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SAUDI ARABIA: CHANGING PATTERNS OF POLITICAL MOBILISATION
AND PARTICIPATION

by Steffen Hertog

I ntroduction

This paper will pull together various drands of research on Saudi history and poalitics
which | have been pursuing during the last four years, putting them into comparative
perspective in the context of our project. Due to my historica-inditutiondist take on
Saudi politics, the paper’s proposed dructure is largely higtorica, focusing on the
formation of politicd inditutions in Saudi Arabia dnce the 1950s and how these
ingtitutions have shaped the responses of various political actors to criSs events since
the 1990/91 Gulf war.

The man point | will make is tha there has been much less change in the conduct of
politics and state-society relations than in the republics under study. This does not mean
that there has not been a certain convergence of systems in the Arab world — but this
mogly is because the republics have shed their populis mobilizational structures, which
Saudi Arabia never had. Recent moves to creste ostenshly representative, formal-
corporatist inditutions in Saudi Arabia have not resulted in subgtantid change in the
paternd, dientdig politicd drategies of the regime, which Hill define the essence of
Saudi politics The new corpordtist inditutions largely remain sate-dependent and have
little popular outreech — which mekes them surprisngly smilar to the formerly
influentid, but now largely dissmboweed parties, unions and syndicates of other Arab
dates. One point in which Saudi Arabia paradoxicaly differs from both Morocco and
the formerly populist republics is that it has been more successful in keeping up its
digributiond, inclusve socio-economic agenda — which has never been tied to politica
mobilization, however.

Sour ces and method

The sources for my peper consst of press and government materid, interviews with
“civil society” and regime representatives in Saudi Arabia as wel as oppostiond
documents. | will dso draw on the growing theoreticdly informed secondary literature
on palitica change in Saudi Arabia, which is much more subgtantid now than only five
years ago. In its higorica pat, the paper will draw on archivad materid from the
Indtitute of Public Adminigration in Riyadh, the Public Record Office in Kew/London,
US Siate Depatment documents, as well as the Mulligan Pepers collection at
Georgetown University and a number of other private paper collections.

My method is historica sociology, broadly spesking. | use the documentary record to
trace the formation and change of socid inditutions, both forma and informa, which
define Saudi politics My main concern in the context of out project is with how these
deeply rooted inditutions delimit and shape current political change. The paper is not
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wedded to a specific andyticd mode of politicd economy, cass andyss, politica
anthropology or “datist” analyss. | rather use the toolkit of politicadl sociology liberaly
asit is goplicable to the Saudi case.

The paper will sart with a substantid higtorical section that maps out how the paternd
clientdism of the Saudi polity was constructed and expanded between the 1950s and the
1980s, and how non-date socid actors were fragmented or co-opted, leaving royaty
and bureaucracy as man active condituents of the polity. | will then discuss a number
of chdlenges to the regime induding non-date Idamis mobilization, and how these
were dedt with through established dructures of represson and, more importantly, co-
optation. The empiricad section of the paper will conclude with a discusson of recent
corporatist initistives by the regime, explaning how thus far they represent a
modernization of the regimes politicad paterndism a bedt, but no subgtantia politica
change. The fina section will put the Saudi case in comparative perspective, dso briefly
discussing other casesin the Gulf which are not addresses by out project in detail.

Saudi history as history of the Saudi state

The history of modern Saudi politics is to a large extent the higtory of the modern Saudi
date and its dites. It was a smdl dite which created the early Saudi sae through
conquest and dliances with local notables in the 1920s and 1930s. Before the new State
could become an arena for truly nationa politics, oil income skewed power reations
between regime and society, dlowing date dites to build quickly growing bureaucratic
and digributive inditutions without having to engage in negotiations with larger socid
groups.

Non-date actors grew increasngly dependent on date and regime paronage and
became (or remained) politically fragmented. Never in modern Saudi higtory did socid
forces form or act independently of the state on a nationd leve. Tribes were settled and
co-opted, with the triba leadership remaning rdevant only on the locd levd. Those
urban notables who were willing to cooperate with the regime preserved their local
daus, but usudly became dients of the royd family, their range of action typicaly
geographicdly circumscribed to ther region of origin. Busness was dlowed to thrive,
but in the shadow of the state, dependent on various forms of handouts and fragmented
regiondly. Between the 1950s and the 1980s, it was the regime and its digtributiona
networks which largely defined Saudi palitics.

