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The Essence Of Responsibility  
 

ñAnyone can hold the helm when the sea is calméBut in 
stormy waters it takes strength, commitment and 

responsibility to stay the course. We cannot adjust the 
winds, but we can always adjust our sails, and when it 
comes our turn to hold the helméwe must be strong.ò 
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Introduction  
 

 

Questions of methodology 
 

 

 

In a book published in Paris in 2003, two important French 

scholars have undertaken to discuss the issue of 9/11 in its varied 

dimensions and connections. Joseph Maila contested the idea that 9/11 

responded to a thought event, which means ultimately that nothing or 

almost nothing could change in the concepts and the notions of 

international and national policies. Maila contended that since it cannot 

be compared to the Soviet revolution, nor to the rise of fascism, nor to 

the violence of decolonization, nor even to the downfall of the Berlin 

wall, 9/11 has nothing of an event of thought (un évènement de pensée). 

Maïla concedes however that it introduced some kind of interruption, but 

he wouldnôt go to the extension of considering it a major upsetting 

phenomenon. For him, the event allowed ñthe construction of a 

phantasmagoric notion of conflict unduly generalized in a global 

violenceò 
1
.  Thatôs why the conflict between cultures (civilizations 

shock) imposed itself as the core and the asset of the event. As to the 

islamologist M. Arkoun, he argued that ñthe occidental culture is prone to 

build up the enemy in order to legitimate a frontal warò. Thus, ñthe 

concomitant construction of two cursed charactersò, he says, ñBin Laden 

and Arafat, reached since 9/11 a perfection of the kindò 
2
. In Arkounôs 

eyes, since 1945, and ñmore conflictingly after the revolution so-called 

Islamic of Khomeini, the words Islam and West polarized an intensive 

work of imaginary construction of the Other: to the Islamic and arabo-

islamic demonization of the West (Al Gharb, with its intellectual/cultural 

aggression, ghazw fikri) responds, in a controversial dialectic, the 

                                                 
1
   Mohamed Arkoun et Joseph Malia, De Manhattan à Bagdad : au delà du bien 

et du mal, ed. Desclée de Brower, Paris 2003, pp.12-13. 
2
   Op.Cit. P.15. 
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fanciful construction of the enemy Islam.ò 
3
 M. Arkoun points out also 

that the word West itself has two distinguished sides: ñThere is on the 

one hand, the inescapable West, ubiquitous, but ideologically built up to 

nourish the Muslim imagination altogether, notably since the Iranian 

revolution, and particularly the arabo-islamic imagination, because of the 

numerous recurrent conflicts that tear up the geopolitical sphere called 

Middle East in the American political science and scholarly lexicon. And 

there is on the other hand the West dialectically built up by the Euro-

Americans themselves as soon as the matter is about making a unified 

front against the enemy Islam. This latter West is that of the 

ñCivilizations shockò thesis, opposing a world of values summarized in 

the war slogan ñunlimited freedomò to the non-values, or archaic values 

dangerously reactivated by the Islamist militants staying outside the 

unique and universal vocation incarnated by the historical itinerary of the 

USAò. 
4
 

 We retain two key-notions of this much interesting intellectual 

debate: first, 9/11 as an ñinterruptionè, and second, the ñbuild up of the 

enemyò.  Two preliminary remarks must be noted here: 

1 - Concerning the first notion, one must concede that although 

9/11 is not a paradigmatic shift in the sense described by Thomas S. 

Kuhn, as ñscientific revolutionò 
5
, the re-conceptualization of 

international and regional issues, it has introduced, sounds as a new 

vision concerning these issues. It has not only upset the old conceptions 

of international order, particularly those that have been used since the 

end of the Cold War, but it has also brought up some new ñfields
6
 of 

thinkingò to the social sciences. Therefore, it would be much difficult not 

to report to this event as a line of interruption, not only between two 

times or eras (before 9/11 and after it) while studying the international, 

the regional, or any local scene, but also between two worlds: Maybe 

these worlds are the West and the arabo-islamic 
7
, and maybe the division 

line concerns two notions of Mankind future: a democratic, modern, 

humanistic one, open up on huge, rational, reasonable changes and 

                                                 
3
   Op. Cit.P.23. 

4
   Idem. 

5
   Thomas S. Kuhn , The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, The University of 

Chicago Press, third edition 1996. He says for example :  
6
   We use the term ñfieldò with the connotation given to it by Bourdieu. 

7
  ñThe fault lines between civilizations are replacing the political and 

ideological boudaries of the Cold War as the flash points for crisis and bloodshedò, 

according to S.Huntington. The Clash of Civilizations, Foreign Affairs, Summer 1993. 
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reforms, and an archaic, autistic, self-centered one, dominated on one 

side  by hegemonic policies  and on the other side by  authoritative 

regimes and totalitarian thought.  

There is perhaps not a revolution in the knowledge since 9/11, but 

indeed there is a shift in the patterns of thought, 
8
 either in the USA or 

outside it. And if we just ask what is a paradigm, the answer Kuhn 

provides is: « in its established usage, a paradigm is an accepted model of 

patternò
9
. It does not even require broad acknowledgment at its start. 

ñWe must recognize how very limited in both scope and precision a 

paradigm can be at the time of its first appearanceò, says Kuhn. Then 

what happens? ñ Paradigms gain their status because they are more 

successful than their competitors in solving a few problems that the 

group of practitioners has come to recognize as acuteò 
10
. Thatôs why we 

may be more able to understand whatôs going on if we take in 

consideration - even as a hypothesis - the ñparadigmatic shiftò in the 

American strategy, endeavour and conceptualization of the international 

scene, than if we reject it out of hand. 

 2- As to the second notion, there are some works that have been 

achieved by scholars on this topic, so that they deserve to be taken in 

consideration while treating subjects related to war, conflicts and 

confrontation. We cannot attain a meaningful progress while trying to 

                                                 
8
   As early as September 30, 2001, the Quadrennial Defense Review Report 

issued by the DOD (Department of  Defense) talks of ñthe paradigm shift in force 

planningò , and of ñtransforming Americaôs defense for the 21st century. The report 

stresses that ñ this Quadrennial Defense Review was the product of the senior civilian  

and military leadership of the Department of Defense. It benefited from extensive 

consultation with the President of the United States. It was truly "top down" in that the 

decisions taken on strategy, forces, capabilities, and risks resulted from months of 

deliberations and consultation among the most senior Defense Department leadership. 

This report outlines the key changes needed to preserve America's safety and security in 

the years to comeò. In the chapter entitled Paradigm Shift, the report says :  

 ñThe new force-sizing construct specifically shapes forces to: 

 - Defend the United States; 

 - Deter aggression and coercion forward in critical regions; 

 - Swiftly defeat aggression in overlapping major conflicts while preserving for 

the President the option to call for a decisive victory in one of those conflicts - including 

the possibility of regime change or occupation; and  

 - Conduct a limited number of smaller-scale contingency operationsò. Letôs 

observe that this is the first time an official document acknowledges the possibility of 

changing foreign regimes by force. 
9
  T.Kuhn, op.Cit.P23. 

10
  Idem. 
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understand what is at stake, if we ignore such data. Social and political 

research is different from diplomatic processes. The main object of any 

scientific approach is the truth, not the embellished truth, but the truth as 

the empirical knowledge can provide it. Concerning scholars like Samuel 

Huntington, Bernard Lewis, and others while it would not be right to say 

that they focused on ñthe construction of the enemyò as an object of their 

work, we have to recognize that we would not be able to understand 

much of their theories without this notion in mind, though. The same 

thing may be said concerning the intelligentsia in the arabo-islamic 

world. Thatôs why it is not accurate either to pretend that only 

islamologists like M. Arkoun or political and social scientists with 

particular focus on Islamists may be interested in such a notion. In fact, 

even without ever mentioning the notion (construction of the enemy), 

Bernard Lewis and Samuel Huntington may well be the most important 

theoreticians in the West who made  full use of its political, cultural, 

social, and historic meaning while analyzing the relations between the 

West and the Muslim world. 

 

However, if this is to introduce us to the debate in social sciences 

about new conceptions emanating from 9/11, we will have to recognize 

that in all that concerns the Gulf region, the strains and the tensions are 

much more felt than in any other region of the world. And this is so 

because of varied reasons, among which ï and this not the least ï the fact 

that the majority of the  9/11 terrorists were coming from that region. 

As the problem of Islamic radicalism ï especially its terrorist 

brand ï raises the questions of the relations to power and authority, 

legitimacy, opposition, etcéin these societies culturally different from 

those called Western democracies, we will have, first, to recognize that in 

most cultures human relationships are greatly determined by irrational 

authority. Paraphrasing Erich Fromm, we will say that people function in 

the Western society as in most societies, ñon the record of history, by 

becoming adjusted to their social role at the price of giving up part of 

their own will, their originality and spontaneityò.  Fromm explains that 

ñwhile every human being represents the whole of mankind with all its 

potentialities, any functioning society is and has to be primarily 

interested in its self-preservation. The particular ways in which a society 

functions are determined by a number of objective economic and 

political factors, which are given at any point of historical development. 

Societies have to operate within the possibilities and limitations of their 

particular historical situation. In order that any society may function well, 
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its members must acquire the kind of character, which makes them want 

to act in the way they have to act as members of the society or of a 

special class within it. They have to desire what objectively is necessary 

for them to do. Outer force is to be replaced by inner compulsion, and by 

the particular kind of human energy which is channeled into character 

traitsò
11

. If we acknowledge these varied and vital particularities of 

societies, civilizations and cultures, we would hold already a key to 

understanding much of collective and individual behavior.  

One of the consequences of such a statement is that the part of 

individualities in the social processes is much more important than 

people are prone to believe. This is indeed a part of the modernization 

history in the West. The question about whether the same processes of 

individualization and rationalization have also marked the history of 

Arab and Muslim societies, albeit it is quite interesting, remains beyond 

the scope of this study. However, we would need to digress a bit in some 

theoretical works
12

 to understand the remark of Fromm that ñas long as 

mankind has not attained a state of organization in which the interest of 

the individual and that of society are identical, the aims of society have to 

be attained at a greater or lesser expense of the freedom and spontaneity 

of the individual. This aim is performed by the process of child training 

and educationò
13

. We will have to question the validity of this claim 

(Habermas) in the course of this study, with a special focus on Saudi 

educative system. 

Both, George Herbert Mead and Norbert Elias pondered 

extensively the individual-group dilemma currently faced by social 

movement scholars. Elias states: ñAn attentive reader of the classical 

sociological literature will everywhere find traces of this awkward 

problem of the relationship between individual and society. Max Weber 

saw individuals as separate, disorderly, self-reliant and independent. 

Society was viewed as orderly, structured etc. He would not reconcile the 

two. Durkheim struggled with this as well viewing society as constitutive 

of individuals, but viewing individuals as having an ñinner 

consciousnessò that may not be objectiveò
14

. Elias concluded that both 

                                                 
11

   Erich Fromm, Individual and Social origins of neurosis, article, first published 

in American Sociological Review (Vol. IX, No. 4, August 1944). 
12

   The works of Alain Touraine, Charles Taylor, G.H.Mead , Norbert Elias and 

many others would be of much help for a good understanding of this topic. 
13

   E. Fromm, op.Cit. 
14

  Norbert Elias, What is Sociology? Columbia University Press, New York, 

1978, p.117. 
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scholars could not reconcile the dilemma because they viewed the 

relationship between the individual and society as static. He noted that 

this is also the case in analyses of social change, which is often 

conceptualized as a fixed state. Elias argued that sociologists must 

ñcapture the processual nature of societies in all their diverse aspectsò
15

. 

His conception of the individual is that of a dynamic person, ñconstantly 

in movement; he not only goes through a process, he is a process. In this 

regard, Elias viewed the individual as a part of a broad array of ñwebs of 

relationshipsò as is elaborated in his concept of ñfigurationò
16

. Elias 

develops this concept to correct a major shortcoming of sociological 

theories that ñpresent a clear conception of people as societies, [but] é 

fail to do the same for people as individualsò
17

. 

Individuals, as he sees it, are interwoven into a network of people. 

In clarifying his conception of figurations he writes: ñOneôs conceptions 

of such figurations is a basic condition of oneôs self-conception as a 

separate person. The figurations can change over the course of a lifetime. 

Oneôs view of ñweò and ñtheyò may shiftò
18

. 

 Mead 
19

, too, developed a concept of the individual as constitutive 

of society, but acknowledged individuality. He states: ñEvery individual 

self within a given society or social community reflects in its organized 

structure the whole relational pattern of organized social behavior which 

that society or community exhibits or is carrying on, and its organized 

structure is constituted by this pattern; but since each of these individual 

selves reflects a uniquely different aspect or perspective of this pattern in 

its structure, from its own particular and unique place or standpoint 

within the whole process of organized social behavior which exhibits this 

pattern since, that is, each is differently or uniquely related to that whole 

process, and occupies its own essentially unique focus of relations 

therein-- the structure of each is differently constituted by this pattern 

from the way in which the structure of any other is so constitutedò
20

. 

 Mead further distinguishes between the ñIò and the ñmeò arguing 

that the latter is mediated through the former. The ñmeò ñis the organized 

set of attitudes of others which one himself assumes. The attitudes of the 

others constitute the organized ñmeò and then one reacts toward that as 

                                                 
15

   Elias. Op.Cit.P115. 
16

  Elias. Op.Cit. Pp124-128. 
17

  Elias, op.Cit, p128. 
18

  Idem. 
19

   G.H.Mead, Mind, Self and Society, University of Chicago Press, 1934. 
20

  G.H.Mead, op.Cit, p 202. 
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an ñIòò
21
. The ñIò is the place where novelty and values reside, though 

the ñIò is dynamic and changes as it processes a variety of social 

situations. 

Social movement scholarsô treatment of collective identity 

processes has tended to preface the ñmeò as opposed to the ñIò. The ñIò is 

where values and novelty reside. It constitutes individuality and is where 

reflection takes place. To be certain, recent social movement theory has 

dealt with values as in frame analysis, where frames are targeted to 

resonate with existing group values. Here, too, ñmeò aspects of collective 

identity are prefaced and provide a barrier to understanding the processes 

through which individuals interpret frames. Group values necessarily 

reflect individual values, but they are not sufficient explanations of 

collective identity processes. Thus, in social movement theory, there is 

often the presumption that the potential recruit or social movement 

activist is only a political/cultural heritage individual divorced from any 

other identity of self. This perspective ignores the complexity of identity 

construction that rests on multiple figurations that transcend time 
22

. This 

is just to underline how much difficult it is to understand the complex 

relations between Islamist activists, either taken individually or as a 

group, and the social and cultural environment wherein they grow up and 

work. This is also to point out to the rapid, and in our eyes, unwise 

summarizing of modern Islamic political trends in the West, and their 

unreasonable linkage to terrorist activities. 
 

 

We will rely mainly on what social scientists call ñDocumentary 

Observationò, meaning that we will have to analyze in depth and 

comment a varied array of documents issued by different institutions, 

either in the USA or in Saudi Arabia and the GCC States, along with all 

the parties concerned by the current developments: many of these 

documents come from the public domain, archives, official statistics and 

data, media and intelligence reports, US Congress publications, and 

personal information. 

In this context, the amount of documents issued in the wake of 

September 11 and related to it directly or indirectly is merely astronomic. 

We have no pretension of reading or examining much of it. Since the task 

                                                 
21

  G.H.Mead, op.Cit, p 175. 
22

   Individuals constantly engage in self-verification, ñor seeing the self [ñIò] in 

terms of the role [ñmeò] as embodied in the identity standard. 
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is ostensibly out of proportion for a single person ï and even for a large 

group ï we opted for a microanalysis circumscribed to the strict 

minimum of ñpicsò selected throughout our observatory sticking-up with 

the event, day in and day out, for the purpose of informing. Even with all 

the self-restriction and necessary caution, in choosing such or such 

document rather than another, we should add that something personal and 

even randomly would also enter in consideration, although unconsciously 

most of the time. How can one justify, in effect, the option for analyzing 

or commenting such a ñpieceò emanating from such an institution rather 

than another? There is indeed a rational and voluntary choice, aiming at 

the verification of some allegations and hypothesis; yet, as in all work of 

this kind, there is also a part of intuition and predilection. To cite 

Habermas, ñone can gain clarity about the meaning of value judgments 

by examining the dual, descriptive-prescriptive content of these 

evaluative, need-interpreting expressions. They serve to make 

predilection understandable. This component of justification is the bridge 

between the subjectivity of experience and that intersubjective 

transparency that experience gains in being truthfully expressed and, on 

this basis, attributed to an actor by onlookersò
23

. Thus, insofar as my 

personal experience ï in the media - is involved, I will be able to gain 

insight with respect to my object as far as I make of it (i.e. the 

subjectivity of my experience) an integrative part of this scientific 

project. 

 Events unfolded since September 11 in such a rapid development 

that even the most experienced observer would find some difficulties to 

follow up everything anywhere. Let us begin by some of the last 

developments: 

In early 2004, the Presidential study group, - a bipartisan 

commission of statesmen, diplomats, legislators, scholars, and expertsð 

was conveyed to examine the state of the Middle East and the 

effectiveness of U.S. policy in advancing U.S. interests in that region. 

According to the report it has published 
24
, ñthe United States is facing an 

extraordinary moment of challenge in the Middle East, one that demands 

an integrated U.S. strategy built on a set of three pillars: security, reform, 

and peace. The security agenda is the most pressing, but it alone is not 

                                                 
23

   Jürgen Habermas, The Theory of Communicative Action, Volume One, 

Beacon Press, 1984, p.92. 
24

   2005 Presidential Study Group Report, Security, Reform and Peace : The 

Three Pillars of U.S. Strategy in the Middle East, The Washington Institute for Near 

East Policy. 
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sufficient. If the United States wants not just to combat the threats it 

faces in the region but also to change the regional dynamic which 

produces such threats, the administration should also pursue political, 

social, and economic reform in Middle East countries and the promotion 

of a secure Arab-Israeli peaceò.
25

 

We can recognize the great lines of concern of the Bush 

administration in the linkage between these ñthree pillarsò, which has 

never reached in previous administrations such systematization in the 

thought. Indeed there is a particular focus on Iraq in the paper, but this is 

only a result of a process that started just after 9/11, in which Iraq ï like 

Afghanistan- were seemingly the first experiences of change that have 

involved a huge effort from the USA. Some topics are thus maintained 

together in a kind of ñpackageò for the ñGreater Middle Eastò, to use the 

new expression: 

  * speeding the training and fielding of new Iraqi security forces 

while building the structure of a free and representative Iraqi 

government, 

*  coordinating strategy on Iranôs nuclear program with key 

European and Security Council powers, 

*  developing and implementing a comprehensive strategy to fight 

the ideological war against Islamist extremism, 

  * injecting presidential leadership into calls for political reform, 

and 

*  investing in Palestinian political and security change and a 

peaceful and orderly Israeli disengagement from Gazaé 

 Such are the ñBush administration most pressing Middle East 

priorities for 2005ò, as described by the report. 

 

Prior to the U.S.-led war on Iraq, the September 11, 2001 terrorist 

attacks in the United States had expanded the security challenges facing 

the United States in the Gulf region, which has seen three Major wars in 

the past two decades: the Iran-Iraq war (1980-88), the Gulf war (1991), 

and Operation Iraqi Freedom (2003). 

Moreover, it was almost established over a relatively long period 

of time that The Gulf states face internal threats not attributable only to 

Iran or Iraq. All six Gulf
26

 States ð Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, the 

                                                 
25

   Idem. 
26

    The reference simply to the Gulf is a convenience to avoid controversy over 

the usage of the term "persian gulf" versus "arabian gulf". Thus we will use only the 

term : the Gulf henceforth, except in the quotations of other writers. 
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United Arab Emirates (UAE), Oman, and Qatarðare hereditary 

monarchies. Like all the Arab states, they allow limited formal 

opportunity for popular participation in national decision-making, 

although several, particularly Bahrain, Qatar, and Oman, are opening up 

their political processes and earning U.S. official praise for doing so. 

Kuwait has had a vibrant, elected parliament for over four decades, 

although the parliament has periodically been suspended and female 

suffrage was banned there
27

. Some of the Gulf states, including Saudi 

Arabia, Kuwait, and the United Arab Emirates, are undergoing leadership 

transitions; Bahrainôs leadership passed to a new generation in March 

1999 when the long serving prince died suddenly 
28

. Recently, Saudi 

Arabiaôs first held municipal elections proved at least how much progress 

the idea of democratization has gained the Saudi mind, although it is 

deemed to be the most conservative in the Arab world. 

  The Gulf has since the first part of the XXth century struck the 

imagination of the Westerners as one of the most extraordinary regions of 

the world with its cozy much intimate ambiance, both hospitable and 

wild, its mysteries and legends, and its detachment from the historical 

processes, which sounded to be resulting from the conservatism of its 

population and so many long centuries of what the Arabs describe as 

decadence under the Ottoman rule. 

  ñThe hazards of history and geographyò, says Peter Mansfield 

ñhave combined to decide that Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar and the Union of 

Arab Emirates (formerly the Trucial Coast) instead of entering the 

modern world as impoverished outlying provinces of one of the bigger 

States in the area ï Iraq, Saudi Arabia or Iran ï have become independent 

members of the United Nations with living standards which are among 

the highest in the world. Two of them ï Kuwait and the UAE ï are major 

financial powersò 
29

. 

The total land area of the GCC countries is approximately 

2,475,190 square kilometers (approximately 28 percent of the United 

States). In terms of size, Saudi Arabia is the largest GCC state (over 2.1 

million square kilometers) and occupies nearly 87 percent of the total 

area. The second largest GCC state is Oman (9 percent of total area), 
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followed by the UAE (3.4 percent) and Kuwait (0.72 percent). Bahrain, 

with a land area of only 620 square kilometers, is the smallest. 

The weather and soil patterns together with the lack of surface 

water have meant great difficulties and high costs for economically 

productive activities. One way to overcome these tremendous natural 

odds is to learn to control the environment, to build infrastructure, and to 

modernize with the help of physical capital and technology brought in 

from outside. This is the background against which foreign economic 

relations of he Gulf States must be understood. 

 ñ The effect of great and sudden wealth on the tiny desert states 

of the (é) Gulf has been remarkableò, says P. Mansfield. ñIn the 

kingdom of Saudi Arabia it has produced one of the most extraordinary 

phenomena of the twentieth century. It is not only that a state which was 

one of poorest on the globe when it was created half a century ago is well 

on its way to becoming one of the richest by any standards, with control 

over a major part of the worldôs financial reserves, but that it should have 

happened to a Bedouin tribal monarchy ruled on the most fundamentalist 

and puritanical principles of Islam. The inescapable problem of how to 

serve both Allah and Mammon has yet to be resolvedò
30

. 

 Maybe never as since 9/11 this problem has been raised in more 

an urgency, both to Americans and Saudis, because ï particularly- of all 

the connections between funds and fundamentalist terror, of all the 

ambiguities and misunderstandings, of the stereotypes, the pre-

conceptions, and the false dialogue, the hypocrisy internationally 

established. 

For the historical background, albeit many people still think that 

the GCC was a reaction against the Iranian revolution, some observers 

have a different approach. Lenore G. Martin for instance, says that the 

GCC " was not an automatic reaction to the revolutionary Iranian State. 

Various collective security arrangements had been discussed among the 

Gulf States after the Iranian revolution. For example, after the new 

Iranian regime engaged in naval exercises in 1979, Oman reacted by 

proposing an international Western force to operate sophisticated 

surveillance equipment to counter superior Iranian naval forces, as well 

as a coordinated Gulf states ground force to respond to potential Iranian 

threats. Both Iraq and Saudi Arabia rejected the Omani proposal. Iraq 

proposed instead a collective security force with a joint military 

command composed of Gulf States (excluding Iran). The Saudis also 
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responded by pressuring Oman to avoid inviting American and British 

forces into the Gulf and by conducting talks with South Yemen, Oman's 

enemy. Saudi Arabia also offered Oman financial assistance for weapons 

purchases" 
31

. 

In this view, it was after Iraq became embroiled in the war with 

Iran, that Saudi Arabia proposed the formation of the GCC in the January 

1981 meetings of the Third Islamic Conference. The GCC was 

announced at a Gulf foreign ministers' meeting in February and its 

inaugural session took place in May 1981. It is not clear what subjects 

and priorities were privately discussed among the GCC states at these 

initial sessions. It has been reported that ñtheir topics included 

coordinating security efforts for oil fields and installations, as well as 

collective efforts against subversion"
32

. 

  Since 1991, the United States has developed an extensive network 

of Gulf military bases (although Washington eschews that term, in favor 

of ñaccess agreementsò and ñfacilitiesò and other such euphemisms, 

everyone in the region calls these installations in their country ñthe 

American baseò) 
33

. These cover much of the G.C.C.: 

- Kuwait has hosted American troops on a regular basis since 

1991, at a permanent facility north of Kuwait City (Camp Doha). The 

U.S. has also prepositioned equipment for an armored brigade. With the 

build-up of U.S. and allied forces in Kuwait for an attack on Iraq, nearly 

one-third of the territory of the country has been declared a closed 

military zone. 

- The headquarters of the vastly expanded American naval 

presence in the Gulf, the Fifth Fleet, is in Manama, Bahrainôs capital. 

There is normally at least one carrier battle group in the Gulf area at all 

times. Approximately 4,000 U.S. military personnel are attached 

regularly to the headquarters in Bahrain. 

- Qatar signed an agreement in December 2002 to upgrade 

American facilities in the country, which include a major airfield at Al 

Udaid, a command and control center (duplicating facilities in Saudi 

Arabia, in case the U.S. is denied access to them), and prepositioning 

depots for the equipment of two armored brigades. 
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- Oman provides access to American forces and prepositioned 

material at airbases at Al Seeb and Thamarit and on Masirah Island in the 

Arabian Sea. 

