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Abstract
It has long been argued that identity matters in international relations. Yet, how identity
impacts enmity and conflict among states remains the subject of debate. The existing liter‐
ature asserts that differences in identity can be a source of conflict, whereas convergence
and similarity lead to cooperation. Nevertheless, empirical evidence from the Middle East
has long defied this hypothesis. The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, which prides itself on be‐
ing an Islamic model and claims Islamic leadership, has opposed the rise to power of Is‐
lamist movements in the Middle East. To address this paradox, this article builds on the
growing literature on ontological security to propose a theoretical framework explaining
how similarity can generate anxiety and identity risks. This framework, I argue, moves
beyond traditional regime‐security approaches to reveal that security is not only physical
but also ontological. I then illustrate the argument through a comparison of Saudi identity
risks in the wake of the Iranian revolution (1979) and the ascendance of the Muslim Broth‐
erhood to power in Egypt (2012). Ultimately, these cases provide intriguing insights into
foreign policy behaviour during critical situations.
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1 Introduction
It has long been argued that identity matters in international relations. Yet, how identity im‐
pacts enmity and conflict among states remains an issue of debate. The existing literature as‐
serts that differences in identity and culture can be a source of conflict, whereas convergence
and similarity can lead to cooperation (Huntington 1993, 1996; Horowitz 1995). Likewise,
constructivists in international relations (IR) argue that states will identify positively with
those with a similar identity (Wendt 1999). As Haas has argued, ‘the greater the ideological
1

I am particularly grateful to André Bank, Juliet Kaarbo, Stephan Rosiny, and Adham Saouli for their invalua‐
ble insights on earlier drafts. This research was supported by the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation and the
American Political Science Association. An earlier version of this paper was presented at the World Congress
of Middle East Studies, Ankara, on 18 August 2014.
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similarities among states’ leaders, the more likely they will view one another’s interests as
complementary, and thus the greater the incentives pushing these individuals to form an al‐
liance’ (2003:36). Nevertheless, empirical evidence from the Middle East has long defied this
hypothesis. As Walt observed in his study of alliances in the region, ‘certain ideologies are
more a source of division than of unity, even though the ideology explicitly prescribes close
cooperation among the adherents’ (1987:170). Pan‐Islamism, which overtly aims to overcome
national territorial differences and unify different entities in the region, has paradoxically
been a source of fragmentation and division.2
This article extends upon, and goes beyond, the existing literature to argue that similari‐
ties in identity can be a source of conflict and enmity. Largely based on the adaptation of ‘on‐
tological security’ to IR theory (McSweeney 1999; Steele 2005, 2008; Mitzen 2006), this article
proposes a theoretical framework to explain how similarity can generate anxiety and identity
risks. Building on the assumption that states have a basic need for ontological security,
which refers to ‘the need to experience oneself as a whole’ (Mitzen 2006:342), I argue that se‐
curity is enforced through a stable conception of self‐identity. The essence of such a concep‐
tion of self‐identity is the distinctiveness of the self vis‐à‐vis the other. Accordingly, critical
situations leading to the erosion of such distinctiveness trigger anxiety and insecurity, as the
regimes’ identities become equivocal. As a reactionary imperative, actors attempt to restore a
secure self‐identity through two mechanisms: counter‐framing the other in a demonizing
manner and reinventing a new self–other distinction. This argument is illustrated through a
close comparative examination of Saudi foreign policy in 1979 and 2012.
Despite its pan‐Islamic nature, the Islamic revolution in Iran was perceived as a threat to
the Saudi Kingdom, a monarchy which itself asserted a broad pan‐Islamic identity. This anti‐
Iranian stance was often couched in sectarian terms, with the kingdom defining its identity
as ‘Sunni’ vis‐à‐vis a ‘Shiite’ other. Following the 2011 Arab uprisings, the rise of the Muslim
Brotherhood (MB) and its political offshoot the Freedom and Justice Party in Egypt brought
up several uncertainties within the Saudi royal elite, who could not hide their relief at the
Brotherhood’s quick downfall a year later. The Saudi reactions to the ascendance of this Sun‐
ni movement to power in Egypt went beyond the conventional sectarian polarization in the
region to reveal a fundamental truth: the rise of any Islamic regime with a pan‐Islamic voca‐
tion is a source of anxiety to the kingdom. This article addresses the resulting puzzle: why
does Saudi Arabia, a monarchy that prides itself on its pan‐Islamic identity and for ruling ac‐
cording to shari’a, oppose the rise of Islamist movements to power in the Middle East? Why
and how can ideologically similar regimes be considered sources of identity risks?

2

Other examples of identity similarity leading to divisions include the competition among pan‐Arab nationalist
regimes, cf. Barnett (1998). The rivalry between the Syrian and Iraqi Ba’thist regimes provides another illustra‐
tion, cf. Kienle (1990).
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This article largely moves beyond the regime‐security‐based approaches3 as well as the
sectarian accounts predominant in explanations of Saudi foreign policy to argue that the
kingdom not only feels that its physical security is threatened but is also experiencing anxie‐
ty due to the similarity between its identity and that of other Islamic models. This is not to
say that material power or internal threats to regime survival are insignificant. Rather, my
study focuses on those rare moments in history where states’ existential security is at risk.
Therefore, I consider critical situations, such as wars and revolutions, as a scope condition for
my argument. Looking at identity narratives at these particular moments provides an useful
lens alongside other material explanations. Based on an ontological security interpretation,
this article attempts to explain how the Islamic revolution in Iran and the rise of the MB in
Egypt developed into a risk for the Saudi regime’s identity. By comparing the Saudi foreign
policy discourse towards Iran in 1979 with that towards the MB in 2012, I argue that in both
cases the self‐identity of the kingdom was threatened as its source of distinctiveness was
eroded. Consequently, the kingdom responded with the two mechanisms noted above in or‐
der to restore its identity security: reinventing its regime identity to highlight its distinctive‐
ness vis‐à‐vis the ‘other’, and demonising the other. In the case of the Islamic revolution in
Iran, Saudi Arabia streamlined its own identity from that of a champion of the pan‐Islamist
discourse to being the leader of the Sunni world. In the case of the MB, the kingdom further
reduced its identity to portray itself as upholding a Salafi Wahhabi narrative, an offshoot of
the Sunni tradition.
To explicate this argument, the article proceeds as follows: First, I examine the con‐
cept of ontological security and develop a theoretical framework to explain how similari‐
ty can generate identity risks. Second, I examine the case of the Iranian revolution and
the threat it posed to the Saudi regime, and how the regime reduced its identity and re‐
acted with a Sunni‐versus‐Shiite discourse. Third, I discuss the Saudi reaction to the rise
of the MB in Egypt and how the kingdom narrowed its identity to Salafi Wahhabism to
face this challenge.

2 Ontological (In)security: A Theoretical Framework
The emphasis on cultural and ideational factors as determinants of conflict and cooperation
among states has emerged as a major trend in IR theory since the end of the Cold War. Hun‐
tington’s (1993, 1996) famous argument about the clash of civilizations postulated that con‐
flicts would erupt around cultural divides. He clearly claimed that ‘[i]n this new world order
[…] the most persuasive, important, and dangerous conflicts […] will […] be between peo‐