Patterns and games of patronage: personalized

The sysem has been held together through patronage of two kinds. personaized and
indtitutionalized. Persondized patronage can be captured through concepts of patron
client relaions as developed in the anthropologicd literature — princes as patrons,
smaler princes, bureaucrals or busnessmen as clients, bureaucrats as patrons, ad
recipients, small-scale shop owners or “paper pushers’ as clients etc.

It is important is to remember that peatronage is multi-layered in various ways and

should not be reduced to smple dyadic reationships. Even if understood as complex
phenomenon within larger inditutiond contexts, however, it remans defined by
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inequality of resources and power, its smdl-scae nature and its cgpacity to undermine
coditions of eguas. Tokens of exchange from the patrons dde can be jobs,
bureaucratic protection and access, money, contracts and other state services. Clients
reciprocate by spreading the good word about their patrons, representing ther interests
in lower reaches of the system, and gahering information for them. A larger dientage
imparts socid and political prestige.

In the absence of other political inditutions or groupings, <Sructures of persond
paronage have often been the defining festure in the politics of the Saudi dite
Smilaly, it has been important in bringing ever larger numbers of Saudis into the fold
of the sate as clients of growing numbers of princes, bureaucrats and other figures with
access to date resources. It has adso been important in defusing political crises, as the
regime has tended to prefer co-optation of oppostion over outright represson —
dthough this was less so the case under rather harsh King Faisd than under his
successors, who alowed former oppostionists back into the fold in the 1970s and
1980s, co-opting many a bright young Arab nationdig into the growing Saudi date
apparatus.

Patter ns of patronage: institutional

Indtitutiond patronage has become increasngly important with this expandon of the
Saudi gate and its “swdlowing” of large swathes of Saudi society in the boom decade
of the 1970s. The term as used here denotes the forma structures of didtribution,
broadly defined, with which the increasingly complex Saudi state has been reaching out
to various larger condtituencies in society on a large scale and through forma means. It
is an unegqua exchange involving ddimited groups of actors which, like personalized
patronage, undermines the formation of autonomous horizontal groups. It usudly
involves jobs, subsdies and public services of various kinds. It can be intertwined with
persona patronage on asmall scale, but cannot be reduced to it.

The mogt important means of ingtitutiond patronage has been bureaucratic employment,
which has contributed to the “datizing” of socid groups and to the creation of new,
fragmented socia formations dependent on the state” — most notably the so-called ‘new
middle class’, which is not redly a dass a dl, but an incoherent melange of various
professond groups which are dependent on various date indtitutions. State employment
has aso hdped to control and fragment tribes through employment in the Nationd
Guard. Smilarly, Saudi ulama have been bureaucratized, not least by “granting” them a
control over a vaiety of date inditutions such as the Minigry of Judtice, the mord
police and dggnificant pats of the education sysem — which gives them locd
ingtitutiona power, but aso makes them subservient to state leaders.

One might object that subjects in many other political systems are playing comparable
roles in date apparatuses and are benefiting from public services on a smilar scae.
Wha is more important, however, is the historica proportion of State and societd
resources. Saudi societal resources have been much smaller than those of the state for a
long time for exactly the decades during which the rules of Saudi politics were written

1 What Michael Ross calls the “group formation effect” of rentier states; Ross, Michael. ‘ Does oil hinder
democracy?, World Politics, Val. 53, No. 3 (April 2001), pp. 325-361.
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and a natiiond framework was established. Consdering the very low development leve
of pre-oil Saudi society, relative dependence on the date has been much more
pronounced than in any nonrentier dae (and 0 has incidentaly, the clientdist
entittement thinking that goes dong with sustained exigence of direct and indirect Sate

support).

The corollary of omnipresent, state-centred patronage in Saudi Arabia is the absence of
lage-scde socid movements with any serious clam to autonomy from the regme.
With didribution as the prevaent mode of economic interaction, conventionad class
formation was stymied? Distributiond states alow structures of kinship and primordia
identities to flourish, often to the detriment of programmeatic poalitics.

