... our area.”"®4

The OAFPEC representatives met in Kuwait on 16-17
October and agreed to raise the price of oil by 17%4. They
also decided to reduce their production by 5% a month,
until the withdrawal of Israel from all Arab occupied
territories and the recognition of the legitimate rights of
the Falestinian people.®S Saudi Arabia was behind this
relatively moderate stance, in order to give the United
States time to adopt a more neutral position on the
conflict.®*® On 19 October, however, President Nixon asked
Congress to approve a $2.2 billion programme of aid to
Israel.®” This forced King Faisal’'s hand. On 20 October, he

announced:

"In view of the increase of American military aid to
Israel, the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia has decided to
halt all oil exports to the United States of America
for taking such a position."®®

83 aArab Report and Record, 1-15 October 1273, p. 445.

84 Ibid, p. 470.

85 Demarce, Alan T. "ARAMCO is a Lesson in the Management
of Chans", Fortune, February 1974, p. S8.

86 Sheehan, op._cit., p. &4.

87 For the text of Fresident Nixon’'s letter, see
Congressional Quarterly, Weelkly Report, Vol. XXXI, No.
4%, 27 Outober 1973, p. 2857.

88 Lencrowski, George, Middle East 0il in a Revolutionary
Age, Washington D.C.: American Enterprise Institute
for Fublic Policy Research, 1976, p. 14,
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With this announcement Saudi Arabia joined the other Arab

gtates in an 01l boycott.

On 31 October, Sadat bowed to American pressure for a
cease~fire with Israel, given that the objective of
administering a "shock" had been successfully achieved. A

weel later, Egypt's diplomatic links with the United States

had been restored.

As on various occasions in the past, Saudi Arabia’'s

public stance on foreign policy followed a "hard 1ine" in

the month following the war. King Faisal sent the Boviet

leadership his congratulations on the anniversary of the

Communist reveolution, the first time he had observed this

formality.®? On 23 November, the oil minister, Sheikh

Yamani, announced that if the United States used military

force to break the oil embargo, the oil fields would be

destroyed.*®

Secretary of State Kissinger visited SBaudi Arabia on 8
November 1973 in an attempt to persuade King Faisal to lift

the oil boycott. He renewed his attempts with Sheikh Yamani

on 5 December in Washington. But the mood in the Arab world

was not conducive to any move to end the embargo.
Eventually the oil embargo was lifted on 18 March

1974, before Arab objectives had been achieved, but in the

expectation of an early settlement. On 25 March, Saudi
Arablia declared that it would increase its oil production

by a million barrels a day.®:?

8% Arab Report and Record,

1-15% November 1973, p. S70.
9@ Arab Report and Record, 16-3@ November 1973, p. 5473,
7?1 Congressional Quarterly, Weekly Report, Vol. XXXIII, No.

Zb, & September 1975, p. 19683 Arab Report and Record,
16-31 March 1974, p. 110.
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Some months later, in June 1974, Saudi Arabia received

President Nixon. King Faisal told him,
"There will never be a real and lasting peace unless
Jerusalem is liberated and returned to the Arab
sovereignty ... the injustice and aggression which
were wrought upon the Arabs of Palestine are
unprecedented in history, for not in the darkest ages
had the whole population of a country been driven out
of their homes to be replaced by aliens."¥=

Niston was later to write that

"Faisal saw Zionist and Communist conspiracies all
arpund him,">=

But at the time, Nixon was unable to take any action, being
then under pressure from the Watergate investigation, which
forced him out of office on 8 August 1974,

The new administration of President Gerald Ford
announced that United States foreign policy and commitments
remained unchanged, and more specifically, on 9 August
1974, President Ford told Israel that the.United States
would continue with its support. |

The following month the Saudi minister of state for
foreign affairs, Omer al-Saqqgaf, once more visited the
United States and reported that he was well pleased with
his talks with the new administration.®<

In late September 1974, the representatives of the
Arab states at the United Nations met Secretary of SBtate
Kissinger to discuss with him their views on the problem.
In October he visited Egypt, Byria, Jordan, and Israel. He
also visited Saudi Arabia to brief King Faisal on his talks

with the other parties.™® According to the Saudi petroleum

22 Washington Post, 5 June 1974.

93 Nivon, op. cit., p. 102

924 UW.8. Department of State Bulletin, 23 September 19274, p.
424,
95 Arab Report and Record, 1-1% October 1974, p. 438.
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minister, Sheikh Yamani, Saudi Arabia persisted in
believing that the solution

"is in the hands of the American government."%e

The Arab leaders met in Rabat in October 1974. Saudi
Arabia, Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates pledged
themselves to provide $2.35 billions to Egypt, Syria,
Jordan and the Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO) in
order to enable them to continue their struggle against
Israel. At the same summit meeting, the 20 Arab heads of
state unanimously recognized the PLO as the

"sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian
people on any liberated Palestinian territory."®>

They also persuaded King Hussain of Jordan to abandon his
claim to be the spokesman of the Palestinian people. Later
in the same month, the General Assembly of the United
Nations also recognized the PLO as the represenfative of
the Palestinians, with only Israel, thevDominican Republic
and Bolivia voting against this.v®

This was important for the PLD and for the Palestinian
cause and may have been behind President Ford’'s calling on
Israel on 29 October 1974 to enter into negotiations with
either Jordan or the FLO."% The moderate Arab states,
however, interpreted this as a significant shift in United
Btates policy on the conflict. In fact, no major change in

policy ensued.