3

Based on the adaptation of the realist tradition to the context of Third World countries, regime‐security ap‐
proaches highlighted the role of domestic politics and legitimacy in regime behaviour (David 1991; Mufti
1996; Telhami 1999; e.g. Gause 2003; Curtis 2009).
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ples belonging to different cultural entities’ (1996:28). The explosion of ethnic conflicts fol‐
lowing the collapse of the Soviet Union and the former Yugoslavia further fuelled this hy‐
pothesis. Some scholars not only drew correlations between identity difference and enmity
but also considered difference to be a major driver of conflict. Horowitz (1995) contended
that group differences, highlighted by the lack of common identity denominators, are a fac‐
tor in ethnic conflicts. In the same vein, Saideman (2001) suggested that states get involved in
ethnic conflict based on identity affinities; they intervene to support the side of the conflict
with which their constituents share an ethnicity or ethnicities. Also, social constructivists in
IR asserted that a sense of shared identity eliminates the perception of threat, which is in
turn likely to increase the probability of interstate cooperation (Wendt 1999; Hopf 2002;
Rousseau and Rocio 2007).
Despite the prevalence of the above literature, a few scholars opposed this trend, claim‐
ing that shared ties can be the most decisive in generating conflict and enmity. Axelrod
(1997) suggested that convergence among individuals or groups can lead to division and di‐
vergence. The factors that create common identities – such as pan‐Arabism, pan‐Islamism, or
a European identity – can lead to an increased perception of difference. Based on a quantita‐
tive analysis, Gartzke and Gleditsch (2006) also found that conflict is more likely among cul‐
turally similar states than among culturally dissimilar ones.4 Although these few attempts
cast doubt on identity similarity as a source of cooperation only, our knowledge of why
and how identity similarity can be a source of conflict among states is still very limited.
This section thus develops a theoretical framework based on ontological security to ad‐
dress this gap.
Why does similarity threaten actors? Why do states need to assert a distinctive self‐
identity? The answer, I argue, lies in the intricate ontological‐security need of states to have
a distinctive and consistent sense of self and to have that sense affirmed by others. Some IR
scholars have aimed to transfer the concept of ‘ontological security’, coined by the psychia‐
trist R.D. Laing and only recently introduced to IR theory, from the individual to the state
level.5 For Laing, an ontologically secure individual is one with a firm ‘sense of integral
selfhood and personal identity’. The concept was further developed in Giddens’ structu‐
ration theory (1984, 1991). He defined ontological security as ‘the confidence that most
human beings have in the continuity of their self‐identity and in the constancy of the sur‐
rounding social and material environments of action’ (1991:92). Such a sense of self is re‐
flected in agents’ behaviour. As Mitzen argues, ‘ontological security is security not of the
body but of the self, the subjective sense of who one is, which enables and motivates action

4

There is also a trend within the social identity perspective (Tajfel 1978; Tajfel and Turner 1986) arguing that
differentiation increases when group distinctiveness is low and threatened by similarity with other groups
(Moghaddam and Stringer 1988; Roccas and Schwartz 1993; e.g. Dovidio, Gaertner, and Validzic 1998; Jetten,
Spears, and Manstead 2001).

5

Cf. Zarakol (2010); Huysmans (1998); McSweeney (1999); Mitzen (2006); and Steele (2005, 2008).
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and choice’ (2006:344). In other words, agents choose a course of action that conforms to
their self‐identity.
Accordingly, and in contrast to realist accounts, where security and survival are achieved
through the accumulation of military capabilities, actors also engage in ontological security–
seeking behaviour, which provides them with ‘a sense of continuity and order in events’, to
affirm their self‐identity (Giddens 1991:243). Hence, ontological security involves the ability
to ‘experience oneself as a whole […] in order to realize a sense of agency’ (Mitzen 2006:342).
In other words, individuals need to feel secure in who they are, as they see themselves and
as they want to be seen by others. As Giddens claims, ‘to be ontologically secure is to possess
[…] answers to fundamental existential questions which all human life in some way address‐
es’ (Giddens 1991:47). This suggests that ‘insecurity’ means that individuals are confused
about who they are and uncomfortable with their identity in social interactions with others
(Steele 2005:525).
But how do states acquire this sense of self? Is it intrinsic? Scholars are divided on the
sources of ontological security. On the one hand, Steele argues that ontological security is
couched in a state’s intrinsic narrative about the self. From this perspective, this sense of self
enables the state to process its environment and build sustainable relationships with others.
However, other scholars argue that a state’s sense of self is based on social interaction with
others. As Mitzen argues, the state’s identity is ‘constituted and sustained by social relation‐
ships rather than being intrinsic’ (2006:354). In this regard, the sense of self is only reinforced
and distinguished through sustainable interactions with others. According to Kinvall, ‘inter‐
nalized self‐notions can never be separated from self/other representations and are always
responsive to new inter‐personal relationships’ (2004:749).
Barnett defines identity as ‘the understanding of oneself in relationship to others’
(1999:5). As identity refers to ‘the image of individuality and distinctiveness (selfhood) held
and projected by an actor’ (Jepperson, Wendt, and Katzenstein 1996:95), the sense of self only
acquires meaning through the actor’s differentiation and uniqueness from the other. In other
words, identity is viewed as a line of distinctiveness which ‘can only be established by dif‐
ference, by drawing a line between something and something else’ (Nabers 2009:195). There‐
fore, I build on the sociological approach that sees ontological security as based on a con‐
sistent narrative of the self, which evolves through interaction with others. If self‐identity is
affirmed at the self‐versus‐other nexus, then ontological security is strongly linked to the
idea of the distinctiveness of the self.
The distinctiveness of an actor’s identity is reflected in that actor’s behaviour and action,
which consolidate his or her understanding of the self. Acquiring ontological security entails
reproducing this self‐versus‐other distinctiveness and routinizing it. Such distinctiveness,
though connected to the self–other relationship, becomes integral to the actor’s self‐identity
and the maintenance of a consistent narrative, which contributes to the actor’s ontological se‐
curity. As Mitzen suggested, ‘inter‐societal routines help maintain identity coherence for
GIGA Working Papers
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each group, which in turn provides individuals with a measure of ontological security’
(2006:352). In other words, states’ ability to uphold a continuous distinctive identity vis‐à‐vis
others influences the stability of state identity at the domestic level.
As continuity and order in routinized self‐versus‐other relationships are the main source
of ontological security, ‘critical situations’ that alter these routines can pose risks to the sense
of self and thus to identity. Giddens defined ‘critical situations’ as ‘circumstances of a radical
disjuncture of an unpredictable kind which affect substantial numbers of individuals, situa‐
tions that threaten or destroy the certitudes of institutionalized routines’ (1984:61). Because I
have defined ontological security as the distinctive sense of self versus other, a ‘critical situa‐
tion’ can be an external event leading to an altered representation of the other, which ulti‐
mately constitutes a source of instability and insecurity for the self. These events can include
revolutions, wars, and regime changes. Such critical situations constitute the scope condition
for this theoretical framework. As I discuss in more detail in the following section, the Islam‐
ic revolution in Iran (1979) constituted a critical situation for the Saudis, as they perceived
their distinctiveness vis‐à‐vis the other to be altered. In other words, if the routinized rela‐
tionship between the self and other is disturbed, the agent’s sense of self is endangered. The
change in circumstances threatens the individual’s sense of identity by altering the social co‐
ordinates by which agents recognize their own identity and continuity. These unpredictable
situations constitute an identity threat, as ‘agents perceive that something can be done to
eliminate them’ (Steele 2008:12).
As the very basis of identity construction is differentiation and uniqueness from others,
any disturbance in the self‐versus‐other distinction leads to agents’ uncertainty about their
own identity. Therefore, if the discursive constructions of the ‘self’ and the ‘other’ become in‐
creasingly similar, agents are ontologically insecure; they perceive the very basis of their self‐
identity to have been eliminated. From this perspective, and in contrast to the conventional
wisdom that similar identities lead to convergence and cooperation, cultural and identity
similarities can lead to differentiation and conflict. Based on social identity theory, Brewer
(1991) also postulated that the need for distinctiveness is met through comparisons. Conse‐
quently, similarity constitutes a threat to one’s need for differentiation or distinctiveness. As
Currie notes, ‘one’s individuality is more threatened by similarity rather than difference’
(2004:86). Therefore, similarity is a source of disturbance because the old and secure meaning
of self and the associated sense of agency become irrelevant.
But what does ‘identity similarity’ mean? And is similarity always threatening? Absolute
similarity, that is, sameness, is implausible. Therefore, by similarity I mean that actors share
common beliefs about what constitutes their identity. It is worth noting that not all sorts of
similarity must be threatening. Social identity scholars (Snyder and Fromkin 1980; Brewer
1991) postulate that low levels of similarity can foster cooperation, whereas high levels of
similarity can lead to the opposite. In this regard, actors are motivated to find an optimal
balance between assimilation with and differentiation from others. Similarity, I argue here,
WP 263/2014
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becomes threatening if it extends to that particular line of distinctiveness without which the
actor’s raison d’être is meaningless. Henceforth, this lack of distinctiveness will trigger anxiety,
which Giddens distinguishes from fear. Whereas fear is ‘a response to a specific threat and
therefore has a definite objective’, anxiety is ‘a generalized state of emotions’ (Giddens
1991:43). In other words, fear is a reaction to an objective material threat to the agent’s sur‐
vival. Anxiety, however, is a sense of insecurity that emerges when the agent’s self‐identity is
challenged. From this perspective, anxiety causes a state of ontological insecurity that is not
based on a specific objectified threat, as it attacks the ‘core of the self once a basic security
system is set up’ (Giddens 1991:44).
When their sense of self‐identity is threatened through this similarity, actors will coun‐
ter their anxiety with a dynamic adaptive reaction. To enhance their ontological security,
actors are continuously monitoring their own behaviour, which reflects their ideas about
their self‐identity. Therefore, when critical situations alter the established self–other dis‐
tinction, agents feel uncomfortable with who they are and their routines are unable to ac‐
commodate the new circumstances. Consequently, agents change their behaviour to con‐
form to their new sense of self.
As these new circumstances create similarity, agents adopt an imperative reactionary be‐
haviour to restore clear waters between them and the other, what Freud (1922) referred to as
‘the narcissism of small differences’. Two main adaptive strategies can be discerned. Firstly,
actors tend to frame the other in a demonizing way to legitimize their own identity. As illus‐
trated in the following sections, Saudi Arabia has tended to frame the Islamic revolution in
Iran and the MB in Egypt as unfaithful and deviating from the true path of Islam. Secondly,
actors are likely to bolster the old self–other distinction and seek to generate a new and se‐
cure identity. Actors reinvent relationships with others by fostering new differences and dis‐
tinctions in the discourse of their identity (Bloom 1990:39–40). The Saudis thus reinvented
their self‐identity, moving from pan‐Islamism to Sunni Islam, to highlight a new distinction
vis‐à‐vis the Iranian revolution – that is, Sunni versus Shiite. With the MB’s ascendance, the
Saudi Kingdom further streamlined its identity, moving from a broadly Sunni narrative to a
narrow Salafi Wahhabi discourse – an offshoot of the Sunni tradition – and thereby excluding
the MB and any other Sunni group.

