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 On Instruments and their Designers: The Ikhwan of
 Najd and the Emergence of the Saudi State

 Joseph Kostiner

 During the period between 1917 and 1930 the Ikhwan played ap active role
 in the wars and political events of the sultanate of Najd (the nucleus state of
 Saudi Arabia). In writings on Saudi Arabia the Ikhwan have featured
 prominently; their way of life, ideology, practices and political activities are
 still a major focus in any discussion of the history of this country and its
 neighbours. With one exception, writers have described the Ikhwan in a
 somewhat uniform way.' A characteristic historical profile of the Ikhwan,
 recurrent in most of the works has emerged. They are depicted as a creation
 of Najd's ruler, Abd al-Aziz Al Saud (henceforth: Ibn Saud). In his attempt
 to strengthen Najd's military position and to stabilize his rule, he decided
 to settle groups of wandering tribes in certain sites already designated
 for the purpose. Once settled, these groups abandoned their bedouin
 ideals and life-style; they dedicated themselves to the fundamentals of
 Islam, according to the Wahhabi persuasion. They cultivated the land, and
 when necessary, stood by as an army at Ibn Saud's disposal. According to
 the common description, Ibn Saud thus achieved a threefold victory. First,
 he neutralized the bedouins' inherent aggression and rebelliousness; pre-
 viously they had not been inclined to obey a central authority and had
 undermined its stability. Secondly, he managed to harness the bedouins'
 military prowess and courage to his own and Najd's needs, and thirdly,
 he spread and entrenched the religious-ideological infrastructure of the
 Wahhabi regime in Najd. These tribal groups were known as Ikhwan
 (literally brethren) and the colonies they settled were called hujar (sing:
 hijra), to symbolize the Ikhwan's journey to true Islam, similar to the
 Prophet Muhammad's journey in the year 622. A special team of instructors
 known as the mutawa'a (or mutatawi'un) were trained and sent to teach the
 Ikhwan in the new way. The first hijra, al-Artawiyya, was established in 1912
 and by 1930, tens of hujar existed.

 According to the typical portrait, the Ikhwan were bold fighters, fanatical
 and absolutely devoted to their country and to the spread of Wahhabi tenets.
 They were described as the major political body which fought Najd's wars
 and decided its conquests. The 1918-19 Khurma and Turaba incidents in
 which the forces of the Hijazi king, Sharif Husayn, were overpowered, were
 noted as the first expression of the Ikhwan's outstanding fighting ability.
 Writers also noted the Ikhwan's significance in the disputes along the Najdi-
 Iraqi-Kuwayti frontiers in the early 1920s and emphasized that the Ikhwan
 either led or heavily participated in the campaigns which brought about the
 downfall of the Rashidi state (November 1921), the conquest of Asir (1921-
 23) and of the Hijaz (1924-25).

 In the same portrait, during the period following the conquest of the
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 Hijaz, the relations between Ibn Saud and the Ikhwan deteriorated badly.
 Most writers have attributed this situation to the Ikhwan's uncompromising
 religious fanaticism. They considered the growing contacts between the
 Saudi state and European countries, the introduction of motor cars, radio
 and telegraph facilities in the Hijaz and then in Najd, together with Ibn
 Saud's policy to halt raiding into neighbouring countries (whose inhabitants
 were regarded by the Ikhwan as non-Muslim infidels) as outrageous
 offences against Islam. Consequently these writers maintain that in 1929-30
 the Ikhwan who had initially been Ibn Saud's loyal instrument, defied their
 master, and engaged in a rebellion against Ibn Saud. They even tried to
 overthrow him. Accordingly, Ibn Saud was compelled to fight back and
 managed to defeat them.

 Several of these common assumptions deserve re-examination. The limits
 and the exact scope of the discussion should first be defined. That the
 Ikhwan were founded by Ibn Saud and were deployed in Najd's military
 service are not, in themselves, questioned. In fairness it must be mentioned
 that even the assertion that it was Ibn Saud who created the Ikhwan has been
 disputed. H. R. P. Dickson, who later served as Britain's agent in Bahrayn
 and Kuwayt, argued that the Ikhwan movement was founded by an Alim
 named Abd al-Karim al-Maghribi who as early as 1899 had come from the
 Muntafik in Iraq and settled in al-Artawiyya. Dickson, who drew his infor-
 mation directly from the inhabitants of Najd and al-Ahsa', thought that
 Maghribi's initiative reflected an authentic, unpremeditated awakening of
 the Wahhabiyya in the area. Accordingly, during the First World War Ibn
 Saud was obliged to join the movement after it had grown and thrived; in
 order to achieve tribal support he became the Ikhwan's leader.2 J. S. Habib
 has rejected this thesis; following interviews with the Ikhwan's heirs and
 with figures who were familiar with the movement (like J. B. Glubb), he
 maintains that al-Artawiyya was established as a hijra in 1912 and not
 earlier, and that Ibn Saud himself initiated the Ikhwan's establishment.3
 Habib's assertion is better documented and more widely established and
 seems correct and acceptable. Ibn Saud probably initiated the Ikhwan's
 foundation with the intention of harnessing the destructive power of the
 bedouin tribes and bending them to his rule. Moreover, he presumably
 intended to use the Ikhwan's military qualities, although it is unclear
 whether this was the reason for their establishment, or the exploitation of an
 advantage which was discovered after the first hujar had already been firmly
 established and their inhabitants had proved both loyal to Ibn Saud and
 capable of fighting. In any case, the fact that Ikhwan groups participated in
 al-Ahsa"s conquest in 1913 indicates that quite soon after the establishment
 of the first hijra, they were already active in Ibn Saud's service. The assump-
 tions that Ibn Saud founded the Ikhwan and that they were in his military
 service should therefore be accepted.

 In addition, these questions related to a period in which the Ikhwan were
 not yet in their prime and their position and activities were determined by
 Ibn Saud. Indeed, most of the writings emphasize that, with the exception of
 several battles which took place before and during the First World War, the
 Ikhwan participated fully in events only in late 1916 and mainly after 1917.
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 Hence, it was only then that the Ikhwan exceeded the scope of Ibn Saud's
 own intentions and activities and made their own bit of history in Najd.
 Moreover, after 1917 the Ikhwan exerted considerable influence on Najd's
 society, institutions and policies. Thus, it is not the initial subordination of
 the Ikhwan to Ibn Saud's authority which is questioned, but rather their role
 and position in the Najdi state during the period in which their activity and
 importance reached a peak.

 On this premise, several of the widespread assumptions should be re-
 examined:

 1. whether or not the Ikhwan really constituted a distinguishable, separate
 group in Najdi society.

 2. whether or not the Ikhwan indeed changed their tribal practices, sym-
 bolic of a civilization change in Najd: the sedentarization of bedouins,
 growing inclination to the true tenets of Wahhabism and to the central
 government.

 3. whether or not it was the Ikhwan who constituted Najd's strongest
 military weapon, led its major wars and brought about its territorial
 expansion.

 4. when did the Ikhwan really turn against Ibn Saud and what enabled them
 to do so; was it only after the occupation of the Hijaz and as a result of
 religious fanaticism or were there other, deeper reasons?

 In the historiography concerned with the Ikhwan, the events of Khurma
 and Turaba have been noted as turning points in the Ikhwan's development,
 when for the first time they demonstrated some of their characteristic
 qualities: boldness on the battlefield, religious zeal, loyalty to Ibn Saud and
 to the Saudi state as a whole, expansionist aims and above all, co-operation,
 and a sense of solidarity among Ikhwan settlements, either in Najd, or in
 Khurma and Turaba.4 Habib even saw these events as the Ikhwan's 'gate-
 way' to the Hijaz.5

 Khurma is a village on the north-western edge of the Hijaz, where it
 borders Najd. Between April and September 1918 the Sharif Husayn dis-
 patched a number of military missions to crush the inhabitants of Khurma
 and their leader, Khalid Ibn al-Luway, whom he regarded as rebels against
 his rule. During these incidents, which reached their peak in June and July
 1918, Khalid's forces overpowered all the sharifian forces which had been
 sent against them. In May 1919, following al-Madina's surrender to the
 Hashimite forces, Husayn dispatched his son Abdullah with the best of
 the Hashimite army against Khurma. On the night of 25-26 May, while
 Abdullah's forces were resting at Turaba on their way to Khurma, Khalid
 and his men overwhelmed the Hashimite forces and inflicted on them a
 heavy defeat, killing 1,500 men.