96 Sobel, Lester A, (ed) Feace—making in the Middle East,
New York: Facts on File Inc., 1980, p. S5.

97 Arab Report and Record, 16-31 October 1974, p. 465;
Connressional Guarterly, Weekly Report, Vol. XXXIII,
Noe Zéd, 6 September 1975, p. 1909.

98 Congressional Quarterly, The Middle East, 2nd edition,
Washington D.C.: 1975, p. S4.

979 Grayson, op. cit., p. 117.
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Kissinger again visited the area in February 1975. In
addition to visiting Cairo and Jerusalem, he went to Amman,
Damascus, and Rivadh. The Secretary’'s visit

"was described as a preliminary mission to determine

the possibility of negotiating a further interim troop

disengagement between Israel and Egypt."”
The Americaens described Kissinger ‘s meeting with King

Faisal on 15 February as being about

"the U.8., plan for long-term oil agreements between
the producers and consumers at lower prices,"i19@

In the months before his assassination, King Faisal
was deeply concerned about the future of Jerusalem. If he
was able to contemplate the possibility of abandoning the
goal of the liberation of Palestine, it was inconceivable
that he should acquiesce in the occupation of Jerusalem, a
holy place of Islam. He called for a jehad (holy war) to
liberate the city, and resented the failure of the United
States to support him. Hence Kissinger‘é statement, made in
January 1975, that the United States might have to use
force to prevent the Arab states from using oil as a
political weapon.:i1®2

He lent strong support — both financial and diplomatic
- to Arafat and his leadership, which gave him influence
within the PLO, particularly its moderate wing. He had a
powerful voice and played a active part in the affairs of
the entire Middle East.

On his assassination, he was succeeded by his brother,
Khalid, and another brother, Fahd, became crown prince. To

the surprise of the whole world, King kKhalid stated that

100 Sobel, op. cit., p. 83.
181 Arab Report and Record, 1-15 January 19735, p. &0.
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Saudi Arabia would accept the right to exist of the state
of Israel, the first Saudi king publicly to do so.
Saudi~American relations were not affected by the
assassination of King Faisal, nor did America’s policy on
Israel change. If anything, the United States was more
determined and supportive than ever in the mid-1970’'s. On
21 May 19735, mseventy-six members of the senate signed a
letter to President Ford requesting more support for Israel

and affirming,

"We believe that a strong Israel constitutes a most

reliable barrier to domination of the area by outside
parties."1@=

This was in fact in line with the thinking of the Secretary
of State who believed that a strong Israel would prevent
war and serve American interests in the area.12>

Thanks to his so-called "shuttle diplomacy" between
the capitals of the area, on 4 September 1975 Kissinger
persuaded Egypt and Israel to reach an agreement, according
to which Israel yielded to Egyptian demands that it
withdraw from the Sinai mountain passes and return the
oilfields in Abu Rudeis, in return -for Egypt making several
political concessions. President Ford regarded this as a
"constructive contribution” to peace in the region. Once it
was signed, Kissinger went on to visit Saudi Arabia to seek
Saudi support for it, which was in due course announced by

the Saudi foreign minister, Prince Saud al-Faisal.1@o4

122 Congressional fuarterly, Weekly Report, Vol. XXXIII,
Mo. 22, 31 May 1975, p. 11353,

123 Sheehan, Edward, "Step by Step in the Middle East",
Jowrnal of Falestine Studies, Vol. 7, nos. 3-4,
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Meanwhile the agreement was strongly attacked by the
radical Arab stétes.

Following the signing of this agreement, Saudi Arabia
was forced by the political situation in the Middle East to
adopt a neutral position on the area’s policies. The main
factor affecting Saudi policy was United States policy on
the Middle East. In the course of the 1976 presidential
campaign, both the Democratic and Republican parties
declared themselves in favouwr of more suéport for Israel.
On 27 July 1976, the Senate voted by a majority of 86 to 1
to penalize American firms cooperating with the Arab
boycott of Israel. Saudi Arabia responded to this
determined American stance by raising its level of oil
production and taking the lead in setting moderate oil
prices against the will of the rest of the members of OPEC.
Saudi Arabia increased its prices by S/ .compared to the 10%
increase adopted by the majority.i1ow

The Sauwdi foreign minister, Prince Saud, stated in
early 1977 that the Saudi policy on oil prices and
production was based on the expectation of a moderate
American policy towards the Middle East dispute.1®® put
after a meeting with Secretary of State Vance, he also
stated that Saudi Arablia’s moderate stance on oil had
nothing to do with the FPalestinian issue.9”