GIGA Working Papers
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Figure 1: Restoring Ontological Security

Critical situation
(scope condition)

Self‐vs.‐other
distinction at risk
(identity similarity)

Ontological
insecurity and
anxiety

Adaptive
mechanisms

Counter‐framing
the other

Reinventing actor’s
self‐identity

Restoring distinctiveness
and security
Source: Author’s own compilation.

The remainder of this article uses the case of Saudi foreign policy to demonstrate how identi‐
ty similarity can generate anxiety. With the rise of Islamist movements to power, the Saudi
regime feared the erosion of its identity. The following two sections explore Saudi anxiety
regarding the Iranian revolution in 1979 and the Muslim Brotherhood in 2012. Such an em‐
pirical comparison, I argue, offers an extremely useful opportunity to assess the validity of
the above theoretical framework. These case studies illustrate the preliminary validity of the
main argument: identity similarity can be a source of anxiety. In addition, they shed light on
the relevance of the theoretical proposition and probe its plausibility for theory building.6

6

Plausibility probe cases are ‘attempts to determine whether potential validity may reasonably be considered
great enough to warrant the pains and costs of testing’ (Eckstein 2000:140–141).
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3 An Ontological Security Interpretation of Saudi Foreign Policy
Before examining the Saudi Kingdom’s behaviour, I will briefly explore what ‘Saudi state
identity’ means. As opposed to Arab states, where nationalism was based on ethnic elements,
such as Arabism, combined with territorial affinities related to the struggle against colonial‐
ism, the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia was not formed on the basis of a ‘national’ identity.7 Mod‐
ern Saudi Arabia came into existence as a result of the Al Saud’s attempt to establish an Is‐
lamic monarchy on the Arabian Peninsula. The unification of the Arabian Peninsula was an
outcome of the long‐standing alliance between Muhammed Ibn ’Abd al‐Wahhab (the epo‐
nym of Wahhabism)8 and the Al Saud. The new state lacked a national identity that could
stand in contrast to the patriotism developing in the neighbouring Arab states.9 The Saudi
state identity thus came to be based on an appropriation of Islamic symbols: ‘our constitution
is the Quran and the application of shari’a’. Islam, and its Wahhabi interpretation in particu‐
lar,10 enabled the regime to distinguish itself from other regional actors.11 As Nevo stated, ‘re‐
ligion has played a prominent role not only in moulding the individual’s private and collec‐
tive identities but also in consolidating [the] national values’ (1998:35).12 According to a sur‐
vey conducted in 2003, Saudis consider religion the most important element of their identity;
territorial nationalism comes second (Thompson 2014:233).
Since Saudi Arabia has two of the three holy cities of Islam within its borders – Mecca
and Medina – Islam served as a source of its distinctiveness from other states in the region.
For decades, the kingdom relied on Islam to provide it with a unique identity in the region,
separate from the secular pan‐Arab wave that swept the region during the 1950s and 1960s
under the charismatic leadership of Egyptian president Nasser (Piscatori 1983). In an attempt

7

The nature of the Saudi society – composed of diverse clans, tribes, and Bedouins – did not allow the emer‐
gence of a state around a collective national identity. The Arabian Peninsula was rarely unified until the forces
of the Saud family succeeded in unifying the country in the early twentieth century (Kostiner 1990).

8

Wahhabism refers to the Saudi variant of the Sunni tradition. The word ‘Wahhabism’ is derived from the
teachings of the Muslim scholar, Muḥammad Ibn ‘Abd al‐Wahhab, who lived on the Arabian Peninsula in the
eighteenth century (1703–1792). Ibn ‘Abd al‐Wahhab founded a religious movement that aimed to reverse
what he perceived as the moral decline of the Islamic society on the Arabian Peninsula. Based on an alliance
between Muhammed Ibn ‘Abd al‐Wahhab and Muhammed Ibn Saud, the founder of the first Saudi state,
Wahhabism provided the ruling family with legitimacy and a powerful tool to unite various tribes and regions
under it. It is worth nothing that the term Wahhabism is a pejorative term. The Wahhabis call themselves Mu‐
wahidun (monotheists). Despite the imperfection of the term ‘Wahhabism’, I retain it, as it is widely used.

9

On the lack of a national Saudi identity, see the article of the leading Saudi columnist Hamid Al‐Din (2014).

10 Despite the presence of diverse groups with different interpretations of Islam within the Kingdom, the public
discourse is dominated by the exclusive interpretation of Islam.
11 This does not mean that the state identity was an amalgamation of diverse groups in the society. Instead, the
Al Saud monopolized the state’s identity narrative, which derived from Wahhabism.
12 For further details on the role of Wahhabism in the formation of the Saudi state, cf. Ayoob and Kosebalaban
(2008).
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to discredit pan‐Arabism, the kingdom emphasized the imagery of the pan‐Islamic umma13
and crowned itself the defender of faith in the region. This pan‐Islamic narrative, which pre‐
scribed solidarity among Muslims, was often identified by King Faisal (1964–1975) as the in‐
herent raison d’être of the Saudi state (Sindi 1986). With the demise of the pan‐Arab project,14
the pan‐Islamic discourse gained leverage among the Arab masses. Saudi Arabia portrayed
itself as the representative of the Muslim world and prided itself on being the only Islamic
state to rule according to shari’a.
Ironically, its claim to be the protagonist of ‘true’ Islam in the world sowed the seeds of
the Saudi state’s ultimate vulnerability to other emerging Islamic models in the region. Any
possibility of a neighbouring state adopting an interpretation of Islam similar to the Saudi
version constituted a critical threat to the state’s uniqueness and distinctiveness. This type of
threat emerged once Islamist movements achieved power in the region. In 1979, the kingdom
feared that it would lose its unique Islamic credentials when the Islamic revolution in Iran
adopted a pan‐Islamic identity similar to that of the Saudis. The distinction according to
which the kingdom had consolidated its identity vis‐à‐vis the other states in the region be‐
came irrelevant. Seeking to re‐establish its uniqueness, the Saudi state narrowed its regime
identity from pan‐Islamism to Sunni Islam. Based on this Sunni version of Islam, Iran was
identified as a Shiite ‘other’.
Decades later, the ascendance of the MB to power in Egypt in 2012 constituted another
acute challenge. The kingdom had been successful in re‐establishing its distinctiveness fol‐
lowing the Iranian revolution by making a sectarian distinction, but the MB belonged to the
Sunni interpretation of Islam. To adapt to this new situation, the kingdom thus adopted a
narrow Salafi Wahhabi interpretation of Islam vis‐à‐vis the MB’s Islamic Sunni discourse.
Figure 2: The Saudi Identity‐Reframing Process

Pan‐Islamism
The Islamic revolution, 1979

Sunni Islam
MB
MB in
in power
power in
in Egypt,
Egypt,2012
2012

Salafi Wahhabism
Source: Author’s own compilation.