 The Ikhwan's involvement.in these incidents require further clarification.
 Apparently, the inhabitants of Khurma and Turaba were not Ikhwan and
 the two villages were not hujar. These were old settlements which had
 existed long before al-Artawiyya was founded; their name is absent from the
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 various tables of hujar which writers have listed.6 With the exception of a
 small hijra named Dhabaj (inhabited by 500 men) which the Subay' tribe had
 outside Khurma,7 there is no evidence about any contacts between the
 people of Khurma and the hujar in Najd, the closest of which to Khurma, al-
 Ghatghat, was only 25 miles west of Riyad. Moreover, the local inhabitants
 did not abandon their tribal inclinations and ideas, as authentic Ikhwan were
 supposed to do. Both Ibn Saud and Husayn, each of whom tried to enlist
 the support of Khurma's inhabitants referred to the local people as tribes
 (Subay', 'Utayba and Buqum) and even to their sub-tribes and their
 shaykhs.A Both Abdullah and Khalid were ready to recognize local sub-
 shaykhs and acknowledge their special rights. It is also known that these
 tribesmen kept their grazing grounds9 and that the local Buqum tribe in
 Turaba thrived on robbing caravans.10 It thus seems that during the years of
 the First World War the inhabitants of Khurma and Turaba were not
 Ikhwan.

 These inhabitants also deviated from another criterion in the typical
 profile. From the scarce material on the issue it seems that the population of
 Khurma and Turaba were not Ibn Saud's loyal subjects, were not dependent
 on him and, before the Turaba event, hardly co-operated with him or with
 the Ikhwan in Najd. In September 1918 a British intelligence officer, H.
 Goldie, wrote a document which contributes a rare ray of light to the
 understanding of the local situation. Khurma was then inhabited by 3,000
 people. The village then functioned as a major post on one of the central
 trading routes between Najd and the Hijaz. In the past, it had been con-
 trolled by various powers: its tribes were part of the Kingdom of Saud 'The
 Great' during the heyday of the Wahhabi Kingdom. Towards the end of the
 nineteenth century, when the Rashidis came to dominate Najd, the people
 of Khurma fell under their rule. In the early twentieth century, when the
 Rashidis departed, the Ottomans appointed a representative of the sharifian
 family to govern the village,"' and thereafter the local Amir was appointed
 by and made answerable to the Sharif of Mecca. Nevertheless, Goldie
 maintained the local inhabitants used all possible means to preserve their
 independence and did not attach themselves to any local ruler. Thus, during
 the war, they did not join any of the fighting camps; they avoided paying
 taxes to any of the local rulers; albeit Wahhabis in their faith, in 1918 the
 Subay' refused to pay taxes to Ibn Saud.12

 During the war, a dispute occurred between Khurma's inhabitants and the
 Sharif Husayn. It was triggered off by an incident which took place in April
 1917 between Husayn's son Abdullah and Khalid Ibn al-Luway (who was
 himself of sharifian descent and had been appointed to rule Khurma by
 Husayn) during the Hashimite siege of al-Madina. But the dispute had
 deeper and more convoluted roots: Husayn was then at the zenith of his
 political power; he was supported by the British with a sum of ?200,000 per
 month, together with military assistance to his expanding army. In Novem-
 ber 1916 he had declared himself King of the Arab Countries, distributed
 subsidies to tribes and townsmen in both the Hijaz and Najd and had thus
 become a major political power in the area. There are clear indications that
 at least as far as the Arabian Peninsula is concerned, Husayn indeed tried to
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 exploit the advantages offered by the Arab Revolt to acquire control over as
 many tribes, towns and territories as possible in order to become the domi-
 nant local ruler.13 One part of this ambition was Husayn's attempt to extend
 his effective rule over the important trade junction of Khurma, and during
 1917 he increased his pressure on the local population. Following his dispute
 with Abdullah, Khalid refused to be Husayn's subordinate any longer. In
 response, the Hijazi ruler tried to appoint a new amir in Khurma and to
 defeat Khalid by force; as mentioned earlier, all of these attempts failed
 totally.

 Goldie further stressed that the inhabitants of Khurma preferred to
 approach Ibn Saud for help, not because of any overwhelming sense of
 loyalty to him but rather because, with his help they could further assert
 their independence; the Saud dynasty was 'further away from them and thus
 less likely to meddle with them than the powers that be at Mecca which is
 only 100 miles distant', wrote Goldie.14 As mentioned, in 1918, the Subay'
 indeed resisted Ibn Saud's attempt to tax them. However, the fact that Ibn
 Saud's taxation rarely exceeded one-fifth of a tribe's booty or property (as
 permitted by the Qur'an), that the tribe's economic situation was taken into
 account when the tax was levied, which was also, in Dickson's words, levied
 with 'paternal affection and wisdom',"5 made it even easier to approach Ibn
 Saud in anticipation of fair treatment.

 The Khurma dispute, then, was a local conflagration between the village's
 population and Husayn, in which neither the Ikhwan from Najd nor Ibn
 Saud were originally involved. Various writers knew the relevant facts16
 but did not draw this conclusion. One of the reasons which encouraged
 these writers to identify the activities by Khurma's inhabitants as Ikhwan
 activity, derived from the fact that Mutawa'a also reached Khurma and
 spread Wahhabi tenets among the Subay' and the 'Utayba. In July 1917
 T. E. Lawrence reported that a group of Wahhabi 'revivalists' crystallized
 among the Subay' tribesmen and that Khalid himself had already become
 a Wahhabi in 1914.17 In July 1919 Abdullah complained that Ibn Saud
 was spreading Wahhabi 'propaganda' among the 'Utayba.18 As already
 mentioned, the Subay' also established the small hijra, Dhabaj. However,
 these incidents are examples of an inclination towards Wahhabism in
 Khurma and indeed elsewhere in the Hijaz. Ibn Saud, in an attempt to
 strengthen his position vis-a-vis Husayn, must have encouraged this; how-
 ever, this does not indicate that Khurma's inhabitants were Ikhwan accord-
 ing to the supposed Najdi pattern of the hujar or that they operated under
 Ibn Saud's command. The opposite seems to be true. Furthermore, a critical
 examination of the Khurma and Turaba incidents proves that while Ibn Saud
 might have generally favoured a movement of Wahhabi revivalism, he did
 not develop a specific interest in the Khurma area, refrained from active
 involvement there and scarcely assisted Khalid in his struggle. The latter
 visited Riyad and showered Ibn Saud with requests for assistance, but to no
 avail. In June and August 1918 Ibn Saud also wrote to Khalid commanding
 him to exercise caution and restraint in his dealings with Husayn. It seems
 that at that time Ibn Saud preferred to direct Najd's efforts to the capture of
 the Rashidi capital, Ha'il; only in November 1918 did he respond favour-
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 ably, for the first time, to Khalid's requests and send him 450 soldiers. Then,
 in March 1919, he sent arms and ammunition to Khurma. However, efforts
 to arrange a tribal pact in the area and to impose taxes on the local popu-
 lation were contrived solely by Khalid for his own benefit.'9 Only in May
 1919, when Ibn Saud heard that Abdullah, with the cream of the sharifian
 army, had advanced to Khurma, did he dispatch a 2,500 strong force of
 Ikhwan from al-Ghatghat to help Khalid. This was probably the first military
 co-operation between the people in Khurma and the Ikhwan from Najd. Ibn
 Saud followed the Ikhwan with a huge reserve force but it was 4,000 of
 Khalid's men, at their leader's initiative and in collaboration with the people
 of al-Ghatghat, who then committed the Turaba massacre. Ibn Saud had not
 by then reached the area, nor could he have given any directives to the forces
 operating in the area.20

 The Khurma and Turaba events in themselves contradict one of the
 dominant features in the characteristic profile of the Ikhwan, that of playing
 a leading role in these incidents. The dispute was initiated by the local
 population who had relatively little in common with the Ikhwan of Najd.
 They did not act as Ibn Saud's agents and his assistance was not available to
 them during most of the period during which the incidents took place. Ibn
 Saud assumed control over this front only after the Turaba incident. How-
 ever, these events had wider implications and reflect the development of the
 Ikhwan and the hujar in Najd itself. The question arises whether the popu-
 lation of Khurma and Turaba were merely a deviation from an established
 pattern of Najdi Ikhwan living in hujar, as featured in the characteristic
 profile, or was there no such pattern? Even those regarded as Ikhwan in
 Najd did not behave according to the characteristic profile.

 As mentioned above, the hujar simultaneously signified the establishment
 of Ibn Saud's rule over the Najdi tribes, the change in way of life and religion
 undergone by these tribes and, above ali, the separate and unique existence
 of the Ikhwan. Most writers emphasized the somewhat institutionalized and
 premeditated process of the Ikhwan's sedentarization: sites were chosen,
 tribes were ordered and encouraged to stop wandering, to sell their animals
 and move there. They were then taught by Mutawa'a and turned to farming.
 An impression is created that this process was short, successful and that it
 embraced all the Ikhwan; there is no indication in these writings whether or
 not there were any Ikhwan who did not live in hujar. There are long
 descriptions of life in the hujar, notably of the Ikhwan's immersion in
 religion and agriculture,2" in order to emphasize their full conversion and the
 success of the project. Some writers abounded in praise of this process;
 Kenneth Williams for instance, wrote that by establishing the hujar Ibn Saud
 practically conducted 'an orchestrated attack on human nature'.'