Frince Saud visited the United States on § April 1977,
followed by Crown FPrince Fahd, who arrived in Washington on

23 May 1977. He told the Carter administration that in his

105 Arab Report and Record, 16-31 December 1976, p. 762.

106 Ibid, 1&-31 January 1977, p. 55; ibid, 1-14 February
1977, p. 89.

1@7 Ibid, 15-28 February 1977, p. 129.




view the Arab~Israeli conflict affected Arab-American
relations and expressed his satisfaction that the United
States could persuade the new Israeli government to modify
its stated policy on the occupied territories.1o=

In August 1977, Secretary of State Vance visited the
area, including as usual Saudi Arabia, in an attempt to
break the deadlock. After his meeting with him, Prince
Saud, the foreign minister stated that the American efforts
were encouwraging.*®® He made a return visit to Washington
on 22 October 1977, his main concern being the growing
influence of the Soviet Unionm in Africa.

A month later, President Sadat announced to an
astonished world that he was "ready to go to the end of the
world to achieve peace,1!'? and subsequently accepted an
invitation to visit Jerusalem on 19 November 1977.

This visit changed the political situation in the
region. Most Arab states expressed their opposition to
Sadat ‘s initiative. Sadat responded by breaking off
diplomatic relations with Iraq, Syria, Libya, Algeria and
South Yemen.

Saudi Arabia found itself in a dilemma: it could
nelther join the radical Arab states in their condemnation,
nor side with Sadat in his new approach to the problem. It
therefore issued only a very limited public response,
giving no indication that it opposed Sadat’'s policy. Not
for the first time, Saudi Arabia waited until the storm

raging around Sadat had abated and then aligned itself with

108 Ibid, 16-31 May 1977, p. 406.

1@7 Ibid, 1-15 August 19277, p. 644,
11@ El1-8adat, op. cit., p. &644.



him once again. In a bid to gain Saudi Arabia’s public
support for Badat’'s policy, Secretary Vance visited Saudi
Arabia on 14-13 December 1977. President Carter renewed
this attempt during his visit on 3 January 1978. Both
failed., 222

The United States prepared for the next step in the
Sadat-Begin negotiations and invited both leaders to join
President Carter at Camp David. On 9 August 1978, Alfred
Atherton, American ambassador-at-large visited Saudi
Arabia in an attempt to gain Saudi support for the Camp
David negotiations, which he won.*?*2 yhen the Camp David
agreement was signed on 17 September, however, Saudi Arabia
aligned itself with other Arab states in opposing it. This
apparent change of heart reflected above all the nature of
Saudi policy, which was influenced by the situation in the
area, with strong Arab pressure leaving.it no alternative.

The entire situation in the area had in fact changed.
The United States left the Shah’s regime in Iran to its
fate: on 30 November 1978, President Carter announced that
the United States would not intervene in internal Iranian
affairs., The Saudi royal family felt that the United States
was failing to protect its allies. They were also only too
aware of the progress the Soviet Union was making around
Saudi Arabia, in South Yemen, Ethiopia and Afghanistan. The
Saudi royal family therefore faced the future with some

trepidation., 2=
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Against this background, S8audi policy was to maintain
some distance between Saudi Arablia and the United States,
which marked the end of an era in American—-8audi relations.

Relations between the two governments during this
period, 1973-1978, can therefore be summarized as follows.

Firstly, the main aim of the October war of 1973 was
to draw the attention of the United States to the need for
a political compromise in the Arab-Israeli conflict. In
this it was successful. The United States realized the need
for an intensive diplomatic effort to win stability in the
area, with the immediate objectives of ending the war and
lifting the il embargo.

Secondly, the Saudi government persisted with its
diplomatic initiatives to convince other Arab states that
political compromise was in the hands of the United States.
It supported all American attempts to seek agreements
between Israel and Egypt as well as between Israel and
Syria. The American and Saudi governments succeeded in
limiting the role of the Soviet Union in the dispute.

Thirdly, because of his religious convictions, King
Faisal was deeply concerned about the future of Jerusalem.
He may have been able to contemplate the possibility of the
existence of the state of Israel, but he could not tolerate
the occupation of the third holy city of Islam. In this he
differed from the United States. With his assassination in
1973, however, this ceased to be a major issue in the
dispute.

Fourthly, when King kKhalid and Prince Fahd came to

power, they supported all American initiatives on the



problem, and Sadat’'s negotiations towards a bi-lateral

conpromise agreement with Israel.

Fifthly, the Saudi government supported the Camp David
negotiations, but when an agreement was reached, it sided
with other Arab states in opposing it as a result of strong
pressure from them and the widespread popular opposition of
the Arab world.

In general it can be said that the two governments
worked for diplomatic compromise. They had some differences
during King Faisal's reign, particularly over Jerusalem,

but after the latter’'s death, the kingdom became an active

ally, working within the Arab world for an American

solution.