13 Umma is used to refer to all Muslims as one community bound by religion.
14 Pan‐Arabism refers to the political project of unifying all Arabs under a single state.
WP 263/2014
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3.1 The Islamic Revolution and the Security of Sectarianism
When Saudi Arabia had consolidated its distinct identity as the sole Islamic model in the re‐
gion, the Islamic revolution broke out in Iran in 1979, thereby undermining the Saudis’ self‐
identity by altering the representation of the ‘other’. The Islamic revolution downplayed Per‐
sian nationalism and promoted Islamic universalism. The revolution aimed to transcend its
national context, and called for Muslim unity and solidarity (Buchta 2002). The new identity
of the Islamic Republic portrayed Iran as the vanguard of revolutionary and anti‐imperialist
Islam and the legitimate leader of the Muslim umma. It thus explicitly converged with the
Saudi worldview, which was based on solidarity among Muslims.
According to Khomeini, Muslims formed a single community (umma), and the existing
borders were the result of imperialism and domination. He argued that Islam was one, and
that Muslims should henceforth unite: ‘Muslims must become a single hand. They must be‐
come a united hand, remain united, become one; they must not think themselves separate
from us’ (quoted in Halliday 2002:31). This claim remained a core concern for Iran and was
reflected in the constitution, which proclaimed solidarity among Muslims. Accordingly, the
Islamic Republic pursued a foreign policy strategy that appealed to Arabs and Muslims. Iran
constantly emphasized its commitment to the Palestinian cause. At the height of the Second
Intifada (2000), Supreme Leader Khamenei termed Palestine ‘a limb of our body’ (Wehrey,
Karasik, Nader, Ghez, Hansell, and Guffey 2009:23). This pan‐Islamist narrative was accom‐
panied by increasing financial support to Hamas, the Palestinian Islamic Jihad, and Hezbol‐
lah in Lebanon. The Iranians thus presented themselves as the leader of Islam in the region
and the epitome of virtue in the Arab–Israeli conflict.
Pan‐Islamism should have served as a common denominator between the Iranian Repub‐
lic and the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Ironically, its implications were divisive. The kingdom
saw the foundations of its state identity eroded. Turki al‐Faisal Al Saud15 has offered an in‐
teresting perspective on the kind of risks Iran posed to the kingdom:
Saudi Arabia is the Custodian of the Two Holy Mosques,16 and the Birthplace of Islam,
and as such it is the eminent leader of the wider Muslim world. Iran portrays itself as
the leader not just of the minority Shiite world, but of all Muslim revolutionaries inter‐
ested in standing up to the West. (Al Saud 2013:38)
The distinctiveness the Saudi state claimed to have in relation to other actors was endan‐
gered by the rise of a pan‐Islamist ideology in Iran. The perceived danger was magnified by
the Iranian revolution’s efforts to discredit the Saudi version of Islam. A Saudi official expli‐
cated this tension as follows: ‘Iran’s biggest struggle is with Saudi Arabia, not with the Unit‐
15 Turki al‐Faisal is a member of the Saudi royal family. From 1977 to 2001, Prince Turki was the director of al‐
mukhābarāt al ‘aāma (the Saudi general intelligence service).
16 This title was introduced in 1986 in reaction to Iranian demands to place Mecca and Medina under interna‐
tional rule.
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ed States. Iran wants to challenge the Saudi version of Islam, that is the division of politics
and religion’ (quoted in Marschall 2003:48). Accordingly, the Saudi regime came under pres‐
sure. Another element of the pan‐Islamic rhetoric consisted of challenges to the monarchic
and hereditary principles of the Saudi regime.
This challenge to the distinctiveness of Saudi identity was exacerbated by other material
and domestic threats to the kingdom in the aftermath of the Iranian revolution. The Shiites in
the eastern province of the Saudi Kingdom staged protests on 28 November 1979. The re‐
gime claimed that its small Shiite community, estimated at approximately 350,000 in 1986,
was beholden to Iranian influence (Goldberg 1986:230). There is no compelling evidence that
Iran was involved in Saudi internal affairs. Nevertheless, a small number of Shiite clerics in
Saudi Arabia were inspired by Khomeini’s speeches, especially his aim to export the Islamic
revolution (Ibrahim 2006). This domestic challenge put further pressure upon the regime, as
it exposed and magnified the lapses in its identity narrative.
These circumstances drove the Saudi rulers to reinvent their state’s identity, which they
needed to separate from the generic pan‐Islamic rhetoric in order to re‐establish a sense of
self vis‐à‐vis the changing representation of the ‘other’ – namely, Iran. The Saudis narrowed
their identity to the Sunni approach, known for its rejection of the Shiites as a legitimate Is‐
lamic community. In looking to distinguish the Saudi version of Islam from the Iranian one,
the kingdom thus reinvigorated a sectarian discourse. Sunni Islam was broadly introduced
into Saudi foreign policy not as a source of legitimacy but as a component of Saudi national
identity that tied the rule of the Al Saud to the state and the territory and distinguished Sau‐
di Arabia from the Islamic Republic.
The reduction of the Saudi pan‐Islamic identity to a Sunni Islamic one created a new self‐
versus‐other distinctiveness couched in sectarian terms (Sunni versus Shiite). Henceforth, the
kingdom adopted an anti‐Shiite discourse designed to discredit the pan‐Islamic narrative of
the Iranian revolution. For this endeavour, the regime strengthened the power of the ulama
(as representatives of the state religion) and promoted the kingdom’s conservative Sunni im‐
age. It also reinforced a stricter Wahhabi code of conduct, granting the ulama, such as Ibn
Bāz,17 more control over social and religious life (Steinberg 2005:28–29). This was manifested
in the strengthening of the religious strands in the educational system, which resulted in the
state becoming closely associated not only with Islamic symbols but also with a Sunni ap‐
proach that rejected Shiite symbols (Niblock 2006:55). Moreover, the kingdom’s rulers aimed
to consolidate the kingdom’s image as the eminent leader of the Muslim world by using the
title of ‘the custodian of the two holy sites’ – Mecca and Medina.
In addition to creating this new distinction, the kingdom counter‐framed the Islamic Re‐
public to demonize the latter’s claims. The Saudi clerical establishment produced an over‐

17 Ibn Bā z was one of the most prestigious Islamic scholars in Saudi Arabia. He was the grand mufti for the king‐
dom from 1993 until his death in 1999.
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flow of anti‐Shiite publications to blunt the pan‐Islamic appeal of the Islamic revolution.18
Sectarian language became more explicit. From the perspective of the Sunni ulamas, the Shiite
propensity for saint worship, shrine and grave cults, and veneration of imams were abhor‐
rent acts of polytheism (shirk). Indeed, Sunni scholars viewed Shiites as ‘the incarnation of
infidelity, and [...] polytheists’, making it the duty of believers ‘to manifest enmity to the pol‐
ytheists [who] were perceived as unbelievers (kufar), and were therefore liable to the severest
sanctions, including that of holy war (jihad)’ (Goldberg 1986:232). In short, this Saudi coun‐
ter‐framing of Shi’ism placed the Iranian regime outside of the Muslim community, describ‐
ing them as defectors (rafidda).
Based on this identity consolidation, the representation of the ‘Saudi‐Sunni self’ was con‐
trasted with the ‘Iranian‐Shiite other’ in Saudi foreign policy. The discourse of exclusion,
based on religious otherness and framed by a religious narrative, highlighted Saudi Arabia’s
religious uniqueness, which was necessary to forge a distinct regime‐identity narrative. In
other words, sectarianism was simply a strategy for re‐establishing the kingdom’s distinc‐
tiveness and, thus, its ontological security.