- The port and airport facilities in the UAE provide vital logistical 

support for American Forces, and that country hosts more recreational 

visits by American troops than any other Foreign country. 

  Gregory Gause thinks that  the United States policy toward the 

Gulf Cooperation Council States has reached the point of an important 

change. His thesis is that Saudi Arabia has served as the linchpin of 

American military and political influence in the Gulf since Desert Storm. 

It can no longer play that role. After the attacks of September 11, 2001, 

an American military presence in the kingdom is no longer sustainable in 

the political system of either the United States or Saudi Arabia. 

Washington therefore has to rely on the smaller Gulf monarchies to 

provide the infrastructure for its military presence in the region. The 

build-up toward war with Iraq has accelerated that change, with the 

Saudis unwilling to cooperate openly with Washington on this issue. No 

matter the outcome of war with Iraq, the political and strategic logic of 

basing American military power in these smaller Gulf States is 

compelling. Therefore, he adds: ñIn turn, Saudi-American relations need 

to be reconstituted on a basis that serves the shared interests of both 

states, and can be sustained in both countriesô political systems. That 

requires an end to the basing of American forces in the kingdomò 
34

.  

 This is indeed an interesting view shared particularly by some 

Saudi observers. Yet, we must note that it would remain a mere 

hypothesis as far as it has not been validated by facts, most of all because 

it seems to counter the orientation of successive American 

administrations as regards settlement in the Gulf. Anyway, the crucial 

question here is about the ability of the other states of the region not only 

to cope with the changes, but also to form a viable, credible alternative to 

Saudi Arabia in the long term. We are aware that some of these changes 

have occurred recently on the occasion of the war against Saddam. But is 

it not too soon to pretend that the relations between Saudi Arabia and the 

USA have taken a new irreversible turn? Before advancing such a 

suggestion, we should first answer questions like:  how much of theses 

changes should the region expect and how much welcome are they in the 

smaller Gulf States?  If some of these changes would ultimately find 

alternative allies to USA among the States of GCC (others than Saudi 
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Arabia) isnôt this tide going to disturb the balance of powers and the 

interrelations inside the GCC itself? What if the allies of Saudi Arabia 

inside the GCC are not concerned to play the part of the alternative 

option? Then, would it be better to understand first to which extent the 

Saudi-US relations have been seriously disturbed by 9/11, and whether 

the disturbance is fixable in the short term? How can we evaluate the 

future prospects in regard of what happened, on the political, economic, 

social, and strategic levels? What are the expected impacts of such 

changes on the internal development of the Gulf societies? 

These are some of the great questions people inside the GCC and 

outside it are raising. The answers are neither obvious nor easy to find, 

because of the complexity of the patterns of thought, the diversity of 

reactions, and the double-edged problem: the fact that the attitudes are 

neither only political, nor economical, nor strategic, but also cultural; that 

religion, traditions, and political and economical interests mix up in an 

explosive assortment; that some pending questions from outside the 

region (like the Palestinian Israeli conflict, the relations with Iran, the 

situation in Iraq, etc) further complicate the picture éAll those little 

details have , at one time or another, something to do with the Gulf, 

Saudi Arabia, the USA, or all of them. 

However, the main question stays : what is the real change 

introduced by September 11 on both American thinking and projects and 

the attitudes and responses of the elite and the ordinary people in the 

Gulf- especially in Saudi Arabia? 
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According to a poll by Zogby International, in January 2001, 56% 

of Americans polled viewed Saudi Arabia favorably, 28% unfavorably. 

In December 2001, those numbers had basically reversed, with only 24% 

viewing Saudi Arabia favorably and 58% unfavorably
35

. Similarly, much 

of the American political and media elite, which had generally accepted 

the US-Saudi relationship, now began to question the value for the 

United States of a close relationship with Riyadh. For example, the New 

York Times and the Washington Post both urged a new and more critical 

American stance toward the kingdom. They even used the same title in 

their editorials: "Reconsidering Saudi Arabia." The Times said those 

relations are in an "untenable and unreliable state" because of "Saudi 

Arabia's tolerance for terrorism." The Post said that Saudi Arabia's 

"autocratic systeméis itself one of the root causes of Islamic 

extremism"
36

. 
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What has changed most dramatically since the attacks of 9/11,  

has been the attitude in the American right wing toward Saudi Arabia. 

Both neoconservatives and the religious right had previously accepted the 

close American relationship with Riyadh on strategic grounds, even 

while opposing many aspects of Saudi politics and society. They have 

since 9/11 become vocal critics of the relationship. Given the importance 

of both of these groups in the Republican party, the American policy 

toward Saudi Arabia can hardly avoid being marked by their ñupdatedò 

views. 

A parallel shift in public opinion has occurred in Saudi Arabia. 

The close relationship with the United States has always been a 

controversial issue in the kingdom. For committed fundamentalists,  any 

dealings with non-Muslim powers are suspect. For most in that category, 

the American presence in the kingdom is, at best, something to be 

tolerated as a political necessity ordered by the government. For some, 

though, it is a focus of violent opposition. óUsama bin Laden made the 

American military presence in Saudi Arabia the centerpiece of his 

indictment of the ruling family. Attacks on an American training mission 

attached to the Saudi National Guard in Riyadh in 1995 and on an 

apartment building in the eastern province housing American air force 

personnel in 1996 took the lives of 24 Americans. The latter attack led to 

the transfer of the American air wing from Dhahran, in the populated 

Eastern province, to the Prince Sultan Airbase south of Riyadh, in the 

desert. 

Unprecedented polling in Saudi Arabia since the September 11th 

attacks confirms the anti-American trend in public opinion. A Gallup 

poll, conducted in late January-early February 2002, reported that 64% of 

Saudi respondents viewed the U.S. either very unfavorably or most 

unfavorably. Majorities in the poll associated America with the 

adjectives ñconceited, ruthless and arrogant.ò Fewer than 10% saw the 

U.S. as either friendly or trustworthy.
37

 A Zogby International poll, 

conducted in March 2002, reported similar results. Only 30% of the 

Saudis polled supported American-led efforts to fight terrorism, while 

57% opposed it. Moreover, only 43% had a favorable opinion of the 

American people, and 51% an unfavorable opinion ï the highest 

unfavorable rating of the eight Muslim countries in which the poll was 

conducted (the others were Egypt, Kuwait, Lebanon, the UAE, 
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Indonesia, Iran and Pakistan). More recent polls, also confirmed this 

trend on the eve of war with Iraq, conducted in Saudi Arabia in February-

March 2003. They found that 95% of those polled had either a very or 

somewhat unfavorable attitude toward the United States, compared with 

only 4% favorable 
38

. 

The polling also focused on specific sources of Saudi public 

antipathy toward Washington. Majorities looked favorably upon 

American science and technology (71%), American freedom and 

democracy (52%), American movies and television (54%), and American 

education (58%). However, fewer than 10% viewed US policy in the 

Arab world or on the Palestinian issue in a favorably light. 64% of those 

polled said the Palestinian issue was either the most important or a very 

important political issue to them, and 79% said they would have a more 

favorable view toward the U.S. if it ñwould apply pressure to ensure the 

creation of an independent Palestinian state.ò
39

 

However, we need only to relativize such results, so that nobody 

takes them for granted, invariable truths. On the one hand, because we 

are talking here of a certain perception of the reality, which may be 

formulated by Erving Goffmanôs concept of ñframesò. A frame is the 

shared definition of a situation that organizes and governs social events 

and our involvement in them. It is the public surface of collective 

schemas. ñA frame comes into being when its participants activate shared 

schemas for it; if someone does not share the going schema, the results 

can be embarrassingò
40
. The idea is close of William Jamesôs ñperception 

of realityò
41
. While there are multiple realities, ñthere is one that presents 

itself as the reality par excellenceò, say Berger and Luckmann
42
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On the other hand, Bourdieu draws our attention to the fact that 

ñpublic opinion does not existò
43

 in itself, and that the polling is actually 

ña tool of political action. Its most important function is to impose the 

illusion that there is a public opinion as a sum purely additive of 

individual opinionsò
44
. However, the real impact of Bourdieuôs remark 

may be felt on the political level, since in his eyes, polling helps to 

suggesting the idea that a certain public opinion is favorable or 

unfavorable to such or such course of eventsé 

 

U.S. and Western critiques of Saudi policy 
 

It is now clear that the main critiques kindled in the USA about 

Saudi Arabia in the wake of 9/11 concern two kinds of issues: 

  1 - The security one, that aroused questions about funding, and 

assumed involvement from within Saudi connections. 

2 - The political one, that aroused questions about the internal 

(local) and external (international, or regional) process that permitted the 

"making of" the networks that are in the background of 9/11, whether in 

Europe and the USA, or in the Middle East. 

  There was much talk about " alleged Saudi involvement in 

terrorism or of Saudi laxity in acting against terrorist groups. 

Commentators have pointed to the high percentage of Saudi nationals 

among the hijackers (15 on 19). Others maintain that Saudi domestic and 

foreign policies have created a climate that may have contributed to 

terrorist acts by Islamist radicals. Critics of Saudi policies have cited in 

particular a multiplicity of reports that the Saudi Government has 

permitted or encouraged fund raising in Saudi Arabia by charitable 

Islamic groups and foundations linked to Osama bin Ladenôs Al Qaeda 

organization, which the U.S. Government has identified as clearly 

responsible for the hijackings. An independent task force sponsored by 

the Council on Foreign Relations, in a report published in October 2002, 

asserted that individuals and charities in Saudi Arabia have been the most 

important source of funds for Al Qaeda for some years, and that ñSaudi 

officials have turned a blind eye to the problemò
45
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  As Kenneth Katzman points out
46

, over the past two decades, U.S. 

attempts to contain the threats from Iran and Iraq have depended on 

cooperation with the elites in power in the GCC. Those threats made the 

Gulf States highly dependent on a military presence in the region. Yet, 

the question is : are the Gulf States concerned - as Katzman put it - that 

the United States might turn its attention away from the Gulf now that 

Saddam Hussein has been removed? 

Actually, the Gulf States are not alone struggling with such a 

dilemma. We should not forget that the entire Arab world is facing the 

problem of how much dependence a Sovereign State is expected to allow 

in order to maintain some homogeneity and stability inside the country. 

This is as well the problem of all the newly emerged States, since the 

fift ies of the XXth century, in Africa and Asia. Yet if it has grown to be 

so sharp and even violent (considering some reactions) in the Gulf, it is 

likely because of the energy resources, which have shaped the new 

culture of the region. Here, unlike the subsaharean Africa, or the  Asian 

steppes, the religion (islam) is still playing the main role in the society. It 

has created a habitus, which is still underlying the behaviors and shaping 

the attitudes. In his writings, Bourdieu proposes that practice is neither 

the mechanical precipitate of structural dictates nor the result of the 

intentional pursuit of goals by individuals but rather ñthe product of a 

dialectical relationship between a situation and a habitus, understood as a 

system of durable and transposable dispositions which, integrating all 

past experiences, functions at every moment as a matrix of perceptions, 

appreciations, and actions, and makes it possible to accomplish infinitely 

differentiated tasks, thanks to the analogical transfer of schemataò 

acquired in prior practice.
47

 

 

 

 More to the point, the islamic puritanism - either sunnite, from 

the Wahhabi school of thought or the Ikhwan, or shiite , from the 

khomeynist doctrine - adds more a complicated feature to the situation, 

because of the officially acknowledged influence it is exerting on both 

societies and States. Yet, it is likely that the United States will remain 

highly engaged in the Gulf, as Katzman  observes,because the September 

11 attacks added a new dimension to U.S. relations with the Gulf States 
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beyond the need to contain longstanding threats from Iran or Iraq. He 

notes also that after the September 11 attacks, the United States began 

pressing the Gulf states for their cooperation against Al Qaeda activists 

and financial channels located in the Gulf states themselves. The need for 

the United States to deal with all the security threats emanating from the 

Gulf gives the United States a stake in the political stability of the Gulf 

regimes. It is noticeable that despite the threats they face, the GCC States 

have proved more durable politically than some experts had predicted, 

surviving attempts to subvert them by Iraq (1970s) and Iran (1980s and 

1990s), the eight year Iran-Iraq war (September 1980-August 1988), the 

Iraqi invasion and occupation of Kuwait (August 1990-February 1991), 

and post-Gulf war unrest and uncertain leadership transitions in a few of 

the GCC States. 

Since September 11, Katzman observes, the United States has 

heightened its attention to public attitudes in the Gulf in light of surveys 

and reports that many Gulf citizens are sympathetic to at least some of 

the goals of radical Islamic movements such as Al Qaeda. Al Qaeda 

leader Usama bin Laden is viewed by many Gulf citizens as a 

revolutionary Islamic figure who is fighting to overcome U.S. influence 

over the Islamic world, but bin Laden supporters and other Islamic 

activists do not appear to pose a major challenge to the Gulf regimes at 

this time, although they have started disturbing the civil peace with 

recurrent terrorist operations in Saudi Arabia. Some U.S. officials are 

concerned that Al Qaeda, defeated in Afghanistan, might turn its 

attention to destabilizing pro-U.S. Arab governments in the Gulf or 

elsewhere and to attacking U.S. forces based in the Gulf, from secret 

basis in Iraq. 

  This is why the political issues in Saudi Arabia ï and broadly in 

the Gulf- seem in tight connection with the special focus on international 

terrorism. This feature has probably appeared as a result of the failure of 

American authorities ï and their allies in Europe and the Gulf ï to 

prevent the tragedy of 9/11. The ultimate meaning of this feature is that 

some of the social and political changes inside the latter countries will 

bear the mark of the security necessities. On the short term, it is perhaps 

not very affecting, but on the middle and the long terms, some options 

dictated by security necessities would have to be dealt with to tune up 

with requirements emanating from the civil society itself. A critical view 

may assume that if under the pressure of the Americans, the Arab 

regimes are hurrying up to show that they are moving towards some kind 

of political reform, on the long-term, a change handled in such conditions 
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of fear and pressure  would be very limited in its scope, as it is meant to 

show to the exterior world that the state finally found a compromise with 

its society . The consequence may be that in some years, the situation 

would revert to the point Zero, because it has never been meant to go 

further. Such a regression may be then equal in its results ï or worse- 

than any longstanding authoritative regime could lead to. This follows 

from the general principle that social change cannot be forced over any 

society from the exterior. If it does not emanate from it, then maybe it is 

not necessary at all. 

Nevertheless, if the political issues have always in these 

surroundings a security side, we should not omit that the phenomenon 

that has released this indigestible salmagundi, -i.e. 9/11- is related to 

religion, not as dogma or ritual, but rather as political practice. No 

wonder that one of the first reactions of the Americans ï and the 

Westerners ï after 9/11 was to seek to understand who are ñtheyò 

(i.e.The terrorists). And it is in the answers they give to that question that 

rely one of the aspects of the politics of post 9/11. 

Let us however recall the historical background of such a 

question in order to better understand who is actually the sponsor and the 

leader of the hijackers : 

Branded by the FBI as an "international terrorist" for his role in 

the American US embassy bombings, well before he became prime 

suspect in the New York and Washington terrorist attacks, Saudi born 

Osama bin Laden was recruited during the Soviet-Afghan war ironically 

under the auspices of the CIA, to fight Soviet invaders. 

In 1979, the largest covert operation in the history of the CIA was 

launched in response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in support of 

the pro-communist government of Babrak Kamal. With the active 

encouragement of the CIA and Pakistan's ISI (Inter Services 

Intelligence), who wanted to turn the Afghan jihad into a global war 

waged by all Muslim states against the Soviet Union, some 35.000 

Muslim radicals from 40 islamic countries joined Afghanistan's fight 

between 1982 and 1992. Tens of thousands more came to study in 

Pakistani madrasahs (schools) . Eventually more than 100.000 foreign 

muslim radicals were directly influenced by the Afghan jihad. The 

Islamic jihad was supported by the United States and Saudi Arabia with a 

significant part of the funding generated from the Golden Crescent drug 

trade : In March 1985, President Reagan signed National Security 

Decision Directive 166, which authorized stepped up covert military aid 

to the mujahideen, and it made clear that the secret Afghan war had a 
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new goal : to defeat Soviet troops in Afghanistan through covert action 

and encourage a Soviet withdrawal. The new covert US assistance began 

with a dramatic increase in arms supplieséa steady rise to 65,000 tons 

annually by 1987,éas well as a "ceaseless stream" of CIA and Pentagon 

specialists who traveled to the secret headquarters of Pakistan's ISI on the 

main road near Rawalpindi, Pakistan. There, the CIA specialists met with 

Pakistani intelligence officers to help plan operations for the Afghan 

rebels. 

The CIA using Pakistan's military Inter Services Intelligence 

played a key role in training the mujahideens . In turn, the CIA sponsored 

guerilla training was integrated with the teachings of islam : Predominant 

themes were that Islam was a complete socio-political ideology, that holy 

Islam was being violated by the atheistic Soviet troops, and that the 

islamic people of Afghanistan should reassert their independence by 

overthrowing the leftist Afghan regime propped up by Moscow.
48

 

 Now the question « who are they » aroused in the mainstream 

media after 9/11 was as much about Islam than about Wahhabism
49

. Few 

observers were concerned with linking it to the historical background 

where the CIA appears to have the main part. People in America and 

Europe, sought to know whether it was logical for Muslims to kill others 

just because they are not Muslims. The fact that Usama bin Laden had 

published a Fatwa legitimating such a behavior, was in itself 

significant
50

. A branch of Islam seems to be therefore bloodthirsty and 
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seeking war and destruction. People made a quick rapprochement with 

what they thought knowing, which revealed to be rather the ignored part 

of Islam. Yet the ignored could not be easily known. Thus, when the 

French researcher Pascal Ménoret wonders what is meant by 

Wahhabism ,  he finds that the term is being used to mean at least six 

different phenomenons that wisdom as well as methodological caution 

should advise us to distinguish. He mentions : 

1- The traditional doctrine  elaborated by theologians claiming to 

defend the reform of Muhammad Abdelwahhab. 

2-  The official islam of the Saudi religious establishment. 

3-  The religious practices of the Saudis. 

4-  The influence of Saudi Arabia in the islamic world. 

5-  Some religious opinions preached by islamist groups.  

6-  Theological reference of a range of behaviour considered in Europe 

deviant (such as the long beard, non-consumption of alcohol or porc, 

segregation between women and men, etc) and even illegal (like the 

head scarf for girls in the french schools) 
51

. 

 

Adherence to religion, though,  carries with it the impetus to look 

beyond the self in favor of that, which transcends the self. One of the best 

descriptions of that side of religion rational has been pointed out by 

Christian Smith
52

. He explains how religion can encourage political 

action by providing transcendent motivation. Religion provides ñsets of 

beliefs and practices grounded not in the ordinary, mundane world, but in 

the divine, the transcendent, the eternal, the holy, the spiritual. Religious 

meaning-systems operate with reference to supernatural beings, timeless 

truths, celestial realities. This is what sets religion apart from non-

religious cultural meaning systemsò 
53

. In this way, religious life is not 

about satisfying personal preferences, but it is about living a life in 

accordance with transcendent ideals. 

 

                                                                                                                        
Muhammad Bin-Ladin, Ayman al-Zawahiri, amir of the Jihad Group in Egypt , Abu-

Yasir Rifa'i Ahmad Taha, Egyptian Islamic Group, Shaykh Mir Hamzah, secretary of 

the Jamiat-ul-Ulema-e-Pakistan, Fazlur Rahman, amir of the Jihad Movement in 

Bangladesh. See the text of the fatwa here : 

http://www.fas.org/irp/world/para/docs/980223-fatwa.htm 
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   Pascal Ménoret , Le Wahhabisme , arme fatale du néo-orientalisme, Revue: 

Mouvements, décembre 2004,  n° 36. 
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   Smith, Christian, Disruptive Religion: The Force of Faith in Social Movement 

Activism. New York: Routledge. 1996. 
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. * Figure 1 presents a diagram of the transcendent motivation 

approach. An oval represents the transcendent, while two rectangles 

represent the actor, and the goal of religious behavior. The arrow from 

the transcendent to the actor represents the source of the individualôs 

goal, the arrow from the actor to the goal represents the religious action 

itself, and the arrow from the goal to the transcendent represents 

completion of the religious behavior. While the rational choice 

conception involves an actor producing ñreligious satisfactionò to gratify 

personal needs, the transcendent motivation perspective allows for the 

end result of the action to be directed toward the completion of a 

transcendent directive. In the pure form of the transcendent motivation 

approach, the self is only a minor player in the act, and certainly not the 

center of activity it is in the rational choice conception
54

. 

 

 

                                                 
54
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Islamism, internationalism, nationalism 
 

In the wake of 9/11 there was also a question related to Islam and 

nationalism. If the American reaction emphasized the fact that this was a 

ñwar against Americaò, who could declare wars but nationals of other 

countries, even if they were pariahs and mercenaries? 

  The point is that al Qaeda leaders never hid the pretention that 

they are fighting to get the American troops out of Saudi Arabia and the 

Gulf. However, as they found refuge in varied countries outside their 

own birthplaces, and as they masterminded operations that crossed 

borders and continents from African to Asian and American or European 

shores, the observers were struck by the international aspect of this 

activity which they labeled "international islamism",  ñinternational 

jihadò, and ñinternational terrorismò, while the regional and local aspects 

became secondary. Such views have been issued for example, by ï but 

by no means exclusively- Israeli analysts, who, while confronted with 

violent operations executed by Hamas and al Jihad al Islami activists, 

have been interested in picturing a scene where local palestinian fighters 

would be part of ñ an Islamist Internationaleò. Nevertheless, this view 

does not stand to the analysis, at least because the Palestinian islamist 

activists have never executed any operation outside what they deem to be 

a field of conflict : Israel itself and the palestinian territories.
55

 

 For R. Paz, the term Global Jihad marks and reflects the 

solidarity of variety of movements, groups, and sometimes ad hoc 

groupings or cells, which act under a kind of ideological umbrella of 

radical interpretations of Islam. The Islamists saw the fall of the Soviet 

Union as a direct result of the Soviet defeat in Afghanistan at the hands 

of Islamic warriors.The masses of Arab volunteers recruited to fight the 

Soviets in the Afghan conflict led to the opening of Islamic fronts in 

various local and national disputes with religious overtones: Bosnia, 
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Albania, Kosovo, Chechnya, Dagestan and Kashmir. ñThis involvement 

has led many observers to view the phenomenon of ñAfghan Arabsò as a 

kind of Islamist Internationale, similar to the International Brigades of 

Socialist and Communist volunteers in the civil war in Spain in the 

1930sò
56

.  

 Nevertheless, Paz fails to see the national ï or even the nationalist 

ï dimension of the phenomenon, maybe because he was unable ï like 

many israelis ï to view the activists of islamist organizations in Palestine 

and the rest of the Arabo-Islamic world as mainly contesting the regimes 

they are directly confronted with. Thatôs why , there is a pre-Afghanistan  

in their struggle and an after-Afghanistan. In the two periods ,we can 

observe that the phenomenon fall back to its local (national) dimension. 

And everything happens as if Afghanistan and all those wars of religious 

overtones, were just a ñpassageò paving the way to the main struggle 

wich aims not at toppling the government of the USA ï they know they 

cannot do that ï but rather at erecting ñislamistò regimes in Muslim 

countries. This is actually the real challenge, and any confrontation with 

Western powers, means in this context, a violent opposition to the 

support given by the West to the concerned Muslim states. This is 

actually an internal political struggle with an international interface. 

 This nationalistic dimension of the Islamist struggle, some 

analysts have been unable to understand. Paz, for example, mixes up the 

Wahhabism , the international terrorism, and the Jihad. He writes : 

ñUnder the influence of the Arab Afghan phenomenon there has also 

been an ideological consolidation of Wahhabi-Takfiri  Jihadi ideology 

and rhetoric that resulted in two main developments :  

- A shift in the struggle , mainly through massive 

terrorism, from the heart of the Arab world into the 

óWild Westô of Central Asia and to Western countries or 

Western interests in the region. 

-  Better cooperation between various groups and 

organizations. In the Middle East examples are Hamas, 

the Palestinian Islamic Jihad, and to some extent 

Hizbollah. On the international scene, one can see this in 

the case of the Egyptian , Pakistani, Kashmiri, Algerian, 

Jordanian , Yemeni, and Sunni Lebanese groupsò
57

. 
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Seemingly, there is some confusion in Pazôs perception of the 

Islamist phenomenon. 

 First point , one would ask : what is the link between 

Wahhabism and Takfir? Were the Wahhabists ï who are still a majority 

in Saudi Arabia ï takfiris, they would never have been able to maintain 

any relationship with other Sunnite Muslims who do not share their 

principles and who are also the majority in their respective countries. 

After all, who launched the idea and founded a quite acknowledged 

International Islamic Organisation acting on behalf of islamic states, but 

the Wahhabist Saudis ? Takfir is a notion that asserts that the ñothersò are 

not believers, and as such they deserve to be considered as foes of God. 

The most clear example of such an endeavour is that of the Egyptian 

extremist group, labeled al takfir wal hijra, which ñexecutedò President 

Sadate on these same grounds. 

  Second point, what Paz figured out to be a ñshift in the struggleò, 

was rather a parenthesis, imposed by two factors : a) the violence of the 

repression against the Islamists ï notwithsatnding their moderation or 

their extremism- in some Muslim countries and their  forced exile ; b) the 

calling for islamic solidarity at the time of the soviet invasion of 

Afghanistan. Many Mujahideens thought that an experience in an armed 

struggle would be useful on the day they return home to deliver the 

ultimate fight. That is exactly what happened. 