Lefti and nationdist parties in the 1950s and 1960s were wesk and fragmented in
socid and regiond terms. An incipient labour movement only exised in the Eadern
Province, where US-owned oil company Aramco was the only entity to employ a
aufficient number of workers in one place to enable unionization attempts. As these
atempts had little nationa resonance, they were successfully crushed® While a labour
class never developed, the budness classes of the various Saudi regions quickly grew
dependent on date and roya patronage, as the size of state contracts outstripped any
private profit opportunities. With old socid actors losng their coherence and new
groups growing up as creatures of the date, Saudi society in generd remained
fragmented and politicaly unmobilized. Independent organization of political interests
was sddom demanded and never condoned. As far as the Saudi regime experienced
crises in the 1950s and 1960s, these resulted from conflicts within the royd family
rather than bottom-up pressures from society.

Diffeeent from dl other socio-economic groups, busness has developed some
coherence as a class in recent decades, as sustained rent recycling has increased its
autonomous resources and graduad managerid maturation has made it capable of
catering to private demand and competing regiondly.* It remains, however, a class
without palitics, as its limited demands ae channded through corporatist ingitutions
such as chambers of commerce or economic policy commissons, keeping it separate
from politics a large® — a feat thet is easy to achieve considering the underdeveloped
date of other forms of political mohilization.

Mobilizing against the paternal order

This is not to deny tha Saudi Arabia has seen phases of sdient oppostional
mobilization. The fate of these movements however illusrates the reslience and

2 Cf. Vandewalle, Dirk. Libya since independence: oil and state building (Ithaca: Cornell University Press
1998).

3 Robert Vitalis, America’s Kingdom: mythmaking on the Saudi oil frontier (Stanford University Press
2006).

# Giacomo Luciani, * Saudi Arabian business: from private sector to national bourgeoisie’, in Paul Aarts,
Gerd Nonneman (eds.), Saudi Arabia in the balance: political economy, society, foreign affairs (L ondon:
Hurst 2005), pp. 144-181

® Steffen Hertog, * Modernizing without democratizing? The introduction of formal politicsin Saudi
Arabid, International Politics and Society, 3/2006.
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flexibility of Saudi politicd paterndism more than the potentid for broad oppostiond
coditions.

The fully developed Saudi date saw its firgt politicd crises unfolding in late 1979: The
uprisng of Saudi Shiites in the Eastern Province and the occupation of the Holy
Mosgue in Mecca. Both, athough they shook the ruling dlites, were delimited problems
which did not leed to politica activation of the bulk of Saudi society. Many Sunni
Saudis have little sympathy for Shiite clams for recognition. The absence of nont
identitarian politicad ideologies in Saudi Arabia to which the Shiites could have atached
their demands dlows the regime to play divide-and-rule. The problem could be nestly
quarantined in the Eastern Province, and — in classcd Al Saud fashion — dleviated
through increesed expenditure on regiond development, increesng inditutiona
patronage.

The Juhayman revolt in Mecca ddivered a deeper psychologicad blow to the rulers, but
its very extremeness aso underlined the isolation of Juhayman's group in Saudi society.
The retrograde and millenarian nature of his movement might dso be interpreted as the
unwitting success of Saudi dae-builders in - suppressng  broader-based, reditic
oppostiond ideologies — at least for the time being. Although the Mecca events made a
dent in the Al Saud' s credihiility, they had no problems crushing the movement itself.

The 1980s, dthough a decade of economic crigs, were pretty cdm in politica terms.
Political debate, as far as it occurred, tended to focus on culturd and mora issues, as a
new generation of educated young Saudis questioned the rdatively liberd dtitudes of
the socidly mobile generation of the 1960s and 1970s. The locations for these debates
were literary clubs and Idamic charities, not political organizations. These venues al
were licensed and controlled by the state.

Dexpite this, the Idamicaly inclined intdligentsa (the “sahwd’) did have a rather large
leeway to organize in various culturd, educationd and charitable inditutions. Having
no clealy defined socio-economic base, it gill is the closest gpproximation to a “new
middle class’ movement Saudi Arabia has thus far seen — condging of students,
educated professionals and lower-rank Idamic scholars.