3.2 The Rise of the Muslim Brotherhood: Increasing Similarity and Increasing Insecurity
Following the Islamic revolution, the kingdom prided itself on representing Sunni Islam
against its enemies from the Shiite sect. Although this distinction provided the kingdom with
a secure sense of self for decades, it was challenged by the critical situation created by the
2011 Arab uprisings, which swept the Arab world, toppled dictators, and opened the doors
of power to Islamist movements. Most importantly, the ascendance of the MB to power in
Egypt, with the first elected Islamist president, Mohamed Morsi, was a key development at
the regional level.
The MB represented a Sunni approach similar to the kingdom’s reframed identity narra‐
tive, as explicitly acknowledged by an old fatwa from the Standing Committee for Scholarly
Research and Fatwas19 in the kingdom:
The closest of all Islamic groups to the Truth and the keenest to apply it: Ahl‐ul‐Sunnah
wal‐Jama’ah (adherents to the Sunnah and the Muslim mainstreams). They are Ahl Al‐
Hadith (the scholars of Hadith), Ansar Al‐Sunnah group, and then Al‐Ikhwan‐ul‐
Muslimun (the MB). (Standing Committee 2014)
Despite this convergence, the ascendance of the MB to power was a source of anxiety for the
kingdom, as the latter’s distinct representation of itself as the sole leader of the Sunni Islamic
18 For an overview, cf. Algar (2002).
19 This is an Islamic committee established by the king that issues rulings in Islamic jurisprudence. The members
are drawn from the Council of Senior ‘Ulama. The members of this council are appointed by the king and
usually reflect state interests. For an overview of the dynamics between the ulama and the regime, cf. Boucek
(2010).
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world was called into question. This section examines the similarity between the MB’s identity
and that of the Saudi state, and how this similarity created discomfort for the Al Saud. I subse‐
quently examine how the kingdom reacted in order to re‐establish its ontological security.
Although the ideological foundations of the MB were initially different from those of
Saudi Arabia, the group underwent drastic internal ideological changes over the decades. It
increasingly embraced Salafi ideas, thereby moving into the same ideological paradigm as
the Saudis. During the 1970s, the MB underwent what Tammam (2011) called ‘Salafization’,
becoming a Salafi entity. This transformation started with the group’s interaction with the
Saudi Kingdom following the oppression exercised upon it by Nasser’s regime in the 1950s.
The majority of the Muslim Brothers who fled the country found refuge in Saudi Arabia,
where they were actively engaged in the social and economic modernization of the kingdom,
under the reign of King Faisal. Through protracted exposure to the Saudi environment, the
members of the group gradually embraced Wahhabi ideas, which became integral to the
group’s ideology (Tammam 2008). When the MB reconvened its activity in Egypt in the
1970s, the ideological fusion between the Brotherhood’s initial approach and Salafism was
apparent. The Salafi–Brotherhood intermarriage manifested in the group’s intolerance to‐
ward other Islamic and non‐Islamic groups, such as the Copts.20 This trend was also mani‐
fested in the perceived necessity of applying shari’a. These positions clearly demonstrated
that the Salafi discourse was becoming the dominant ideology within the group. Moreover,
many Brotherhood sheikhs adopted the Salafi clothing and temperament, and a generation
of ‘salafized’ preachers emerged within the group.21
These changes in the Brotherhood’s approach made the group ideologically and intellec‐
tually more convergent with the Saudi interpretation of Islam. The MB’s ideology became
even more concrete with the group’s rise following Mubarak’s downfall in February 2011.
Salafi Islamic values provided the source of identity in Brotherhood‐led Egypt. During his
electoral campaign, Mohamed Morsi emphasized the group’s adherence to Salafism:
The Koran is our constitution, the Prophet Muhammad is our leader, jihad is our path,
and death for the sake of Allah is our most lofty aspiration [...] shari’a, shari’a, and then
finally shari’a. This nation will enjoy blessing and revival only through the Islamic sha‐
ri’a. (Morsi 2012)
If the kingdom claimed to represent the Sunni Islamic world, with a king portraying himself
as protector of the holy mosques of Mecca and Medina, an Islamist‐led Egypt undermined
the main credentials of the Saudi identity.22 The kingdom was no longer the sole Sunni mod‐

20 For an overview of the question of the MB and the Copts, cf. Tadros (2012:chap. 5).
21 For more details on this development, see the autobiography of Abdul Moneim Abu Al‐Futuh (2012) and an
interview with a former member of the MB (Al‐Kharbawy 2012).
22 Similar identity‐related debates emerged in relation to the AKP leadership in Turkey (Ennis and Momani
2013) as well as Saudi–Qatari competition (Dorsey 2013).
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el in the region (Al‐Rasheed 2013). In other words, the very existence of the Saudi state was
at stake as its distinctiveness vis‐à‐vis the other was being eroded. Since ontological security
is the security of being, actors can feel uncomfortable if their relations with others are dis‐
rupted. With the rise of the MB, the uniqueness of the Saudi identity as the leader of Sunni
world was disrupted. In other words, the kingdom found itself in a new, critical situation
that generated insecurity.
The rise of the MB not only eroded the distinctiveness of the kingdom’s identity at the
regional level, but it also became a potential threat at the domestic level as it inspired conten‐
tious voices within the kingdom. It led to discussions that questioned Saudi religious theory
– the foundation of the kingdom’s identity. Dissenters questioned the contradictions within
this theory, especially regarding the political aspects, such as individual constitutional
rights.23 These debates were initiated most explicitly by the leaders of the al‐Sahwa al‐
Islamiyya movement (the Islamic Awakening),24 a group that had played a crucial role in le‐
gitimizing the policies of the Al Saud, especially those against al‐Qaeda, in the first decade of
the century. It is worth nothing that these critics did not question the legitimacy of Al Saud.25
In contrast, they appealed to the ability of the ruling family, and only the ruling family, to in‐
itiate reforms. In other words, these discussions did not endanger the physical security of the
regime, but rather its existential ontological security.
Given these circumstances, the kingdom needed to reframe its identity. Whereas the
kingdom had reinvented its identity vis‐à‐vis the Islamic revolution in Iran by narrowing its
Islamic identity to a purely Sunni version, re‐establishing identity security in 2012 was more
challenging. While forging this new distinction by narrowing its own identity narrative, the
kingdom went on discrediting the MB, or the new ‘other’. It used several mechanisms to do so.
First, the kingdom sought to discredit the MB’s identity as a ‘true’ Salafi group. The Sau‐
di religious establishment denied the Salafi nature of the group, especially in the regime‐
influenced media outlets. In a local newspaper, Al‐Madina, leading Saudi sheikhs pro‐
nounced fatwas claiming that the MB had ‘no Salafi roots’. In response to the question of
whether the MB belonged to the 72 groups in Islam that had gone astray, Sheikh Salih bin‐
Fawzan al‐Fawzan, a senior member of the Ifta Committee, stated, ‘yes, everyone who vio‐
lates ahl‐Sunna wa al‐Jama’a in Islam in da’wa or doctrine or any of the faith pillars belongs to
the 72 groups’. Sheikh Muhammed bin al‐Laydan, a member of the Council of Senior Schol‐