 Third point , if we take a close look at the groups Paz mentions, 

we would see that each one of them is related to a determined country 

and a localized struggle inside that country. If there is some kind of 

solidarity between them, whatôs more normal? All political organisations 

from the right wing to the left have some connections. Yet, it is too much 

exceeding the real facts to deduce that because they are islamists they are 

necessarily similar in their programs and aims, and as such they are also 

ï necessarily- involved with terrorism. Nothing is more wrong, for a 

simple reason : terrorism is a thing, islamist political organisations are 

another. There is not necessarily a connection between the two. 

Moreover, terrorism is not always islamist. It is not even always 

religious. We should not forget that the first ñterroristsò of the XXth 

century were anarchists, marxists, and nihilists, well before the 

nationalists of the liberation movements  ï often secularists ï used these 

same methods against the European colonialism. 

 However 9/11 set the clock on the islamist bundle, not without 

some good reasons, though. 
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It was the first time since the wars of decolonization that notions 

like ñjihadò and ñholy warò were broadly used to featuring some of the 

most elapsing characters of our time. And the idea that some of these 

islamist trends were marked by nationalism started getting some ground. 

For indeed, before joining hands in Afghanistan, all those small 

movements scattered over different Arab and Muslim countries have had 

a national ambition : al Zawahiri was sentenced to death by an Egyptian 

court because he was incriminated for his activity in Egypt ; and Bin 

Laden has been spoiled from his saudi nationality because of his activity 

against the Saudi government. These examples show that the people who 

actually form al Qaeda networks are initially nationals with national 

ambitions. If they changed tactics in course of their activity and aimed at 

international targets, nothing proves that they rejected their initial 

strategic goal : to overthrow the local elites from power and take over. In 

the Arab world, the label "Arab Afghans" is synonymous of rebels. They 

have been identified as key-elements in underground and/or terrorist 

activities in many arab countries. They have had for instance a heavy 

hand in the algerian civil war after the failed elections of 1992, in the 

same measure that they have been active in Iraq since the collapse of the 

Baath regime, and in Saudi Arabia as well.  

 

Identity problematic and Nationalistic irrrationality 
 

 Obviously, it is the identity element, which we find missing in 

some analysis, albeit this is an important key to understandig the 

phenomenon. ñFrom the perspective of cultural criticismò, notes Nil¿fer 

Gole, ñIslamism shares similarities with other contemporary social 

movements that have introduced new categories of identity into politics, 

such as sex, race, nature, and religionò
58

. Gole pointed to the question of 

identity definition as one of the most important features of the Islamist 

movement. ñ The religiosity that Islamists recoverò, she says, ñis not 

something that was there, a social reservoir waiting to be used ; Islam is 

no longer transmitted by their social, family, and local settings that they 

re-appropriate and revisit in order to elaborate a new religious self in 

modern contexts. Islamism is the work of those Muslims who exist under 

conditions of social mobility and uprootedness ; those actors who have 

left their families and small towns to come to cities or to cross national 
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boundaries, becoming migrants in Western countries in search of work, 

education, and better living conditionsò
59

. Thus, Islam becomes in such 

conditions of uprootedness and alienation the bond between them and the 

expression of individuality. ñMuslim identity is transformed from a 

ónaturalô category into which one is born ï a tradition handed down from 

generation to generation ï into a ósocialô category. Islamism is the name 

given to this radical procedure, to this shift from Muslim to Islamistò
60

. 

As a result, Muslim identity is  revised and reconstructed to fit in with 

that transformation. 

Now, the question is about whether this has anything to do with  

nationalism ? Is it new? Is it a reproduction of a past experience? When 

and how?And at last, when and how does America enters into the 

account?  

Before going any further, let's look at an aspect of the 9/11 course 

of events that has been seldom talked about. It is precisely because it is in 

connection with that question of nationalism. Many people in America 

wondered : Why they (the Arabs, or the Muslims) hate us? And when 

they did not find an answer enough sound to stand critics, they began to 

convince themselves that the real evil came from wahhabism, although 

they have lived and coped with it for more than half a century. 

But the amazing thing is that without these clues, 9/11, would 

have appeared as perfectly detached from any relation to Wahhabism. 

How that ? The reason is simple : Take a look at the messages issued by 

al Qaeda . At no moment, there is any hint to Wahhabism , neither as an 

adopted doctrine, nor as an ideological rival. Better : 9/11 as explained 

by Bin Laden himself, has nothing to do with interpreting islam. The 

point was not about Islam, but about the unbalanced relations between 

America and the Arabo-islamic world in political and economical 

matters. Otherwise, in matters that are not religious but political : Bin 

Laden hinted several times to the Palestinian problem, and to the 12 

years' long plight of the Iraqi people under the embargo. The message 

was clear : He held America responsible for the death of thousands of 

people in the Arab countries , in Palestine, in Iraq, in Lebanon, etcé 

Because he thinks America's policy is egoistic, immoral and 

unconditionally siding with the oppressors of the Palestinians. For him, 

9/11 was a right response to  a wrong policy. The matter was not about 

hate or love, but about pride and respect. The USA as a superpower, in 
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his view, does not act out of the moral principles of a world conscience : 

America does not even suspect the amount of pain its policy has caused 

to the Arabs and Muslims. In this regard, it is labeled in the major 

discourses of the islamic movements (and they are not all members of al 

Qaeda or radicalists or jihadists) as " al istikbar al alami " , which means 

: the world arrogance. Thus, 9/11 was intended to be a blow at the face of 

that distasteful"world arrogance", precisely in order to make its people 

feel pain and wonder : why ? 

Is that a rational behavior ? To convince America that such or 

such policy harmed some people, should it be better to slaughter 5000 

innocents or to make speeches in the UN or a media campaign on CNN ?  

Here, we should come back to our first hypothesis. If the brand of 

islamism that Bin Laden has embraced is a nationalistic one, his 

behaviour would be as much irrational as his argumentation to justify it 

would try utmost rationality. About this latter particularity of the man, 

there is little disagreement between observers. Bin Laden revealed to be, 

in effect,  very keen on media communications, since al Jazeerah channel 

became his favorite instrument in this context. On the other hand, he 

would not be able to escape the epidemic nationalist violence, since his 

return to Saudi Arabia from Afghanistan. As we know, with the 

withdrawal of the Soviet Union from Afghanistan, bin Laden returned to 

Saudi Arabia to combat what he saw as an « infidel government ». 

Further angered by the U.S. presence in Saudi Arabia accompanying the 

Gulf War, bin Laden became even more outspoken in his anti-regime 

rhetoric.  

There is nothing odd about that. In a study about nationalism and 

rationality, Michael Hechter notes for instance that in 1994 "eighteen of 

the twenty-three wars being fought were based on nationalist or ethnic 

challenges to states. About three quarters of the worldôs refugees were 

fleeing from, or were displaced by, ethnic or nationalist conflicts. And 

eight of the thirteen United Nations peacekeeping operations were 

designed to separate the protagonists in ethnopolitical conflicts".
61

  

Yet, one may object that 9/11 is just a terrorist operation not a 

war; but this is not true. The president of the United States himself, made 

the remark that it was war declared against his country. A war that 

necessitated a retaliatory action not only in waging a war against the 

Taliban regime , followed by another against the Saddam regime, but all 
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this was also a piece in a huge war strategy declared against international 

terrorism. As to the other side, - al Qaeda that is - we should only 

remember the fatwa of 1998 , which says : "The ruling to kill the 

Americans and their allies ð civilians and military ð is an individual 

duty for every Muslim who can do it in any country in which it is 

possible to do it, in order to liberate the al-Aqsa Mosque and the holy 

mosque [Mecca] from their grip, and in order for their armies to move 

out of all the lands of Islam, defeated and unable to threaten any Muslim. 

This is in accordance with the words of Almighty God...We ð with 

Godôs help ð call on every Muslim who believes in God and wishes to 

be rewarded to comply with Godôs order to kill the Americans and 

plunder their money wherever and whenever they find It". 

 No wonder. ñThe uglier side of modern nationalismò, says 

Charles Taylor ñfrequently combines a chauvinistic appeal to the national 

personality or will with a drive to power which justifies recourse to the 

most effective industrial and military meansò
62

. Taylor holds nationalism 

as a fruit of Romanticism in modern politics. In his view , the ñextreme 

case of this repulsive phenomenon was Nazi Germany. Here was a 

regime brought to power partly by appeals to expressive integrity against 

instrumental reason.ò
63

  

  There is indeed an important level of irrationality in nationalism : 

The accidental birth of a person in a certain country gives him the wrong 

baseless idea that he may scorn others and consider them as enemies. 

Born in Europe and having a white skin for example, he gives himself the 

right to plunder the black Africans and refuses to employ towards others 

the criteria he uses towards his own compatriots. Even a genius like 

Einstein is disliked by a  Nazi German because he is a Jew. Can anything 

be more inhuman and unreasonable than to prefer a wicked, corrupt and 

incompetent compatriot of the same race or language to an honest, 

benevolent and competent person who is born beyond one's frontiers? 

Nationalism of that kind inevitably ends in racism and racial prejudice. It 

has been the cause of clashes, aggressions, and constant rivalry between 

nations, causing much riot and bloodshed all over the world. When a 

country thinks only in terms of its own interests and gives itself the right 

to dominate others, the result will obviously be conflicts, aggressions and 

hegemony. 
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Neo fundamentalists 
 

An interesting point of view that deserves to be compared with 

what we have previously mentioned concerning Islamism, is held by the 

French scholar Olivier Roy. For him, there is no such a thing as what 

some observers call An "islamist internationale". A survey of the 

mainstream Islamist movements in the 1990s showed that they have 

failed in producing anything resembling an ñIslamist Internationale,ò 

even if their ideological references remain similar. 
64

  

Many people are convinced of the contrary , though. There has 

been a wide debate about the internationalisation of the islamist 

networks, which permitted to the cells of al Qaeda to be transplanted in 

Iraq after losing their base in Afghanistan. Besides, whereas O. Roy 

forward a new concept to help understanding the islamist phenomenon, 

the important  questions are therefore : why neo? Who is meant by this 

word ? And in what is he different from other fundamentalists? Is the 

difference lying in the means  used, or in the content of the program, or 

something else?  

Through the reading he achieves of the islamist map, we can 

hardly find a complete answer to these questions. Yet, Roy gives us a  

shrewd description of the islamist networks. Thus, he talks about their 

"nationalisation". For example, he says that ñthis  ñnationalizationò of 

Islamism is apparent in most countries of the Middle East. Hamas 

challenged Arafatôs (and today Abu Mazen) PLO not on points relating 

to Islam, but for ñbetrayingò the national interests of the Palestinian 

people. Hassan Turabi used Islam as a tool for unifying Sudan, by 

Islamizing the Southern Christians and pagans. The Yemenite ñIslahò 

movement has been active in the re-unification of Yemen. The Lebanese 

Hezbullah has always stressed the defense of the ñLebanese peopleò and 

has even established a working relationship with many Christian circles. 

It has, apparently, given up the idea of an Islamic State in Lebanon, due 

to consideration of the role of the Christians in defining the state. The 

Turkish islamist Party (today in power), by stressing its Ottoman 

heritage, was trying to affirm a kind of neo-Ottoman Turkish model in 

the Middle East. By the same token, the Shiite radical parties of Iraq, 

such as Daôwa, stressed the need for national unity and appeared closely 
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working with non-Islamic national parties. The Algerian FIS ï front 

islamique du salut - claimed to be the heir of the National Liberation 

Front of the anti-French war. The Tunisian Nahdha party wants to be 

considered as the heir of the first destourian party founded in 1920 by 

nationalists and Zeitounians
65

 like sheikh Abdelaziz Thaalibi. During the 

Gulf War of 1991, each branch of the Muslim Brothersô organization 

took a stand in accordance with the perceived national interests of its 

own country (e.g., the Kuwait branch approved U.S. military 

intervention, while the Jordanian branch vehemently opposed it)ò
66

.  

Roy notices in the same context another feature : the pacifism of 

some of these movements : ñThese movements are not necessarily 

violent, even if, by definition, they are not democratic: the Pakistani 

Jamaôat Islami and the Turkish Refah Party as well as most of the 

Muslim Brothers groups have remained inside a legal framework, except 

where they were prevented from taking political action, as was the case 

in Syria, for instanceò. 
67

 

 There is even more an interesting feature observed by Roy. It 

concerns the possible evolution towards democracy thanks to these 

movements' activism : ñOn the domestic scene, these parties brought 

previously excluded social strata into the political process: the mostazafin 

in Iran (the marginalized segments of the urban population); the Shiôas in 

Lebanon; recent city-dwellers and Kurds for the Refah; urban youth in 

Algeria, shocked by the bloody repression of October 1988; Northern 

tribes in Yemen, etc. In doing so they have helped to root nation-states 

and to create a domestic political scene, which is the only real basis for a 

future process of democratization. In this sense, the Islamist parties, 

while they are not democratic, foster the necessary conditions for an 

endogenous democracy, as is clearly the case in Iran. Khatamiôs election 

expressed a call for democracy which is possible only because the whole 

population has been brought into a common political scene by a popular 

and deep-rooted revolutionò
68

. 
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The question is : how many people among the Western elite 

would agree to Royôs views ? The point is  there has always been an 

inclination to consider the islamist movements as generally hostile and 

agressive, if not irredeemably violent and as such unable to indulge in 

political compromises. Yet, while not setting clearly the limits between 

neo and conservative fundamentalists, Roy formulates the hypothesis that 

the process of conservative islamization has been promoted by the 

muslim states themselves as a reaction against islamist opposition in the 

eighties . What is the result ? His answer is : " The first part of the 

program was quite a success, but state control has never been effective".  

This observation is not unaccurate, for it is known that many arab states 

were forced to play the Islamist card (an official islamism, that is) in 

order to prevent dangerous uncontrolled trends coming up from the 

bottom of their societies. However, if in North Africa, the governments 

played the card of The islamists to counter the left since the seventies 

(like in Egypt under Sadate, Tunisia under Bourguiba, and Morocco 

under Hassan II, or in Sudan under Numeyri,etc), in the Gulf region, the 

stakes were quite different. In these conservative societies, the left has 

never pressed of any real weight on the struggle for power as to 

jeopardise or  upset the other players. The game was then since the outset 

between elites that took islam as an asset and used it in the race for 

political power. However, some islamist movements before growing to 

participate to a wider international network, have been first national 

political organisations in their own countries. If they shifted to become 

supranational, it was at least for two reasons : 1- They have been 

forbidden or have undergone opression and were thus forced to exile, and 

in exile, they had to survive through networking as an international 

islamist movement. 2 - Some international events, have helped to make 

of the local Movements a worldwide network, such as : the iranian 

revolution, the occupation of Afghanistan, the Chechen problem, the 

Balkans war, etc. 

The neofundamentalists of O. Roy are anti-imperialists, 

supranational, and may be even the product of contemporary 

globalization than the islamic past. Undubitably, this is true. Yet, we 

cannot deny to the Conservative islamists to be also anti-imperialists, 

supranational, and reacting against globalization. So, What is the 

difference?  

May be it is lying in the details . For example : " The Islamists 

(the conservative, that is) were not anti-Christians as such". The neo are 

definitely anti christians and anti jewish. And he is right to notice that  
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ñin Iran during the revolution there has never been any attack on 

churches. The Egyptian Muslim Brothers never cracked down on the 

Copts. The idea was that there is some common ground between true 

believers. Now, however, the term ñreligious warò really makes sense.ò 

Indeed, we never heared more talk about New crusades than since 9/11, 

which is according to this view a neo fundamentalist "achievement". 

We may think that the second feature mentioned by Roy - 

supranationality, that is - is also applicable to the conservative 

fundamentalists, in fact to all the islamists, since Islam itself is 

considered a universal religion that does not recognize boundaries. But 

for Roy , the point is more about background than about  ideologic 

orientation and doctrine : "The second point is that these movements are 

supranational. A quick look at the bulk of bin Ladenôs militants killed or 

arrested between 1993 and 2001 show that they are mainly uprooted, 

western educated, having broken with their family as well as  the country 

of origin. They live in a global world." More specifically he adds : 

 " While Islamists do adapt to the nation-state, neo-

fundamentalists embody the crisis of the nation-state, squeezed between 

infrastate solidarities and globalization. The state level is bypassed and 

ignored. The Taliban do not care about the stateðthey even downgraded 

Afghanistan by changing the official denomination from an ñIslamic 

Stateò to an ñEmirate.ò And last but not least, " Using two international 

languages (English and Arabic), traveling easily by air, studying, training 

and working in many different countries, communicating through the 

Internet and cellular phones, they think of themselves as ñMuslimsò and 

not as citizens of a specific country. "
69

 

Here is the point where we join O. Roy in the analysis, for since 

9/11, the observers are more concerned about a global network than 

about activist movements that can be easily located and isolated. Bin 

laden , al Zawahiri, or al Zarqawi were indeed citizens of arab countries 

with specific goals and roots inside Saudi Arabia, Egypt, or Jordan. 

Nonetheless, by their activities they are no longer the concern of these 

only countries. If the terrorist operations they masterminded could reach 

America, Europe, or other countries and continents, they would be 

considered thus as the negative side of the globalization. They represent a 

phenomenon that goes beyond the question of religions, modernity, 

West-East or North-South relations, etc, because they are part of that 

unacknowledged quantity of risk that the game of Nations engender in 
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times of particular tension and rapid transition. And it is now with that 

risk that the leaders of the world have to play, to struggle, and to cope. 

How much calculation , how much chance are left to them ? That is the 

question. 

 

Media war 
  

 « Each culture establishes in its language a relation to reality »
70

, 

says Jürgen Habermas. Yet, in a single culture we may also find several 

varied relations to reality. May be this is so because ñwhatever language 

system we choose , we always start intuitively from the presupposition 

that truth is a universal validity claimò
71

 But this ñcognitive adequacyò in 

Habermasôs terminology is as he acknowledges himself sometimes 

bypassed. 

Critics of some media behaviour in the USA in the wake of 9/11 

were not all Arabs or Muslims. We can also find among the American 

writers and journalists many people who held similar positions.  Susan 

Sontag is one of them. In a series of essays conceived as responses to 

9/11 and published in The New Yorker, she says for example :  

"The disconnect between last Tuesday's monstrous dose of reality 

and the self-righteous drivel and outright deceptions being 

peddled by public figures and TV commentators is startling, 

depressing. The voices licenced to follow the event seem to have 

joined together in a campaign to infantilize the public. Where is 

the acknowledgement that this was not a "cowardly" attack on 

"civilization" or "liberty"  or "humanity" or "the free world" but 

an attack on the World's self proclaimed super-power, undertaken 

as a consequence of specific American alliances and actions? 

How many Americans are aware of the ongoing bombing of 

Iraq?"  

Better : in her eyes, if the word "cowardly" is to be used , "it 

might be more aptly applied to those who kill from beyond the range of 

retaliation , high in the sky, than those willing to die themselves in order 
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   Jürgen Habermas, The Theory of Communicative Action, Volume One, 

Beacon Press, Boston, 1984,p.57. And he adds : ñto this extent, órealô and óunrealô, 
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to kill others. In the matter of courage (a morally neutral virtue) : 

whatever may be said of the perpetrators of Tuesday's slaughter, they 

were not cowards" 
72

. 

 There was indeed an intense debate between the American writers 

and observers. Sontag's view represents a trend of the opinion inside the 

country (and outside it, particularly in Europe). Similar positions may be 

found for instance in the liberal and the left-wing media throughout the 

USA (from the Nation, to Media Monitors Network , Z magazine, Anti-

war.Com, the Independent Institute, Palestine Chronicle, the progressive, 

the Monthly Review, The Nation, Mother Jones, What Really 

Happened,é etc). For the Monthly Review, ñthe world changed on 

September 11. Thatôs not just media hypeò(é) ñThe way some historians 

refer to 1914ï1991 as the ñshort twentieth century,ò many are now 

calling September 11, 2001, the real beginning of the twenty-first 

century. Itôs too early to know whether that assessment will be borne out, 

but it cannot simply be dismissed.ò
73

 Among the ñmythsò this magazine 

tried to unveil, we may mention : ñThe attack was like Pearl Harbor, and 

therefore, as in the Second World War, we had to declare war or risk 

destruction ; This was an attack on freedom ; Youôre with us or youôre 

with the terrorists ; The war on Afghanistan was self-defense ; The Bush 

administration turned away from its emerging unilateralism (pulling out 

of the Kyoto protocols, sabotaging the ABM treaty with Russia, etc.) to a 

new multilateralisméetcò. 

 Concerning the second point (freedom), the magazine notes : 

ñWhatever considerations exist in the mind of Osama bin Laden or 

members of his network, his recently broadcast statements contain no 

mention of any resentment of American democracy, freedom, or the role 

of women. They mention specific grievances regarding U.S. policy in the 

Middle East: the sanctions on Iraq, maintained largely by the United 

States, which have killed over one million civilians; material and political 

support for Israelôs military occupation of Palestine and its frequent 

military attacks, carried out with American weapons, on practically 

unarmed Palestinians; and U.S. military occupation of the Gulf and 
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   Susan Sontag, Reflections On September 11th, The New Yorker, September 

24, 2001. 
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   See New Crusade : The US War on Terrorism, the Monthly Review, February 

2002. We cannot pretend that this magazine is pro-Bush, albeit as we see, it stresses the 
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support for corrupt regimes that serve the interests of U.S. corporations 

before those of the people.ò 
74

 As to the third point, the magazine says 

ñThis polarization, (youôre with us or against us) foisted on the world to 

frighten possible dissenters from Americaôs course of action, is the logic 

of tyranny, even of extermination. Anti-war protesters who condemn the 

terrorist attacks of September 11 along with the criminal acts of the 

United States in Afghanistan, and countries that do the same, donôt fit 

into this scheme, and certainly donôt deserve to be tarred with the same 

brush as the terrorists.ò
75

 

 Noam Chomskyôs analysis of the media is also noteworthy . For 

him, ñthere are two categories of information that are particularly useful 

because there are two distinct, though related, sources for the attack. 

Letôs assume that the attack was rooted somehow in the bin Laden 

network. That sounds plausible, at least, so letôs say itôs right. If thatôs 

right, there are two categories of information and of populations that we 

should be concerned with, linked but not identical. One is the bin Laden 

network. Thatôs a category by itself. Another is the population of the 

region. Theyôre not the same thing, although there are links. What ought 

to be in the forefront is discussion of both of those. The bin Laden 

network, I doubt if anybody knows it better than the CIA, since they were 

instrumental in helping construct it. This is a network whose 

development started in 1979, if you can believe President Carterôs 

National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski. He claimed, maybe he 

was just bragging, that in midï1979 he had instigated secret support for 

Mujahedin fighting against the government of Afghanistan in an effort to 

draw the Russians into what he called an ñAfghan trap,ò a phrase worth 

remembering. Heôs very proud of the fact that they did fall into the 

Afghan trap by sending military forces to support the government six 

months later, with consequences that we know. The U.S., along with 

Egypt, Pakistan, French intelligence, Saudi Arabian funding, and Israeli 

involvement, assembled a major army, a huge mercenary army, maybe 

100,000 or more, and they drew from the most militant sectors they could 

find, which happened to be radical Islamists, what are called here Islamic 

fundamentalists, from all over, most of them not from Afghanistan. 

Theyôre called Afghanis, but like bin Laden, they come from 

elsewhereò
76

. The second part , according to Chomsky, is the people of 
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the region. He says : ñTheyôre connected, of course. The bin Laden 

network and others like them draw a lot of their support from the 

desperation and anger and resentment of the people of the region, which 

ranges from rich to poor, secular to radical Islamist. The Wall Street 

Journal, to its credit, has run a couple of articles on attitudes of wealthy 

Muslims, the people who most interest them: businessmen, bankers, 

professionals, and others through the Middle East region who are very 

frank about their grievances. They put it more politely than the poor 

people in the slums and the streets, but itôs clear. Everybody knows what 

they are. For one thing, theyôre very angry about U.S. support for 

undemocratic, repressive regimes in the region and U.S. insistence on 

blocking any efforts towards democratic openingsò
77

. 