 These assumptions raise certain doubts. Even if Habib's assertion that Ibn
 Saud founded the Ikhwan prevails, the movement's later political develop-
 ment and the process of its members' settlement in the hujar had a
 spontaneous, dynamic and independent nature which Ibn Saud could not
 control. In the late 1910s a growing movement of Wahhabi revivalism and
 proselytism spread through the Arabian Peninsula.3 Ibn Saud, as head of
 the Saudi State and as Husayn's rival for disputed territories and for primacy
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 vis-a-vis the British, tried to strengthen his position in the Peninsula and
 therefore positively encouraged this movement. However, he could have
 neither regulated nor contained the movement.

 Ibn Saud usually initiated proselytizing campaigns among certain tribes.
 Dickson explains that an approach was made to a tribal chieftain to inform
 him that he was ignorant (jahil) in God's ways. Then, several Mutawa'a
 and zealous revivalists were sent to this tribe to prepare it to embrace all
 Wahhabi tenets. The tribesmen were then forced to sell their animals before
 settling in a hijra.24 This was the pattern, but it would be inappropriate
 to assume that this pattern was implemented in a planned and premedi-
 tated form in every case. It is difficult to control either the dynamics of a
 proselytizing religious process or the manner of the adoption of religious
 tenets. This will be better understood if the ease of conversion is demons-
 trated. A common akh was required to wear a white turban, to denounce the
 phenomena of the personification and attribution of human qualities to God
 (shirk), to refrain from smoking and from praying at the graves of saints,"
 Bedouins did not find it difficult to adopt these practices even without
 undergoing a complete indoctrination with Wahhabi theological principles;
 in fact, it was hard to distinguish between a renowned akh and a bedouin
 believer.

 This situation produced several results. First, regarding the exclusiveness
 of the hujar and the Ikhwan, it is reasonable to assume that there were
 cases in which the movement spread beyond the pre-planned limits, that
 there were different groups who adopted the revivalist Wahhabiyya simul-
 taneously and that the manner of adoption varied from place to place. There
 were places where the Wahhabi tenets were fully absorbed, and others
 where the movement had failures and setbacks. L. P. Goldrup has hinted at
 that, but did not reach the reasonable conclusion, that no all the tribesmen
 who took part in the process of revivalism indeed settled in the hujar, that
 their establishment and activity was not necessarily planned, particularly not
 by Ibn Saud, and that there were hujar which failed, whose inhabitants
 remained only partly settled. C. Moss Helms has pointed out that even the
 inhabitants of the hujar preserved their tribal structure and that their hujar
 sites had probably not been granted to them earlier by Ibn Saud.26 According
 to Hafiz Wahba, Ibn Saud himself was definitely aware of the fluid and
 undetermined nature of the sedentarization.27

 In April 1918 H. St John Philby noted in his diary what he had heard from
 Ibn Saud and his son Turki. According to this, 'believers' were divided into
 different levels. There were those who had undergone a full process of
 'civilization' and settled in hujar; Ibn Saud called them hadar (civilized).
 There were those who remained 'partly badu' and other who did not settle at
 all. In Philby's opinion the majority of Najd's population, as shown in the
 cases of the large 'Utayba, Harb and Mutayr tribes, were either 'full Ikhwan'
 or 'partly badu' and the line dividing the groups was not absolutely clear.,,
 Moreover, the Wahhabi revivalism also spread into Kuwayt, 'Asir, the
 Hijaz and elsewhere, where it took different forms and names. In the Hijaz
 it was called Mutadayena (re-strengthening of religion) and the British
 referred to it as 'militant Wahhabism'. Philby also distinguished between
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 Ikhwan who had undergone all the revivalist processes in full, and others
 who were 'Hanbalis',29 that is, believers in the school named after Ahmad
 Ibn Hanbal, the dominant school in Najd, on whose foundations the
 Wahhabiyya and the Ikhwan had been established. However, these believers
 were not part of the revivalist movement of the 1910s. Thus, a distinct body
 of Ikhwan in hujar hardly existed.

 Another result of this situation was the fact that Ibn Saud must have
 clashed with the hujar population, notably with these who exceeded his
 intentions and exaggerated in their behaviour. Wahba noted that in late
 1916 the townspeople and Ibn Saud had to fight the Ikhwan and subdue
 tribes: Ibn Saud was forced to send new scholars to different hujar 'to repair
 the mischief wrought by earlier teachers. ... He was not able to eradicate
 fanaticism entirely but he met with considerable success'."0 N. Garland, an
 Arab Bureau officer, also indicated that there were problems between Ibn
 Saud and the Ikhwan in the early period of the movement.3" Dickson also
 mentioned Ibn Saud's attempt to control the Ikhwan during the war, and the
 Iraqi writer al-Sudani did likewise.32

 To conclude, what seems to have developed, was an expanding revivalist
 movement in the Peninsula, whichowas probably initiated and encouraged
 by Ibn Saud, but which went beyond his control and influence. There was no
 exclusive and distinct body of Ikhwan who confined themselves to hujar;
 similarly it is impossible to depict a typical pattern of life, values and study in
 the hujar. In these fields, the practice varied among the settlements.
 Originally the name Ikhwan must have applied only to the initial hard core
 of the most fervent zealots in the revivalist movement. However, in the
 1920s, the more the movement had an image of religious fanaticism and
 opposition to Ibn Saud, the more the name, which initially represented
 religious zeal and Wahhabi intransigence, turned into a common name for
 the whole revivalist movement. However, the movement did not create an
 exclusive body of hujar inhabitants, as the characteristic profile suggests.
 Hence, the populations of Khurma and Turaba did not differ from the
 common pattern of Ikhwan or Najd, as there was no such pattern; they were
 only one case of revivalists among a large variety of cases.

 Moreover, even the most renowned hujar settlers did not fully collaborate
 with Ibn Saud and did not absorb the values they were supposed to. Control
 over education in each hijra and maintenance of the proper balance between
 religious studies, farming and fighting, were the responsibility of the
 mutawa'a. Rihani, who closely followed the activities in Najd in the period
 under discussion, noted that social classes developed within the hujar, such
 as farmers, merchants, fighters and mutawa'a.33 In itself, this assertion
 proves that the Ikhwan-hujar settlers did not undergo the civilizational
 transformation. according to which every akh turned, at one and the same
 time, from a badu into a farmer, a pious scholar and a fighter. Moreover, it
 seems that the mutawa'a did not always carry out their role in a satis-
 factory manner. Goldrup, who has tried to enhance the importance of the
 mutawa'a, stressed that they were in fact Ulama who were sent to the hujar
 as the emissaries and the disciples of the leading Ulama in al-Riyad.M4
 However, various pieces of evidence and notably a book which contains
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 biographies of Ulama prove that this was not the case. The Ulama were the
 inhabitants of the towns where they studied and taught; with the exception
 of a few who were dispatched to certain hujar by Ibn Saud's direct order,
 usually to correct what mutawa'a had taught before hardly any Alim was to
 be found at a hijra.35 The mutawa'a were probably Ikhwan who had come
 from the hujar to learn from the Ulama in the towns, and then went back to
 teach in their hujar. Wahba's statement indicates that Ibn Saud was indeed
 forced to replace many of them. No wonder that major tribes, dominated by
 Ikhwan acted in opposition to Ibn Saud's intentions and enraged the Najdi
 townsmen and Ulama.

 The military role of the hujar-Ikhwan was not as significant as indicated in
 the characteristic profile. The description and analysis of the Saudi military
 organization in Najd's major wars is beyond the scope of this article; how-
 ever, it should be noted that it was not only the Khurma events which
 occurred almost without the Ikhwan's intervention. In the campaigns in
 1921 in Ha'il, between 1920 and 1923 in 'Asir, and between 1924 and 1925 in
 the Hijaz, the Ikhwan were only one of the several fighting forces. Zirikli has
 emphasized that the Saudi formation of forces included units from Riyad
 (called al-arid), units from other towns (ahl hawadir al-mudun), the hujar
 people and bedouins. Among these, Zirikli singled out the people of Riyad
 as the most outstanding force. Moreover, it seems that the Ikhwan did not
 introduce new ways of fighting or new structures into the Najdi army. Zirikli
 has written that in the Najdi forces every tribe fought according to 'its

 nature', (bitab'ihi) and the basic units (known as firqa or bayraq) were
 organized according to common tribal or village descent.36 Habib also heard
 from reliable people in Saudi Arabia that 'the Ikhwan were a loosely
 organized group of warriors, coming under the immediate direction of their
 leaders'.37 Thus, the Ikhwan were neither the only or even the most impor-
 tant fighting unit among the Saudi forces, nor did they change the fighting
 forces' qualities. Their importance in Saudi history derives from their other
 roles, not usually mentioned in the characteristic profile. The term Ikhwan
 will henceforth be applied to specific tribes or other groups, and will not
 indicate a common pattern.