It was after the Gulf war of 1990/91 that a consderable component of the Idamic
networks of the 1980s became poaliticized, openly demanding an Idamization of the
public sphere and an Idamic foreign policy from the regime, as well as an end to the Al
Saud date's corruption and favoritism. The emergence of the paliticized sahwa from
within  formaly date-controlled indtitutions (universities, charities etc.) reveded the
ambiguity of the Saudi dtae€'s ubiquity: While its patronage reeches virtudly dl parts of
Saudi society, it has in itsdf, in parts, become so amorphous and fragmented that the
leadership cannot dways control what happens in dl of its sectors — specificdly those
sectors given some internd  autonomy due to their specific role of reproducing the
date's Idamic ideology, which requires minima credibility and therefore freedom from
too overt regime interference.

In Saudi Arabia more than perhaps anywhere else, politics often happens within the
date. Pogtions within the fragmented date can give resources and opportunities to
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actors, which explains the sahwas relaive organizationa successes. However, actors
within the dtate aso tend to have more to lose. This puts condraints on them which
groups outsde of the state would not be subject to. It can force them to engage in
unusud trade-offs — most <diently, they might decide to pursue ther ams by having
themsaves co-opted; a process that tends to appear at best peculiar and a worst
duplicitous to outsde observers, but which can be entirdy rationd and socialy
acceptable in the Saudi context. Oppostiond bargaining with the regime in Saudi
Arabia can be intricate and functions according to rules that are different from both
democratic-pluraist systems and the harsher autocraciesin the rest of the Arab world.

Such barganing arguably helps to explan why the sahwis oppostiond movement
which reached its gpogee in 1994 fizzled out subsequently and has not been revived
snce. To be sure, the Saudi dtate deployed a measure of coercion to stop sahwist
demondrations, and the two most prominent sahwist leaders (Sdman Al-Awdah and
Safar Al-Hawdi) were imprisoned for five years. At the same time, however, subtler
means of pressure were used — such as threats to the public careers of activists — and
incentives for cooperation were given. Remarkably, both leaders now have been more
or less co-opted by the regime, taking part in regime-sponsored intellectud events and
abgaining from anti-government rhetoric. Many other sshwist preachers now are firmly
in the government camp, some of them enjoying consderable prestige and resources as
regime-sponsored  intdlectuas. Once agan, the Saudi leaders paternd willingness to
admit unruly subjects back into the flock has defused and divided oppostion activism;
as had happened severd times before, be it with leftits or with errant princes. The
Saudi date easily had enough resources to cope with an oppostion that only had a
vague program and ardaively thin socio-economic bassin theintdligentsa

The corporatist reaction

King Fahd's regime aso reacted with a number of indtitutiona reforms in 1992/93: the
promulgation of a “basic law”, a new law on regiond governance, and the creation of
the appointed quas-paliament, the Mglis Al-Shura The basic law more or less
inditutiondlized authoritarian rules of governance which had long snce been in force
informdly, and the regiond reform has had litle impact on actud governorate
dructures. The Malis was a more innovative reform step, athough one that had been
pondered a various occasions for more than 30 years. It dso was a first significant step
towards the inditutiondization of public debate which has further progressed under
Crown Prince and later King Abdallah.

As | have argued dsewhere, this inditutiondization is best cgptured with the concept of
state corporatism:® the state-led credtion of various “interest groups’ which are granted
a representational monopoly by the State and are organized aong nor-competing,
functiond lines to take care of the various components of society, while ultimate control
of palitics remains in the hands of the regime, which done has the license to bring the
various interests together.

® Steffen Hertog, ‘ The new corporatism in Saudi Arabia: limits of formal politics’, in: Abdulhadi Khalaf,
Giacomo Luciani (eds.), Constitutional reformand political participation in the Gulf (Dubai: Gulf
Research Center 2006), pp. 241-276
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Saudi Arabia has not yet seen another phase of oppostiond mobilization as in the early
1990s. It has however seen a number of political crises since 2001: the soul-searching
induced by 9/11 and the domestic politica violence snce 2003 have emboldened Saudi
intellectuds of various hues to once agan ask for political reform. Agan, Idamigs
(often with a sahwist background) have been the best-organized and persgtent in ther
petitioning, athough there have adso been severd Joetitions in which liberd and Idamigt
intdlectuas joined hands to ask for a palitica opening.

Corporatisn has been the regime€s man response. With Abddlah a the hdm, the
willingness to dlow for controlled public debate has become much greater. A the same
time, Abdalah's regime has worked towards channding debate into State-controlled
inditutions, in line with his generdly dronger rdiance on forma mechanisms of
governance (possibly a drategy to deimit the informa powers of other senior princes).
Abdalah might aso recognize that as Saudi society has grown larger, more complex,
and more educated, it has become increasngly harder to accommodate dl socid
interests through princely or bureaucratic clienteism.