23 For example, see the petition to King Abdullah by al‐Sahwa movement leaders entitled ‘A Call for Reform’ (A
Call for Reform 2011), and ‘An Open Letter’ to the king published by Salman Al‐Awda in March 2013 (Al‐
Awda 2013).
24 Al‐Sahwa is one of the most important reformist movements in the kingdom. It is a heterogeneous group, far
from united, combining the Wahhabi religious‐cultural core with strong reformist tendencies and selective el‐
ements of the MB methodology. For more details, cf. Lacroix (2011) and Fandy (2001).
25 It is noteworthy that none of the Sahwa leaders supported the demonstrations in Riyadh on 11 March 2011
following the Arab uprisings in Egypt and Tunisia (Lacroix 2014).
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ars, claimed, ‘the Brotherhood […] are not from the truthful Islamic schools of thought and
its name has no origin in the Salaf predecessors’ (Al‐Sayali 2013).
Second, the kingdom portrayed itself as the guardian of moderate Islam against the MB,
which was accused of ‘pragmatism’ and, thus, faithlessness. During Morsi’s rise to power
and until he was removed from power, the regime‐influenced media portrayed the MB as
‘unfaithful’ and accused it of using religion as an instrument. This portrayal was often exem‐
plified by the long history of the group and its relationship to the Al Saud. The MB was de‐
picted as an unfaithful organization that did not acknowledge the help and support provid‐
ed to it by the Al Saud (Al‐Utaybi 2011).26 In this vein, the Saudi Minister of Islamic Affairs,
Endowment, Da’wa, and Guidance, Salih bin Abdul‐Aziz Al‐Sheikh, stated that the MB was
known for ‘hypocrisy’, as its behaviour was driven by interests instead of ‘faith’. This narra‐
tive was best exemplified in the series of six articles published by Al‐Sharq Al‐Awsat and enti‐
tled ‘The Brotherhood and Saudi Arabia: The Entire Story’. These articles portrayed the
group as treacherous and unfaithful (Anonymous 2014).
Third, the kingdom distinguished itself as the leader of ‘moderate’ Sunni Islam, in con‐
trast to the supposed ‘radical and fundamental’ nature of the MB. When the new regime in
Egypt massacred Brotherhood protestors in August 2013, King Abdullah uncharacteristically
voiced his public support for the military intervention:
Let the entire world know that the people and government of the Kingdom of Saudi
Arabia stood and still stand today with our brothers in Egypt against terrorism, ex‐
tremism and sedition, and against whomever is trying to interfere in Egyptʹs internal
affairs. (King Abdullah Al Saud 2013)
When the new Egyptian government declared the MB a terrorist organization in December
2013, Saudi Arabia followed suit. On 7 March 2014, a Saudi Interior Ministry statement
pronounced the MB, along with other groups, including al‐Qaeda in Yemen and Iraq, a ter‐
rorist group (BBC 2014). Since then, the regime narrative has portrayed the MB as intrinsi‐
cally violent.
In a word, in order to restore its identity security, the kingdom aimed to forge a new, dis‐
tinctive identity narrative, not only as the sole leader of Sunni Islam in the region, but also as
the upholder of a strict Wahhabi interpretation of Islam. It also portrayed the MB as unfaith‐
ful, treacherous, and radical. In this way, the Saudi royal elite was able to maintain a seem‐
ingly coherent and distinct identity, and was thus able to restore its identity security.

26 Since Egyptian president Nasser’s rule in the 1950s and 1960s, the Saudi royal family had offered support and
assistance to the members of the MB. This assistance took the form of political asylum for members of the
group fleeing the crackdown of the Egyptian regime. It also included funding for the creation of Islamic chari‐
ties that served not only the Wahhabi religious doctrine but also the MB (Mourad 2013).
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4 Conclusion
Similarities in identity can both unite and divide. In this article, I have developed a theoreti‐
cal framework to explain how such similarities can cause cleavages and be a source of anxie‐
ty. In the case of Saudi foreign policy, I have found that similarity became particularly
threatening as the distinctiveness of the Saudi identity was challenged. The distinctiveness of
the kingdom was based on two exclusive identity narratives, which portrayed Saudi Arabia,
first, as the sole and legitimate leader of Islam, until 1979, and then, subsequently, of Sunni
Islam, until 2012. These narratives provide intriguing insights into foreign policy conduct in
critical situations, when states’ existential security is at stake.
Ontological security approaches provide a novel theoretical entry point for the study of
Middle Eastern countries’ foreign policy. They supplement realist assumptions about re‐
gimes’ physical security with the consideration of ontological‐security needs, which can ex‐
plain how the emergence of a similar identity can cause a state anxiety. The framework de‐
veloped here may shed additional light on recent developments in the region – for example,
Saudi fears resulting from the establishment of the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS) (cf.
Dorsey 2014). Also, an ontological security approach shows that the seemingly sectarian di‐
visions of the region can be understood differently. Predominantly sectarian explanations
consider identity difference to be the driving force behind conflict. Ontological security ap‐
proaches suggest a different starting point – that is, that states have a stake in maintaining
these sectarian divisions to fulfil ontological‐security needs. By demonstrating ontological
security’s usefulness in explaining rare moments in history, this paper yields implications
beyond the context of the Middle East. Ontological security approaches might also illuminate
cases where revolutions and the diffusion of democratic waves threaten the existential secu‐
rity of authoritarian regimes (cf. Gunitsky 2014).
Ultimately, this argument makes important contributions to IR theory. While there is
some recognition that identity similarity drives cooperation, this examination of the Saudi
case has probed the plausibility of identity similarity as a source of conflict, a proposition
which invites theory building and testing to confirm such a hypothesis. The discussion has
also contributed to our understanding of how similarity can be threatening, and how identi‐
ty is framed and reframed. In its quest for distinctiveness, the kingdom has constantly high‐
lighted its differences vis‐à‐vis the other, reducing its identity narrative from pan‐Islamism
to Sunni Islam and then to Salafi Wahhabism as a result. This suggests that future research
should examine how differences are framed, and how states choose among various sources
of distinctiveness. As Bateson has said, ‘the number of potential differences [...] is infinite but
very few become effective differences [...] that make a difference’ (1979:98).

GIGA Working Papers

WP 263/2014

May Darwich: The Ontological (In)security of Similarity: Wahhabism versus Islamism in Saudi Foreign Policy

21

Bibliography
A Call for Reform. (2011) Available at: http://islamlight.net/index.php/index.php?option=
content&task=view&id=21468&Itemid=33. (Accessed July 29, 2014).
ALGAR, HAMID. (2002) Wahhabism: A Critical Essay. North Haledon, NJ: Islamic Publications
International.
ANONYMOUS. (2014) Al‐Ikhwān Wa Al‐Su‘udiyya : Al‐Qiṣa Al‐Kāmila [The Brotherhood and
Saudi Arabia: The Entire Story]. Al‐Sharq Al‐Awsat. Available at: http://aawsat.com/files.
asp?fileid=75. (Accessed July 12, 2014).
AL‐AWDA, SALMAN. (2013) An Open Letter. Available at: http://twitmail.com/email/
78010944/6/. (Accessed July 29, 2014).
AXELROD, ROBERT. (1997) The Dissemination of Culture: A Model with Local Convergence
and Global Polarization. Journal of Conflict Resolution 41: 203–226.
AYOOB, MOHAMMED, AND HASAN KOSEBALABAN, Eds. (2008) Religion And Politics in Saudi
Arabia: Wahhabism and the State. Boulder, Colo.: Lynne Rienner Pub.
BARNETT, MICHAEL. (1999) Culture, Strategy and Foreign Policy Change: Israel’s Road to Oslo.
European Journal of International Relations 5: 5–36.
BARNETT, MICHAEL. (1998) Dialogues in Arab Politics: Negotiations in Regional Order. New York:
Columbia University Press.
BATESON, GREGORY. (1979) Mind and Nature: A Necessary Unity. New York: Dutton.
BBC. (2014) Saudi Arabia Declares Muslim Brotherhood ʹTerrorist Group.ʹ Available at:
http://bbc.co.uk/news/world‐middle‐east‐26487092. (Accessed July 10, 2014).
BLOOM, WILLIAM. (1990) Personal Identity, National Identity, and International Relations. Cam‐
bridge: Cambridge University Press.
BOUCEK, CHRISTOPHER. (2010) Saudi Fatwa Restrictions and the State‐Clerical Relationship.
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Available at: http://carnegieendowment.org/
2010/10/27/saudi‐fatwa‐restrictions‐and‐state‐clerical‐relationship/6b81. (Accessed August
26, 2014).
BREWER, MARILYNN. (1991) The Social Self: On Being the Same and Different at the Same
Time. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 17: 475–482.
BUCHTA, WILFRIED. (2002) The Failed Pan‐Islamic Program of the Islamic Republic: Views of
the Liberal Reformers on the Religious ʹSemi Opposition.ʹ In Iran and the Surrounding
World: Interactions in Culture and Cultural Politics, edited by Nikki R. Keddie and Rudolph
P. Matthee. Washington: University of Washington Press.
CURRIE, MARK. (2004) Difference. London: Routledge.
CURTIS, RYAN. (2009) Inter‐Arab Alliances: Regime Security and Jordanian Foreign Policy. Gaines‐
ville, FL: University Press of Florida.
WP 263/2014