 In the late 1910s Ikhwan groups were salient in two major frameworks: as
 part of the settlers in hujar, which has already been discussed; or as
 influential political groups in the main towns of Najd, notably in Riyad. In
 August 1917 the American missionary P. W. Harrison reported a group of
 300 Ikhwan, trained as mutawa'a, who exerted important influence in
 Riyad.38 In September 1918 a British Intelligence officer reported the nature
 of this influence. He noted that the Ikhwan 'form a secret society within the
 Wahhabi movement'. They control the movement as a whole 'and decide
 when and where to extend their influence by colonisation or sterner
 methods'.39 Indeed, at that time, the leaders of major Ikhwan groups
 appeared at the al-Shaqra conference to discuss Saudi war campaigns and
 tried to persuade Ibn Saud to attack in the Hijaz, but to no avail. In early
 1919 Philby reported that the Ikhwan indeed surrounded Ibn Saud, but
 maintained that the Najd ruler had full control over the group and that the
 discussions of the Ikhwan were public and not secret but 'they are naturally
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 attended almost exclusively by the Ikhwan themselves because they are a
 little too strenuous for ordinary people'. In these deliberations, Philby
 noted, matters concerning war and peace were decided.'

 The Ikhwan thus functioned as a political elite in Najd; they surrounded
 Ibn Saud and tried to shape Saudi policy. G. Rentz noted the Ikhwan's
 ascent to the position of an elite,4" but did not elaborate. Indeed, it is difficult
 to explain this phenomenon as the Ikhwan did not win their position by
 appointment or according to tradition. A discussion of the issue of political
 relations in the traditional Saudi state is again beyond the scope of this
 article. It needs to be noted however that common tribal leaders and tribes
 in general, albeit important as a fighting force, never acquired major
 administrative or political positions in the state. Moreover, it seems that
 both Ibn Taymiyya, the fourteenth-century qadi whose ideas became the
 basis of the Wahhabiyya, as well as the founder of the persuasion,
 Muhammad Ibn Abd al-Wahhab, were mainly concerned with the theory of
 a true Shar'i state and with providing a code of rules to achieve this.42 The
 internal power structure and relations among political groups in the state
 were hardly discussed and the position of tribes is not mentioned at all. In
 such circumstances, political practice took its course. Power in the Wahhabi
 state was divided between umara', namely governors of towns and districts
 usually members of the leading Saudi family, and Ulama, who were judges,
 teachers and leaders of prayer and were led by the al-Shaykh family,
 descendants of Ibn Abd al-Wahhab. Ibn Saud seemed to have complied with
 this practice and to have refrained from allotting his tribal chiefs, including
 the leaders of the Ikhwan, any major official position. Even according to the
 ideal role of the Ikhwan, as brought out in the typical portrait, they were
 designated to undertake fighting, farming and civilizational roles, but not
 political ones.

 However, Najd's way in the second half of the 1910s was characterized by
 new courses which made the Ikhwan's ascent possible. First, the growing
 tendency to fight, notably against the Hashimites in the Hijaz and the
 Rashids in Jabal Shammar, which was accompanied by the Saudi attempt to
 extend their authority over tribes in the area. These tendencies enhanced
 the position of hujar inhabitants as a fighting power, who in spite of small
 numbers were very courageous and loyal. Second the growing religious
 revivalism in the area, further enhanced the Ikhwan in the hujar as the main
 pioneers of this movement and as its roving missionaries. In the late 1910s,
 these were the focal and most prestigious processes in the Saudi state and
 the Ikhwan derived their power from their role as the leaders and main
 operators of these processes.

 Whether in the hujar or in al-Riyad, where they spent time as students
 and where their main tribal chiefs were military consultants to Ibn Saud,
 the Ikhwan were prominent as the main advocates and practitioners of
 fighting and spreading Wahhabiyya. In fact, they became the most fanatical
 adherents of the territorial and religious expansion of the Wahhabi state. As
 such, the Ikhwan also became the formulators of Najd ideological and long-
 term goals. These roles naturally generated considerable powers for these
 Ikhwan. The fact that they were few in numbers and that they did not belong
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 to an institutionalized-traditional sector was useful in this case. As a result,
 the Ikhwan were not constricted by any traditional practices and could act as
 a small but effective pressure group near Ibn Saud and could try to impose
 their priorities in terms of fighting and spreading of Wahhabi tenets.

 Till the end of 1920, this was indeed how Ikhwan groups acted. According
 to Wahba, the Ikhwan's ambition had already become evident in late 1916.
 In the following years it was mainly the Mutayr tribe led by Faysal al-
 Dawish, which was the focal point. Before the First World War, al-Dawish
 had for years been Ibn Saud's rival and, by allying himself with the Rashids
 and the Ottomans, caused the Najdi ruler various problems. In 1912, part of
 the Mutayr settled in al-Artawiyya and in 1916, most of them became
 revivalists and loyal to Ibn Saud. T. E. Lawrence reported that al-Dawish
 and his family joined the movement only in early 1918.43 In the Shaqra
 conference of September 1918 al-Dawish was conspicuous for his advocacy
 in favour of fighting the Hashimites. Apparently, he succeeded in exerting
 control over the 'Ilwa section of the Mutayr and thereby became the leader
 of the whole tribe. Ibn Saud was then busily engaged in continuous negotia-
 tions with the British over his position regarding Khurma, Kuwayt and the
 future of Najd as a whole. Al-Dawish exploited this situation to demonstrate
 that he was both a zealous Wahhabi and a ruthless politician. The fact that
 the Mutayr's grazing zone spread in a half moon like shape from Kuwayt in
 the south up to Jabal Shammar in north-central Arabia, was an additional
 asset for al-Dawish.

 Between 1918 and 1920 al-Dawish's emissaries tried to spread the
 revivalist principles among the 'Awazim, 'Ujman and Bani-Khalid tribes, in
 the Ahsa' area, bordering the Gulf. He tried to do the same in the towns of
 Qatif and Hufuf in the area, some of whose inhabitants were Shiites.4
 Apparently, al-Dawish carried out this project violently; in 1919 Dickson
 reported that the people in the area as well as in southern Iraq, were haunted
 by fear:45 tribesmen who refused to sell their animals, to stop smoking or to
 grow their beard the way the Ikhwan instructed were slain. T. El-Farra has
 particularly stressed the violent nature of the Ikhwan as a reason for their
 failure.46 In late 1919 the Qatif merchants complained to Ibn Saud about the
 Ikhwan's interference with their affairs; later in March 1920 Dickson noted
 that Ibn Saud declared to him that he had 'never countenanced these acts' at
 all but had been unable to stop them.47 In August 1919 al-Dawish's efforts
 came to a peak as he tried to impose a comprehensive Ikhwan-like policy
 over Najd. He then demanded that Ibn Saud develop the bedouins'
 sedentarization, open new schools with Ikhwan to supervise the curriculum,
 close down the coffee-houses and ban the traditional gossip in them. Ibn
 Saud's immediate reply is unknown but it can be guessed from a later
 reaction by al-Dawish, in November 1919; he then denounced Ibn Saud 'for
 his lack of religious fervour and especially for [his] dealings with the
 British'.48

 Hence, at this stage al-Dawish's Ikhwan did not seem content with a
 prominent political status for themselves, but were also seeking to mould
 the entire population of Najd in their own likeness. Indeed, when Ibn Saud
 left for Turaba, al-Dawish ordered the tribes of Ahsa' to obey his own
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 commands. On Ibn Saud's return he summoned al-Dawish to an open
 council. According to Gertrude Bell, Ibn Saud publicly reprimanded al-
 Dawish: "'Had you orders from me? What other orders do you reckon to
 obey?" Ibn Dawish collapsed at once, [and] admitted his errors.'49 The Najdi
 ruler tried to exploit his advantage and requested afatwa from the Ulama of
 Riyad to determine who was behaving according to the proper Wahhabi
 way: was it the Ikhwan? These Ulama must have been worried by the
 Ikhwan's pretensions in the spheres of religion and education. Consequent-
 ly, they issued a fatwa according to which even if a person did not wear a
 white turban (but kept on wearing a black strip - an 'aqal - to which the
 Ikhwan objected) and maintained his nomadic way of life, but accepted the
 Wahhabi principles, he would not be regarded as less than a fully established
 akh. The fatwa was concluded by stressing that offences against the Sunna
 and the Shari'a were forbidden, a phrase which indicated a warning to the
 Ikhwan.50

 The Ikhwan undoubtedly rendered the Saudi state a major service in
 fighting, sedentarization and spreading Wahhabi tenets. However, the
 assumption in the characteristic profile, that till 1926 the Ikhwan constituted
 a reliable instrument in Ibn Saud's hands, is incorrect. Already in the late
 1910s, the relations between Ikhwan groups and the Najdi ruler had been
 ambivalent. In spite of the services they had rendered, the Ikhwan's way was
 both partisan and violent; they obstructed routine administrative, trading
 and grazing practices in the state. The fact that they ascended to power as an
 'extra establishment' force and were not part of the traditional Saudi govern-
 ing groups, further damaged the Ikhwan's standing with such groups. The
 townspeople complained about them, the Ulama tried to minimize their
 influence and the district governors, notably Abdullah Ibn Jilawi in Ahsa',
 persecuted them.5"

 As mentioned, in late 1916 Ibn Saud had already been forced to fight
 them; in 1918, Dickson reported that the Najdi ruler had succeeded once
 more in establishing his authority in the state after subduing disobedient
 tribes. Al-Dawish's ambitions produced another confrontation in 1919.
 Following the Ulama's fatwa, Ibn Saud executed several Ikhwan from the
 Mutayr, once again replaced various mutawa'a and increased sedentariza-
 tion. In 1920 Dickson reported that the country was quiet once more.52

 Ibn Saud's victory was a defeat mainly for the Ikhwan elite in Riyad. Their
 characteristics, notably their ambition, violence and political lack of
 restraint were exposed and it became evident that they would not be able to
 co-exist with the Saudi establishment. Nevertheless, the combination of
 factors which caused their ascent to power - courage in the battlefield,
 religious fervour, sedentarization and the spreading of the Wahhabiyya -
 were still highly important; but the Ikhwan (and notably the Mutayr) were
 forced to abandon their position as an elite in the capital and to find new
 outlets for their activity in peripheral areas where they could act as a local
 power.