The role of Saudi il in the conflict

The idea of using oil as a political weapon was not
new. Since the 1940°'s, there had been calls for denying oil
to the West. In June 1944, the Arab League held a meeting
in 8yria at which several resolutions were passed, one of

them calling for oil to be used as a political weapon. This

proposal did not, however, receive serious consideration

for several reasons, the main one being Saudi opposition.
Saudi Arabia believed that such a policy would create
difficulties for the Arab states and that there should be
no connection between il and politics,219 taking account
of the fact that since thg discovery of Middle East oil,

the major international oil companies controlled all oil

114 Lenczowski, George, 0il and the State in the Middle

East, Ithaca: Cornell University Fress, 1960, p. 188.




operations, prices and marketing, plus the fact that the
West was not dependent on oil for all its energy needs.1:®
When Egypt was attacked by Britain, France and Israel
in 19946, Saudi Arabia and other Arab countries cut the flow
of oil to Britain . and France. Despite the fact that during
the Suez war, Europe'’'s dependence on oil increased to about
25% of its energy needsiie, this limited embargo failed to
affect their écenomias, since the United States was able to
provide Eritain and France with the oil they needed. This
attempt to use o0il as a political weapon therefore failed.
fge defeat of the Aéab states in the third round of
the Arab-Israeli conflict, the June war, shed a new light
on the potential of oil as a weapon. When President Nasser

~
of Egypt claimed that the United States and Britain had

joined Israel in its attack, nationalist Arab countries

vigourously called for the use of oil as a political

weapon. For the first time the United States was the

principal target. Saudi Arabia was not in favour of this,
being convinced that Western European countries were still

not sufficiently dependent on Arab oil. Under strong

pressure, however, Saudi Arabia joined other Arab states in

cutting off oil shipments to the United States, Britain and

West Germany.
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Up to this point, Saudi Arabia had always refused to
consider using its oil as a political weapon.*? It came as
no surprise therefore that within two months it had
announced the end of its boycott. European countries had
not guifereé despite the fact that Middle East oil had
become more important to the West - almost replacing coal
in the world’'s industrial energy requirements since
19465, 210

There were several reasons for the failure of the
boycott. In the first place, the United States, the main
target of the embargo, was not hwt by it. In the second
place, there was no actual shortage of oil because the
companies managed to redistribute stocks from other
countries.**® And in the third place, the Arab ocil states
were unable to sustain the cost of the boycott.

"kKing Faisal was informed by his finance minister that

there was no more money in the till, and that for once
ARAMCO was unable to help."1=@

In fact, Saudi Arabia had never enforced the embargo
strictly, having joined it reluctantly. Eventually, Saudi
Arabia satisfied Nasser that oil should be used
"positively".*®2 In other words, Saudi Arabia gave
financial support to the front—-line states, and the other

Arab oil states were persuaded to lift their embargo.
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To consider the 1973 cil embargo in more detail, it
must be appreciated that at the beginning of the 1970°'s
significant changes in the structure of the oil industry
had occwrred. These changes included the disappearance of
suwrplus production in the United Btates, the increased
dependence of both the United States and other
industrialized nations on Middle East oily and growing
government control over the oil industry. The United States
recognized the importance of Saudi oil in meeting its

increasing demand. ==

Until 1973, Saudi Arabia made it clear that it sought
no connection between oil and politics. In November 1972,

the Saudi petroleum minister, Yamani, stated:

"I must say that we do not believe in the use of oil
as a political weapon ... We believe that the best way
for the Arab to employ this oil is as a basis for true
cooperation with the West, notably with the United
States. In this way very strong economic ties are
established which will ultimately reflect on our
political relations,”"1=3

As has been shown, Saudi Arabia was able to convince
other Arab states to establish good relations with other
Western countries and to trust in America’s ability to find
a solution to the Arab-~Israeli conflict. But the United
States failed to fulfil this hope, not only declining to
press Israel to withdraw from occupied Arab territory, but

even supporting Israel with sophisticated arms and

equipment.
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In early 1973, the Saudi government realized that the
Middle East was heading towards another round of war. In
April 1973, the king therefore sent his oil minister,
Yamani, to Washington to warn the American administration
that in the absence of any change in American Middle East
policy, it was impossible for Saudi Arabia to meet the
United States demand for expanded oil production. This
warning was igrnored,*=4

At the same time, presswe for the use of oil as a
political weapon was accelerating in the Arab world. King
Faisal was "not able to stand alone much longer”.12% On 23
May 19732 in Geneva he secretly met the ARAMCO partners and
told them

"that time was running out. He would not allow his

kingdom to become isolated because of America’s

failure to support him, and he used the phrase, ‘You
will lose everything'."1=e&

The United States paid no attentioﬁ. President Nixon
appeared on television to remind Arabs of the difficulties
which Dr. Mossadeq of Iran had faced twenty years before
when Iranian oil was boycotted by the West and of the

subsequent overthrow of the government, and to warn that

"the Arabs risked losing their markets if they tried
to act too tough'",r=7

But the oil experts knew only too well
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"the predominant fact of life in the energy picture
that the problem is not whether oil will find
but whether markets will find oil?"1=e

markets,

When the October 1973 war began to turn against the
Arabs, the pressures on King Faisal to cut off oil
shipments to those countries supporting Israel began to

mount. FPresident Sadat sent a special emissary to Saudi

Arabia and other oil countries asking them to put pressure
on the United States to halt its arms shipments to Israel.