Abdalah's regime has crested various fora for various socid interets. a “Nationd
Didogue’, which meets roughly twice a year to debate specific socid and culturd
problems, and has invited representatives of groups such as intdlectuds, women, and
nationd youth; one a a time. The sate has adso created a journdists association, a
human rights association, and a pensoners associdion in the Eastern Province, while
sudent and teacher associations have reportedly been mooted. Moreover, under
Abdalah, the Maglis Al-Shura has been further extended. As it is explicitly recruited
from various drata of functiona elites (academics, busnessmen, former bureaucrats,
military, and some ulama), this body has a much stronger corporatist component than a
conventiond parliament.

With the exception of the Malis, which has become a red forum for technocrats to
debate policy issues in soecific areas ddimited by the regime, the above-mentioned
exercises have aroused remarkably little interest in Saudi society. The gsate hand in
orchedtrating the new organizations might have been too visble, but a the same time, it
aso gopears that large pats of Saudi society have little interest in formd, functiond
interest representation — the new bodies are not even seen as a chance to get a process of
representation darted. In the absence of a formad organizationa tradition, the vast
mgority of Saudis seem to prefer pursuing ther interests through established informa
(and often polyfunctiond) channds. Active identification as member of gpecific
functional drata gtill seems dien to most Saudis. Needless to say, desultory atempts by
dissdent intellectuas to set up independent organizations have been suppressed by the
regime.

The one area in which the new corporatism redly reaches ait beyond a smal number of
regime-sponsored  client actors is in economic policy-making, where the regime has
created severa new channds for business interest representation. But athough this
finds congderable resonance in business circles — Chambers of Commerce by far the

" Stéphane Lacroix, ‘ Between Islamists and Liberals: Saudi Arabia’ s New |slamo-Liberal Reformist
Trend’, Middle East Journal val. 58, no. 3 (Summer 2004), pp. 345-65.
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oldest corporatist inditutions with the largest outreach — it happens in a separate ream
which is rather unconnected to the politicad and cultural debates that happen in the rest
of society. The one politicd consequence this seems to have is to prevent the
politicizetion of busdness. More gengdly, the within-case comparison of busness with
other corporatist initiatives shows that without an organizationd tradition, top-down
inditutiondlization of politicd debate is unlikdy to have much resonance in a
fragmented society used to operating in aclientdlist fashion.

Summary and discussion

With the exception of busness incluson and the Maglis, recent corporatist initiatives
have been a rather inconsequentid exercise. At the same time, however, Saudi Arabia
has not witnessed successful oppogtiond mobilization. Saudi  dissdents are  adrift,
having no broad socid base and independent nationd organizational Structures to cdl
upon. As the economy has been doing wel for severa years, not even the ritud,
unspecific denouncements of regime corruption has much resonance for the time being.®
Through the liberdization of nationa debate on culturd and socid issues, the regime
has managed to deflect public attention away from politics proper. Moreover, due to the
polarization of Saudi Arabia between a broad conservative base and a smaler group of
eite liberds (often with technocratic background), “culture wars’-type debates can be
continued endlesdy without having political consequences for the regime.

Comparative remarks for our project

Saudi Arabia has seen less subgtantial change in its politica indtitutions than one would
think looking a the impressve forma record of reform initigives With visble
corporatist reform, but litle change in actud paticpaion and mohbilization, it might
represent the inverse of what is has happened in other Arab dates there, older
corporaist inditutions have seen substantial change — they have been undermined — but
this has happened in a gedthy fashion.

Different from other Arab dates, there has been no demise of “mass-based politica
organizations’ in Saudi Arabla — the kingdom never had any. Conversdy, Saudi
Arabids cautious politica liberdization was not accompanied by “de-politisation and
ditisation of politicd confrontetion”. Politics has dways been an dite affar, athough
elites through their clientdist networks have dways made great efforts to get a paternd
sense of demandsin society.