 

On the other side of the picture, there is also the opposite trend of 

opinion, actually the one that took shape with the victory of M. George 

W. Bush ïtwice- in the elections and dominated the media and political 

scene thereafter. However,  the writers of both trends may cross the 

"lines" of the media making of them an open forum for controversial 

exchanges insofar that those "lines" are fictive and not expressing a 

doctrinary creed. We may thus, read samples of both opinion trends in a 

single paper or online magazine, such as the Washington Post, the New 

York Times, or -say - MMN. An example representative of the camp 

opposing Sontag's opinion is expressed by Charles Krauthammer, who 

writes commenting her essay as follows :  

" What Sontag is implying, but does not quite have the courage to 

say, is that because of these 'alliances and actions', such as the bombing 

of Iraq, we had it coming. The implication is as disgusting as Jerry 

Falwell's blaming the attack on sexual deviance and abortion, except that 

Falwell's excrescences appear on loony TV, Sontag's in The New 

Yorker"
78

. 
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   Washington Post, September 21, 2001, Voices of Moral Obtuseness. Letôs 

note by the way, that  C. Krauthammer is member of the Project for New American 
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their view, it seems there is not a shade of doubt that what is good for the USA is good 
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The American agressive strategy in the Middle East, which did 

not start with the removal of Saddam Hussein from power and seems 

unlikely to stop there, is not really a reaction to 9/11 ; the latter event has 

only accelerated a process that was already in the making. A  simple 

glance at the 2000 Report of the PNAC, would persuade us . From the 

first sentences, the Empire is present with its broad ambitions : ñAs the 

20th century draws to a close, the United States stands as the worldôs 

most preeminent power. Having led the West to victory in the Cold War, 

America faces an opportunity and a challenge: Does the United States 

have the vision to build upon the achievement of past decades? Does the 

United States have the resolve to shape a new century favorable to 

American principles and interests?ò
79

 These are the questions of the 

beginning. It seems effectively that what C.Wright Mills defined as the 

ñindustrial-military complexò has prevailed over the PNAC to make of 

the American ambition in the XXIst century if not a military one, then at 

least one quite supported by a strong military establishment. ñThe 

American peace has proven itself peaceful, stable and durable. It has, 

over the past decade, provided the geopolitical framework for widespread 

economic growth and the spread of American principles of liberty and 

democracy. Yet no moment in international politics can be frozen in 

time; even a global Pax Americana will not preserve itself », states the 

report with these tones reminding us of the way historic textbooks talk of 

PAX ROMANA. Then what? After that statement inducing that nothing is 

durable, the report points out to an amazing ñparadoxò of our time : Even 

                                                                                                                        
for the rest of the world, a view that has been widely opposed inside the USA, and to be 

sure in Europe, as well as in the Arab world.  In this open letter, the signatories address 
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letter in : The Iraq War Reader, History, Documents, Opinions, Edited by Micah L.Sifry 

and Christopher Cerf, Touchstone, Simon & Schuster, 2003. 
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if left alone as an unequaled Superpower on the international scene after 

the demise of the former USSR, America would not stand the road if , 

like some sportive competitors of high level, it does not indulge in testing 

some ñtestosterone ò on its muscles. In other words, ñparadoxically, as 

American power and influence are at their apogee,ò says the report, ñ 

American military forces limp toward exhaustion, unable to meet the 

demands of their many and varied missions, including preparing for 

tomorrowôs battlefield. Todayôs force, reduced by a third or more over 

the past decade, suffers from degraded combat readiness; from 

difficulties in recruiting and retaining sufficient numbers of soldiers, 

sailors, airmen and Marines; from the effects of an extended 

ñprocurement holidayò that has resulted in the premature aging of most 

weapons systems; from an increasingly obsolescent and inadequate 

military infrastructure; from a shrinking industrial base poorly structured 

to be the ñarsenal of democracyò for the 21st century; from a lack of 

innovation that threatens the technological and operational advantages 

enjoyed by U.S. forces for a generation and upon which American 

strategy depends. Finally, and most dangerously, the social fabric of the 

military is frayed and worn. U.S. armed forces suffer from a degraded 

quality of life divorced from middle-class expectations, upon which an 

all-volunteer force depends. Enlisted men and women and junior officers 

increasingly lack confidence in their senior leaders, whom they believe 

will not tell unpleasant truths to their civilian leaders. In sum, as the 

American peace reaches across the globe, the force that preserves that 

peace is increasingly overwhelmed by its tasksò
80

. 

 Oddly enough, the author sounds convinced ï and ready to 

convince us ï that the deployment of thousands of US military and 

dozens of US bases around the world is normal. The question that this 

very deployment may be contested in Europe , in Asia, in the Middle 

East, etc, does not even dawn on him, as he takes it for granted that all 

the peoples of the world are as persuaded as he is that all that military 

ñhula-hulaò is for the sake of peace. 

 Why not, after all? This is also a matter of ñlogicò. 
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PAX AMERICANA 
 

  When Jay Bookman - deputy editorial page editor of the Atlanta 

Journal-Constitution - wonders for instance "why the administration 

dismissed the option of containing and deterring Iraq, as we had the 

Soviet Union for 45 years?", the answer he gives is : "Because even if it 

worked, containment and deterrence would not allow the expansion of 

American power. Besides, they are beneath us as an empire. Rome did 

not stoop to containment ; it conquered. And so should we"
81

 . 

Then, trying to find out who was really supporting these views or 

working them out  behind the scene, Bookman adds : " among the 

architects of this would-be American Empire are a group of brilliant and 

powerful people who now hold key positions in the Bush administration. 

They envision the creation and enforcement of what they call a 

worldwide 'PAX AMERICANA', or American peace. But so far, the 

American people have not appreciated the true extent of that ambition". 

  Thus, if there is a homogeneous vision leading the American 

strategy after 9/11, it has to be found in this report issued just a year prior 

to that event (in September 2000) by the Project For the New American 

Century (PNAC), a group of conservative interventionnists "outraged by 

the thought that the United States might be forfeiting its chance at a 

global empire", to use Bookman's expression. Behind the report, we find 

people holding key positions in the first Bush administration, such as : 

Paul Wolfowitz, deputy defense secretary ; John Bolton, undersecretary 

of State ; Stephen Cambone , head of the Pentagon's Office of Program, 

Analysis and Evaluation ; Eliot Cohen and Devon Cross, members of the 

Defense Policy Board, which advises Rumsfeld ;  I. Lewis Libby, chief 

of staff to Vice President Dick Cheney ; Dov Zakheim, comptroller for 

the Defense Department. 

"Because they were still just private citizens in 2000, the authors 

of the project report could be more frank and less diplomatic than they 

were in drafting the National Security Strategy", says Bookman. 

Thus, well before President Bush tagged Iraq, Iran and North 

Korea as the Axis of Evil, the authors of the report identified these States 

as primary short-term targets. To preserve the Pax Americana, the report 

says US forces will be required to perform "constabulary duties" - the 

United States acting as policeman of the world- and says that such 
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actions "demand American political leadership rather than that of the 

United Nations". 

To meet those responsibilities , and to ensure that no country 

dares to challenge the United States , the report advocates a much larger 

military presence spread over more of the globe, in addition to the 

roughly 130 nations in which US troops are already deployed. In this 

context, one may assume  that in the Gulf for instance, the matter is more 

about a global strategy dictated by the American necessities throughout 

the world, than a policy targeting the region  exclusively on the basis that 

"it is good for invasion or colonisation", because of its oil wealth, 

although it would be naive to discard the oil production from the 

« American necessities ». Actually, American military deployment 

concerns varied places of the world, some of which are considered 

strategic even without oil or natural gas. Such is the case of Europe for 

example, where the American troops have been stationed since the end of 

the second world war. That is also the case for Japan, Korea, etcé
82

 Yet, 

this is not meaning that all the regions of the world are similar, or equal 

as regards the interests they represent. The Gulf, for example, is certainly 

more a priority to the US global strategy than , say, the African horn. 

More specifically, the authors of the report argue the USA needs 

permanent military bases in the Middle East, in Southeast Europe, in 

Latin America and in Southeast Asia, where no such bases exist. That 

helps to explain another of the mysteries of American post-September 11 

reaction, in which the Bush administration rushed to install U.S. troops in 

Georgia and the Philippines, as well as American eagerness to send 

military advisers to assist in the civil war in Colombia. Concerning the 
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Gulf itself, the PNAC report asserts that the presence of American forces, 

along with British and French units, has become ña semipermanent fact 

of lifeò. These forces represent the ñlong-term commitment of the United 

States and its major alliesò to a region of vital importance. More 

precisely, ñ the need for a substantial American force presence in the 

Gulf transcends the issue of the regime of Saddam Husseinò. 

  The 2000 report acknowledges its debt to a still earlier document, 

drafted in 1992 by the Cheney Defense Department in the waning days of 

the Bush administration : the Defense Policy Guidance. That document 

had also envisioned the United States as a colossus astride the world, 

imposing its will and keeping world peace through military and 

economic power. When leaked in final draft form, however, the proposal 

drew so much criticism that it was hastily withdrawn and repudiated by 

the first President Bush. 

 

Madrasas, problems of education 
 

Since the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, the Islamic 

schools known as madrasas have been of increasing interest to analysts 

and to officials involved in formulating U.S. foreign policy toward the 

Middle East, Central, and Southeast Asia. 

Madrasas drew added attention when it became known that 

several Taliban leaders and Al Qaeda members have developed radical 

political views at madrasas in Pakistan, some of which allegedly were 

built and partially financed through Saudi Arabian sources. 

These revelations have led to accusations that madrasas promote 

Islamic extremism and militancy, and are a recruiting ground for 

terrorism. Others maintain that most of these religious schools have been 

blamed unfairly for fostering anti-U.S. sentiments and argue that 

madrasas play an important role in countries where millions of Muslims 

live in poverty and the educational infrastructure is in decay
83

.  
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  In recent years, the dissemination of Saudi Arabian donations to 

Islamic charities and the export of a Saudi educational curriculum have 

received worldwide attention. Although in Saudi Arabia itself, schools 

teach subjects beyond religious studies, conservative Islamic teachings 

permeate the Saudi educational system structure. Viewing Saudi Arabia 

with greater scrutiny following the events of September 11, experts have 

maintained that Saudi school curricula foster anti-Western and anti-

Semitic sentiments. Saudi official textbooks also reportedly used to 

ñdenounce Shiôa Islam as well as any popular Islamic practices that do 

not agree with Wahhabi beliefsò
84

. 

In response to such allegations and following a review of 

schoolbooks in 2002, the Saudi foreign minister stated that, in light of a 

Saudi government survey, 5% of the material was considered ñhorribleò 

and 10% questionable, while 85% called for understanding with other 

religious faiths. Shortly thereafter, the government vowed to remove 

objectionable parts and to train teachers in promoting tolerance, but 

skeptics questioned the extent to which the government was willing or 

able to instill reforms in its schools
85

.  

 The second Forum for National Dialogue, held in Saudi Arabia in 

late December 2003 under the patronage of Saudi Crown Prince 

Abdallah Ibn Abdelaziz, brought more answers to these questions. 

Attended by 60 intellectuals, researchers, clerics and public figures, 

among them 10 women, the Forum, which focused on religious 

extremism and moderation, ended with recommendations for : 

accelerating political reform and expanding popular political 

participation ; renewing the religious discourse in compliance with 

modernity ; establishing a culture of dialogue in Saudi society ; allowing 

responsible freedom of expression ; strengthening womenôs status in all 

areas ; setting out a strategy to help keep Saudi youth away from 

                                                                                                                        
extremist teachings in these madrasas. Critics of Saudi policies allege that the Saudi 
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terrorist organizations. The extent to which these government regulations will be 
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religious extremism ; and improving the saudi school curricula so that 

they spread a spirit of tolerance and moderation.
86 

 

Living in the Denial, adopting conspiratory theories 

or losing identity? 
 

Among the Arab reactions to 9/11 that may seem to the Westerner 

amazingly irrational is the denial that Muslims were ever involved in the 

tragedy. Dr. Nawwal Nur and her son Hazem Saleh Abu Isma'il, who 

preach and teach Islam in the U.S., were interviewed by the Saudi-based 

channel Iqra TV about September 11 on July 15, 2004. The host of the 

program asked if the attacks impacted the image of Islam by Americans. 

Nur explained : "Not at all, it has not even been proven that Muslims 

committed it. There hasn't even been an investigationé They are 

confused about what happenedé That is why more people converted to 

Islam."  

Her son added: "I am one of those who believe these events were 

fabricated from the outset as part of the global groundwork for the 

distortion of Islam's imageé Even before these events took place there 

was preparation for them.  

Maybe this is a kind of protection against what is deemed to be an 

ñaggressive worldò, pushing the Muslims in the West to the limits of 

losing their identities . 9/11 indeed reinforced the stigmatisation against 

Muslims in the West. In the USA, the Patriot Act, signed into law by 

President Bush on October 26, 2001, stipulates among other provisions 

that ñimmigrants can be detained indefinitely, even if they are found to 

not have any links to terrorism. They can be detained indefinitely for 

immigration violations or if the attorney general decides their activities 
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pose a danger to national security. They never need to be given a trial or 

even a hearing on their statusò 
87

. 

The reactions towards such circumstances are varied. 

  Kay Deaux, professor of psychology in New York, mentions the 

case of Anika Rahman , who says : ñI became a United States citizen four 

years ago because of my long love affair with New York....I am a 

Bangladeshi woman and my last name is Rahman, a Muslim 

name...Before last week, I had thought of myself as a lawyer, a feminist, 

a wife, a sister, a friend, a woman on the street. Now I begin to see 

myself as a brown woman who bears a vague resemblance to the images 

of terrorists we see on television....As I become identified as someone 

outside the New York community, I feel myself losing the power to 

define myselfò
88

.  

According to Deaux, ñ the events of September 11 have without 

question altered the context of identification for thousands of U.S. 

citizens and for those immigrants, legal and illegal, whose citizenship is 

still in fluxò.
89

 Deaux thinks that prior to September 11, the prevailing 

stereotype of Arab Americans was somewhat negative but not 

particularly well articulated and, indeed, that many Americans had given 

little thought to the subject. On such a background, 9/11 had had an 

overwhelming, indeed, terrific impact on Arab and Muslim immigrants : 

ñIt is in this newly-defined context that the Arab American immigrant 

must consider questions of identification of the kind that Anika Rahman 

raised: What do I call myself? What does it mean to be that kind of 

person? And how is that ethnicity valued, by me and by others?ò
90

 These 

questions are central to the understanding of the ñprocesses by which 

identity is negotiatedò. 

To find a  strong basis for the denial that Muslims perpetrated 

9/11 crimes, a conspiracy theory was helping. Saudi Cleric Dr. Sa'd bin 

'Abdallah Al-Breik spoke about Al-Qa'ida's role on Saudi Arabia's 

                                                 
87

   San Francisco Chronicle, 9/8/02 
88

   Kay Deaux, Negotiating Identity and Community after September 11, Social 

Science Research Council, Essays on Terrorism and Democratic Virtues. 
89

   Idem. The current estimate of first generation Arab-American immigrants in 

the U.S. is 2,315,392. Current estimates of the number of Muslims in the U.S. are far 

less certain, varying from 2 to 6 million. (It should be noted that Arab-Americans and 

Muslims are far from overlapping sets. Many Arab-Americans are Christians; Muslims 

in turn come from a variety of ethnic groups in the U.S., including African American, 

Latino, and, as the highly-publicized case of John Walker Lindh illustrates, from Euro 

American backgrounds as well.) 
90

   Idem. 

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?file=/c/a/2002/09/08/MN30478.DTL#_blank


 56  

Channel 1 on August 16, 2004 : " We must not inflate [the importance] 

of Al-Qa'ida, to the point of claiming that it is the main and only 

perpetrator of this large operation [September 11]. I'm not here to defend 

[Al -Qa'ida], but we must not overstate this matteré It is a mistake to 

ignore the possibility that the Zionist hands used some people who were 

planted into one of the stages of this plan, from this issue. I have read 

some books that were translated from English into Arabic in which the 

Americans themselves call 9/11 'The Great Deception' or  'The Great 

Game,' so why do we use all sort of names to avoid this subject? No, we 

must be clear and not censor ourselves. These false accusations and the 

rush to accuse Saudi Arabia, the judging of others according to the 

guidance of the Zionists via the media which is owned by the Zionistò.
91

 

Al Breik was neither the first nor the last to hold such a conspiratory 

theory. It was not even a Muslim-created myth, since we will find many 

Westerners propagating it. 

In the front page of its November 3, 2003 edition, Al-Watan 

published an Arabic translation of an article from Glasgow's Sunday 

Herald about the Mossad's involvement in the September 11 attacks: 

"Israeli intelligence has been showing the Al-Qa'ida hijackers as they 

move from the Middle East through Europe and into American, where 

they trained as pilots and prepared to suicide-bomb the symbolic heart of 

the United States. And the motive? To bind America in blood and mutual 

suffering to the Israeli causeé If Israel's closest ally felt the collective 
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pain of mass civilian deaths at the hands of terrorists, then Israel would 

have an unbreakable bond with the world's only hyperpower and an 

effective free hand in dealing with the Palestinian terrorist, who had been 

murdering its innocent civilians as the second Intifada dragged on 

throughout 2001é There is more than a little circumstantial evidence to 

show that Mossad ï whose motto is 'By way of deception, thou shalt do 

war' ï was spying on Arab extremists in the U.S.A. and may have known 

that September 11 was in the offing, yet decided to withhold vital 

information from their American counterparts which could have 

prevented the terror attacksé Mossad agents were spying on Muhammad 

Atta and Marwan Al-Shehi, two leaders of the 9/11 hijack teams. The 

pair had settled in Hollywood, Florida, along with three other hijackers, 

after leaving Hamburg ï where another Mossad team was operating close 

byé Certainly, it seems, Israel was spying within the borders of the 

United States and it is equally certain that the targets were Islamic 

extremists probably linked to September 11. But did Israel know in 

advance that the Twin Towers would be hit and the world plunged into a 

war without end; a war which would give Israel the power to strike its 

enemies almost without limit?" 

The Mossad plot finds its roots in what is called the ñisraeli spy 

ringò. The issue of Israeli foreknowledge of 9/11 is highly controversial. 

The story is too complicated to go into detail here, but a number of 

respected publications 
92

 have written about an Israeli ñart studentò spy 

ring operating in the US for several years before 9/11. The name ñart 

studentò is used because most of these scores of spies were posing as 

college art students. There have been suggestions that some of these 

Israeli spies lived close to some of the 9/11 hijackers. For instance, a US 

Drug Enforcement Administration report from before 9/11 noted that 

Israeli spies were living in the retirement community of Hollywood, 

Florida at 4220 Sheridan Street, which turned out to be only a few 

hundred feet from lead hijacker Mohamed Atta's residence at 3389 

Sheridan Street
93

. Israeli spies appear to have been close to at least ten of 

the nineteen 9/11 hijackers. In fact, Forward, the most widely circulated 

publication in the US targeting the Jewish audience, has admitted the spy 
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ring existed, and that its purpose was to track Muslim terrorists operating 

in the US.
94

  

Some have claimed that the existence of this spy ring shows that 

Israel was behind the 9/11 attacks, an argument that is beyond the scope 

of this essay. Nevertheless, if the mainstream media are to be trusted, 

Israel gave the US several specific warnings of the 9/11 attacks. In the 

second week of August 2001, two high-ranking agents from the Mossad, 

the Israeli intelligence agency, came to Washington and warned the CIA 

and FBI that 50 to 200 al-Qaeda terrorists had slipped into the US and 

were planning an imminent ñmajor assault on the USò aimed at a ñlarge 

scale targetò
95

 . Near the end of August, France, Russia and Germany 

also gave similar warnings.
96

  

 

 

Another Pearl Harbour? 
  

  The question that many observers raised in the wake of 9/11 is 

about whether Saudi Arabia may be going through a dilemma much 

similar to that of Iran , where reformists are facing the resistance of a 

conservative clergy. This hypothesis, still requiring a validity 

verification, actually concerns the role played by the religious elite in the 

aftermath of 9/11. The term elite does not designate only those currently 

in power (representative of the official Islam through institutions like the 

Council of Ulamas theologists), but also those who are outside power and 

struggling for it (in the opposition, that is) either inside the Kingdom or 

in exile. For this is , as it seems, the political panorama that has emerged 

from both the Gulf war in 1991 and, ten years later, the events of 

September 11. We think that there is some kind of connection between 

the two cases, if the latter is not merely an upshot of the former, although 

not in the sense that it has been produced directly as a reaction against 

the war and the presence of western troops in  the country. It is not 

plausible today that the 9/11 hijackers were instrumentalised by Saddam 

Hussein, albeit they might have been acting on the behalf of the Iraqis 

and the Palestinians as several messages of al Qaeda claimed. Yet, we 

must keep in mind that neither the Iraqi nor the palestinian peoples asked 
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them to strike America, as far as we know. The Palestinians in their 

majority - even the Islamists like Hamas - have condemned 9/11, and the 

Iraqi elite (ex-opposition in exile) has even profited from the American 

anger to make the ultimate rapprochement with the Bush administration , 

which ended up in a full scale war against Saddam regime and his 

overthrow from power. 

Yet, despite this background, the relations between the Gulf 

States and the USA suffered a lot and were put under a tremendous strain 

after 9/11: The alliance was thus for the first time put in question, not by 

those in the local opposition who, for some time, have been critical of it, 

but rather by the officials themselves either in the USA or in the Gulf  

States. The situation has no precedent, because of the amount of horror 

and fear engendered in the USA by the terrorist operation that has been - 

rightly or wrongly - compared to Pearl Harbour.  

This is, for example, how the 9/11 Commission report describes 

the event :  

"The 9/11 attack was an event of surpassing disproportion. 

America had suffered surprise attacks beforeðPearl Harbor is one well-

known case, the 1950 Chinese attack in Korea another. But these were 

attacks by major powers. While by no means as threatening as Japanôs 

act of war, the 9/11 attack was in some ways more devastating. It was 

carried out by a tiny group of people, not enough to man a full platoon. 

Measured on a governmental scale, the resources behind it were 

trivial.The group itself was dispatched by an organization based in one of 

the poorest, most remote, and least industrialized countries on earth. This 

organization recruited a mixture of young fanatics and highly educated 

zealots who could not find suitable places in their home societies or were 

driven from them." 

In other words, if Washington knew after Pearl Harbour exactly 

who was the enemy and where to strike back at it, the picture is quite 

different in 2001. Indeed Afghanistan's Taleban have been indicted as the 

sponsors of  this new kind of war performed by al Qaeda on the behalf of 

the Muslims (who never asked for it) , and the second victim of the 

American anger will be Saddam Hussein , who even without his weapons 

of mass destruction, was considered enough harmful and dangerous to 

deserve ï after all ï a just punishment.  But everything since, happened 

as if nothing would allay the wounded America . 

 

 

 



 60  

The Saudis react 
 

There is a belief in the USA that public sentiments of anti-

americanism in Saudi Arabia ñ have both constrained, but also have been 

encouraged, by the Saudi governmentò, as writes Gregory Gause III, who 

adds : ñThe focus on Saudi Arabia in the American media immediately 

after 9/11 led a number of Saudi officials, including Crown Prince 

Abdullah, to complain publicly that the Kingdom was being targeted in a 

ñcampaignò against it. The Saudi government very publicly denied 

American forces the right to use Saudi bases for the air campaign in 

Afghanistan, even while quietly allowing the U.S. to use the command 

and control center at Prince Sultan Airbase, south of Riyadh, to 

coordinate that campaign. In a public meeting with Saudis in November 

2001, the Crown Prince revealed that in August 2001 he had sent a letter 

to President Bush complaining of the American stand on the Arab-Israeli 

issue. In that letter, he said that differences between the two countries on 

that issue had grown so great that ñfrom now on, you have your interests 

and the Kingdom has its interests, and you have your road and we have 

our road.ò
97

 For the American analyst, ñ Abdullahôs revelation was part 

of a defense of the value of the U.S.-Saudi relationship for the 

Palestinians, because it gave Riyadh leverage with Washington on Arab-

Israeli issues. He went on to say that, because of his letter, the Bush 

Administration shortly thereafter announced public support for the idea 

of a Palestinian state. However, the fact that a Saudi leader publicly 

acknowledged such a dispute with the United States was undoubtedly 

meant to demonstrate that the government was reflecting the views of its 

citizens on this issue.ò 

The Saudi reactions to critics since 9/11 may be considered 

mainly with regards to the inside front and to the exterior pressures. In 

other words, in the same measure that the critics were not exclusively 

exterior ï Americans-, but also emanating from internal social forces , 

the reactions have had to deal with both sides.  

Saudi Arabia has some features that distinguishes it from other 

Gulf States. It was one of the few countries in the Middle East never to 

be colonised or to have its borders defined by the imperial powers, either 

because at the time it was not considered strategically important, or 
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because it hosts the holy places of Islam. We can hardly pretend that such 

a privilege in an arab world that has been at a moment or another 

completely invested by colonial powers, could not have any influence in 

shaping the Saudi mind. We think on the contrary that it may cause a lot 

of disturbance, insofar as it is not really reckoned as an important 

element in the construction of regional strategies and other political 

arrangements.  

  "The idea of the world's great powers landing half a million 

soldiers on the peninsula in 1991/92 to defend this desert and secure the 

freedom of the little neighbouring emirate of Kuwait would have 

sounded like a very tall story in the first half of this century" 
98

, says A. 

Jerichow. And despite this author is not favorable to the Saudi regime 

and does not hide it, he could not apparently occult some aspects of the 

Saudi evolution. He does not deny for example that after all, elections are 

not entirely new to the Saudis. Thus , he says : ñBetween 1926 and 1963 

regular elections were held to elect the town councils in Hejaz, in the 

western part of the country. Royal power, however ended this custom. 

But in 1977, the King issued a new law that looked like it would allow 

for half of the members of the town councils to be freely elected. The 

royal powers never passed this law. The idea behind it was, however, 

difficult to eradicate. In december 1990, the demand for local elections 

was again heard in a dramatic proclamation from Saudi Arabia 

intellectuals"
99

. 

So, even if the Saudi reactions to increasing pressure and critic 

take  time to materialize , we should indeed distinguish between at least 

two kinds of attitudes : the first emanate from the elite in power (the 

royal family itself), and the second from the population or the civil 

society.  

In the first set of reactions and attitudes we would mention for 

example, some royal initiatives like the advisory council, and the 

municipal elections, and later the reform of the educative system, etc. 

Whereas on the second set of reactions we would mention all the changes 

that occurred in the civil society and the increasing demands that 

followed up.  
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  In the same context, , we should perhaps consider the municipal 

elections , which have been recently organised and which, in spite of 

their shortcomings and the exclusion of women, have been greeted as a 

first step toward more a consistent reform. The advisory Council was 

also the result of these demands: " King Fahad" says Jerichow " must 

have realized that the time was ripe for a compromise with the modern 

world in the shape of a move that could be interpreted as a move towards 

democracy"
100

. He emphasizes however that the Advisory Council could 

appear similar to the affairs of State in all other parts of the world, "but 

no one insists on changing anything or on carrying through any new 

proposals"
101

 . The fact is the decisions of the Council have to be 

presented to the head of the Council of Ministers - also the King - who 

then presents them to the Council. If it happens that the Council of 

Ministers and the Advisory Council do not agree, then, as it says in the 

Royal Decree, Article 17, 'the King decides as he deems fit'. 