Some Saudi princes also urged King Faisal to use Saudi oil

in the war,1=%
Saudi Arabia, however, was still opposed to the idea

of an oil embargo against the United States. There was some

indication that relations between the United States and
Saudi Arabia were improving. King Faisal kept in close
touch with the American administration. He sent at least
two lettersto President Nixon and Secretary of State
Kissinger to wge the American government to tone down its

support for Israel.?2>? After his meeting with the foreign

ministers of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Algeria and Morocco on

17 October 1973, Fresident Nixon spoke briefly with the

Saudi mipigter, Omer al-Saqgaf, who subsequently told the

press that their talks had been friendly and "fruitful” and
that he put his faith in the Nixon administration to bring
about peace.?®™® King Faisal was still hoping that the

United States would not force him into a position where he

had to use il as a weapon.
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On 146 October 1973, the Arab oll ministers held a

meeting in Kuwalt to consider the role oil might play in

the war. They

"decided that each Arab oil exporting country should
immediately cut its oil production by a rate not less
than 54 from the September production level, and
further increase of 5% from each of the following

mC)l")‘th‘S. " w Masae

It was thanks to Saudi Arabia’'s moderating influence
at the meeting that such & decision was reached and the

total embargo against the United States called for by

members of OAFEC was averted.1™>

The following day, on 18 October 1973, Saudi Arabia
cut its production by 18%. Meanwhile the United States
increased ite military aid to Israel, and on 19 October
President Nixon asked Congress to allocate $2.2 billion in

military aid to Israel. This put King Faisal in precisely

the position he had wished to avoid, and on 20 October,
Saudi Arabia announced that it was halting all oil exports

to the United States in the light of the increase in

military aid to Israel. This decision affected not only

direct exports but also indirect ones via world refineries
supplying the American market or the United States navy.z:1><
Saudi instructions to ARAMCO divided consumer countries

into three categories: "friendly" countries - Britain,

France, Spain, &ll the non oil-producing Arab countries,

and all Muslim countries - were to receive oil at the

September levelj; "hostile" countries -~ the United States,

122 Miy, pp._cit., p. 109,
1373 Sheehan, Edward R. The Arabs, Israelis and Kissinger: A

secret History of Bmerican DRiplomacy in the Middle
East, New York: Readers Digest Fress, 1976, p. 6%.
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the Netherlands, Canada, Portugal, South Africa and
Rhodesia -~ were'tm receive no oily and all other countries
were classified as "neutral”. Saudi Arabia’s conditions for
lifting their restrictions were the liberation of the Arab
territories occupied during the 1967 warj; the restoration
of the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people; and the
liberation of Jerusalem. But in the beginning of December
1973, this attitude showed signs of moderating when Sheikh
Yamani announced that Saudi Arabia would 1ift their embargo
if Israel began to withdraw from the occupied territories.
A few days later he said that the embargo would be 1lifted
if Israel accepted the principle of withdrawal. This
considerably weakened the Arab oil countries’ bargaining
position,*™™ gince it appeared that the king was not at one
with his own 0il minister about the aims of the embargo. In
late December 1973, he called on all the Muslims to
mobilize their resources to liberate Jerusalem from Zionist
forces. *®¢ But the moderate line carried the day and the
Arab oil countries decided to end their monthly oil
production cuts in December 1973.

When Egypt and Israel, thanks to American mediation,
reached an agreement on the disengagement of their forces
on 17 January 1974, it was plain that the lifting of the
embargo would soon follow, which it did on 18 March, at the
request of President Sadat and Sheikh Yamani. The goals of
the Arab countries had not been met, but the embargo had
had other positive results. Western Europe had adopted a

neutral position on the Arab-Israelil conflicty Britain and

125 Salama, op._ cit., pp. 421-423.
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West Germany had banned arms shipments to the Middle Eastj
American transport planes were not allowed to land on
British, Turkish, Italian, Spanish or Greek territory to
supply Israel with American arms during the warj =7 the EEC
called for a solution based on the United Nations security
council resolution no. 242,79 yhich was also supported by
Japan. *=?

It was the United SBtates, however, that had been the
target of the embargo and its policy on the Middle East had
not budged. The embargo did, however, have a psychological
effect, because it was quickly followed by massive
increases in oil prices, which rose by 4080%.14%

On 2 October 1974, Sheikh Yamani stated that if a
political solution to the conflict were found, then oil
prices would fall, and went on to say that if Israel did
not withdraw from the occupied territories, the region
would be plunged into another war which would

"have a very dangerous effect on prices as well as on
the supply of obil."141 .