 In the early 1920s the Ikhwan Mutayr's activity was noticeable along the
 Najd frontiers with Kuwayt and Iraq, and to a lesser extent the activity of the
 'Utayba and other tribes was conspicuous along the Saudi-Trans-Jordanian
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 frontier. It is impossible in this article to analyse the Saudi and British
 policies towards Najd's neighbours. However, it should be stressed that Ibn
 Saud's interests in these regions contained the ingredients which, on the one
 hand, brought about co-operation between him and the Ikhwan but, on the
 other hand, triggered a dispute between them.

 Kuwayt, Iraq and Trans-Jordan then posed difficult problems for Ibn
 Saud. Dickson noted that in August 1920 Ibn Saud's men exposed an anti-
 Saudi alliance which spread throughout the Peninsula and comprised the
 rulers of Kuwayt, Ha'il, Hijaz and others.53 Following this Ibn Saud had
 perceived the rulers of Kuwayt (notably Salim who died in early 1921 and to
 a lesser extent Ahmad who ruled after him) and the Hashimite rulers of Iraq
 and Trans-Jordan as his enemies. In 1921 he expressed his objection to the
 Hashimite 'policy of encirclement' (siyasat al-tatwiq) which, in Ibn Saud's
 view, they practised against Najd."4 In addition, Ibn Saud claimed control
 over the 'Ujman and 'Awazim tribes which grazed partly in Kuwayt, over
 the Shammar (a large part of which had escaped to Iraq following the
 collapse of their Rashidi state), the Zafir and 'Amarat-'Anaza in Iraq, and
 over the Ruwalla which grazed in the area of al-Jawf, the southern part of
 Trans-Jordan. He viewed these tribes as part of the Saudi historical domain.
 Moreover, he was particularly eager to neutralize what he interpreted as
 Faysal's encouragement to the Shammar to raid into Najd, and then, to
 grant them asylum in Iraq.5" On this ground there was a wide range of co-
 operation between Ibn Saud and the Mutayr whose grazing pastures were in
 the same area. The Mutayr functioned both as a mobile and raiding military
 power and as a Wahhabi proselytizing force. They helped both to spread
 Saudi influence among those tribes claimed by Ibn Saud, and to arouse in
 them a certain sense of loyalty to him.

 However, lbn Saud's intention was also to strengthen his rule in the most
 direct and centralized manner not only in the capital but also on Najd's
 periphery. In fact, his claim over tribes in neighbouring countries derived
 from his ambition to attract their allegiance and to control their grazing and
 watering areas. He was considerably more interested in reaching a dominant
 position in northern Najd and in Ahsa', within his own state. There is a lot of
 evidence to prove that, in order to monopolize trade in the area, Ibn Saud
 had already forbidden his tribes to trade with Kuwayt in 1920 and had tried
 to direct them to import goods only via the Saudi ports along the Gulf, Qatif
 and Jubayl. As Moss Helms explains, direct taxation (zakat) became one of
 Ibn Saud's main sources of income. Consequently the taxes imposed on the
 merchants and tribes in the area were considerably increased. The local
 amir, Ibn Jilawi, firmly suppressed any attempt to escape these rules. British
 observers explained that the hujar project was no more than a Saudi attempt
 to weaken tribal power, by making tribesmen settle, dispose of their
 property and become economically dependent on farming and on Ibn Saud's
 assistance.56 In this respect, a rift between Ibn Saud and the Mutayr was
 inevitable. The respective frontier areas were the Mutayr's traditional
 grazing zone, the rights over which al-Dawish could not relinquish. More-
 over, following their failure in Riyad, the Ikhwan dwelling in these areas
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 constituted the Ikhwan-Mutayr's last source of autonomy and power which
 they were determined to control. This dialectical relationship deteriorated
 because of ensuing frontier disputes and British attempts to settle them.
 In a series of British-initiated conferences and agreements (the Kuwayt
 conference which took place between December 1923 and May 1924, and
 the November 1925 Hadda' and Bahra conferences) the frontier lines
 between Najd and its neighbours Kuwayt, Iraq and Trans-Jordan were
 delineated. In these matters the British considered only the interests of their
 well-established allies, the rulers of the respective countries, whether Saudi
 or Hashimite, and conspicuously disregarded tribal politics in general and
 the relations between Ibn Saud and the Mutayr in particular.57 In fact, these
 frontier conferences and agreements only handicapped these relations. It
 was vitally important to Ibn Saud to obtain superior territorial bargaining
 positions before every frontier negotiation and this cemented the Najdi
 ruler's reliance on the Ikhwan. A competing vital interest - not to offend
 his British patrons - frequently forced Ibn Saud to restrain the Ikhwan.
 Furthermore, Ibn Saud's ambitions in the area, intertwined with the British-
 initiated frontier settlements, further entangled the relations between Ibn
 Saud and the Ikhwan tribes. Various fighting campaigns - instigated by Ibn
 Saud - attempts to obtain more territories or to establish alliances with tribes
 in Kuwayt, Iraq and Trans-Jordan as part of a certain frontier settlement
 process, were often intended to overwhelm the Ikhwan, weaken them and
 improve the Saudi position against them. On the other hand, the Mutayr's
 activity was often not designed to assist Ibn Saud but rather to neutralize his
 initiatives, weaken his allies and strengthen their position against him.

 Already in 1920-21, during the Saudi-Kuwayti dispute, this entangled
 relationship had become evident. In April-May 1920 Ibn Saud supported
 the Mutayr's initiative to establish a hijra at Jarriyya al-'Ulya near the
 presumed Najdi-Kuwayti frontier. In October 1920 after Shaykh Salim of
 Kuwayt had claimed the area for himself, plotting against the hijra's settlers
 and against Ibn Saud, the Najdi ruler gave the Mutayr more support in an
 anti-Kuwayti war campaign.58 However, he did this only after al-Dawish had
 pre-empted the decision, and marched on Kuwayt without Ibn Saud's per-
 mission. Later, in March 1921, Ibn Saud agreed to refer this frontier
 problem to British arbitration and it is reasonable to assume that among his
 motives lurked the fear that the Ikhwan might drag him into a large,
 unwarranted war, causing him to clash with the British.59

 In March 1923 al-Dawish led a far-reaching attack on tribes in the Munta-
 fik in Iraq. He had announced several days earlier that Najd's territory
 extended to the old railway line between Basra and Baghdad, including the
 tribes in the area,60 a fact which may lead to the conclusion that al-Dawish
 might have launched this attack on Ibn Saud's behalf. However, the Mutayr
 must have also been motivated by the fact that following the 'Uqayr con-
 ference in 1922, a solid, European-like frontier line had been established
 between Najd and Iraq, a line which obstructed the Mutayr's grazing and
 control in the area, and that before the Mutayr's attack, the Iraqi authorities
 had evefi tried to recruit a Muntafik-Shammar tribal guard to strengthen
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 Iraqi rule there.6" In this respect, the Mutayr presumably accused Ibn Saud
 of signing the 'Uqayr protocol, and attacked in order to defend their auto-
 nomy and power.

 In November 1923 a new phenomenon occurred: Mutayr groups crossed
 into Iraq and joined tribal groups who were raiding into Najd. Apparently,
 they did this after Ibn Saud had leaned heavily in taxation and trade restric-
 tions on the tribes of Ahsa', thus making them economically dependent on
 him. Ibn Saud himself admitted that the renegades had fled to avoid paying
 taxes. C. C. J. Barret, a future British agent in Bahrayn, noted later that
 there were Ikhwan leaders who 'did not see the wisdom of beggaring them-
 selves and thereby being forced to submit to the caprices of the ruler of
 Najd'.62

 When the Kuwayt conference was convened it looked as if relations
 between Ibn Saud and the Ikhwan-Mutayr had somewhat eased, and al-
 Dawish was sent at the head of a force to the Hijaz. At the same time, during
 the conference, the Najdi mission tried to acquire territories in Trans-
 Jordan north to al-Jawf, in order to establish a 'corridor' between this state
 and Iraq. The Saudis intended to weaken the Hashimite front to their north,
 to counter a Hashimite attempt to join up with the 'Anaza and the Ruwalla
 against Najd and also to enable Saudi infiltration into Iraq from the corridor
 to Iraq's west.' However, in al-Dawish's absence, it seems that Ibn Saud
 also intended to surround the Ikhwan fugitives in Iraq from the west and to
 establish Saudi hegemony in western and southern Iraq by aligning with the
 local 'Amarat and Dahamsha tribes (which Ibn Saud claimed all along).
 Ibn Saud was thereby trying to block any future possibility of al-Dawish
 advancing to this area. The Mutayri chieftain must have grasped the signifi-
 cance of Ibn Saud's intention; on his return from the Hijaz he criticized the
 Najd mission's position during the Kuwayt conference and on 14 March 1924
 he led a raid into Diwaniyya in Iraq, killing 146 people.4 This action was the
 last straw for the troubled conference, which then finally adjourned, Ibn
 Saud having failed to achieve his aim.