There are indeed more limits of a reform coming from the top, 

than when it is emanating from the civil society and imposed by it and 

followed up by some mechanism of control. Yet, we must remember that 

we are talking about a society deeply influenced by the traditional views 

of the religious elite. What if the obstacles against liberal reforms come 

from that elite? It would not be the first time 
102

, and besides, resistance 

to political and social reforms might be as powerful as the clergy deems 

that its interests are threatened, in a conjoncture that is charcterized by  a 

deep suspicion about the kind of influence exerted by some top-religious 

leaders over the framework that permitted not only 9/11 but also the 

terrorism wave coming over in its wake and striking the kingdom itself. 

  If the real dilemma for the middle class is about material changes 

and welfare, in a social and economical conjuncture more and more open 

to the fluctuations of the free market and the neo-liberalism , for the 

religious elite, the dilemma is different : it is not about power , but  more 
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precisely about the degree of power allowed to the clergy in the affairs of 

the society and the State . The fact is that in spite of all the past and 

current amount of  authority  recognised to the religious elite, it sounds as 

if there are more and more doubts about the usefulness of allowing such 

an  authority to a body that is much less necessary for the survival of the 

state than in the first days of the Saudi kingdom.  

As this is actually the core of the problem since 9/11 , - i.e. the 

incontournable connection between religion and politics ï it will never 

appear as urgent and capital as in the educative matters, because 

education is directly related to the elite, and thus opening the prospects of 

the future of the society as a whole. 

Reacting against the western biased media, Khaled al Maeena ï 

Arab News Editor-in-Chief- says " There was no critical thinking. There 

was lazy journalism. Sometimes, they would hear something, some 

rumors, that turned into myths and then into facts, and this was  very 

painful
103

".   

Al Maeena was particularly pained by "the demonization of the 

Saudis" after 9/11. "We all became criminals" said he, and he noticed 

that even those in America who tried defend the Saudis "found their 

voices or their words drowned".  What he noticed was a kind of 

discrimination against writers and journalists talking from Saudi Arabia 

or on its behalf that seemed to shape the media scene in the USA in the 

wake of 9/11 : " I have seen lies in the print media  and on TV here. I am 

a liberal. I support criticism. I want the free press. I want the press to be 

really free, but sometimes, you wonder if the press here is free enough to 

tell the truth about other countries, other religions, especially about 

countries that for years were allies of the United States."
104

 

What upset al Maeena is also some media jargon, such as "islamic 

terror". For him, "terrorism has no religion", and the use of such 

expressions contribute only to more confusion about the Muslim world 

creating an atmosphere of islamophobia. 

  

There are also what we may call ñcollateral damagesò, which 

would go unnoticed on a broad scale, but not so on the local scene. On 

May 27, 2003 , approximately two weeks after the suicide bombings in 

Riyadh , the editor-in-chief of the Saudi daily Al-Watan, Jamal 
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Khashoggi, was fired, as it seems, by order of the Saudi Information 

Ministry. At the time, no official reason was given for his dismissal.  

Jamal Khashoggi served as the paper's editor-in-chief for only a 

few weeks; his previous position was as editor of the Saudi English-

language weekly Arab News. Despite his brief tenure, he managed to 

arouse the ire of Saudi hardliners, both establishment and opposition, 

because of a series of articles condemning the Saudi government's 

Authority for the Promotion of Virtue and Prevention of Vice (i.e. the 

religious police). Following the publication of these articles, attacks were 

launched against Al-Watan by several Islamist websites which support 

bin Laden and oppose the Saudi regime. These websites also support the 

Saudi religious police, even though it is a government body. The 

websites featured a parody of the Al-Watan ("The Homeland") logo, that 

read instead Al-Wathan ï "The Pagan Idol."  

The newspaper angered Islamists for other reasons as well. For 

example, it discussed women's issues such as identity cards and the right 

of women to drive cars. The result was a frequent turnover of editors-in-

chief ï Khashoggi was the third, though the paper has been in existence 

for less than three years. He was replaced by Tarek Ibrahim
105

. 

The last straw that led to Khashoggi's termination was reportedly 

an op-ed on the Riyadh bombings that appeared in the May 22 edition; 

the op-ed criticized Ibn Taymiya (1268-1328), the spiritual father of 

Wahhabism, which is the Saudi kingdom's official stream of Islam, but 

Khashoggi was not the author. Beyond the controversy and the scourge it 

had led to, we think that it deserves to be cited, because it testifies of the 

new frame of mind that terrorism paradoxically helped to shape in Saudi 

Arabia. The Individual and the Homeland Are More Important than Ibn 

Taymiya, is the title of the story, written by Khaled Al-Ghanami. The 

author asks : ñWhy did they wave the banner of Jihad?ò  -ñThe answer is 

this: Ibn Taymiya... saidé that if the ruler does not observe the 

commandment of promoting virtue and preventing vice, this obligation is 
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incumbent upon the clericsé It is these words [of Ibn Taymiya] that are 

the real problem. We must stop cajoling and say: These words are a 

mistake, and a true disaster, that lead to anarchy, and to a threat to 

national unity, and the return of the Jahiliya, because anyone who thinks 

himself a cleric will try to remove everything he considers vice. Anyone 

who thinks music is forbidden will blow up stores that sell tapes; anyone 

who thinks smoking a Narghile is forbidden will blow up shops offering 

them for sale, and so on. This is no exaggeration; the day is not far off 

when they open fire on satellite dishes." Then he asks again : ñHow did 

they permit the blood of the non-Muslims?  -ñThe answer is: Because 

they attribute no value to human life if it is not Muslim, and because they 

ignore the words of Allah: 'There is no coercion in Islam.' Another reason 

is that they think that non-Muslims' presence in the Arabian Peninsula is 

sufficient reason to kill them. They forget that the Jews were in the 

Arabian Peninsula during the life of the Prophet and also after his death. 

Proof of this is that his shield was left in the hands of a Jew from whom 

he bought food. They ignored the words of Jabber bin Abdallah: '...None 

must come near the Al-Haram mosque unless he be a slave or of the 

Dhimmis [i.e. Jew or Christian].' Examine this tradition and you will see 

that it permitted those with whom there was a protection agreement to 

enter even the Al-Haram mosque." Then the author put another question : 

ñWhat is the reason for [their] hatred of humanity?ò ï ñThe reason is that 

they misunderstand the rule of 'loyalty and renunciation.' This rule is a 

fundamental Islamic rule, but the meaning of 'renunciation' is to renounce 

the attacking, fighting infidels, and to refrain from helping them [act] 

against the Islamic state. Their claim that you must hate anyone who is a 

non-Muslim cannot be true. The Prophet loved Abu Taleb, who died 

while still clinging to idol worshipé Proof that Islam came to spread 

love among people is that Islam permitted a Muslim to marry a Jewish or 

Christian womanò. And again another question : ñHow did these 

murderers permit the blood of Muslims and children?ò  -ñAnswer : They 

did this based on a Fatwa of Ibn Taymiya in his book 'The Jihad, 'that 

says that if the infidels take shelter behind Muslims, that is, if these 

Muslims become a shield for the infidels, it is permitted to kill the 

Muslims in order to reach the infidels. Ibn Taymiya did not base this 

Fatwa on an actual text from the words of Allah or from the words of His 

Prophet. I do not think that this Fatwa leads to realization of the supreme 

intentions of Islamic religious law; on the contrary, it is a mistaken Fatwa 

that contradicts the way of the Prophet Muhammad, who is proven to 
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have recommended to the Jihad warriors: 'Do not kill a woman, a child or 

an old man.'ò 

 

There are indeed many other examples of the reactions and 

attitudes of what we may call the reformist elite in Saudi Arabia, which 

deserves to be better defined and kown. Another example we will take 

here consists in an  an article titled "Where Do We Start With Reform?" 

His author is Rashed Al-Fowzan, columnist for the Saudi newspaper Al 

Jazirah,  He merely calls for a program of economic and social reforms. 

He says :  

ñThere is a desire by the government for economic reform and in 

truth, some such reform is urgently needed. In talking about economic 

reform, I am aware that so broad a subject cannot be dealt with in only 

one article. What I will try to do then is to mention some things that need 

reform because they cause problems for many of us.ò 

Å "Limited resources and our total dependence on oil. Our revenues are 

80 percent derived from oil."  

Å "Hundreds of billions of riyals have been spent on education and yet 

our students are still not up to international standards. Far too few of our 

students concentrate on technical or scientific subjects."  

Å "Unemployment. A problem for both graduates and non-graduates, both 

of whom suffer from a lack of job opportunities as well as opportunities 

for trainingé"  

Å "There are plenty of local factories but we hear nothing about exporting 

locally-made goods. We ought to expand local production because it 

would produce substantial revenuesé"  

Å "Our national debt is estimated at more than SR700 billion and there is 

no plan in the near future for eliminating it or dealing with even a part of 

it. Both our population and government spending are on the increase. Our 

population is growing faster than our economy and it should be the other 

way roundé"  

Å "Many barriers to foreign investment. Attracting foreign investment is 

important because it could provide technology, money, jobs and 

experience. We all know Dubai has attracted enormous foreign 

investment because of its willingness to scrap meaningless barriers and 

pointless regulationsé"  

Å "The importance of women in society and the economy. Women have 

limited job opportunities in the Kingdom. Despite the fact that hundreds 

of millions of riyals have been spent on women's education, there has 

been no corresponding economic return. The nursing sector, for example, 
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needs more than 50,000 nurses and there are other specialties where 

women's participation is needed."  

"These are a few of the points that the government is addressing. 

The solutions may be both unpopular and expensive with many Saudis 

since increasing the price of some services and imposing higher prices on 

others are likely to be among them. We need to be clear and honest if we 

want to come up with solutions." 
106

 

 

 On the broader scale of Muslim nations, it is clear that 9/11 

fostered a new political thinking with a particular focus on democracy. 

The debate went on and is still continuing about the compatibility 

between islamic culture and democratic values. A topic that the Algerian 

thinker Malik Bennabi (1905-1973) was discussing half a century ago, 

and he was not alone, - far from it.  So, before going any further, let us 

recall what Bennabi was saying about this subject : ñdemocracy ought to 

be considered from three aspects: democracy as an attitude toward the 

ego, democracy as an attitude toward the other, and democracy as the 

combination of the socio-political conditions necessary for the formation 

and development of such attitudes in the individual. These three aspects, 

he explained, encompass the subjective and objective requirements of 

democracy, which are the psychological propensities upon which the 

democratic attitude is established and the assets upon which the 

democratic system in any society depends. For democracy can never be 

accomplished as a political reality unless its conditions are fulfilled in the 

character building of the individual and in the norms and traditions of the 

countryò.
107

 

 This is to raise the question about the individual dimension of 

democracy and its relevancy to the current efforts of democratization in 

the Arabo-Islamic world. Is it possible to achieve democracy without 

lifting the tutelage tying the individual to traditional concepts about 

                                                 
106

   This article was originally translated into English by Arab News on 

Wednesday 13 August, 2003. 
107

  Algerian Malik Bennabi was born in 1905. Highly regarded as the most 

eminent scholar, and thinker, of Post World War II Algeria, and one of the foremost 

intellectuals of the modern Muslim world. Educated in Paris and Algiers in 

Engineering, he later based himself in Cairo, where he spent much of his time toiling 

through fields of History, Philosophy and Sociology. Among his works, letôs mention : 

Les Conditions de la Renaissance (1948) ; The Question of Culture (1954) ; Islam in 

History and Society (1954)é 
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family, party, religion, State, and other social groups or institutions or 

creeds relaying them? 
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Chapter II  
___________ 

 

Economic ramifications 
 

 

 

 

 

 

ñThe Bush administrationôs ties to the oil and gas industry are 

beyond extensive; they are pervasiveò, says an essay by Michael Renner. 

ñThey flow, so to speak, from the top, with a chief executive who grew 

up steeped in the culture of Texas oil exploration and tried his hand at it 

himself; and a second-in-command who came to office with a multi-

million dollar retirement package in hand from his post of CEO of 

Halliburton Oil. Once in office, the vice president developed an energy 

policy under the primary guidance of a cast of oil company executives 

whose identities he has gone to great lengths to withhold from public 

viewò
108

. Renner notes that since taking office, the president and vice 

president have assembled a government peopled heavily with 

representatives from the oil culture they came from. These include 

Secretary of the Army Thomas White, a former vice president of Enron, 

and Secretary of Commerce Don Evans, former president of the oil 

exploration company Tom Brown, Inc., whose major stake in the 

company was worth $13 million by the time he took office. What is 

worthy noticing too is the fact that as soon as May 2001, a report of the 

National Energy Policy Development Group, led by Vice President 

Cheney, acknowledged that U.S. oil production will fall 12% over the 

next 20 years. As a result, U.S. dependence on imported oil which has 

risen from one-third in 1985 to more than half in 2003 is set to climb to 

two-thirds by 2020. 

                                                 
108

   Michael Renner, The New Oil Order : Washingtonôs war on Iraq is the 

lynchpin to controlling Persian Gulf oil, Foreign Policy In Focus, February 14, 2003. 
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Complexity of a relationship 
 

 Oil is indeed the core of the Saudi-US relationship, even if both 

parties pretend that the matter is more complicated ; and to be sure, it is 

so. Nevertheless, the complication is also related to issues connected ï 

directly or indirectly - to oil and energy. There is no doubt about it. 

Throughout the history of oil, sorting out who gets access to this highly 

prized resource and on what terms, has often gone hand in hand with 

violence. At first, it was Britain, the imperial power in much of the 

Middle East, that called the shots. But for half a century, the US seeking 

a preponderant share of the earthôs resources has made steady progress in 

bringing the Gulf region into its geopolitical orbit. In Washington 

calculus, securing oil supplies has consistently trumped the pursuit of 

human rights and democracy. That is to explain why the US policy 

toward the Middle East has long relied on building up proxy forces in the 

region  and generously supplying them with arms. 

In the wake of 9/11, the US-Saudi relationship has come under 

considerable scrutiny , with some analysts questioning its centrality in 

US foreign policy. Some analyzers have thus challenged the assumption 

that Gulf oil remains vitally important to the United States. 

Yet, the US-Saudi relationship is too much important, too much 

intertwined, too much rich, and too much complicated to let itself being 

summarized and reduced to  some bad reactions about terrorism, though. 

The interests at stake are huge compared to those prevailing between the 

USA and other states of the Arab region. Yet, an objective evaluation of 

the current situation cannot afford to ignore the ambiguous side of the 

relationship and the attitudes and reactions trying to demonize this side or 

the other of the relationship, in what we have called the construction of 

the enemyôs frame of mind. The point here, as in any relationship 

between two different entities, is that  we should always consider its 

unseen part. To borrow the lexicon of psychoanalysis, in any relationship 

between two people ï letôs say a man and a woman, for instance- there is 

not only these two persons, but also , their father and mother, their grand-

fathers and grand-mothers, their sisters and brothers, their children, etc. 

So that when we see two people having a relationship, we should 

consider what lay behind in any evaluation, according to the 

psychoanalysts. This is also the case for States, for the latter do not 

represent themselves , but all the diversity of peoples behind them. In our 

case, we will not have only the USA and the Saudi Kingdom, but also all 
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those who ï for a reason or another ï identify theirs interests to one of 

them and claim to have the right to advise and pressure as they claim the 

right to support and side with or against. Hence, beyond the economic 

ramifications of 9/11, which ïas we see ï cannot be summarized in 

reactions and counter-reactions over the issue of terror funding, there are 

the cultural background, with its variety of religious, ethnic, social, and 

political hues. However, it is true that the US-Saudi relationship has 

experienced its worst crisis in history. Americans and Saudis alike have 

started to wonder about the meaning and the cost of such a cozy 

relationship and whether their own governments have served them well. 

 

 

Oil and Security 
 

 

  Oil and national security concerns have combined to produce a 

close and cooperative relationship between the United States and Saudi 

Arabia for much of the past century. Since the award of the first Saudi oil 

concession to a U.S. company in 1933, both states have had an increasing 

interest, respectively, in the marketing and acquisition of Saudi 

petroleum supplies. As regional threats multiplied in the latter half of the 

century, mutual concerns over the stability of Saudi Arabia and other 

moderate regimes in the Arabian Peninsula engendered a significant 

degree of defense cooperation. 

 US strategic priorities made of Saudi Arabia a key-piece for 

American  primary  security interests. As shown by declassified 

government documents, Washington has focused for half a century on 

preventing hostile forces from  seizing and establishing control of Gulf 

petroleum. That is why Saddamôs invasion of Kuwait in 1990 could not 

be allowed : in the eyes of the American strategists, an ambitious and 

ruthless dictator, hated in his own country, would be much more 

emboldened if he was left in control of so much of the worldôs oil wealth. 

The lesson from the Nazi adventure was being recalled in the media, 

along with a hypothesis assuming that Saddam would not stop at Kuwait 

anyway. No wonder that even the Arab states entered the international 

coalition that gathered not only to liberate Kuwait, but also to warn other 

candidates to military expansionism ï under whatever slogans- in the 

Gulf or elsewhere : for the first time, the Arab states have been unified in 

a coalition that far from fighting against Israel, would oppose a ñbrother-
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regimeò. The arab solidarity would be the first victim of such a situation 

created by Saddamôs agression. 

   The fear that a powerful state ï then the Soviet Union- could 

control the dominant share of the worldôs oil supply has since 1949 

pushed American policymakers to plan the destruction of regional oil 

facilities. ñIn coordination with the British government and U.S. and 

British oil companies, but without the knowledge of local Arab 

governments, President Harry Truman approved a detailed plan -- 

described in a National Security Council directive known as NSC 26/2 

and later supplemented by a series of additional NSC orders -- to store 

explosives near Persian Gulf oil fields. As a last resort in the event of an 

imminent Soviet invasion, oil installations and refineries would be blown 

up and the reserves plugged to keep the oil out of Moscow's handsò
109

. 

 Telhami reminds us that in 1957 too, ñin response to increased 

instability in the wake of the Suez crisis, the Eisenhower administration 

reinforced and expanded the logic of this strategy. With many friends of 

the West threatened by the rise of pan-Arabism, championed by Egyptian 

President Gamal Abdel Nasser, the United States grew concerned that 

unfriendly governments would emerge in the region. This fear led 

Eisenhower to expand the denial policy to include not only threatening 

external powers, but also hostile regional regimesò
110

. 

 Although the US military presence is not solely about oil, oil is a 

key reason. In 1999, General Anthony C. Zinni, then the head of the US 

Central Command, testified to the Senate Armed Services Committee 

that the Gulf region is of vital interest to the US and that the country 

(America, that is) must have free access to the regions resources. Bush 

administration officials have, however, categorically denied oil is one of 

the reasons why they pushed for regime change in Iraq.
111
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   Shibley Telhami, Does Saudi Arabia still matter? Differing perspectives on 

the kingdom and its oil, Foreign Affairs, November/December 2002. 
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  Idem.   
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   ñNonsenseò Defense Secretary Ronald Rumsfeld told 60 minutes Steve Kroft 

in mid-December 2002. ñIt has nothing to do with oil, literally nothing to do with oilò ! 
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Data rates and performances 
 

 

 

With oil export revenues 
112

 making up around 90-95% of total 

Saudi export earnings, 70%-80% of state revenues, and around 40% of 

the country's gross domestic product (GDP), Saudi Arabia's economy 

remains, despite attempts at diversification, heavily dependent on oil 

(although investments in petrochemicals have increased the relative 

importance of the downstream petroleum sector in recent years).  

 Saudi Arabia ranks as the first largest crude oil producer in the 

world, and is a leader in OPEC's production quota decisions. As such, 

Saudi Arabia was a critically important player behind the oil price 

collapse of late 1997 through early 1999, and also in actions taken by 

world oil producers which have led to a tripling in oil prices by the fall of 

2000. During 2004, Saudi Arabia produced an estimated 10.4 million 

bbl/d of oil (32% of total OPEC oil production), with net export of 

around 8.7 million bbl/d (the comparable figures for 2003 as a whole 

were 9.9 million bbl/d and 8.3 million bbl/d, respectively). 
113

 

Oil prices were strong during 2003, and even stronger in 2004. 

Combined with the highest Saudi oil output ever, the country's oil export 

revenues were up sharply in 2004, to more than $100 billion, compared 

to $77 billion in 2003 (and more than triple the $34 billion earned in 

1998, when Saudi oil prices fell below $12 per barrel). For 2005 and 

2006, oil export revenues are expected to remain very strong once again. 

Partly as a result of these strong oil export revenue increases, Saudi 

Arabia's real GDP growth was an estimated 6.1% in 2004, up from 1.7% 

average growth between 1995 and 2002. For 2005, Saudi real GDP 

growth is expected to remain strong, at 6.2%.  
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     Opec Revenues Fact Sheet,   http://www.eia.doe.gov/cabs/opecrev.html 
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  Opec Revenues : Country Details,   

http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/cabs/orevcoun.html 

 

http://www.eia.doe.gov/cabs/opecrev.html
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ECONOMIC OVERVIEW of Saudi Arabia  

 

Currency: Riyal  

Market Exchange Rate (12/21/04): US$1 = 3.75 riyals 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP - market exchange 

rate) (2004E): $247.2 billion  

Real GDP Growth Rate (1995-2002 average): 1.7% 

(2003E): 7.2% (2004E): 6.1% (2005F): 6.2% 

Inflation Rate (consumer prices) (2003E): 0.6% 

(2004E): 0.4% (2005F): 1.5% 

Unemployment Rate (2004E): 14% (unofficial 

estimates are higher)  

Current Account Balance (2003E): $29.7 billion 

(2004E): $11.6 billion (2005F): $13.1 billion  

Major  Trading Partners (2004): Japan, United States, 

European Union  

Merchandise Exports (2004E): $112.3 billion (mainly 

crude oil and petroleum products)  

Merchandise Imports (2004E): $36.6 billion (mainly 

industrial goods, metals, food)  

Merchandise Trade Balance (2004E): $75.7 billion  

Oil Export Revenues (2003E): $77 billion (2004E): 

around $100 billion  

Oil Export Revenues/Total Export Revenues (2004E): 

90%-95%  

Public Debt (2004E): $176 billion (note: external debt 

is estimated at $39 billion) 

Reserves of Foreign Exchange and Gold (2004E): $23 

billion (note the country has significantly more in 

total "foreign assets")  

 

 

  * Source: DOE, USA. Country Analysis Briefs. 
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During fiscal year 2004, Saudi Arabia originally had been 

expecting a budget deficit. However, this was based on an extremely 

conservative price assumption of $19 per barrel for Saudi oil -- and 

assumed production of 7.7 million barrels per day (bbl/d). Both of these 

estimates turned out to be far below actual levels. As a result, as of mid-

December 2004, the Saudi Finance Ministry was expecting a huge budget 

surplus of $26.2 billion, on budget revenues of $104.8 billion (nearly 

double the country's original estimate) and expenditures of $78.6 billion 

(28% above the approved budget levels). This surplus is being used for 

several purposes, including : paying down the Kingdom's public debt (to 

$164 billion from $176 billion at the start of 2004); extra spending on 

education and development projects; increased security costs (possibly an 

additional $2.5 billion dollars in 2004; see below) due to threats from 

terrorists; and higher payments to Saudi citizens through subsidies and 

other means. For 2005, Saudi Arabia is assuming a balanced budget, with 

revenues and expenditures of $74.6 billion each.
114

 

In spite of the recent surge in its oil income, Saudi Arabia 

continues to face serious long-term economic challenges, 

including high rates of unemployment (around 15%-20%), one of the 

world's fastest population growth rates, and the consequent need for 

increased government spending. All of these place pressures on Saudi oil 

revenues. The Kingdom also is facing serious security threats, including 

a number of terrorist attacks (on foreign workers, primarily). In response, 

the Saudis reportedly have ramped up spending in the security area 

(reportedly by 50% in 2004, from $5.5 billion in 2003).  

Saudi Arabia's per capita oil export revenues remain far below 

high levels reached during the 1970s and early 1980s. In 2004, Saudi 

Arabia earned around $4,462 per person, versus $22,174 in 1980. This 

80% decline in real per capita oil export revenues since 1980 is in large 

part due to the fact that Saudi Arabia's young population has nearly 

tripled since 1980, while oil export revenues in real terms have fallen by 

over 40% (despite recent increases).  Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia has faced 

nearly two decades of heavy budget and trade deficits, the expensive 

1990/1991 war with Iraq, and total public debt of around $175 billion. 

On the other hand, Saudi Arabia does have extensive -- around $110 

billion -- foreign assets, which provide a substantial fiscal "cushion."  
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  Country analysis Briefs, Saudi Arabia, January 2005, Energy Information 

Administration, Department Of Energy. US Government. 
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Trade relationship 
 

Saudi Arabia was the second largest U.S. trading partner in the 

Middle East in 2002. For that year, Saudi exports to the United States 

were estimated at $12.2 billion and imports from the United States at 

$4.3 billion. Comparable figures for Israel, the largest U.S. trading 

partner in the Middle East, were $12.4 billion in exports and $5.3 billion 

in imports. To a considerable extent, this high volume of trade is a result 

of U.S. oil imports from Saudi Arabia and U.S. arms exports to that 

country. The Saudis buy significant amounts of U.S. commercial 

equipment, such as machinery and vehicles, as well. Also, a Washington 

Post article of February 11, 2002, estimates that Saudi nationals have 

invested between $500 and $700 billion in the U.S. economy 
115

.  