It is clear from the events which followed that Sheikh
Yamani was not sincere in saying this.
Secretary of State Kissinger told a meeting of the
International Energy Agency in Faris on 17 May 1975,
"The embargo and price rises of 1973 taught us how

vulnerable we had become. We saw that neither the
supply nor the price of a central factor in our

October 19735. :
178 The Times, 7 NMovember 1973,

139 8tark, op. cit., p. 226.
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economies was any longer under our control. Ouww well-

being and progress had become hostage to decisions in
which we could not take part,"ra=

fs the largest oil-producer, Saudi Arabia did play a
major part in setting oil prices and levels of exporting,
opposing any increases in prices. In December 1976, it
raised its prices by only 9%, in defiance of the 10%
immediate rise agreed by OPEC. It also increased its oil
production in 1979 to offset the fall in Iranian
production.

In summary, it was clear that Saudi Arabia wished to
avold using oil as a political weapon. The American failure
to repay Saudi Arabia’s moderating influence on other Arab
states by putting pressure on Israel to withdraw from
occupied territories and its continuing and indeed
increasing support for Israel gave King Faisal no
alternative but to join the the Arab oil embargo. Because
of Saudi Arabia’'s huge oil production, it was important to
the Arab cause that they should join the embargo, and
equally Saudi Arabia was instrumental in getting it lifted

and "in moderating OFPEC policies.

Conclusion

Saudi ~-American ;elations with regard to the Arab-

Israell conflict can thus be summarized as follows.
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Both governments believed that Israel had the right to

enxist within secure borders and to this end both worked for

a political compromise.

They differed over the future of Jerusalem as a result

of King Faisal ‘s more rigid religious convictions, but

after his death in March 1975 this ceased to be a major

stumbling block.

The Saudi government had a moderating influence on

other Arab states, particularly Egypt.

After the Israeli victory in the &4-day war, the
American administration believed that Israeli military
superiority would maintain the stability of the region.

Thus it did little to pursue & political solution to the

problem.

President Sadat and King Faisal planned a limited war

to compel the United States to acknowledge the need for a

political solution.

After the October 1973 war, Saudi Arabia supported all

American diplomatic initiatives to find a political

compromise, including the Egyptian—Israeli negotiations in

Camp David, but when an agreement was reached, the Saudi
government joined the widespread Arab opposition.

In general, Saudi Arablia’s role as America’s advocate

on the Arab side of the conflict was an important one.
Saudi Arabia prevailed on many Arab states to moderate
their attitudes and policies on the conflict. On occasion,

however, the United States - misreading the political

reality of the region -~ asked Baudi Arabia to adopt



untenable positions.

David agreement.

This is what occurred over the Camp

M
o



CONCLUSION

The Sixn~Day War of 1967 marked the beginning of a new

phase in the modern history of the Middle East region.

Nasser, defeated in that war, was from then on to pay more

attention to Egypt’'s internal problems than to wider

Arabian issues. He was forced to withdraw his troops from

Yemen, which had been a thorn in the side of the Saudi

government. He also needed to obtain the financial support

of the conservative camp within the region in order to

rebuild his forces and to bolster Egypt’'s weak economy. He

therefore abandoned the radical policies which had for over

thirteen years dominated the area. Riyadh then became a

rival centre for Arab political activities to Cairo. At

the same time one of the aftereffects of the Six-Day War
was to strengthen radical movements in the Arab world.
Moreover the war had increased the dependence of Arab

states on the Soviet Union especially in the field of

armaments. Duwing the same period Britain withdrew from

South Yemen, and in January 19468 announced its intention to

withdraw from East of Buez in 1971, mainly due to financial

considerations. This created the so-called "security

vacuum”. From the Saudi point of view, the British presence

had been sufficient to protect its eastern ocilfields as

well as the straits of Hormuz. The United States was at

this time deeply embroiled in Vietmnam. The British decision

to withdraw could therefore scarcely have come at a worse

time for Saudi Arabia and for other smaller Bulf states. In



1970, however, conservative forces in the region were
strengthened by‘various events: Nasser died and was
succeeded by the pro-Western and conservative Sadaty Assad
of Syria, a moderate leadery gained full power in Damascusj
and King Hussain succeeded in crushing the Palestine
Liberation Organisation (PLO) in Jordan. These
circumstances allowed King Faisal, with his fifty vyears’
foreign policy experience, to move into the position of
leader of the conservative or moderate camp in the Arab
homeland.