GIGA Working Papers

22

May Darwich: The Ontological (In)security of Similarity: Wahhabism versus Islamism in Saudi Foreign Policy

DAVID, STEVEN. (1991) Choosing Sides: Alignment and Realignment in the Third World. Baltimore,
MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.
DORSEY, JAMES. (2014) Islamic State: Ideological Challenge to Saudi Arabia. Huffington Post.
Available

at:

http://huffingtonpost.com/james‐dorsey/islamic‐state‐ideological_b_5757

208.html. (Accessed September 3, 2014).
DORSEY, JAMES. (2013) Wahhabism vs. Wahhabism: Qatar Challenges Saudi Arabia. Rochester, NY:
Social Science Research Network. SSRN Scholarly Paper. Available at: http://papers.ssrn.
com/abstract=2305485. (Accessed September 9, 2014).
DOVIDIO, JOHN F., SAMUEL L. GAERTNER, AND ANA VALIDZIC. (1998) Intergroup Bias: Status,
Differentiation, and a Common In‐Group Identity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol‐
ogy 75: 109–120.
ECKSTEIN, HARRY. (2000) Case Study and Theory Building in Political Science. In Case Study
Method: Key Issues, Key Texts, edited by Roger Gomm, Martyn Hammersley, and Peter
Foster. London: Sage.
ENNIS, CRYSTAL A., AND BESSMA MOMANI. (2013) Shaping the Middle East in the Midst of the
Arab Uprisings: Turkish and Saudi Foreign Policy Strategies. Third World Quarterly 34:
1127–1144.
FANDY, MAMOUN. (2001) Saudi Arabia and the Politics of Dissent. New York: Palgrave Macmil‐
lan.
FREUD, SIGMUND. (1922) Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego. Revised edition 1990.
New York: W. W. Norton & Company.
AL‐FUTUH, ABDUL MON’IM ABU. (2012) Shāhid ‘alā Tārikh Al‐Ḥaraka Al‐Islāmiyya Fī Miṣr, 1970‐
1984 [Witness of the History of the Islamic Movement in Egypt, 1970‐1984], edited by Hossam
Tammam. Cairo: Dar al‐Shorouk.
GARTZKE, ERIK, AND KRISTIAN SKREDE GLEDITSCH. (2006) Identity and Conflict: Ties That Bind
and Differences That Divide. European Journal of International Relations 12: 53–87.
GAUSE, F. GREGORY. (2003) Balancing What? Threat Perception and Alliance Choice in the
Gulf. Security Studies 13: 273–305.
GIDDENS, ANTHONY. (1991) Modernity and Self‐Identity. Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University
Press.
GIDDENS, ANTHONY. (1984) The Constitution of Society: Outline of Theory of Structuration. Cam‐
bridge: Polity Press.
GOLDBERG, JACOB. (1986) The Shi’i Minority in Saudi Arabia. In Shi’ism and Social Protest, edit‐
ed by Juan Ricardo Cole and Nikki R. Keddie. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
GUNITSKY, SEVA. (2014) From the Spring of Nations to the Arab Spring: Building Better Typologies of
Democratic Diffusion. Working Paper.

GIGA Working Papers

WP 263/2014

May Darwich: The Ontological (In)security of Similarity: Wahhabism versus Islamism in Saudi Foreign Policy

23

HAAS, MARK. (2003) Ideology and Alliances: British and French External Balancing Decisions
in the 1930s. Security Studies 12: 34–79.
HALLIDAY, FRED. (2002) The Politics of the Umma : States and Community in Islamic Move‐
ments. Mediterranean Politics 7: 20–41.
HAMID AL‐DIN, ABDULLAH. (2014) Hawiyya Waṭniyya Sa’ūdiyya [Saudi National Identity].
Al‐Hayat. Available at: http://alhayat.com/Opinion/Abdullah‐hameed‐Al‐Deen/4700740
/سعودية‐وطنية‐ھوية. (Accessed September 22, 2014).
HOPF, TED. (2002) Social Construction of International Politics: Identities and Foreign Policy, Mos‐
cow, 1955 and 1999. Cornell: Cornell University Press.
HOROWITZ, DONALD L. (1995) Ethnic Groups in Conflict. Berkley, CA: University of California
Press.
HUNTINGTON, SAMUEL. (1993) The Clash of Civilizations? Foreign Affairs 72: 22–49.
HUNTINGTON, SAMUEL. (1996) The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order. Lon‐
don: Simon and Schuster.
HUYSMANS, JEF. (1998) Security! What Do You Mean?: From Concept to Thick Signifier. Euro‐
pean Journal of International Relations 4: 226–255.
IBRAHIM, FOUAD. (2006) The Shi’is of Saudi Arabia. London: Saqi Books.
JEPPERSON, RONALD, ALEXANDER WENDT, AND PETER J. KATZENSTEIN. (1996) Norms, Identity
and Culture in National Security. In The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in
World Politics, edited by Peter J. Katzenstein. New York: Columbia University Press.
JETTEN, JOLANDA, RUSSELL SPEARS, AND ANTONY S. R. MANSTEAD. (2001) Similarity as a Source
of Differentiation: The Role of Group Identification. European Journal of Social Psychology
31: 621–640.
AL‐KHARBAWY, THARWAT. (2012) Inside the Ikhwan. Available at: http://dailynewsegypt.
com/2012/11/20/inside‐the‐ikhwan/. (Accessed August 28, 2014).
KIENLE, EBERHARD. (1990) Ba’th versus Ba’th: The Conflict between Syria and Iraq 1968‐1989. Lon‐
don: I.B. Tauris.
KING ABDULLAH AL SAUD. (2013) Speech on the Events in Egypt‐ 16/08/2013. Available at:
https://youtube.com/watch?v=br2jctDwRss. (Accessed July 10, 2014).
KINNVALL, CATARINA. (2004) Globalization and Religious Nationalism: Self, Identity, and the
Search for Ontological Security. Political Psychology 25: 741–767.
KOSTINER, JOSEPH. (1990) Transforming Dualities: Tribes and State Formation in Saudi Arabia.
In Tribes and State Formation in the Middle East, edited by Philip Shukry Khoury and Jo‐
seph Kostiner. California: University of California Press.
LACROIX, STÉPHANE. (2011) Awakening Islam the Politics of Religious Dissent in Contemporary
Saudi Arabia. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.
WP 263/2014

GIGA Working Papers

24

May Darwich: The Ontological (In)security of Similarity: Wahhabism versus Islamism in Saudi Foreign Policy