Saudi Arabia has applied to join the 128-memberWorld Trade 

Organization (WTO) as a developing country, an arrangement that would 

give it a special transition period to bring its commercial procedures in 

line with WTO rules. The U.S. State Department notes that accession 

will require the Saudi government to initiate substantial reforms, 

including tariff reduction, opening up financial services (insurance and 

banking), allowing competition in telecommunications and other 

services, and better protection of intellectual property rights.  

In recognition of its progress in protection of intellectual property 

rights, Saudi Arabia was removed from the U.S. Trade Representativeôs 

Priority Watch List in 1996, but remains on the basic Watch list pending 

further progress. The U.S. Trade Representative reportedly has also cited 

Saudi observance of the secondary boycott against Israel as an obstacle to 

admission to the WTO. In March 2001, WTO officials reportedly 

expressed disappointment over a recent list issued by the Saudi 

government of activities off limits to foreign investment and predicted 

that these restrictions could delay Saudi accession to the WTO. During 

Crown Prince Abdullahôs April 2002 visit, however, President Bush 

expressed support for Saudi accession and said the United States is 

making technical assistance available to Saudi Arabia to support the 

Saudi application. 
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   Alfred B. Prados, Saudi Arabia, Current Issues and US Relations, August 4, 

2003, CRS Issue Brief for Congress. 
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Oil Production 
 

  With the worldôs largest proven oil reserves (estimated at 261.7 

billion barrels in January 2001), Saudi Arabia produced an average of 

9.145 million barrels per day (bpd) of crude oil during 2000. 

Approximately 14% of U.S. oil imports and 8.46% of total U.S. oil 

consumption came from Saudi Arabia during 2001. Formerly the largest 

foreign supplier of oil to the United States, Saudi Arabia has been 

exceeded in this role by Venezuela and/or Canada during recent years . 

 

 

U.S.Oil consumption and imports 

Category 1998 1999 2000 2001 

Total US consumption 

Total U.S. Imports 

Imports from Saudi Arabia  

Imports from Venezuela 

Imports from Canada 

 

 

18.917 

10.708 

1.491 

1.719 

1.598 

19.519 

10.852 

1.478 

1.493 

1.539 

19.701 

11.459 

1.572 

1.546 

1.807 

19.649 

11.871 

1.662 

1.553 

1.828 

* Source : U.S. Department Of Energy. 

 

 

 

  In recent years, Saudi Arabia has alternately supported cuts and 

increases in production as oil prices on the international market have 

fluctuated. Under a ñgentlemenôs agreementò reached in June 2000, 

members of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) 

established a mechanism to adjust the supply of oil by 500,000 bpd if the 

20-day average price of oil moved outside a  $22 to $28 price band. 

Members disagree, however, as to whether this mechanism is automatic 

or requires separate action by OPEC to implement it, and Saudi Arabia 

has spoken of a target price of $25 rather than a price band. Congress has 

approved legislation to discourage price fixing by oil producing 

countries
116

 . 

 

                                                 
116

   Idem. 
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ENERGY OVERVIEW : Sa udi Arabia  

 

Proven Oil Reserves (1/1/05E): 261.9 billion barrels (includes half 

of Divided/"Neutral" Zone)  

Total Oil Production  (2004E; includes NZ): 10.4 million barrels per 

day (bbl/d), of which 9.1 million bbl/d was crude oil, 1.2 million 

bbl/d was natural gas liquids (NGLs), and 80,000 bbl/d was "other 

liquids" (including MTBE)  

Total Oil Production (2003E; includes NZ): 9.9 million barrels per 

day (bbl/d), of which 8.8 million bbl/d was crude oil, 1.0 million 

bbl/d was natural gas liquids (NGLs), and 80,000 bbl/d was "other 

liquids" (including MTBE)  

OPEC Crude Oil Production Quota (effective 11/1/04): 8.775 

million bbl/d  

Crude Oil Production Capacity (12/04E): 10.5-11.0 million bbl/d  

Total Oil Consumption (2004E): 1.67 million bbl/d 

Net Oil Exports (2002E): 7.0 million bbl/d (2003E): 8.3 million 

bbl/d (2004E): 8.7 million bbl/d  

Major Oil Customers (8/04E; approximate exports): United States 

(1.9 million bbl/d); OECD Europe (1.4 million bbl/d); Japan (1.2 

million bbl/d); South Korea (838,000 bbl/d); India (345,000 bbl/d); 

China (310,000 bbl/d); Taiwan (210,000 bbl/d)  

Crude Oil Refining Capacity (1/1/05E): 1.745 million bbl/d 

Natural Gas Reserves (1/1/05E): 235.0 trillion cubic feet (Tcf) 

(includes half of NZ)  

Natural Gas Production/Consumption (2002E): 2.0 Tcf  

Electric Generating Capacity (2003E): 26.6 gigawatts (all thermal) 

Net Electricity Generation (2002E): 138.2 billion kilowatt-hours 

 

* Source: DOE, USA. Country Analysis Briefs 
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The challenges of the Muslim nations 
 

If one of the most important consequences of 9/11 is the 

accentuated demand on democratization and reform in the Arab world as 

a way to preventing more Islamic radicalization in these societies, it is 

noticeable that anyway even without those tragic events, the West was 

still adamant on introducing some political reforms. The fact is that the 

GCC being involved in international trade, its connections with the 

western political notions have to be updated from inside. There is a 

reason for that. Nowadays, the terms "democracy" and "market 

economy" are often used interchangeably. Some kind of opening has thus 

to be performed. In the former East-European states, the process has 

conduced to joining the European Union, which was - and still remains- 

an economic market before it became a political project. In Russia, we 

see almost the same scheme, and even in China, there is an orientation 

towards some sort of liberalization.  

However, in America some priorities that were already working 

in the background of the political scene well before 9/11 have hardly 

changed after these events, whereas others occurred in the aftermath and 

have renewed - or rather accentuated- the interest in the region . 

  In 1999, an article of the magazine "Brain Food" announces that 

"America will soon lose the stability the framers worked so hard to create 

because it is becoming wholly dependent upon inherently unstable 

(authoritarian) oil-producing Muslim nations "
117

. Indeed, the idea is 

neither new nor genuinely original. Besides, it is not quite logical, either.  

The question that such an idea raises is : can a Superpower like America 

lose control over its own destiny just because it is relying for some of its 

energy importations on ñunstable countriesò? Why should the instability 

in some Muslim countries lead necessarily to a similar instability in the 

USA? For Jay Hanson, it happened over twenty five years ago that 

OPEC quadrupled world oil prices and plunged America into 

"stagflation". Yet, maybe it would be more advisable to speak of unrest 

instead of instability. To be sure, 9/11 caused unrest in America which 

has become anxious about international terrorism and radical Islamism. 

Either some like it or not, Islam is since then an asset in this game, and it 
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   Jay Hanson, The Best-Kept Secret In Washington, Brain Food, Third Quarter, 

1999. 



 80  

happens that those who detain the main resources in energy are Muslim 

nations.  

 " Muslim nations " writes J. Hanson " will soon control virtually 

all of the world's oil exports. Since neither capital nor labor can create 

energy, the next round of energy-shortage-induced stagflation will leave 

central bankers helpless and they will seek military solutions to their 

economic problems. It's the best-kept secret in Washington, Whitehall, 

Brussels, and Jerusalem, but it's just a matter of time until word hits the 

street"
118

 . 

 The market economy receives almost 80 percent of its energy 

subsidies from nonrenewable fossil sources : oil, gas, and coal 
119

. That 

makes the struggle for energy a vital issue, not only for the consumers 

(especially the Westerners) but also for the producers, for who the matter 

is most of all of political survival. That's where the strategies of the 

Western states intermingle with the local struggles for power between the 

elites of the concerned regions, until it becomes hard to distinguish 

between what is a local necessity and what is a priority dictated by the 

foreign interests. 

Oil is the highest quality energy today used throughout the world, 

making up about 38% of the world energy supply, according to some 

estimations
120

. In 1977, Richard Duncan developed a new model to 

forecast oil production called the "Numerate Empiric Model". In the 

course of his research, it seems that Duncan discovered what J. Hanson 

holds as the "best-kept secret", which is that Muslim nations would be 

able to control market economies because they will control virtually all 

of the oil export market. Writing to President Clinton and Senator Jessie 

Helms in the same year, Duncan warned them that if an "alliance of 

Muslim petroleum exporting nations" could see the day , this alone  

ñcould cause World stock markets to fall 50 % in one day, and crucially 

it could ignite both (1) a World Petroleum War, and (2) a World Holy 

War (called Jihad by Muslims)ò. 

Though these sentences are tainted with a highly emotional 

dramatic tone, it seems that by an irony of the hazard the events gave this 

                                                 
118

   Idem. 
119

   They are called nonrenewable because , for all practical purposes, they're not 

being made any more. The reason they are called fossil is because they were produced 

by nature from dead plants and animals over several hundred million years. 
120

   Studies show that nothing can replace oil : a recent review of the future 

prospects of all alternatives has been published. The summary conclusion reached is 

that there is no known complete substitute for petroleum in its many and varied uses. 
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apocalyptic vision some weight. Indeed, the Muslim nations did not 

make any alliance with the clear purpose of striking at the heart of the 

world economy, as Duncan imagined. Yet, what was the Desert Storm if 

not a little World Petroleum War caused by the failed attempt of Saddam 

Hussein to lay his hands on the Kuwaiti oil fields? And if one of the 

consequences of that war consisted in implanting and broadening the 

American military presence in the Gulf, what was the reaction of the 

local opposition (or/and dissidence gathered in the radical jihadist cells) 

if not starting the World Holy War (jihad) against the Westerners, as Bin 

Laden put it? But in 1999, when he published his article, J. Hanson could 

very well draw his own conclusions from the course of the Gulf War that 

changed a lot in the political vista of the region. Never before that time, 

the Saudi opposition could catch the ears and the eyes of the grand 

public, and we can probably say the same of all those small groups of 

militant jihadists which spread  loosely all over the Arab region. It will  

be  9/11 that brings to the limelight the connection between those who 

are inside and those who are outside. Nothing will ever be similar after 

that date.  

 

There is ally and ally 
 

Why 9/11 changed all the conceptions prevailing about the 

relations between the USA and the GCC , and particularly Saudi Arabia ? 

Because, it raised the question not only about the credibility of the 

American allies in the Arab world, but also about America's own 

credibility in regard of what justifies some of those alliances. 

 The Americans pride themselves for what they deem to be their 

power and influence in the modern world. Some of that power and 

influence is supposed to be reposing on a strong independence will. But 

what the Americans discovered in the wake of 9/11 is that they are not as 

independent as they have always figured to be. Not to be completely 

independent means in this dramatic context not to be able to tackle 

efficiently the calamity that hit America in the heart : the Islamist 

terrorism. The problem is grave, or at least that's how it sounded the day 

after 9/11, when America discovered to its horror that 15  on 19 hijackers 

were Saudi citizens. Why Saudis? Why the Gulf States, which 

Washington has always thought to be allies and friends in the same 

measure that it considered itself as their protector ? 
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Nonetheless, behind the official message and the main stream 

media discourse there are the truths that are neither new nor secret, if 

only one could make sense of some signs that preceded those tragic 

events of New York and Washington.  

First, when Senator Helms replied to Duncan, he did not hesitate 

to acknowledge that "the Commerce Department recently released a 

report which found that US dependence on foreign oil has become a 

threat to national security. The government should not have allowed its 

national security to be placed in such a vulnerable position" said he. That 

makes J. Hanson - and many others - shudder for "what if?" "The United 

States", writes the latter, "is physically unable to produce enough oil 

domestically to keep its economy alive and is forced to rely on its 

imports. In 1998, the United States imported 53 percent of its oil needs. 

This deficit is growing... and will continue to grow until the economy 

collapses exactly like it did twenty five years ago" 
121

. 

However, maybe the core of the problem is not that America is 

relying on imports for its needs of energy : would that have been really a 

thorny problem if those imports of oil were coming from - say - Europe, 

for instance ? The Europeans , in spite of their complicated controversies 

with the USA are allies. And so are the oil producing Muslim states . 

Then where is the problem? It is exactly in the cultural differences
122

, 

those « lines » of division and meeting assumed to be the « front » of 

civilization shock in the thesis of professor Huntington. Islam is a peace 

religion, though. Yet, what people could make of it , is another question, 

particularly when there is on one part and another of the globe(i.e. in the 

West and in the arabo-islamic world) a systematic, thorough construction 

of the enemy. This is not just an intellectual polemic, as passionate as it 

may sound to Western and Muslim scholars. This is now, and since 9/11 

a matter of global challenge facing the American administration, as it is 

facing - but with a different tone and on a different scale - the Muslim 

states, either in the GCC or in the rest of the world 
123

. 

                                                 
121

   Idem. This was written in 1999. 
122

  See about this topic, Dispassionating the Debate about Modernization and 

Westernization, Hichem Karoui, 11/15/03: http://www.hichemkaroui.com/archives.htm 
123

   We can talk of construction of the enemy each time we notice that the 

discourse is based on a series of elementary dichotomies , such as : good/evil, 

just/unjust, guilty/innocent, rational/irrational, civilized/uncivilized, which can be 

defined as floating (or empty signifiers). These floating signifiers have no fixed 

meaning, but they are (re)articulated before, during and after the conflict and placed in a 

chain of equivalence. Both sides claim to be rational and civilized, and to fight a good 

and just war, attributing responsibility for the conflict to the enemy. The construction of 

http://www.hichemkaroui.com/archives.htm
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Well before 9/11 , and even before the two Gulf wars ignited by 

Saddam Hussein  in 1980 and 1990, the couple "Islam and oil" has 

already revealed to be quite explosive : the Iranian revolution of 1979 

proved it. In those not so remote days, it was not only 63 Americans 

taken as hostages at the embassy in Tehran, but America itself. The 

whole regional system set up in the Gulf since the fifties was being 

paralyzed. And here too, the issue was not just about oil interests, but 

about the social project and the cultural shock. After all, the new regime 

of the Mullahs did not stop pumping oil towards the West, and the West 

did not stop buying it. The problem was elsewhere. It was in the 

attitudes, the behaviors, the symbols, and to put it briefly, in the signs 

released by the new regime in Tehran and in their interpretation in the 

West.  

 So, does it really matter if we notice for example, following 

Hanson's steps, that the Middle East alone has 64 % of the world's 

proved oil reserves? Yes of course, it does. And this is not just because it 

is the Middle East. Nobody would care if it were the Caribbean, the 

northern pole, the Black Sea, or Southern America. The point is that the 

contemporary Middle East is mainly a region deeply influenced by two 

trends: religion (Islam) and nationalism. And that makes the difference. 

Add to that 9 % (i.e., the FSU Muslim republics, 1.7 % ; Muslim African 

nations, 6.7 % ; Indonesia, Malaysia, and Brunei, 1%) and the Muslim 

states would have roughly 73% of the total world's proved oil reserves. 

Conclusion of Hanson : " By 2010, Muslim nations could control 60 

percent of the world's oil production and, more importantly, 95 percent of 

the world's oil exports. In short, the Muslim exporting nations have 

Western economies by the throat"
124

. 

 

U.S. Energy Supply and Demand - Base Case 
 

   Energy Information Administration\Short-Term Energy Outlook 

February 2005 : 

 

                                                                                                                        
the enemy is accompanied by the construction of the identity of the self, clearly in an 

antagonistic relationship to the enemy's identity. In this process not only the radical 

otherness of the enemy is emphasized, but the enemy is also considered to be a threat to 

'our own' identity. In this fashion the enemy's identity becomes a constitutive outside, 

supporting the identity construction of the self.  
124

   Idem. 
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  Year Annual Percentage Change  

  2003 2004 2005 2006 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 
Real Gross 
Domestic Product 
(GDP)               
(billion chained 
2000 dollars)  10381  10843  11228  11581  4.4  3.6  3.1  
Imported Crude Oil 
Price 

a
                

(nominal dollars 
per barrel)  27.74  36.12  39.13  37.19  30.2  8.3  -5.0  
Petroleum Supply (million barrels per day)            
Crude Oil 
Production 

b
  5.68  5.43  5.62  5.89  -4.4  3.6  4.8  

Total Petroleum Net Imports( 
million barrels per day)                
(including SPR)  11.24  11.84  11.94  11.98  5.4  0.8  0.3  
Energy Demand                 
World Petroleum                
(million barrels per 
day)  79.8  82.5  84.5  86.5  3.4  2.4  2.4  
Petroleum                
(million barrels per 
day)  20.03  20.51  20.83  21.22  2.4  1.6  1.9  
Natural Gas                
(trillion cubic feet)  22.36  22.20  22.86  23.46  -0.7  3.0  2.6  
                
Coal 

c    
              

(million short tons)  1095 1102 1143 1170 0.6  3.7  2.3  
Electricity (billion 
kilowatthours)                 
  Retail Sales 

d
  3488 3544 3664 3743 1.6  3.4  2.2  

  Other Use/Sales 
e
  179  177  185  188  -1.0  4.4  1.4  

  Total  3667 3721 3848 3930 1.5  3.4  2.1  
Total Energy 
Demand 

f
                

(quadrillion Btu)  98.2 99.1 101.8 103.9 1.0  2.6  2.1  
Total Energy 
Demand per Dollar 
of GDP                 
(thousand Btu per 
2000 Dollar)  9.46  9.14  9.06  8.97  -3.3  -0.9  -1.1  

Renwable Energy 
as Percent of Total 
g 

  6.4% 6.5% 6.6% 6.6%     

 
 
 
 
  

Sources: Historical data: Latest data available from Bureau of Economic Analysis and Energy 
Information Administration; latest data available from EIA databases supporting the following 
reports: Petroleum Supply Monthly, DOE/EIA-0109; Petroleum Supply Annual, DOE/EIA-0340/2; 
Natural Gas Monthly, DOE/EIA-0130; Electric Power Monthly, DOE/EIA-0226; and Quarterly Coal 
Report, DOE/EIA-0121; International Petroleum Monthly DOE/EIA-0520; Weekly Petroleum Status 
Report, DOE/EIA-0208. Macroeconomic projections are based on Global Insight Model of the US 
Economy, January 2005. 
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Special partnership 
 

 

 

Yet, one is prone to say , the situation has not always appeared so 

grayish. In fact, it could even have appeared the other way round. Thus, 

in studying US-Gulf states relationship, one cannot help noticing the 

moderating influence of Saudi Arabia - the most conservative state in the 

Gulf. The underlying motivation behind Saudi Arabia's friendly policy 

toward the United States has been ñthe realization that its security and 

government stability are inextricably tied to (1) moral and material 

support of the United States and her industrial allies and, (2) economic 

prosperity and stability of the industrial world , including the United 

States. The fact that the Kingdom has and will depend very heavily on 

US military supports for its external security cannot be 

overemphasizedò.
125

   

  According to Vo Xuan Han, Saudi Arabia's economic dependence 

on the outside world is no less obvious. Oil exports being her most 

important source of revenue, Saudi Arabia's economic interests depend 

heavily on the economic conditions in the most advanced and largest 

industrial economies. ñAlso as most of the Saudis' financial assets are 

held in  the currencies of these industrial countries, especially the US 

dollar, her wealth would be adversely affected by economic recession 

and depreciation of these 'hard' currencies. Last but not least, another 

factor that may explain Saudi Arabia's cautious and generally pro-

Western stance has been her dependence on Western goods and 

technology, which she sorely needs for her industrialization and 

modernization efforts.
126
ò 

Saudi Arabia's perception of national interest would seldom 

collide with the need to preserve solidarity with her exporting allies. At 

the height of the oil shocks in the 1970s, it was Saudi Arabia that 

counseled a moderation in price increases. "This kingdom had repeatedly 

wanted to keep the oil price down out of a sincere concern for recessions 

                                                 
125

   Vo Xuan Han (associate professor of Economics at Winthrop University, 

Rock Hill, South Carolina) , Oil, the Persian Gulf States, and the United States, Praeger 

Publishers, Westport, Connecticut, London, 1994. P. 113. 
126

   Idem. 
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in the global economy, particularly the advanced market economies", 

writes Vo Xuan Han
127

. During the OPEC price negotiations in 1976-77 

and 1979, ñit was Saudi Arabia that had fought the other powerful 

militant members, such as Iran, to keep the crude price from rising as fast 

as they had wished. At this time, the kingdom's position was strong and 

secure enough to force compromises. There was also evidence that Saudi 

Arabia had acted out of political consideration to please President Carter 

during 1976-77 when she resisted the pressure to increase oil prices from 

other OPEC members. In 1981 , near the peak of OPEC crude price 

hikes, by maintaining a high rate of production, Saudi Arabia was able to 

put a halt - albeit a short- lived one-  to the price escalation that had 

started in 1979. Once again , in 1988 when the oil glut drove the price 

down and oil exporters wanted to control production to keep the price 

around $ 18 per barrel, the Saudis were accused of secretly trying to 

undercut the producers' efforts and keep the price around $ 15 per barrel 

by such scheme as giving discount to buyers. Differences between Saudi 

Arabia and the OPEC members led to the most bitter confrontation at the 

April conferenceò.
128

 The same author notes that Saudi Arabia's foreign 

policy toward the United States ñreflects a strong desire to push her own 

interests as far as she can without having to break away from her historic,  

mutually beneficial relations with the United States and other industrial 

powersò
129

. Saudi's special ties to the United States , historically based on 

investment security (for the oil firms), has evolved through times to 

deeper levels ranging from oil to military security on the one hand and 

economic and technical cooperation, on the other. On balance, ñSaudi 

Arabia's oil policy has made her an invaluable ally of the industrial 

powers. The kingdom's moderating influence has prevented the global oil 

industry from becoming an oligopoly dominated by one firm."
130

  

Yet, when 9/11 broke out, it was as if years and years of this 

partnership vanished off the records and were almost erased from menôs 

memory, letting the way open to paranoid suspicion and mutual 

accusations. 

 

 

 
                                                 
127

   Vo Xuan Han. Op. Cit. P. 114. 
128

   Idem. 
129

  Idem. 
130

   Idem. 
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Terror Funds 
 

 

According to press reports in mid-August 2002, families of more 

than 600 victims of the September 11 attacks have filed a suit in the U.S. 

District Court of Alexandria,Virginia against three members of the Saudi 

royal family, seven banks, and eight charitable organizations. The 

lawsuit, which also named Osama bin Laden, members of his family, and 

the government of the Sudan, sought approximately $1 trillion in 

damages from these individuals or organizations for allegedly helping 

finance the Al Qaeda network. 

   According to excerpts reported in the press, the lawsuit states that 

ñthe financial resources and support network of these defendants ð 

charities, banks and individual financiersðare what allowed the attacks 

of September 11, 2001 to occur.ò Saudi media and business spokesmen 

have described the suit as an attempt to extort Saudi money deposited in 

the United States and exert political pressures on Saudi Arabia; some 

have called for withdrawing Saudi investments in the United States, 

estimated by one media source at $750 billion and another at between 

$400 and $600 billion. A London Financial Times article on August 21, 

2002, quoted estimates that Saudi investors have withdrawn between 

$100 billion and $200 billion from the United States in recent months, 

but other sources quoted in the article expressed skepticism that a mass 

exodus of Saudi money is under way 
131

. 

 

Since the outset, the question about the funds that helped opening 

the way to the terrorists has been raised, and it was not so much because 

the American intelligence ignored that al Qaeda has built a little financial 

empire, but because assumably the CIA and other intelligence agencies 

could not ignore it. Unfortunately, the reality did not match the 

assumption : 9/11 has not been feasible  only because of a severe gap in 

the security measures and a grave failure in intelligence gathering and 

analysis, but it was also a great lack of curiosity in all what concerns the 

financial data of the terrorists. The fact that Usama bin Laden is a 

millionaire is well known and almost pointless. Yet, the questions that 

should have mattered since a long time for the intelligence and security 

apparatus in any concerned country were about  : what did he do of his 

                                                 
131

   Alfred B. Prados, Saudi Arabia, Current Issues and U.S.Relations, August 4, 

2003, CRS Issue Brief For Congress. 
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money? Where did he invest it? How did a man retaining and training 

and entertaining thousands of militia-men and jihadists could do that 

without the existence of a financial system and some accounts and 

records? Even an ordinary family cannot afford to ignore budget and 

accounts , so what about an organization like al Qaeda? Where did  

money come from and where does it go? It is amazing that these 

questions become crucial only after 9/11, although the previous 

operations of Al Qaeda should have raised them. 

In this context, we point out to the unconvincing opinion of the 

Saudi dissident Saad al Fagih about the nature of al Qaeda and its 

finances. In an interview with PBS Front Line
132

, Al Fagih tried to reduce 

the size and the importance of both Al Qaeda organizational structure and 

finances, suggesting that it does not require a lot of money to planify and 

execute terrorist operations. This is quite unlikely in our view, at least 

because of all the international financial and human network necessarily 

mobilized to sustain al Qaedaôs activities. One must be very simple-

minded to believe that all those people (thousands) would survive only 

thanks to prayers and fresh water. However, for Al Fagih, the reports on 

Bin Laden assets are not serious. He told PBS : ñI read a few reports on 

the American press about bin Laden's financial assets and the way 

Americans are trying to ... trace them ... using satellites and Internet. It 

made me laugh a lot. Because I know there is none of that. Bin Laden 

does not use banks I was told. But bin Laden, in his personal capacity, is 

supposed to be bankrupt now. He had three massive setbacks in his 

financial story. ... First there was the freezing of all his assets ... around 

250, 300 million dollars. It's inside Saudi Arabia and it is part of his share 

in the company. It is under the microscope of the Saudi regime. It can't 

go here or there. ... And then he had a big loss in Sudan. Because he 

volunteered to do one of two projects [for] the Sudanese. The big road--

they call it the challenge road. And he spent something like 250 or 300 

million dollars on that project. Assuming that the Sudanese would pay 

him at one time, but they ... paid him hardly 10 or 20 million. So in 

                                                 
132

  Interview with Dr. Saad al Fagih, Front Line , PBS, 2001. This question of 

funding terror has been analyzed by numerous and varied observers. See for example : 

Roland Jacquard, Au nom dôOussama Ben Laden, Editions Jean Picollec, Paris, 2001. 