The October war of 1973 and Saudi participation in the
©il embargo lent the Saudi government renewed strength.
These allowed it to give the impression that it supported
popul ar demands for oil to be used as a political weapon
for the achievement of Arab goals. They also led to an
increase in oil prices. Saudi Arabia’s high oil production
and the new high prices combined to make of the kingdom a
financial giant. From this point on, Saudi Arabia could
wield its formidable financial power in pursuit of its
political aims. It adopted the so-called "Riyal diplomacy",
intending thereby to serve conservative forces in the area,
Western interests in general,; and those of the United
States in particular. With regard to oil, the main focus of
United States’ relations in the area, the Saudi government
did its utmost to resist the call to limit production in
order to force prices up in the late 6@'s and the early
78's. When on 1é& October 1973 the majority of Arab oil
producers called for an immediate embargo, the Saudi

government confined itself to a S% per month cut in



production. Two days later, when other states announced
their boycott of oil shipments to the United States, the
Saudi government announced only a 10% cut. Even when Saudi
Arabia did join the embargo, it allowed ARAMCO to continue
oil shipments to United States’ refineries in the
Caribbean. When OPEC pressed for a price of #13.33 in late
December 1973, the kingdom insisted on limiting the
increase to $11.65. By March 1974 it was making great
efforts to convince fellow OAPEC members to abandon the
embargo, and in thig it succeeded in May. In June 1974,
OFPEC members called for an increase ranging from $4 to $7-
11 in the basic (national revenue) price per barrel in
order to cut oil companies’ profits; the Saudi government

managed to contain this increase to only 1.5%4. In September

1974, it once again managed to hold a further price

-

increase to J3.9% in the face of calls for major increases.

It continued to pursue the same policy throughout 1975,
resisting price rises and cuts in production. In 1976 it
confronted such demands by threatening to resume maximum
production. When in December a 10% price rise was agreed,
Saudi Arabia assented only to & 5% rise. Similarly in the
following year, 1977, still in the light of the same
policy, it agreed in July to limit its production to 8.5
million barrels per day only in exchange for & price freeze
till the end of the year. In 1978, the proposal to index
the dollar against other foreign currencies in the face of
.oil recession and glut was resisted by Saudi Arabia. And
when events in Iran caused a world.price panic, again it

was Saudi Arabia which increased its production to over 10



million barrels per day. During the entire decade, the
kingdom had moreover held out against the nationalization
of the o0il companies, arguing during the 40°'s that the oil
producers were not capable of managing their oil operations
and would fail if they attempted to do so. It continually
drew attention to what had occurred when Iran had tried to
nationalize its oil companies in the early S0's. When Iraq
and Lybia successfully did so in the early 70's, Saudi
Arabia pursued the idea of participation, by which it meant
part ownership with the o0il producers thanks to share
ownership. The hkingdom first proposed a 204, and then a 48%
stake, and negotiations with ARAMCO were to extend over
more than 18 years. Only in the early 88°'s did the company
come under state ownetrship, with ARAMCO contracted to
manage its operations under a special assignment. In short,
Saudi Arabia was the moderate voice within OPEC and strove
to defend Western interests in the oil world.

In the field of diplomacy, the kingdom’'s efforts were
directed towards maintaining and enhancing conservative
forces in the region and in the Third World. Saudi Arabia
succeeded in persuading Sadat to e)pel Soviet advisors from
Egypt in July 1972. It agreed to fund military sales to
Egypt, Jordan and North Yemen. It provided heavy financial,
aid to these countries, as well as to Syria and other Arab
conservative states. It applied financial pressure on North
Yemen and Somalia to reduce their dependence on Soviet aid.
It provided aid to Zaire and financed the presence of
Morrocan troops there. It also gave aid to Pakistan, South

Vietnam, national China, and to anti-Marxist forces in
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Africa and Asia. Finally it played an important part in
persuading more Arab states that the solution of the Arab-
Israell conflict lay in the hands of the United States and
heavily financed the moderate wing of the PLO, notably the
Fateh organisation. In short, Saudi Arabia virtually became
an active American client state in the Middle East, in the
Third World, and in OFEC. In return, however, what did the
kingdom hope to gain from the United States? Unqgquestionably
the main Sauwdi objective was the security of the kingdom.
Was there then any commitment on the pért of the United
States to defend Saudi Arabia?

Before attempting an answer to this question, several
facts shouwld be borne in mind.

In the first place, the kingdom, with its buge land
area and access to three seas, occupies an important
location within a critical region, the modern history of
which is characterized by instability. Since World War II,
the area has witnessed four major wars, and numerous coups
in various states, and has moreover become a battleground
for the ideological conflict between the United States and
the Soviet Union.

In the second place, the establishment of the kingdom
in the early decades of this century was the result of
tribal conflict within the peninsula, whereas the British -
the dominant power in the area - were more concerned with
the Gulf coastal areas than the interior. Ibn Saud, who
migtrusted the BRritish because they supported his rival,
Sharif Hussain of Hejaz, succeeded in maintaining the

independence of his kingdom until his death in 1953, At the
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same time, the kingdom emerged from the historical
conjunction ovef three centuries of the Al-BSaud family with
the Wahhabi movement. The Saudi state is thus a tribal
state with religious legitimacy, and its king a tribal
leader. His decisions remain personal and his main duty is
to uphold Saudi authority and maintain the security of the
kingdom.