LACROIX, STÉPHANE. (2014) Saudi Arabia’s Muslim Brotherhood Predicament. The Washington
Post. Available at: http://washingtonpost.com/blogs/monkey‐cage/wp/2014/03/20/saudi‐
arabias‐muslim‐brotherhood‐predicament/. (Accessed July 28, 2014).
MARSCHALL, CHRISTIN. (2003) Iran’s Persian Gulf Policy: From Khomeini to Khatami. London:
Routledge.
MCSWEENEY, BILL. (1999) Security, Identity and Interests: A Sociology of International Relations.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
MITZEN, JENNIFER. (2006) Ontological Security in World Politics: State Identity and the Securi‐
ty Dilemma. European Journal of International Relations 12: 341–370.
MOGHADDAM, FATHALI M., AND PETER STRINGER. (1988) Out‐Group Similarity and Intergroup
Bias. The Journal of Social Psychology 128: 105–115.
MORSI, MOHAMED. (2012) The Koran Is Our Constitution, the Prophet Muhammad Is Our
Leader, Jihad Is Our Path. Available at: https://youtube.com/watch?v=g8NtiUMOFFg.
(Accessed July 10, 2014).
MOURAD, HICHAM. (2013) The Muslim Brotherhood and Saudi Arabia. Al‐Ahram Online.
Available at: http://english.ahram.org.eg/News/71498.aspx. (Accessed July 10, 2014).
MUFTI, MALIK. (1996) Sovereign Creations: Pan‐Arabism and Political Order in Syria and Iraq. Itha‐
ca: Cornell University Press.
NABERS, DIRK. (2009) Filling the Void of Meaning: Identity Construction in U.S. Foreign Policy
After. Foreign Policy Analysis 5: 191–214.
NEVO, JOSEPH. (1998) Religion and National Identity in Saudi Arabia. Middle Eastern Studies
34: 34–53.
NIBLOCK, TIM. (2006) Saudi Arabia: Power, Legitimacy and Survival. London: Routledge.
PISCATORI, JAMES. (1983) Islamic Values and National Interest: The Foreign Policy of Saudi
Arabia. In Islam in Foreign Policy, edited by Adeed Dawisha. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni‐
versity Press.
AL‐RASHEED, MADAWI. (2013) Saudi Arabia: Local and Regional Challenges. Contemporary Ar‐
ab Affairs 6: 28–40.
ROCCAS, SONIA, AND SHALOM H. SCHWARTZ. (1993) Effects of Intergroup Similarity on Inter‐
group Relations. European Journal of Social Psychology 23: 581–595.
ROUSSEAU, DAVID, AND GARCIA‐RETAMERO ROCIO. (2007) Identity, Power And, Threat Percep‐
tion: A Cross‐National Experimental Study. Journal of Conflict Resolution 51: 744–771.
SAIDEMAN, STEPHEN. (2001) The Ties That Divide: Ethnic Politics, Foreign Policy and International
Conflict. New York: Columbia University Press.
AL SAUD, TURKI AL FAISAL BIN ABDUL AZIZ. (2013) Saudi Arabia’s Foreign Policy. Middle East
Policy 20: 37–44.
GIGA Working Papers

WP 263/2014

May Darwich: The Ontological (In)security of Similarity: Wahhabism versus Islamism in Saudi Foreign Policy

25

AL‐SAYALI, ABD AL‐RAHMAN. (2013) ‘Ulamāa: Jamāʹat Al‐Ikhwān Lā Tuḥib ʺAl‐Sunnaʺ Wa
Turīdʹ An Tanḥarif Binā Wa Tufariqnā [Religious Scholars: The Muslim Brotherhood Do
Not Like Al‐Sunna and Want to Us Deviate and Diverge]. Al‐Madina. Available at:
http://al‐madina.com/node/473106. (Accessed July 10, 2014).
SINDI, ABDULLAH. (1986) King Faisal and Pan‐Islamism. In King Faisal and the Modernization of
Saudi Arabia, edited by Willard A. Beling. London: Croom Helm.
SNYDER, C. R., AND HOWARD L. FROMKIN. (1980) Uniqueness: The Human Pursuit of Difference.
New York: Springer.
STANDING COMMITTEE. (2014) Fatwa No. 6250. Available at: http://alifta.net/Search/ResultDeta
ils.aspx?languagename=en&lang=en&view=result&fatwaNum=&FatwaNumID=&ID=59
8&searchScope=7&SearchScopeLevels1=&SearchScopeLevels2=&highLight=1&SearchT
ype=exact&SearchMoesar=false&bookID=&LeftVal=0&RightVal=0&simple=&SearchCrite
ria=allwords&PagePath=&siteSection=1&searchkeyword=0771171151081051090320661141
11116104101114104111111100#firstKeyWordFound. (Accessed July 10, 2014).
STEELE, BRENT. (2005) Ontological Security and the Power of Self‐Identity: British Neutrality
and the American Civil War. Review of International Studies 31: 519–40.
STEELE, BRENT. (2008) Ontological Security in International Relations: Self‐Identity and the IR State.
London: Routledge.
STEINBERG, GUIDO. (2005) The Wahhabi Ulama and the Saudi State: 1975 to Present. In Saudi
Arabia in the Balance: Political Economy, Society, Foreign Affairs, edited by Paul Aarts and
Gerd Nonneman. London: Hurst & Company.
TADROS, MARIZ. (2012) The Muslim Brotherhood in Contemporary Egypt: Democracy Redefined or
Confined?. London: Routledge.
TAJFEL, HENRI. (1978) Social Categorization, Social Identity, and Social Comparison. In Differ‐
entiation between Social Groups: Studies in the Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations, edited
by Henri Tajfel. London: Academic Press.
TAJFEL, HENRI, AND JOHN C. TURNER. (1986) The Social Identity Theory of Intergroup Behav‐
iour. In Psychology of Intergroup Relations, edited by S. Worchel and W. Austin. Chicago,
IL: Nelson‐Hall.
TAMMAM, HOSSAM. (2008) Taḥawlāt Al‐‘Ikhwān Al‐Muslimūn: Tafakuk Al‐Aydiolujiya Wa Nihāyat
Al‐Tanẓīm [Alteration of the Muslim Brotherhood: The End of Ideology and the Disentanglement
of the Movement]. Cairo: Madbouli.
TAMMAM, HOSSAM. (2011) The Salafization of the Muslim Brothers: The Erosion of the Fun‐
damental Hypothesis and the Rising of Salafism within the Muslim Brotherhood: The
Paths and Repercussions of Change. Marased.

WP 263/2014

GIGA Working Papers

26

May Darwich: The Ontological (In)security of Similarity: Wahhabism versus Islamism in Saudi Foreign Policy

TELHAMI, SHIBLEY. (1999) Power, Legitimacy, and Peace‐Making in Arab Coalitions: The New
Arabism. In Ethnic Conflict and International Politics in the Middle East, edited by Leonard
Binder. Gainesville, FL: University Press of Florida.
THOMPSON, MARK. (2014) Saudi Arabia and the Path to Political Change: National Dialogue and
Civil Society. London: I.B.Tauris.
AL‐UTAYBI, ABDULLAH BIN GAD. (2011) Al‐Suʹūdiyya Wa Al‐Ikhwān: Shayʹ Min Al‐Tārīkh
[Saudi Arabia and the Brotherhood: An Excerpt from History]. Al‐Sharq Al‐Awsat. Availa‐
ble at: http://classic.aawsat.com/leader.asp?section=3&issueno=12072&article=654751&se
arch=%25EF%25BF%25BD%25EF%25BF%25BD%25EF%25BF%25BD%25EF%25BF%25BD
%25EF%25BF%25BD%25EF%25BF%25BD%25EF%25BF%25BD%2520%25EF%25BF%25B
D%25EF%25BF%25BD%25EF%25BF%25BD%25EF%25BF%25BD%25EF%25BF%25BD%2
5EF%25BF%25BD%25EF%25BF%25BD%25EF%25BF%25BD%25EF%25BF%25BD&state=t
rue#.VIcOHnsvn7t. (Accessed July 4, 2014).
WALT, STEPHEN. (1987) The Origins of Alliances. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.
WEHREY, FREDERIC, THEODORE W. KARASIK, ALIREZA NADER, JEREMY GHEZ, LYDIA HANSELL,
AND

ROBERT A. GUFFEY. (2009) Saudi Iranian Relations Since the Fall of Saddam: Rivalry, Co‐

operation, and Implications for U.S. Policy. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation.
WENDT, ALEXANDER. (1999) Social Theory of International Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni‐
versity Press.
ZARAKOL, AYSE. (2010) Ontological (In)security and State Denial of Historical Crimes: Turkey
and Japan. International Relations 24: 3–23.

GIGA Working Papers

WP 263/2014