It is dso difficult to discern a “higher level of intra-dite competition” in Saudi Arabia
The dite has of course grown in dze, but the plurd nature of princdy fiefdoms is
nothing new. Princes do compete for enlarged clienteles — aso among the lower classes
— but this kind of paerndism is as old as the Saudi dae. Similarly, the growth of
business resources and its influence on economic policy-making does not denote a new

8 According to some strands of rentier state theory, an anti-corruption agenda s the only economic item
which oppositionsin rentier states can easily agree upon, as this agenda does not require specific class
interests; cf. Luciani, Giacomo. “Allocation vs. production states: A theoretical framework”, in Giacomo
Luciani (ed.), The Arab state (London: Routledge 1990), pp. 65-84
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center of politicd power; a least not one that is in open rivary to other politicd
inditutiors. If anything, it has become harder to carve out new niches in the Saudi dite
gnce the early 1980s, as due to dower state growth, socio-economic mohility has
decreased considerably.

With some dday, Saudi Arabia has gone through a measure of politica liberdization
like other Arab dates, culminaing in municipa €eections in 2005. In this however, it
has been able to sdll very modest steps as progress, as its point of departure in formal-
inditutiona terms was that of an absolutiss monarchy. It hence has had the advantage of
being able to give tokens of liberdization which other regimes have dready given long
time ago. At the same time, the Saudi regime has not had to resort to repressve policies
on the scae seen in Egypt or Syria in the 1980s and 1990s. It has maintained a paterna
and co-optative political tradition which is rooted in the higoricd conservatism and
gradudism of the Al Saud and has been enabled by oil income.

The dientdism which many decry as politicdly regressve in other Arab states has
dways been the dominant mode of politics in Saudi Arabia and has been widdy
accepted. In this sense, the kingdom has a comparative historica advantage in the way it
conducts its politics, which it possbly has in common with other monarchies, which
never promised mass-based, mohilizationd palitics.

Paradoxicdly, the didributional commitment of the Saudi regime is more reslient and
serious than that in Arab republics. Widereaching didribution is of course made
possble by ail income, but it has remained a very serious condderation even under
drong economic pressures. Subsidy cuts tended to hit busness and higher income
brackets rather than lower drata, and as far as the later were concerned, austerity
measures were often repealed.

Although public employment guarantees are not given anymore, public services reman
grongly subsidized, and socid expenditure has recently increased more rapidly than any
other type of expenditure. The lower and middle classes were dways meant to be
included, but never to be mohilized, and the regime 4ill holds true to that. Different
from other Arab dates, intermediation through nondate elites has not increased in
importance — intermediation of State resources through princes or notables is sgnificant,
but not new.

As it has not re-engineered its socio-economic basis, the regime aso did not have to de-
ideologised its discourse very much: it can by and large stick to its Idamic-conservative
guns, which continue to befit the paternd monarchy. The recent opening away from
rigid Wahabi discourse is a limited phenomenon and one that is rooted in Saudi
Arabia's gpecific security problems and Abddlah's atempts to obtan reformist
credentias.

One deveopment that other Arab states and Saudi Arabia have in common is that only
Idamists have come to conditute a serious oppostion. The socio-economic base of the
broader networks of Saudi Idamists engaged in pelitioning and pesceful protest is
comparable to that of the Mudim Brotherhood in other states. students, academics and
middle-class, educated professionds ae drongly represented. What Saudi Idamists
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lack, however, is backing by a strong Idamist bourgeoise — which might hep to
explain their lack of oppostional persaverance. Moreover, they do not garner legitimecy
from the provison of socid services to the lower classes, cetanly not on the scde
witnessed in poorer countries such as Egypt, Paestine, Morocco etc. The Saudi date
has not failed sufficiently to provide space for this.

This paper does not argue that state-society relations in Saudi Arabia are completely
different from those in other Arab dates. The point is dightly more complicated: The
way politics is nowadays being conducted in Saudi Arabia and esewhere in the Arab
world — in a authoritarian-clientdigic fashion, with forma-corporatis inditutions little
more than embdlishment — is pretty dmilar. What differs are the trgectories through
which the different dates arived a this st-up. The different higtories in turn explain
why the Saudi regime gppears more comforteble with this style of politics: It did not
have to go through a criss of legitimacy and the panful dismantlement of formd-
inclusive inditutions to reach it, but had adopted it as the naturd form of politics of a
rentier monarchy. Therefore its new corporaism is not suffering from a full-blown
legitimacy crigs, but rather from a (ddimited) crigs of irrdevance.
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