In the third place, despite the wide effect on Saudi
life of the country’s sudden huge wealth, Saudi society
s5till embraces the values of a tribal cultuwre with
religious roots. Little has been done to develop any
political structure in the kingdom: there is no parliament
and no constitution and there are no political parties. The
authority of the king is limited only by a consensus within
the House of Saud, which remains the central political
actor. In general, the political system continues to rest
on traditional relationships between the House of Saud, the
religious leaders, and the tribes. In these circumstances,
there is little choice but to turn to the West for
protection, and the only Western state powerful enough to
provide this is the United States.

In the fourth place, the central concern of the United
States’ relations with Saudi Arabia is oil. For more than
fifty years, as far as the Americans were concerned Saudi
Arabia spelt oil. Recognising the predominance of British
influence in the area, the United States vigorously pursued
the so~called "open door" policy in order to be able to
participate in il activities in the area. For its part,

the main concern of Saudi Arabia’s relations with the
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United States was with its security. This lay behind King
Abd al-PAziz's méve to encourage the United States to play
an active political role in the area from the earliest days
of the new kingdom’'s existence. Even his attitude to the
Falestinian problem was colowed by this overriding
consideration., It also explained why it was the United
States who gained the entire Saudi oil concession. Ibn
Saud's son, King Saud, pursued the same policy despite the
fact that he had some difficulties with the United States,
due mainly to the overall situation in the area rather than
to the new policies he adopted. But in the final analysis,
it was King Faisal who sought a strong relationship with
the United States in order to obtain an American commitment
to Saudi security. To summarize, the main concern of the
United States was oily that of Saudi Arabia, its security.
During the period under study, (1948-1978), Saudi
Arablia confronted no real threats to its security. But in a
region beset by problems and conflicts, the SBaudi
government ‘s perception was that it was surrounded by
threatening factors, a perception which was further fuelled
by the British withdrawal from the area in 1971. The United
States shared this perception. Theif mutual interests
included the guaranteed flow of oil to the United States,
Western Euwrope, and Japani the containment of the influence
of the Soviet Union; the containment of the spread of
nationalist ideology and influencey the anhancemen# of
Saudi defense capabilities; the promotion of the internal
security and stability of Saudi Arabia and of other states

in the region friendly to the United Statesy the
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encouwragement of cooperation between conservative states
with a view to maintaining stability in the area; and the
achievement of a peaceful solutiomn to the Arab-Israeli
conflict. At the same time, as we have already noted, the
/major preoccupation of the Saudi government was its
security, whilst that of the United States was the
guaranteed flow of oil to America and other Western
countries. The Saudi government played an important part in
the Middle East, and in the world at large, in defending
Western interests in general and those of the United States
in particular, especially after 1973. The Saudi government
did its best to project to regional powers the impression
that 1t enjoyed an American commitment to protect it. In
fact no such commitment existed, mainly because of pressure
from the United States Congress. In other words, the Saudis
failed in the basic objective of their relations with the
United States. The secuwrity of the kingdom thus remained
the major area of difference between the two governments.
The huge American sale of arms and services, which

some obhservers considered to be evidence of a de facto
American commitment to Saudi security, did not result in

, the creation of any real military power for Saudi Arabia,
mainly because of a lack of skilled manpower. The United
States was in fact aware of this and cnn£inued to regard
Iran and Israel as its major foreign policy tools in the
area, Its buge arms sales were not therefore intended to
create strong Sawdi forces, but rather to further its
petro-dollar policy. For its part, the Saudi government’'s

major objective was to manipulate the United States into a



position where it found itself deeply involved in Saudi
security. But in this, it also failed. This involvement not
only roused strong objections in the American Congress, but
also enabled the Israeli lobby to obtain obtain more
financial and military support for lIsrael. Moreover,
American military sales lay behind the arms race in the
BGulf region. In short, American arms sales to Saudi Arabia
were strongly related to its petro—-dollar policy and did
little to enhance Saudi security.

The final issue relating to Baudi security was the
Arab-Igraeli conflict. For the Saudis, the conflict lay
behind the instability and the strength of the radical
movement in the area, and they therefore strove for a
political solution to it. Saudi Arabia supported all
American diplomatic initiatives to find a leitical
compromise, including the Egyptian—~Israeli negotiations in
Camp David, but Arab pressure forced it to pay lip service
to the widespread opposition to these in the area. Having
said this, there is little doubt that the Saudi government
played an important role in moderating the attitudes and
policies of many Arab states with regard to the conflict.
Thus although Saudi Arabia jDined‘the pil embargo in 1973
under pressure from other Arab states, its participation
enabled it to play an important role and it was without
doubt instrumental in getting the embargo lifted. In short,
Saudi Arabia played the part of America’s advocate on the
Arab side of the conflict.

In the final analysis, the Saudi government did its

uwtmast to obtain an American commitment to its security. It
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was an active American advocate both in the Middle East and

in the Third World. It strove to give the impression that

1t did in fact enjoy the protection of the United States.

While this could only be established in regard to specific
instances, Saudi relations with the United States were
sufficiently public to enable the Kingdom to maintain a

certaln measure of deterrent capability which ultimately was

based on American power and prestige

Lo At
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