 Early in 1925 the situation was virtually reversed. In previous months the
 Wahhabiyya was spreading continuously in al-Jawf and dominated the
 central settlements in the area, Sakaka and Qaryat al-Milh. It then became
 clear to Ibn Saud that his initiatives regarding southern Iraq had petered out
 and that the British, who had strengthened Iraqi frontier defence and had
 used the RAF to bomb Mutayr raiding parties, would not permit an open
 clash in this area. However, at that time the Ikhwan were substantially
 strengthened, by the 'Ujman and the 'Utayba joining the Mutayr in raids.65
 Ibn Saud decided to act against them in the al-Jawf area thereby also
 strengthening his claim on the region. He sent forces against a local anti-
 Saudi tribe, the Bani Sakhr, permitted the Dahamsha from Iraq to trade in
 Najd (in Jabal Shammar) and encouraged an alignment between a Ruwalla
 chieftain, who had turned Wahhabi, with the 'Amarat in Iraq.' He obviously
 intended to construct a pro-Saudi alliance extending from al-Jawf to central
 Iraq. Al-Dawish fiercely opposed this aim. In January 1925, frustrated by
 the economic restrictions Ibn Saud had imposed on the Mutayr, but from
 which the Najdi ruler exempted the Dahamsha in Iraq, al-Dawish raided a
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 large Dahamsha trading convoy on its way back from trading in Ha'il.
 Additional raids were carried out against the Ruwalla and the 'Amarat who
 had co-operated with Ibn Saud.67 The latter's plan was foiled once more.

 In the early 1920s Ikhwan groups from the Mutayr and from other tribes
 acted as a distinct tribal force which tried to establish its own power in the
 north-eastern frontier areas of Najd. Unlike the typical portrait of the
 Ikhwan, it would seem that at this time they were far from being an instru-
 ment for Ibn Saud. When it suited their mutual interests, Ibn Saud and the
 Ikhwan groups co-operated; however, both parties invested most of their
 energies in attempting to weaken each other and to obstruct each other's
 plans. Moreover, during this period the Ikhwan's interests can be defined as
 tangible and mundane political claims, far-removed from any Wahhabi
 religious message, attributed to them later on.

 The Ikhwan's whereabouts between 1925 and 1930 have been discussed
 and written about even more than the events in which they had previously
 been involved. The image which most writers attached to the Ikhwan for
 these years, of fanatics who rose up against their creator, is inaccurate and
 exaggerated at best; it certainly does not elucidate the complex relations
 they had with Ibn Saud. Interestingly, it was Philby (in his book Arabian
 Jubilee) who drew the most renowned typical image when he wrote that Ibn
 Saud had intentionally destroyed the 'Frankenstein' which he had created,
 before it could destroy him.8

 The active Ikhwan forces had so far acted typically as groups with vested
 interests: they aimed first at controlling the Najdi policy-making process and
 then at establishing themselves as an autonomous political power in the
 provinces where they dwelt. Therefore, to understand their motives and
 political actions during the period betweeen 1925 and 1930, one should
 again trace their prevalent political propensities and interests. However, the
 analysis should draw on the situation in the then newly-occupied province
 of the Hijaz. The characteristics of the Hijaz, in contrast to Najd, were
 obvious: it was a relatively urban area, its population quite sophisticated,
 accustomed to central government and to contacts with foreigners. As a
 pilgrimage and trading centre, its people were richer than the Najdis.
 Because of its religious significance, all Muslim countries had an interest in
 the area and several European states kept envoys in Jidda. Ibn Saud
 undoubtedly understood that he would have to re-shape the structure and
 functions of his government if he were to succeed in ruling the Hijaz. During
 the process of occupation he used for the first time means such as propa-
 ganda (mainly through newspapers) and communications, via radio and
 telegraph, maintained close contacts with European and various Muslim
 and Arab envoys, employed foreign advisers (notably Syrians, Egyptians
 and also Hijazis) and others. After the Occupation it became increasingly
 obvious that the continuous contacts with foreign powers, the maintenance
 of the Hajj and the difficulties inherent in controlling the different provinces
 and populations then incorporated into the state, would require a new
 regime.

 Ikhwan activities and interests should be examined in this context. As
 mentioned earlier, the revivalist movement had initially emerged in various
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 places without co-ordination. However, in the light of Ibn Saud's attempts
 to invade and overpower them through 'the corridor' north of al-Jawf, for
 the first time co-operation between Ikhwan groups developed. Factions of
 the 'Utayba then joined the Mutayr in raiding. In March 1924, the leader of
 the 'Ujman (who in 1920 became fully Wahhabi and who had been exposed
 to the Mutayr-Ikhwan's propaganda), Didan Ibn Hithlayn, refused Ibn
 Saud's command to report to him, as a gesture of identification with al-
 Dawish. Didan then increased the 'Ujman's co-operation with the Mutayr.69
 When the Hijaz was occupied there was ground for further co-operation. In
 December 1924, most of the Ikhwan leaders met in a conference in Mecca,
 where, for the sake of God, they committed themselves to conquer the
 whole of the Hijaz, with no compromises,70 their practical co-operation was
 accordingly cemented with ideology. In 1926, Dawish married the sister of
 the 'Utayba leader, Sultan Ibn Bijad Ibn Humayd. The Ikhwan were also
 inter-married and maintained close relations with Ibn Saud's brother,
 Muhammad, who was regarded as an adherent of their way.

 The Ikhwan groups tried to put their own stamp on the new regime in the
 Hijaz. Their leaders appeared in the Hijaz in a two-fold role: first as
 guardians of true Wahhabism, whose ideology justified the occupation, for
 which reason the Ikhwan argued that Wahhabi tenets should also govern the
 new regime. Secondly, they appeared as conquerors, under whose leader-
 ship several of the major campaigns in the Hijaz were executed, and who
 therefore deserved a role in the new regime. Their activity should thus be
 construed as an expression by the most renowned Najdi Wahhabi element to
 exert influence in the Hijaz: the will of a tribal, Wahhabi, desert-based and
 anti-foreign element to impose its mark on the emerging Hijazi regime.

 What did these Ikhwan do and how successful were they? The stigma
 'fanatic' given to the Ikhwan is mainly anchored in their attempts to impose a
 'purification' policy in the Hijaz. However, the events were more complex.
 The significance of the Hijaz and the intention to establish a new regime
 there provoked an open race by various political groups, each one trying to
 influence its shape. In fact, the Ikhwan were neither the dominant nor the
 only group active in the Hijaz; the Hijazi merchants, the tribes, the foreign
 advisers, the emissaries of the Egyptian King Fuad (who tried to make Ibn
 Saud agree to an international Muslim regime in the Hijaz) competed with
 each other and with the Ikhwan over positions and policies.71 Ibn Saud might
 have had to float among them and/or to allow them to fight among them-
 selves until his own position strengthened to the extent that he could impose
 his own kind of regime. The Ikhwan thus had some latitude which they
 exploited to initiate the destruction of the sites of the Prophet's birthplace
 (mawlid al-Nabi) and of Abu-Bakr's and Khadija's graves in Madina,
 to forbid tobacco growing (this instruction was changed several times),
 smoking, and the conduct of prayers near the Prophet's and other ancestors'
 graves. In 1926, a group of Ikhwan also attacked the Egyptian pilgrimage
 convoy (mahmal) on its way in Mecca, for not acting according to the
 Wahhabi way.72 In fact these deeds were the Ikhwan's last resort after their
 political and more pretentious aims had been thwarted. Apparently, Ibn
 Saud once more failed to include their leaders in the new government; did
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 not appoint any of them to be amir over one of the newly occupied Hijazi
 towns and there is even evidence to prove that he failed to consult them on
 his arrival in the Hijaz. Khalid Ibn al-Luway, the conqueror of Mecca (who,
 as mentioned earlier, was part of the revivalist movement but not from a
 hijra), was sent back to Khurma; Faysal al-Dawish, who besieged Madina,
 was prevented from accepting the city's surrender and was sent back to al-
 Artawiyya; Ibn Humayd was also dispatched back to al-Ghatghat.73 The
 British envoys in Jidda indeed reported that Khalid and al-Dawish returned
 with bitterness to their home-towns.74 The attempt to impose Wahhabi
 principles on Hijazi towns was one of the Ikhwan's basic aims which
 they tried to achieve and were not inclined to abandon, once their more
 ambitious plans to affect the new regime had been foiled. The 'purification'
 should be regarded as the only relative success enjoyed by the Ikhwan.