This author thinks that the Islamists have since the beginning relied on several sources 

of funds instead of only one. Thus, even if we assume with Al Fagih that Bin Laden is 

broke, this is not by any means the proof that the funds reserved for terror activities 

have completely dried out. See particularly the chapter XIII, les milliards des réseaux 

Ben Laden, in Jacquardôs book. 
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practicality, he lost all this money. And then came the last, the set back. 

When this man [Sidi Tayyib] defected to the Saudi regime. And he knew 

quite a bit about his remaining small companies here and there. And he 

told the Saudis about them. Now he knew that his man would defect. So 

he prepared himself by selling those companies with significant loss 

before the defection of [Sidi Tayyib] ...ò And most interestingly, when 

asked ñwhy does he survive now?ò, Al Fagih says ñWell, he survives for 

two reasons. Number one, there is some other source, other than his own 

money, ... his indirect family support and rich Muslims supporting him to 

back up jihad. And the other reason that he survives is that neither he nor 

his followers need money. They are living a very, very simple life. And 

for their operations, they don't need a lot of money. You can buy a 

[rocket propelled grenade] in Yemen for cheaper than foreign audio tape 

recorders. You can buy TNT in Somalia cheaper than sugar. So 

explosives are not that expensive and the [people] have already been 

trained. And the logistics needed are very little. And people are 

volunteers. They are not paid. They are not mercenaries. So the cost of a 

big operation like bombing Riyadh or bombing Khobar could come to a 

few thousand dollars. Very easily.ò
133

 

So, they are volunteers and are not paid! Then, how do they live? 

We are talking about thousands of people, in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and 

other regions. They have weapons because they are cheap! How do they 

eat? Where do they live? What about their families? If there were no 

funds backing them, would they really carry on fighting for so many 

years? Even with the best good will in the world, with the deepest belief, 

a man still behaves as a man: he needs to eat, to shelter himself and to 

grant his own safety and survival (not to talk of his family if he is 

married). How does bin Laden and al Fagih or anyone else propose to 

make those thousands of jihadists survive if they have no money? What 

about the Palestinian fighters who have preceded them on this field? 

Does anybody think that those fierce patriots are not paid? This is indeed 

easier to check out today with the Palestinian Authority. Yet, we do 

know that the Fidayeens have always been paid by the PLO. This is a 

fact. Therefore, to pretend that al Qaeda jihadists are not paid, is either a 

naïve pretension or a misinformation. 

Already in 1998, some American observers were speculating 

about whether Bin Ladenôs personal fortune were funding his network 

and comparing it to other sources of funds, but without detailed data, 

                                                 
133

  Idem. 
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though. Katzman writes in this context : ñBin Ladin's personal wealth 

gives him options that other terrorist organizations lack. Not only can he 

buy protection from state hosts but he can maintain a thriving network 

without need of state assistance. In contrast, such groups as the Abu 

Nidal Organization, the Palestine Liberation Front, and the Popular Front 

for the Liberation of Palestine became inactive when state sponsors cut 

their funding in the second half of the 1980s. Hezbollah maintains its 

operations against Israeli forces in south Lebanon because it gets Iranian 

aid, estimated at $80 million to $100 million per year; without this, 

Hezbollah would likely not be able to raise enough money to sustain 

those operationsò
134

. 

The same Katzman adds : ñBin Ladin's wealth, in contrast, 

appears sufficient to sustain his approximately three thousand fighters 

spread out in east and north Africa, the Middle East, former Yugoslavia, 

and parts of east and central Asia. His wealth also enables him to become 

patron of Egypt's Islamist organizations, Islamic Group and Al-Jihad. 

These groups had looked to Sheikh Omar Abdel Rahman for leadership 

but with him in jail in a medical facility in Missouri for plotting to 

destroy New York landmarks, his residual network has had to turn 

elsewhere for support, and bin Laden has filled the gapò. 

If such was the case, how come that neither the US government 

nor its allies took measures in order to cut the terrorists from their source 

of funds until the aftermath of 9/11? 

Maybe the first answer of which one can think is that the 

Americans were then focusing on several groups believed to have ties 

with terrorism, and we should not omit also the fact that state-funded 

terrorism was linked ï directly ï to the ñRogue Statesò in the political 

and strategic paradigm prevailing prior to 9/11. At that time, « Middle 

Eastern terrorism »
135

 was divided into three categories : ñ(1) State 

terrorism, in which a government relies on its own agents or national 

apparatus to conduct acts of terrorism; no organized terrorist groups are 

involved, though foreign nationals might be subcontracted under certain 

circumstances. (2) State-assisted terrorism, in which organized terrorist 

groups receiving material assistance and possibly direction from 
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   Kenneth Katzman, counter-terrorism policy, American successes, The Middle 

East Quarterly, December 1998, Vol: V, n° 4. 
135

  Let us notice by the way that there is no agreement on a strict definition of 

terrorism between the USA and the Arab and Muslim States. Despite the international 

anti-terrorist campaign led by President Bush, with the declared support of the Arab 

States, such an agreement about who is meant by the term « terrorist » is still lacking. 
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governments, carry out the acts of violence. (3) Independent terrorism, in 

which the terrorist groups receive minimal or no assistance and virtually 

no direction from national governmentsò
136

. 

There was also a lot of attention focusing on Libya, Syria, Iraq, - 

which were considered to be the ñtraditional patronsò of terrorism- and 

particularly on Iran as a supporter and a fund backer for islamist 

activism, either in Lebanon ï through Hezbollah ï or outside it, for 

example in Sudan. Although this latter country is mainly Sunnite, some 

reports viewed it as possibly slipping toward the Iranian sphere of 

influence since the beginning of the nineties
137

. Nobody ever wondered, 

as far as we know, for instance whether this has anything to do with Bin 

Ladenôs choice of Sudan as a refuge for his close people, his funds and 

himself, as a manner to counterbalance the increasing Iranian influence. 

The West was then focusing on the Iranian connections and almost 

forgetting that the greatest part of the radicalism islamist is Sunnite and 

since centuries in rivalry with Shiism. The Economist for example wrote: 

ñFrom Iran, Mr. Turabi will admit only to getting oil and army vehicles, 

though diplomats testify to three guerrilla training camps run by Iran in 

the east of Sudan.ò
138 

 

Americo-American controversy 
 

This situation  has apparently raised  an argument inside the USA. 

In a memo published on the site of the PNAC, Gary Schmitt wrote : 

ñThis past Sunday, pundit Fareed Zakaria alleged that the Project for the 

New American Century (PNAC), which he characterized as "Bill 

Kristol's advocacy group," paid no attention to Al Qaeda in the 1990s. 
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  Katzman. Counter-terrrorisméOp.Cit. 
137

  The most common claim has been that Iran enabled Sudan to make massive 

arms purchases, either directly from Tehran or through China, by giving Sudan 

economic assistance. Interestingly, while Sudanese opposition groups and Southern 

Sudanese looked at this support as funds to escalate the war in the South ï a domestic 

issue ï international media have focused on Sudan as a fertile soil for terrorism and a 

new ñbeachhead for Islamic radicalismò ï an international issue. A second serious claim 

was that Iran sent Revolutionary Guards to Sudan. The Pro-Israeli Anti-Defamation 

League (ADL) wrote in 1998 that ñhundreds of Iranian Revolutionary Guards are sent 

to terrorist training camps in Sudan to train in the subversion of moderate Arab 

regimes.ò Even more radical claims came from Sudanese opposition groups and 

Egyptian disinformation, which asserted that 18,000 Iranian fighters have been based in 

Sudan, fighting against the SPLA in the south.  
138

   The Economist, ñSudan: An Evangelist at Home,ò London. Apr. 18, 1992. 
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Similarly, Zakaria wrote last month in the New York Times, "One 

searches vainly through the archives of the Project for the New American 

Century, the main neoconservative advocacy group, for a single report on 

Al Qaeda or a letter urging action against it before 9/11."  

Then Schmitt started answering Zakaria : ñIn fact, the directors 

and fellows of the Project published several articles on the subject of the 

war on terrorism and Al Qaeda prior to September 11. In September 

1998, after the embassy bombings, William Kristol and Robert Kagan 

wrote an editorial in the Weekly Standard in which they expressed 

concern that the Clinton administration's cruise missile strikes in 

Afghanistan and Sudan had not "made a dent in the terrorist networks" 

and questioned whether the Clinton administration "really has the 

stomach for such a war."  

In an essay in the book Present Dangers, edited by Kristol and 

Kagan and published in September 2000-a month before the bombing of 

the U.S.S. Cole, Project Senior Fellow Reuel Marc Gerecht discussed the 

necessity of taking action to "check the lethality, if not the growth, of 

Taliban/bin Laden-style Islamic radicalism."
139

 

Yet, even if there was some analysis of Al Qaeda activities in the 

pre-September 11 period, it has not acquired the depth and the abundance 

of details that characterized the papers following the event. Anyway, for 

what concerned the financial part of the analysis , it would not be 

inaccurate to say it was void, and on this level Zakaria was probably 

right. We have thus to acknowledge that there was a ñdiffused attentionò: 

the Clinton administration for example was still hoping until its last days 

to make a deal in the Middle East between Palestinians and Israelis. The 

Iraqi situation ï on the humanitarian level ï was disastrous. And with 

that, there were the ñtraditionalò ï say ï challenges (or Bêtes noires) of 

the USA : the ñrogue statesò, and the loose network of terrorist groups 

not necessarily thought to be a part of Al Qaeda, about which there was 

much talk in the media (Abu Sayyaf for example, or the Algerian GIA). 

The result of that ñdiffusedò attention is that Al Qaeda was not yet 

occupying the first position in the terrorist ranking
140

. The second result 

is that its sources of funds were still let in the ñdarknessò. 
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Occult international financial network 
 

What we know today is that al Qaeda reportedly has been 

exploiting for years the free market and the freedoms of the democratic 

countries and the right to the banking secrecy and even the good will of 

charitable people unaware of what would become of their donations, and 

nobody seemed really to care about this occult self-financing system until 

9/11.  

To operate effectively though,  transnational terrorists and 

criminals need ready access to money and the ability to maneuver it 

quickly and secretly across borders. On a large scale, such money 

maneuvers can ripple across entire regions, embroiling global markets 

and threatening vital American economic interests as well as 

destabilizing other countries politically. The ability to move vast 

quantities of wealth rapidly and anonymously across the globeð

sometimes combining modern-day wire transfers, faxes, and Internet 

connections with centuries old practices, such as the hawala, of personal 

connections and a handshakeðgives terrorist and criminal networks a 

strategic advantage over many states. Yet it also might be their 

vulnerability.  

In September 2001, President George W. Bush listed 27 terrorist 

organizations and individuals whose assets were to be blocked in 

American financial institutions. Since then, more than 202 entities and 

individuals have been identified for punitive financial action worldwide. 

The principals behind the Al Qaeda financing network reportedly are Al 

Barakaat and Al Taqwa/Nada Management Group. Al Barakaat is a 

Somali-based international financial conglomerate with operations in 

over 40 countries, including the United States. The organizationôs 

                                                                                                                        
Movement), Harakat ul-Mujahidin (HUM), Hezbollah (Party of God), Gama'a al-

Islamiyya (Islamic Group, IG), Japanese Red Army (JRA), al-Jihad, Kach, Kahane 

Chai, Kurdistan Workers' Party (PKK), Liberation Tigers of Tamil Elam (LTTE), 

Mujahedine Khalq Organization (MEK, MKO, NCR, and many others), National 

Liberation Army (ELN), Palestine Islamic Jihad-Shaqaqi Faction (PIJ), Palestine 

Liberation Front-Abu Abbas Faction (PLF), Popular Front for the Liberation of 

Palestine (PFLP), Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine-General Command 

(PFLP-GC), al-Qa'ida, Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC), 

Revolutionary Organization 17 November (17 November), Revolutionary People's 

Liberation Army/Front (DHKP/C), Revolutionary People's Struggle (ELA), Shining 

Path (Sendero Luminoso, SL), Tupac Amaru Revolutionary Movement (MRTA). 
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founder, Sheikh Ahmed Nur Jimale, reportedly is closely linked to 

Usama bin Laden and has used Al Taqwa/Nada Group to facilitate the 

financing and operations of Al Qaeda and other Islamist organizations. 

Before its U.S. operations were closed down, Al Barakaat reportedly 

wired at least $500 million in annual worldwide profits to the companyôs 

central money-exchange office in the United Arab Emirates. Al Qaeda 

allegedly received a flat 5 percent cut of that money, amounting to 

approximately $25 million a year. 

 The events of September 11 pushed money laundering and the 

financing of terrorism to the forefront of domestic and foreign policy 

concerns in the USA. As a  paper of the Strategic Forum reports 
141

 , 

« since September 11, $34 million in terrorist assets, including $27 

million belonging to Al Qaeda and bin Laden, have been frozen in the 

United States. A total of 161 nations have blocked the assets of known 

terrorist organizations, amounting to another $70 million. Action also is 

being taken to disrupt severely the misuse of the hawala system and 

other underground remittance systems used by bin Laden, Al Qaeda, and 

other terrorist organizations » 
142

. 

Not surprisingly, Usama bin Laden excels at amassing and 

distributing large sums of  money to support his terrorist schemes. His 

main sources for financial support include his personal wealth, estimated 

between $280 million and $300 million, funds siphoned from overt 

Muslim charities, and wealthy well-wishers, especially in the Gulf States. 

Allegedly, a wide variety of international banks in the Gulf are used to 

manipulate and move funds using business front organizations owned by 

bin Laden. Mohammad Jamal Khalifa, bin Ladenôs brother-in-law, was 

reportedly responsible for managing parts of the financial network that 

deal with major investments in Malaysia, Mauritius, the Philippines, and 

Singapore. Bin Laden has- according to some reports- funded a number 

of network cell operating expenses, including accommodations, safe 

houses, cars, and payments to operatives for the recruitment of new 
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   Kimberley L.Thachuk, Terrorismôs Financial Lifeline : can it be severed? 

Strategic Forum, n° 191, May 2002. 
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   Idem. Once again, we must remind the reader of the important controversy 

between the Arab and Muslim States and the USA and Europe about the definition of 

terrorism, as many of the former states hold some organisations as ñnational resistanceò 

against occupying forces, which is not the position of the USA. Moreover, some Arab 

regimes consider their own Islamist opposition as ñterroristò even if it is a moderate 

movement, whereas they may consider goups fighting in Iraq against the new system as 

ñresistanceò.  
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members. His  contributions have further purchased explosives and key 

components for explosive devices. 

At least $5,000 is known to have been transferred from bin Laden 

holdings to operatives in Yemen to fund the attack against the U.S.S. 

Cole in 2000. The investment for bin Laden to mount the September 11 

attacks is estimated to have been approximately $500,000, while the total 

costs to the United States for cleanup, property losses, and Federal 

Government bailouts will exceed $135 billion.
143 

 

The file against Saudi Arabia 
 

In the summer of 2002, there were rumors in the American media 

about a briefing given by an analyst from the Rand Corporation on June 

10, 2002, to the Defense Policy Board, a high-level advisory group that 

advises the U.S. Defense Department on defense policy. According to the 

rumor, the briefer asserted among other things that ñSaudi Arabia 

supports our enemies and attacks our alliesò and that ñthe Saudis are 

active at every level of the terror chain, from planners to financiers.ò 

Commenting the rumor, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld told 

reporters on August 6 that the briefing represented the analystôs own 

opinion and went on to say: ñIt did not represent the views of the 

government, it didnôt represent the views of the Defense Policy Board.ò 

State Department spokesman Phil Reeker told reporters that these 

opinions ñdo not reflect the views of the President of the United States or 

of the U.S. Government.ò He added that Secretary of State Powell made 

that clear in a telephone call to Saudi Foreign Minister Saud al-Faysal. 

In November 2002, newsmedia reported that Princess Haifa, the 

wife of Saudi Ambassador to the United States Prince Bandar bin Sultan, 

had provided fundsð approximately $100,000 according to one articleð 

over a four-year period to a Jordanian woman (married to a Saudi citizen) 

who was in need of medical treatment. The recipient, in  September 11 

hijackers. On November 23 and 24, a senior policy advisor to Saudi 

Crown Prince Abdullah (the countryôs de facto ruler) said there is no 

evidence that Saudi Arabia provided money to the hijackers and that his 

government is determined to uncover all the facts; a Saudi Embassy 

officials said the Saudi investigation will probably be widened to 

scrutinize all gifts provided by the Embassy. Ambassador Bander told the 
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   Idem. 
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New York Times on November 26 that Saudi Arabia is a partner with the 

United States in its anti-terrorism campaign, while his wife expressed 

outrage that donations to the needy were being linked to terrorism.  

There is actually much to say about these reports alleging links 

between the Saudi authorities and the terrorists, for they emanated from 

several and varied people inside the USA and outside it. The Israelis 

were not in the rear for that kind of work. On the contrary, they 

contributed to the effort of ñunveilingò the so-called Saudi conspiracy at 

a degree unequaled. It goes without saying that they have never been 

satisfied with the ñspecial partnershipò between the USA and the Saudi 

Kingdom, out of jealousy. Moreover, if that is not because the words of 

King Abdelaziz during the famous meeting with Roosevelt about the 

Israelis are still ringing at their ears  as the proof of the ñArab hateò, then 

it is  because they are convinced that behind ñHamasò there is Saudi 

Arabia and nobody else.
144

 

Thus the long series of Saudi funding terrorism went on, with 

however a noticeable ñshiftò in the visions and the alliances : it was no 

longer the American left-wing and liberal writers who attacked Saudi 

Arabia for everything, from its intolerance toward other religions on its 

soil to its puritanical conservatism and its victimization of the women, as 

they used to do prior to 9/11. The new thing was that neo-conservative 

Americans  have been since that date leading the ñorchestraò, which was 

labeled in Saudi Arabia ñcampaign against Islamò.  

 

As the official 9/11 Commission report acknowledges, though 

"origins of the funds remains unknown". So there is a lot of speculation 

about the matter. The report says that in fact , "Bin laden and his aides 

did not need a very large sum to finance their planned attack on America. 

The 9/11 plotters eventually spent somewhere between $400,000 and 

$500,000 to plan and  conduct their attack. Consistent with the 

importance of the project, al Qaeda funded the plotters. Khaled al Sheikh 
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  See about this topic : The testimony of Matthew A. Levitt, before the US 

subcommittee on international trade and finance , committee on banking, housing and 

urban affairs, August 1, 2002, which we can read on the Washington Institute site :  

http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/media/levitt/levitt080102.htm ; and the testimony of 

Dore Gold before the US Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs on July 31, 2003, 

which also we can read on this URL : 

http://www.intelligence.org.il/eng/bu/saudi/saudi_dgb.htm .  
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http://www.intelligence.org.il/eng/bu/saudi/saudi_dgb.htm
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Mohammad provided his operatives with nearly all the money they 

needed to travel to the United States, train, and live. The plottersô 

tradecraft was not especially sophisticated, but it was good enough. They 

moved, stored, and spent their money in ordinary ways, easily defeating 

the detection mechanisms in place at the time.
145

" 

According to the same report, it does not appear that any 

government other than the Taliban financially supported al Qaeda before 

9/11, although some governments may have contained al Qaeda 

sympathizers who turned a blind eye to al Qaedaôs fund-raising activities. 

Moreover, the report adds that ñSaudi Arabia has long been considered 

the primary source of al Qaeda funding, but we have found no evidence 

that the Saudi government as an institution or senior Saudi officials 

individually funded the organization.ò This conclusion does not exclude 

the likelihood that charities with significant Saudi government 

sponsorship diverted funds to people linked to al Qaeda, without being 

aware of those ties. Still, al Qaeda reportedly found fertile fund-raising 

ground in Saudi Arabia, where extreme religious views are common and 

charitable giving was both essential to the culture and subject to very 

limited oversight, as it sought money from wealthy donors in other Gulf 

states, which, in our eyes, does not imply that all those donors were 

always aware that they were actually funding international terrorism. 

Actually, the money of Zakat is not accounted for in any Arab or 

Muslim state. If religious authorities are allowed to charge the sum 

people have to give as Zakat at each Eid, they do not interfere with who 

would acquire it ; neither do the government. Thus, people are free to 

give money to whoever they deem deserving it. The Westerners who do 

not know a lot about the system of Zakat are thus induced to think that 

the fund-backers and all those who support charities and individuals 

always know how the money would be dealt with. Nothing is more 

inaccurate. 

However, the report adds : "to date, the U.S. government has not 

been able to determine the origin of the money used for the 9/11 attacks. 

Ultimately the question is of little practical significance. Al Qaeda had 

many avenues of funding. If a particular funding source had dried up, al 

Qaeda could have easily tapped a different source or diverted funds from 
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   See 9/11 Commission Report. 
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another project to fund an operation that cost $400,000ï$500,000 over 

nearly two years." 

 

Is bin Laden as wealthy as he is said to be? 
 

The  authors of 9/11 Commission report think that Bin Laden did 

not fund al Qaeda from his personal fortune . It seems that the 

organization relied primarily on a fund-raising network developed over 

time. Thus, the CIA now estimates that it cost al Qaeda about $30 million 

per year to sustain its activities before 9/11 and that this money was 

raised almost entirely through donations. For many years, the United 

States thought Bin Laden financed al Qaedaôs expenses through a vast 

personal inheritance. Bin Laden purportedly inherited approximately 

$300 million when his father died, and was rumored to have had access 

to these funds to wage jihad while in Sudan and Afghanistan and to 

secure his leadership position in al Qaeda. In early 2000, the U.S. 

government discovered a different reality: roughly from 1970 through 

1994, Bin Laden received about $1 million per yearða significant sum, 

to be sure, but not a $300 million fortune that could be used to fund 

jihad. Then, as part of a Saudi government crackdown early in the 1990s, 

the Bin Laden family was forced to find a buyer for Usamaôs share of the 

family company in 1994.The Saudi government subsequently froze the 

proceeds of the sale. This action had the effect of divesting Bin Laden of 

what otherwise might indeed have been a large fortune. Nor were Bin 

Ladinôs assets in Sudan a source of money for al Qaeda. When Bin 

Laden lived in Sudan from 1991 to 1996, he owned a number of 

businesses and other assets. These could not have provided significant 

income, as most were small or not economically viable. When Bin Laden 

left in 1996, it appears that the Sudanese government expropriated all his 

assets: he left Sudan with practically nothing. When Bin Laden arrived in 

Afghanistan, he relied on the Taliban until he was able to reinvigorate his 

fund-raising efforts by drawing on ties to wealthy Saudi individuals that 

he had established during the Afghan war in the 1980s. Al Qaeda appears 

to have relied on a core group of financial facilitators who raised money 

from a variety of donors and other fund-raisers, primarily in the Gulf 

countries and particularly in Saudi Arabia. Some individual donors surely 

knew, and others did not, the ultimate destination of their donations. Al 

Qaeda and its friends took advantage of Islamôs strong calls for charitable 

giving, zakat. These financial facilitators also appeared to rely heavily on 

certain imams who were willing to divert zakat donations to al Qaedaôs 
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cause. Al Qaeda also collected money from employees of corrupt 

charities. It took two approaches to using charities for fund-raising. One 

was to rely on al Qaeda sympathizers in specific foreign branch offices of 

large, international charitiesðparticularly those with lax external 

oversight and ineffective internal controls, such as the Saudi-based al 

Haramain Islamic Foundation. Smaller charities in various parts of the 

globe were funded by these large Gulf charities and had employees who 

would siphon the money to al Qaeda. In addition, entire charities, such as 

the al Wafa organization, may have reportedly participated in funneling 

money to al Qaeda. In those cases, al Qaeda operatives controlled the 

entire organization, including access to bank accounts. Charities were a 

source of money and also provided significant cover, which enabled 

operatives to travel undetected under the guise of working for a 

humanitarian organization.
146

  

While we emphasize that these official views about Muslim 

charities have at last prevailed, forbidding some of them sometimes 

without sound evidence, we should recall that if infiltrating some big 

intelligence institutions was not that hard for many spies and double 

agents, with all the « professionally granted » security they are endowed 

with, then what about Charities and little associations ? It is obvious that 
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   The 9-11 Commission Report : Final Report of the National Commission on 
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the latter are an easy target for any party willing to divert them from their 

initial course. 

 

 

Arabs and Muslims charge Saudi Arabia 
 

Reaching this point, let us honestly acknowledge that the Western 

observers are not alone in charging Saudi Arabia and other Gulf States of 

the responsibility of funding the islamist nebulae. We are certainly not 

hinting to the Israelis,- it is a different matter, - but merely to Arab and 

Muslim observers , whereas some of them enjoy a certain renown in the 

Arab media. Let us take for example, the journalist Riad Najib El-Rayyes 

(founder of Al Rayyes Books). He writes : ñ The oil regimes in the Arab 

peninsula, thought that in order to protect their wealth and stability, it 

would be well advised to declare the allegiance of oil to Islam. Thus, they 

began since the seventies to fund all the islamist, salafist-fundamentalist 

movements, no matter their own commitments and loyalties in any 

country where such groups require their assistanceò
147

.  Another writer ï 

a Saudi ï did not hesitate after the murder of Saudi prince Talal Bin 

Abdulaziz Al Rasheed, by islamists in Algeria, to say : ñThose who 

killed him are those who want the word silenced (é)We have bred 

monsters. We alone are responsible for it. I have written as much before 

my personal tragedy and will continue to do so for as long as it takes. We 

are the problem and not America or the penguins of the North Pole or 

those who live in caves in Afghanistan. We are it, and those who cannot 

see this are the ones to blame. Castrated as we are, we look to America. 