 This is not the place to analyse the type of regime Ibn Saud established in
 the Hijaz, but, to epitomize the effect it had on the Ikhwan groups, it seems
 that the latter were only further frustrated. They witnessed how more
 and more Hijazis were incorporated into the administration and the new

 Advisory Council (Majlis al-Shura), which was commissioned to advise on
 internal and financial affairs of the Hijaz. Moreover, they observed the
 strengthening of Ibn Saud's personal position and that of the executive arm
 of the government. After 1925, several quasi-ministerial offices were estab-
 lished; for foreign, health, judicial affairs etc., under the control of the new
 Viceroy, Ibn Saud's son, Faysal. From 1926, the participants in the Majlis al-
 Shura, who had previously been elected, were appointed by Ibn Saud and
 Faysal, and functioned under the latter's auspices. Ibn Saud surrounded
 himself with various advisers (notably Fuad Hamza and Yusuf Yasin from
 Syria, Hafiz Wahba from Egypt and sometimes Philby) to improve his
 decision-making ability. His control over the provinces also increased, facili-
 tated by such means as the radio, telegraph and motor vehicles which
 offered him better communications with the provincial umara'.75 The
 November 1925 Hadda' and Bahra agreements, which established the Saudi
 state's frontier lines with Trans-Jordan and Iraq, and even more so, the 20
 May 1927 Jidda agreement wherein Britain guaranteed the realm's full

 independence, gave Ibn Saud further prestige and authority, to the
 Ikhwan's growing dismay.

 In October 1926, a worsening in the relations between Ibn Saud and the
 Ikhwan was reported from Kuwayt. In the same month various Ikhwan
 groups convened in al-Artawiyya and presented a series of demands to Ibn
 Saud which exemplified their complaint as a whole. They called on him not
 to send his sons to visit London and Cairo as had been planned, to cease
 using infidel-made instruments such as radio, telephone, telegraph and cars.
 They opposed the taxes he had imposed on Najdi tribes, the permission he
 had given to Iraqi and Trans-Jordanian tribes to dwell and graze in the Saudi
 state and the fact that the Shiites in Ahsa' had not been forced to become
 Wahhabis. The Ikhwan questioned the prohibition Ibn Saud had imposed
 on trade with Kuwayt; because if the Kuwaytis were infidels, a total war
 should be waged against them. And if not, there should be no trade restric-
 tions.' In addition, there was the demand al-Dawish raised for the first time
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 in the summer of 1927, to wage a jihad against the frontier posts established
 by the Iraqis.78

 These claims reflect the Ikhwan's opinion, as Najdis, to the changes the
 state had undergone since the occupation of the Hijaz. The demand not to
 send the princes abroad expressed the Najdis' opposition to their King's
 growing friendship with, and dependence on foreigners. Complaints were
 often voiced about Ibn Saud becoming 'different' and no longer 'one of
 them'. In November 1926 the British envoy at Jidda reported that the
 Ikhwan and other Najdis felt degraded by these contacts and by the new
 means of communication, and that they were asking where the 'austerity' of
 the past had gone.79

 The demands to convert the Shiites, to forbid tribes from Trans-Jordan
 and Iraq to graze their flocks in the Saudi realm and to ban the use
 of Western means of communication arose ostensibly out of Wahhabi
 intolerance towards religious minorities and Western modernization. How-
 ever, this explanation does not suffice. The common denominator in these
 demands, as well as in the claim that Ibn Saud should stop taxing Najdi tribes
 was the desire to lift Ibn Saud's heavy hand from the Najdi tribes. The Saudi
 propensity to exercise direct and centralized rule all over Najd substantially
 increased after the Hijaz had been occupied and subjected to the new
 government. Later, in June 1929, one of al-Dawish's lieutenants told Dick-
 son that the Ikhwan's resistance to Ibn Saud derived from their rejection of
 what he called Ibn Saud's attempt 'to restrict the Bedouins' freedom to an
 unheard of extent'.' Not only did the taxes imposed on tribes markedly
 increase, but the permission granted to Iraqi and Trans-Jordanian tribes to
 dwell in Najd was made more difficult for the local tribes. The Shiite
 merchants, who could trade from their home towns in Ahsa' and become
 wealthy, angered the tribes which were still forbidden to trade with Kuwayt.
 The use of the telegraph and telephone particularly enraged the Ikhwan: this
 was the best-known expression of the strengthening of the Hijazi-based
 Saudi centralizing rule. With the help of such means of communication Ibn
 Saud could spread a network of control not only in the Hijaz but in Najd
 itself, to gather information and to give instructions as to how to curb the
 Ikhwan.

 The demand to destroy Iraqi frontier posts can be viewed as an expression
 of al-Dawish's own ambition to challenge Ibn Saud. However, this explana-
 tion is once more insufficient. The posts were erected in an area which had
 been the Mutayr's and partly the 'Ujman's, 'Utayba's and Harb's grazing
 zone. There is evidence to prove that al-Dawish in fact feared that the
 British intended to establish large fortresses in the area and to extend the
 Iraqi railway southwards from Basra into Najd. He viewed Ibn Saud's
 contacts with the British as a conspiracy to cement that plan which would
 definitely harm tribal freedom in this area.8" In November 1927 al-Dawish
 attacked one of these posts, Busayya, and triggered a whirlpool of violence
 in the area, which involved Ibn Saud, the British and all the local tribes.
 Thus, the question of the posts became another component in the more
 overwhelming question, that of the tribes' political autonomy: their ability
 to graze, raid and maintain their own affairs without interference. It also
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 became a further test for Ibn Saud regarding the extent to which he would
 press to destroy this autonomy or to preserve it.

 The struggle of the Ikhwan groups against Ibn Saud after 1925 bore the
 character of a Najdi tribal struggle against the centralizing and relatively
 modern regime established after the occupation of the Hijaz. This fact
 became apparent during 1927 and 1930, being the years of struggle between
 Ibn Saud and the Ikhwan. With the exception of the decisive battle in March
 1929, the Sabila battle, there was no direct collision between the two parties.
 The struggle revolved around Ibn Saud's attempts to establish a buffer
 between Ibn Humayd and al-Dawish and around each side's attempts to find
 supporters among the Najdi population. Hence, the struggle split Najdi
 society along the lines of the two political camps which had emerged from it:
 the pro-Saudi camp and the pro-tribal Ikhwan camp. It was clear that these
 issues were of interest to the society as a whole and not only to a fanatic
 'Frankenstein'.

 As early as February 1927, following a conference which had taken place
 during the previous weeks, the distinguished Ulama of Riyad gave a famous
 indication of the gravity of the problem. They were asked to give an opinion
 about the Ikhwan's demands and in their fatwa they emphasized that it was
 indeed worthy to lead a jihad against the frontier posts, but the final decision
 should be left to Ibn Saud as the rule of the state. They stressed that the
 Shiites of Ahsa' should be converted, that the Egyptian mahmal be for-
 bidden to enter Mecca and that the taxes on Najdi tribes were illegal. They
 did not express a view about the new means of communication: they argued
 that there was nothing in the Qur'an to disallow them but that they were a
 new issue which deserved another inquiry.82 Unlike 1919 when they decided
 against the Ikhwan, the Ulama of Riyad probably sensed that in 1927 they
 were not dealing with a small, abrasive elite, but rather with the future
 course of their society and polity. At that time, al-Dawish's image was that
 of 'a volunteer for jihad' (mutatawwi' lil-jihad) and not of a rebel, a fact
 which added to his prestige."

 In the wake of this unwelcome fatwa - notably regarding the necessity to
 lead a jihad - Ibn Saud tried to win over the majority of the Najd population.
 In January and again in March 1928 he sent emissaries to Ibn Humayd to
 prevent him from joining al-Dawish. Ibn Humayd, who had the reputation
 of being more serious and less 'hot-headed' than al-Dawish and whose hijra,
 al-Ghatghat, was relatively close to Riyad and therefore, more exposed to a
 Saudi attack, was thus more susceptible to Ibn Saud's pressure.,4 The Najdi
 ruler also appealed to the merchants of Ahsa' and to various Ulama urging
 them to support him.85 However, in February 1928 Ibn Saud was far from
 turning the tide in his favours. During this month he met al-Dawish and Ibn
 Humayd at Riyad and was compelled to agree to a planned large-scale
 Ikhwan raid into Iraq.' In April 1928 a big Ikhwan conference took place in
 Burayda. Ibn Saud exploited the fact that al-Dawish and Ibn Humayd would
 not appear personally and had sent their representatives instead to elicit a
 denunciation of them. However, his achievement was partial: he undertook
 to destroy the posts if, within two months he had failed to persuade the
 British to do it themselves.'
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 In the following months Ibn Saud won over various frontier tribes (like the
 Huwaytat and the Zafir). In November 1928 there was another conference
 in Riyad: this time Ibn Saud obtained another denunciation of al-Dawish,
 prevented an uninvited fatwa by the Ulama and publicly announced that it
 was al-Dawish's own fault that the British had built the posts in retaliation
 against his raids into Iraq. The Saudi ruler succeeded in attracting the
 support of Mutayr and 'Utayba factions which had seceded from their
 leaders; the majority of the Harb and the Qahtan also sided with him.
 However, even his supporters among the tribesmen and the Ulama were still
 adamant about the necessity to lead a jihad against the frontier posts.' Thus,
 in 1928 Najdi society was divided both in its support for Ibn Saud and over
 the policies which the realm were to follow.

 In 1929, after Ikhwan groups of the 'Utayba had attacked a trading convoy
 of the Qasim merchants in northern Najd, Ibn Saud probably understood
 that he would not be able to neutralize the Ikhwan by social isolation and by
 obtaining support against them. It also became evident that Ibn Hithlayn
 was about to join al-Dawish and Ibn Humayd. The future of Ibn Saud's rule
 and of the future regime in the Saudi state were thereby challenged. In late
 March 1929 in Sabila, an army recruited by Ibn Saud defeated the combined
 forces of al-Dawish and Ibn Humayd; the former was wounded and the
 latter was pursued and killed. Rumours from reliable sources indicated that
 Ibn Saud presumably achieved his triumph with cunning, as before the battle
 he had been negotiating with al-Dawish and consequently, the Ikhwan
 leaders who thought that discussions would continue and that an agreement
 might be reached, were not prepared for Ibn Saud's attack.'

 Only then did a full-scale rebellion break out against Ibn Saud. Al-
 Dawish, who had recovered from his wound, joined Na'if Ibn Hithlayn
 (after the leader of the 'Ujman, Didan, had been brought on a pretext to the
 camp of the son of the amir of Ahsa', Fahd Ibn Jilawi, and was executed
 there) and together with small 'Utayba groups, tried to exert control over
 Qasim and Ahsa'. They established contacts with Shaykh Ahmad of
 Kuwayt, Abdullah of Trans-Jordan and Faysal of Iraq in an attempt to get
 help. However, when Ibn Saud laid siege to the Ikhwan from Najd and the
 British gave their support, none of the surrounding rulers gave any practical
 help to the Ikhwan, whose future was thus decided. In January 1930 the
 Ikhwan leaders surrendered to the British and were then transferred to Ibn
 Saud. They could hardly be described as a marginal group of fanatics. In the
 events preceding the battle of Sabila they acted quite differently from the
 image of their characteristic profile.90

 To conclude, it seems that although the Ikhwan were probably founded by
 Ibn Saud, no integrative hujar-based Ikhwan emerged and consequently,
 they surely did not signify a change in Najdi civilization. Moreover, they did
 not constitute the only or even the majority of the Saudi forces, which
 achieved the state's conquests. Between 1917 and 1920, the Ikhwan could
 better be viewed as an elite group in Riyad, pressing for further fighting and
 proselytism in the surroundings of Najd. In the early 1920s, after their
 position in Riyad had declined, it was mainly Ikhwan Mutayr groups who
 played a salient role along Najd's northern frontier areas (with Kuwayt, Iraq
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 and Trans-Jordan). They acted as a force geared to impose Saudi rule there,
 but at the same time they also tried to maintain their own autonomous power
 and opposed Ibn Saud's initiatives to establish a centralized government.
 The Ikhwan activities were imbued with resistance to the Saudi rule from

 the 1910s. After the conquest of the Hijaz this tendency accelerated and
 increased. The Ikhwan factions, who were by then more distinct and co-
 operative among themselves, acted both as a force deeply opposed to the
 Hijaz-based Saudi government and as a pressure group to change its policies
 of rapprochement with Britain and surrounding Arab states, which entailed
 restrictions on tribal grazing, and the banning of raids. In so doing, the
 Ikhwan did not act merely as a group of religious fanatics, but rather as a
 tribal-Najdi group which in the wake of the ruler's new intentions was
 interested in preserving its traditional life-style, local power and influence
 over central decision-making.

 What then were the role and position of the Ikhwan in the creation of the
 Saudi state? An analysis of the relevant events demonstrates that a genuine
 process of Wahhabi revivalism, accompanied by a process of fighting and
 territorial expansion developed in Najd during the First World War and
 afterwards. Only partly planned and initiated by Ibn Saud, these processes
 spread and became entrenched in the Saudi state. Apparently, these pro-
 cesses gave the state its ideology and political goals, and shaped its territorial
 and demographic composition. As these processes lasted for several years, it
 can be said that they basically shaped the Saudi state's regime and politics.

 Consequently, two different courses of development emerged. One was
 an urge for further expansion, either through fighting and/or through
 proselytism. The Ikhwan were at the head of this course; in spite of their
 relatively small numbers and traditionally non-established position in the
 state, they drew on the fact that they were the pioneers and chief advocates
 of the most prestigious aims of proselytism and fighting. Basically this course
 had its origins in the conditions prevalent in the 1910s, but it also suited the
 nature of the earlier Wahhabi states: a powerful, religiously motivated,
 tribal force geared to proselytism and conquest. In the past such a tribal
 force had never been integrated in the Saudi government, and always
 maintained its separate, rather independent power and rights. In this respect
 the Ikhwan constituted a prolongation of this state of affairs. They served
 the Saudi state but insisted on continuing their traditional behaviour; con-
 stant fighting and conquests, continuous proselytism and the preservation of
 the autonomous and powerful position of tribes.

 However, at the same time, a second course emerged which also emanated
 from the territorial and demographic growth of the Saudi state. Already in
 the early 1920s, Ibn Saud had proved that it was his aim to establish political,
 economic and administrative centralization and to weaken tribal power.
 After the conquest of the Hijaz, this tendency was enhanced through the
 employment of foreign advisers, modern means of communication and
 through the establishment of a new government and contacts with foreign
 states. Ibn Saud definitely preferred modernization and centralization to
 the fighting, proselytism and tribal autonomy which had characterized the
 previous Saudi states. The Ikhwan, rather than signifying a civilizational
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 change in Najd, in fact constituted the conservative tribal-Najdi element
 in the state, which tried to re-impose its traditional violent, tribal and
 decentralized character. The struggle between them and Ibn Saud was
 therefore not one of a reliable instrument which turned fanatic, but rather
 between two adverse parties, deeply differing over the future course and
 character of the state. The late 1920s were a watershed in the Saudi state's
 development and at its peak the struggle indeed divided the whole of Najdi
 society. The Saudi triumph over the Ikhwan decided the problem; the Najdi
 tribes were eliminated as a political force and the state became more
 centralized, bureaucratized and its population relatively less keen to fight.

 It is difficult to understand why a considerable number of writers,
 including academically oriented authors or persons like Philby, who had
 first-hand knowledge of the Ikhwan and noted it in his unpublished diaries,
 depicted them in what seems to be an inaccurate and misleading way. The
 answer is perhaps rooted in the fact that it was Ibn Saud who triumphed in
 the contest between himself and the Ikhwan and in the light of Saudi
 Arabia's growing power and importance after the 1930s, most writers [even
 the most unbiased] felt that Ibn Saud's ways and actions, even in previous
 years, should be the focus of their work. They thus assessed the Ikhwan only
 as a tool which was designed by Ibn Saud for a certain purpose which
 functioned well for several years but which then failed and had to be
 destroyed. They ignored the necessary integration in historical analysis
 between the actions and genius of the individual and the more general
 attitudes and desires of larger groups, which are imposed on the individual;
 the interaction between the two combining into a historical process. More-
 over, the experiences in European history when many groups of religious
 fanatics, who had at first been extreme in their activities and who later failed
 or were 'punished' and disappeared, probably reinforced these writers in
 their opinion.

 Because so many writers viewed the Ikhwan as Ibn Saud's own created
 instrument, designed to accomplish a civilizational change in Najd, they
 focused mainly on the social and religious aspects of the Ikhwan. The
 amalgamation of religion, farming and fighting, as supposedly adopted by
 the hujar inhabitants, seemed anyhow unusual and exotic, and thus became
 the major part of any discussion on the Ikhwan. Regrettably, this picture
 was incompatible with an analysis of the Ikhwan's military and political
 activities and of their relations with Ibn Saud. The description of the func-
 tions of and activities within the hujar gave the impression that the Ikhwan
 were one, homogeneous and organized phenomenon, carrying out a pre-
 planned and defined role in the Saudi state. However, as E. H. Carr has
 taught us, 'history consists of a corpus of ascertained facts'91 and these prove
 that the Ikhwan had a role and position quite different from what has mostly
 been attributed to them.
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 NOTES

 I would like to express my gratitude to Professor Elie Kedourie and to Dr Joseph Nevo for
 offering me some illuminating suggestions regarding this article. I alone, however, am
 responsible for any error.
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