Why? Because they went into Iraq and made a difference.ò
148

 

However, while this study is not exactly about the Arab reactions 

as to the issue linking terrorism and Saudi Arabia, we may still add other 

significative examples, to show that not all of those who blamed the 

policy of Saudi Arabia are Westerners or Israelis, but possibly people 

angry with Saudi Arabia, if not Saudi citizens. The following is a citation 

from a story published on the Egyptian  magazine Ruz al Youssef , by 

the deputy-editor. W. Al Abrashi says : ñI can state with certainty that 

after a very careful reading of all the documents and texts of the official 
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investigations linked to all acts of terror that have taken place in Egypt, 

from the assassination of the late president Anwar Sadate in October 

1981, up to the Luxor massacre in 1997, Saudi Arabia was the main 

station through which most of the Egyptian extremists passed, and 

emerged bearing with them terrorist thought regarding Takfir ï thought 

that they drew from the sheikhs of Wahhabism. They also bore with them 

funds they received from the Saudi charities. Apparently, we had to wait 

all these years and the September 11 explosions had to happen, and many 

other explosions that harmed Saudi Arabia's stability, for the Saudi 

authorities to understand the two dangers: 'The danger of Wahhabi Takfir 

Fatwas [and] the danger of charities, most of whose money ultimately 

flows to the treasuries of extremistsò. 
149

 

Now on the one hand, it is true that if all what has been said about 

that issue cannot be entirely inaccurate, some of it goes beyond real 

objectivity and turns out to be over-exploitation of a tragedy for political 

interests.
150

 Speaking honestly, we did not see these documents upon 

which M. Al Abrashi was building his argument, nor did he care to show 

them to his readers. Secondly, we have to say that there is no such a  

Takfir fatwa issued by the Wahhabi establisment, as far as we know, 

although we must acknowledge that some fatwas have been issued by 

Wahhabi opponents and dissidents or those called ñSahwa Sheikhsò. 

 On the other hand, as we have already hinted, this issue cannot  

summarize the economic relationship between the two countries , despite 

the extreme gravity of 9/11.  It would be fair to recognize that both 

parties share responsibility  for failing to foresee and interpret accurately 

the consequences of such common politics , like funding the jihadists and 

many Islamism groups since the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. 

We think that the responsibilty has to be shared, because as 

several scholars and observers noticed, « The Islamic jihad was 

supported by the United States and Saudi Arabia with a significant part 

                                                 
149
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of the funding generated from the Golden Crescent drug trade »
151

. Thus, 

in March 1985, President Reagan signed « National Security Decision 

Directive 166 », which authorized stepped-up covert military aid to the 

Mujahideen, and it made clear that the secret Afghan war had a new goal: 

« to defeat Soviet troops in Afghanistan through covert action and 

encourage a soviet withdrawal. The new covert US assistance began with 

a dramatic increase in arms supplies ï a steady rise to 65,000 tons 

annually by 1987, as well as a ñceaseless streamò of CIA and Pentagon 

specialists who traveled to the secret headquarters of Pakistanôs ISI on 

the main road near Rawalpindi, Pakistan. There, the CIA specialists met 

with Pakistani intelligence officers to help plan operations for the Afghan 

rebels »
152

. After a quite interesting analysis, Chossudovsky states : 

« Jane Defense Weekly confirms (é) that half of Taliban manpower and 

equipment originated in Pakistan under the ISI (é) In other words, 

backed by Pakistanôs military intelligence (ISI) which in turn was 

controlled by the CIA, the Taliban Islamic State was largely serving 

American geopolitical interests (é) No doubt, this explains why 

Washington has closed its eyes on the reign of terror imposed by the 

Taliban including the blatant derogation of womenôs rights, the closing 

down of schools for girls, the dismissal of women employees from 

government offices and the enforcement of the {Shariôa laws of 

punishment} »
153

.  

 

Is Saudi Arabia worse than other Arab States? 
 

 ñThe Saudi ruling elite is also paying for its repression and links 

to Washington, especially when contrasted with its formalistic Muslim 

pietyò, says Doug Bandow 
154

.  Explaining what was happening in these 
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last years, he says : ñwith 70 percent of government revenues (and 40 

percent of gross domestic product) derived from oil sales, the drop in 

energy prices since the early 1980s has caused economic pain in Saudi 

Arabia ; per capita GDP has dropped from $28,600 in 1981 to less than 

$7,000 in 2002. Unemployment  is  estimated at 15 percent overall and 

20 percent for those under 30ò. That has helped generate deep undertones 

of unrest, but the discontented feel helpless to promote political change. 

Criticism tends to be expressed through religious leaders. Before his 

death, Saudi novelist Abdurrahman Munif warned that the ñsituation 

produces a desperate citizenry, without a sense of dignity or belonging.ò 

Neil  MacFarquhar of the New York Times notes : ñIn another country 

Mr. bin Laden might have become an opposition politician rather than a 

holy warrior. But Saudi Arabia brooks no dissent.ò 

Yet, while focusing on this negative side in Saudi Arabia, some 

observers fail to see that it is just a detail in a worse picture. If held 

together ï with all its details ï the picture of the Arab world does not 

offer to the observer much hope about freedom and democracy. Maybe 

this is going to change, but so far the Arab regimes were not front-

runners for democracy. To be sure, Bin Ladenôs recruits (the army of al 

Qaeda, that is) come from all the Arab and Muslim countries,  assuming : 

1) that none of them could join the democratic opposition, because there 

is simply  no such a thing as what we call democratic opposition ; 2) that 

even if such an opposition exists , the radical islamists being as they are -

prone to violent action ï would not join it. 

 ñSenior clerics live well on the government payroll and therefore 

lack credibilityò, says Doug Bandow. Yet, he omits to say that such is 

still the case in the rest of the Arab world. Saudi Arabia does not hold the 

exclusivity of that demeanor
155

. Better : Maybe those clerics are allowed 

more freedom in Saudi Arabia than their colleagues in other Arab 

countries, wherein the sermons of Friday and the Eid prayers are written 

down by a bureaucrat in the Ministry of religious affairs and circulated 

all over the country for the imamsô usage. The reason for that is simple : 

the ruler must be granted that people in the mosques hear but praises for 

his own rule
156

. 
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 The Americans do know anyway that the ability of some Muslim 

governments to helping the United States win greater understanding for 

its policies and objectives ñis limited by their own lack of credibilityò as 

a Blueprint for action asserts 
157

.  Decades of controlled press reporting, 

government-owned broadcastingðwhich did little beyond televising 

footage from government meetingsðand extravagant lies have undercut 

public trust, the report says.  

A « related barrier to trust has been erected by Usama bin Laden 

and his spokesmen, who have argued that impious Muslims and infidels 

have constructed a vast edifice of lies intended to conceal the true nature 

of reality from honest Muslims », says the Blueprint
158

.  The implicit 

claim is that any assertion by the United States or its « Muslim puppets » 

is necessarily false. The truth can be inferred as the opposite of whatever 

the United States says. As an example, when the United States elected to 

support the road map for Israeli-Palestinian peace, bin Laden denounced 

it as a sly maneuver that was actually intended to enslave Palestinians. 

Similarly, Western intervention on behalf of Muslims in the Balkans has 

been dismissed as a ruse to further the denigration of Muslims. Another 

impediment to a U.S. partnership with local governments in an effort to 

foster dialogue and improve Americaôs image lies within these 

governments themselves. The Blueprint gives the example of  the 

Egyptian and Saudi governments, which « do not only permit but 

deliberately echo and reinforce anti-American themes in a bid to buttress 

their popular legitimacy. This policy, generally defended in a 

disingenuous way as respect for free expression, is a key element of their 

strategy for clinging to power while avoiding serious reforms »
159

. The 

conclusion the authors deduce is : ñWe therefore need to bear in mind, as 

we contemplate ways to enlist these governments in a campaign to 

improve Muslim understanding of the United States, that we will in 

effect be asking them to undercut their own perceived interestsò
160

. 
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Actually, such a behaviour has to be understood within its 

context : American policy in the Middle East is not very popular, as 

Washington is today aware. Yet, what the blueprint called « disingenious 

way » may be the recourse of the weak not the powerful in what concerns 

international relations. The Arab regimes ï Saudi Arabia and Egypt are 

by no means the only cases ï represent the weak party, indeed, in front of 

a Superpower having its own interests and goals. Understandably, their 

governments do not wish to be taken for « puppets ». Anyway, this is 

also the case of other nations. Even among Western allies, there is more 

and more distancing following criticism and opposition to the American 

schemes. Either in France or in Germany, such positions kept the 

governments away from the war against Saddam Hussein. In Great 

Britain, M.Tony Blairôs position has been threatened by opponents in his 

own party, because of his « unconditional » alliance with M. Bush.  

 

 

More questions to answer 
 

Rightly, Rachel Bronson observes that ñduring the Cold War, 

Saudi Arabiaôs religiosity was considered an asset in the struggle against 

godless communism. Today, its religious activism poses a significant 

threat. Saudi money has supported some of the most anti-American 

mosques and schools across the globeò
161

.  

There is, however, much more to say about this subject. Let us 

mention for example the report of Freedom House in 2005, Saudi 

Publications On Hate Ideology Fill American Mosques, with a foreword 

by James Woolsey, former Director of CIA(1993-95), and thereafter 

Chairman of Freedom House. In his introduction adapted from a 

testimony before the House Committee on International Relations 

Subcommittee on the Middle East and South Asia, Woolsey says : ñUntil 

less than thirty years ago, our relations with the Saudis were generally 

smooth. We were on the same side in the cold war, and the Saudis valued 

our support (and we theirs) against Soviet influence in the Mideast. Of 

course the oil embargo of 1973 created major stress, but the watershed 

                                                                                                                        
anti-Americanism of Iran is detached from a population that is effectively pro-

American. One common thread uniting anti-Americanism across the region is that it is 

propagated by various powerful interest groups within the countries. 
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  Rachel Bronson, Issue Brief, August 2004, Council on Foreign Relations.  
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year was 1979, when Khomeini came to power in Iran and extremists 

took over the holiest of Islamôs shrines, the Mosque in Mecca, which was 

under the protection of the Saudi King; it was reclaimed by the Saudis 

only after substantial loss of both life and face.ò That is the year Woolsey 

defined as that of the beginning shift in Saudi endeavor. He says :  ñThe 

Saudis chose after the twin shocks of that year to strike a Faustian 

bargain with the Wahhabi sect and not only to accommodate their views 

about propriety, pious behavior, and Islamic law, but effectively to turn 

over education in the Kingdom to them and later to fund the expansion 

into Pakistan and elsewhere of their extreme, hostile, anti-modern, and 

anti-infidel form of Islam. The other side of the bargain was that if the 

Wahhabis would concentrate their attacks on, essentially, the U.S. and 

Israel, the Saudi elite would get a more-or-less free ride from the 

Wahhabis and the corruption within the Kingdom would be overlooked.ò 

This is quite a strange talk coming from a man who was in charge of the 

most important intelligence Agency in the USA (CIA), for the inevitable 

questions are then : Where was America in that ñFaustianò Bargain? Was 

Washington being marginalized by this queer shift in Saudi policy?  If 

such was the case, then how would we explain the tight cooperation that 

went on and on years during between the Saudi authorities, the Pakistani 

ISI and the CIA over topics of mobilization of the international islamist 

network and assistance to the Mujahideens?  

Following the consequences implied by Woolseyôs argument, we 

are undubitably confronted to a dilemma of logic : Either Washington 

was aware of the shift in Saudi policy and despite this decided to carry on 

its tight cooperation with Ryadh. Therefore, there is no excuse for the 

American behaviour and no reproach at the Saudi. Or, Washington was 

unaware of the Saudi shift , which has been discovered recently (!!!), and 

this is even worse. May a Superpower afford to be so naïve? What would 

we say if such were really the case with the ex-Soviet Union during the 

Cold War, although there is definitely no possible comparison with Saudi 

Arabia that has never been perceived as an enemy in the USA? 

   

 Yet, aware of the extreme importance of the relationship and the 

difficulty of reducing it to the dark dimensions created by a disaster that 

nobody could really control, R. Bronson put the focus on the greatest 

challenges facing the two countries, such as the growing number of 

young, poorly educated, unemployed Saudis. ñAccording to the United 

Nations, 39 % of the population is under the age of 15. In 1980, Saudi 

gross domestic product was 15,500 per capita, $ 2,500 more than the 
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comparable US figure. Now itôs closer to $ 7,500, almost $ 25,000 less 

than the US amount. Job creation has not kept pace with the growing 

population, and Saudi Arabiaôs education system ï which emphasizes 

memorization and religious training ï is producing graduates ill-equipped 

to work in a modern, globalized economy. Debate had begun in Saudi 

Arabia before September 11 about how to handle these challenges. Since 

then these problems have appeared on Washingtonôs radar screen ï 

because unemployed and disaffected youth seem to provide recruitment 

pool for al Qaeda and other extremist groups.ò
162

 Thereupon, the author 

of the paper
163

suggested that the following issues were likely to be raised 

during the presidential campaign: 

« - Should the United States actively promote democracy in Saudi 

Arabia and, if so, how?  

- Is Saudi Arabia doing enough to clamp down on terrorist 

financing?  

- Is there anything the United States can do about the large 

number of undereducated Saudi youth?  

- Would a more rigorous energy conservation policy make 

Americans more secure? »
164

 

The questions upon which the 2004 presidential campaign 

focused were however more concerned with the Iraqi problem than with 

Saudi Arabia. Yet, Bronsonôs questions sound however still attracting the 

attention of both American and Saudi leaders and thinkers, beyond the 

simple event of the presidential elections in the USA. Their pertinence to 

the US-Saudi current state of relations make them of a particular interest 

to Republicans and Democrats. 

In November 1999, for example, King Fahd himself stated that 

"the world is heading for...globalization" and that "it is no longer possible 

for [Saudi Arabia] to make slow progress." In the context of successfully 

becoming integrated into the global economy, Fahd also emphasized the 

importance of regional unity among Gulf states , economically, 

politically, and militarily. Along these lines, a customs union among 

GCC countries was agreed upon at the December 1999 GCC summit, 

which would take effect only in March 2005. Currently, goods from 

GCC countries are exempt from all Saudi import duties, as long as 40% 

of their value has been added within the GCC and the producing 
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company is owned at least 51% by GCC citizens. The GCC has also 

agreed to impose a common set of Value Added Taxes (VATs) beginning 

in 2005.  

Yet , the security and economic matters being quite close , some 

additional questions remain seeking an answer. According to the 

Petroleum Economist, ñThe consequences of a disruption  to Saudi oil 

supplies amid already tight supply and demand conditions would be 

devastating for the global economy.ò
165

  Saudi Arabia takes the security 

of its oil very seriously. Although details of the kingdomôs security 

budget are classified, analysts estimate the Saudis spent around $5.5 

billion in 2003 and increased security expenditures by 50 percent in 

2004. According to a recent assessment in Janeôs Intelligence Review, in 

the past two years the Saudi government has allocated an extra $750 

million to enhance security at all its facilities.  

 In the spring of 2004, however, the growing band of jihadists in 

Saudi Arabia succeeded in sending shock waves through the global 

energy industry without even firing a single shot at any physical oil 

infrastructure. A twenty-five-hour rampage of attacks on foreign oil-

workers in Al-Khobar, the heart of Saudi refining operations, topped a 

month of increasingly bloody attacks that seemed to mark an 

intensification of the militantsô campaign against Western interests in the 

kingdom.  

 To summarize briefly the current challenges , it is believed that 

socioeconomic and political malaise in Saudi Arabia raises concerns over 

the internal stability of the regime in the medium term. Some American 

observers think that it would be imprudent to place much weight on the 

Saudi pillar as long as serious structural and political internal reform 

remains off the agenda. Saudi Arabia is said to be the case of a 

conservative regime blocking any avenue of domestic dissent except that 

which it most fearsðradical Islamðand therefore tries to manage. It is 

also believed that to build a more stable regional system that will pose 

less of a burden to external powers and reverse the growth of extremism, 

reform of the regionôs political, economic, social, andðas just notedð

defense structures is essential. Reform also at last seems feasible, now 

that some of the Gulf Arab regimes admit that they must permit pluralism 

and provide better administration. But precipitate and externally forced 
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democratization may lead to short-term destabilization without any 

assurance of long-term gains. 

 ñThe key-questionò, writes The Middle East Report 
166

 ñis not 

whether democracy is compatible with Islam but whether democracy is 

compatible with oilò. 

 This view is however flawed with a clear prejudice. To the 

contrary, we think that under the pressure of the events, the Gulf is 

already changing, and that the change may even be more rapid and more 

structured than in other Arab countries , particularly in North Africa 
167

. 

The oil rich countries of the Gulf have not invented Arab 

authoritarianism. There are other Arab and Muslim states much more 

rude to their own people, which are also deprived of the Gulf sources of 

wealth. We do not think that to be deprived of such a wealth gives any 

state the privilege of being more democratic or more able to operate the 

shift toward democracy. On the contrary, this is a serious handicap : as 

we know, none of the Western democratic countries is poor. Is 

democracy then the luxury of the rich ? This is a question that deserves to 

be further investigated. 

The Gulf has an advantage, though : it owns the means to 

achieving its own reform, to master its own destiny. Neither Saudi 

Arabia nor the other GCC states rely on the foreign assistance for their 

own subsistence and survival, as do other Arab countries. Thus, the 

change will be embedded within the specific social and political regional 

framework , and it may even go beyond any expectation, once started.
168

 

Yet, it has to come from inside. 
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   The Democracy Agenda in the Arab World, Middle East Report, n°174,  
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   Each regime that has instituted elections and similar reforms among those 

latter, has been compelled to do so by mass insurrections : Egypt in 1977 and 1986, 

Tunisia and Morocco in 1984, Algeria in 1988 , and Jordan in 1989. 
168

  Just look at the little revolution Qatar achieved in the media vista of the whole 

Arab world when it launched Al Jazeerah TV. It is indubitable  that Al Jazeerah 

changed completely and rapidly the way people in the Arab world look at their own 

media.  
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Chapter III  
________________ 

Strategic ramifications 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 Apparently, the US government has decided to bring the changes 

it views as « necessary » in the whole Middle East, just after 9/11. The 

first objection to this plan is related to its legitimacy: on which grounds 

the Americans may claim a right to make changes in foreign countries?  

 Legitimacy claims are related to power. Two contrasting types of 

power are of special interest to us here: power derived from a 

constellation of interests that develops on a formally free market, and 

power derived from established authority that allocates the right to 

command and the duty to obey. The latter is obviously not the case of the 

USA in the Arab world, then, what about the former?  

 That case is exactly what Max Weber proposed to call 

ñdominationò (Herrschaft): he used the example of a large central bank 

that dominates potential debtors by virtue of its monopolistic position in 

the credit market. Though such a bank can impose conditions for the 

granting of credit, it does not exercise authority and the debtors submit to 

it in their own interest. If the bank controls credit institutions by virtue of 

its central position, however, it may attempt currency management or the 

control of the business cycle through regulations and special agencies 

that approximate the formal authority of government. This example 

illustrates that the constellation of interests between a central bank and its 

debtors may shade off into an authority relationship between that bank 

and the ñmember banksò of a national banking system. This kind of 

domination ï to use Weberôs term ï is similar to the system whereby the 

USA has been trying to hook its potential clients ï among the Arab and 

Muslim states ï into its own strategy. 

 Ostensibly, the globalization played the largest part in catching 

the candidates to such a game, especially in the aftermath of the Berlin 

wall collapse.  
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 If domination involves a reciprocal relationship between rulers 

and ruled inside a determined country, the same may be said on a broader 

scale. On the international scene, - between states, that is - there are no 

rulers and ruled, though, but sovereign states. Theoretically, all the UN 

members are associates in the same system. However, just a look at the 

structure of the International Security Council is enough to persuade us 

that there is no equality between the States. Hence, it is right to deduce 

that what underlies the relations between the States is more related to the 

power balance than to any formal equality. These are precisely 

domination bonds. 

 ñDominationò, notes Reinhard Bendix ñrequires an administrative 

staff to execute commands, and, conversely, all administration requires 

domination in that the power of command over the staff must be vested 

in an individual or a group of individualsò
169

. Yet, we are still far from 

answering the question about the legitimacy of change.  

 To make it happen, there must be some kind of identification in 

purposes between the local elite to which the political change assumedly 

incur, and the eventual international ñadvisersò,- in this case the US 

government. The local elite would thus act as if it were carrying out a 

project that is profitable for both parties: the foreign adviser and the 

natives. 

 The local elite cannot perform such a task, though, without 

legitimating its own domination. A government that has no credibility 

inside its own country cannot achieve a profitable reform for its citizens, 

and much less for the foreign supporter. 

 ñIn Weberôs view beliefs in the legitimacy of a system of 

domination are not merely philosophical matters. They can contribute to 

the stability of an authority relationshipò
170

. Weber saw only three 

principles of legitimation ï each related to a corresponding type of 

ñapparatusò- that have been used to justify the power of command: 

 -1- ñLegal domination exists where a system of rules that is 

applied judicially and administratively in accordance with ascertainable 

principles is valid for all members of the corporate group (é) 

 -2- Traditional domination is based on the belief in the legitimacy 

of an authority that óhas always existedô. The persons exercising the 

                                                 
169

  Reinhard Bendix, Max Weber, an intellectuel portrait, a Doubleday Anchor 

Book, 1962, p 292. 
170

   R.Bendix, op.Cit, p 294 . 
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power of command generally are masters who enjoy personal authority 

by virtue of their inherited status (é) 

 -3- Charismatic domination (é) the power of command may be 

exercised by a leader ï whether he is a prophet, hero, or demagogue ï 

who can prove that he possesses charisma by virtue of magical powers, 

revelations, heroism, or other extraordinary giftsò
171

. 

 

  At first glance, the message about the necessity of change has 

reached its destination at least in two countries, where the local elite 

identified its own interests with those of the American government: 

Afghanistan and Iraq. Yet, we have to remark that in both countries 

change did not happen from inside, but was rather imposed after a war. 

The Palestinian case is the third corner in the US triangular strategy that 

adopted change in the Middle East as one of its goals, as it has been 

advocated by some American analysts, in a document titled Wiser Peace, 

- issued by the CSIS
172

. 

 However, in the case of Saudi Arabia precisely, there is probably 

a problem, and not a little one. First, despite the « discovery » that not  

everybody is kindly disposed towards the Americans and the Westerners 

in the Saudi kingdom ï as everywhere -, since 9/11 and because of it, the 

Saudi Royal family is still considered a precious ally and friend of the 

USA. Indeed, some people may evoke the case of the Pahlavi and other 

ñfriends and alliesè of the USA who, when confronted to the ire of their 

own people, were just unable to get any assistance from the USA. That is 

why the Saudi Royal family has also an obvious interest in introducing 

the necessary reform and allowing more public and individual freedom to 

the citizens. Secondly, the Saudi opposition is not all honey and milk: 

some of its components are radical Islamists even more puritanical, more 

conservative, and more hardliner than any Wahhabi sheikh entrusted with 

the official power of the State . This opposition is active inside the 

kingdom (in the underground) and outside it. Indeed, it is asking also for 

change, but what kind of change? To be sure, it is not the kind that would 

get the admiration of the West. The case of Iran since the revolution is 

clear enough. Therefore, if the West is well disposed toward social and 
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political changes in the arabo-islamic world, it is unlikely that a slip 

toward the far-right ultra-conservative Islamism is welcome. What to do 

with that opposition? That is the question! Thirdly, When some assume 

that the opposition elite may be considered as a key element in any 

change intended in the arabo-islamic world, and could be trusted as such, 

is this implying only the liberal opposition, or all the sensibilities from 

the left-wing to the Islamists, the Panarabists and the rest? The question 

is important, because of what we notice concerning some prejudgements, 

pre-held positions and ñparti-prisò in the West toward such or such 

political group or organization. Anyway, it is understood that this is not 

an American or a Western problem; the internal struggle would select 

those who will lead the change. Hezbollah or Hamas may be considered 

terrorist organizations in the USA or Israel. However, in Lebanon, the 

former is already represented in the parliament, and the latter will soon 

find its way to it in the Palestinian territories
173

. The foreign powers can 

hardly impose their choice on these issues. If the Americans have had to 

choose really who will rule Iraq, would they have chosen the Daôwa 

party or the SCIRI 
174

? This is unlikely. 

  

 

In fact, it seems that the USA policy in the Middle East is 

confronted to paradoxical options: on the one hand, as a report of Rand 

Corporation confirms 
175

, after the devastating September 11, 2001, 

attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, « the suppression of 

terrorism rose to the fore of U.S. concerns in the Middle East. Al Qaeda 

and other radical Islamist groups draw heavily on the Arab and Muslim 

world for recruits and funding. In addition, much of their violence and 

propaganda is directed at destabilizing Middle Eastern regimes that are 

friendly to the United States. Thus, the United States must confront risks 

on a governmental level, helping its regional partners secure themselves 

against terrorist-generated instability, and at a popular level to ensure that 

nationals in Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Tunisia, Yemen, or other states in the 

region do not join terrorist groups or provide them with financial or other 

assistance »
176

. In other terms, in order to fight international terrorism, 
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