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We have seen that there has always been a capitalist sector,
even a very extensive one at certain times, in the countries of
Islam» But as regards the Middle Ages* we cannot speak of a capitalist
socio-economic formation. The latter presupposes as the basis a

capitalist economic system, i.e. a system in which the capitalist
sector plays a dominant rôle, influencing the other sectors without
being influenced by them to any large extent. That was far from being
the case.

It is a fact that this question is now arising in many countries
of the Moslem world. The capitalist sector has at least begun to play
this dominant rôle. A few years ago an American economist estimated
that it was responsible for 20% of the annual investments in Iraq and
Iran, 50$ in Turkey, and 80$ in Syria and in Lebanon. One can antici¬
pate the possibility of its being extended up to an absolute predo¬
minance. This process may have been halted or have culminated in the
establishment of another economic system in which the state sector

dominates. But in that case, either the break occurred in a situation
in which there was already a marked orientation towards the extension
of the capitalist sector in the direction indicated, as in Russian Asia
at the time of the October revolution, or else it consisted mainly in
the nationalization of existing capitalist firms (Egypt), so that the
term "State capitalism" proposed to designate this economic system is,
at least from that point of view, justified.

It is naturally difficult to establish a precise moment when rthe

capitalist sector becomes dominant. But the facts in Europe, America
and Japan, even considered as a whole, show us that, for this to happen,
it is necessary for "production capitalism", in other words industrial
enterprise organized according to the capitalist mode of production, to
exist and to have attained a certain development. We know that this
dominance of the capitalist mode of production only emerges when there
is a real industry - factories with a high degree of mechanization -

and no longer merely handcraft entreprises linked to petty commodity
production or even to manufactures.
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Now the most superficial consideration of the facts is enough
to show that industry only very recently began to develop in the Moslem
countries» To give an idea of this, I am going to put forward some

figures, h.Qne of which is certain, but which give the orders of magni¬
tude. To avoid the difficulties due to the definition of the "working

population" and similar concepts, I shall simply take the number of
industriail workers in relation to the total population. I have pre¬

pared a table on this which has no claim to scientific accuracy.

However uncertain the figures advanced and however inconsistent
the criteria according to which they were established, they nevertheless
point to an-abvious fact. With the (partial) exception of those that

were-colonized, the Moslem countries, despite some progress that can be
detected in the last half-century, were in the years 1952-1959 still
far from having attained the level of industrialization of France in the
first half of the 19th century. In 191^, industrial capitalism was

still infinitesimal in all of them. Yet even at that time decisive

importance was attributed to that phenomenon. As an American wrote in

191^, "The whole of Asia is being impregnated with modern industry and
with the progress of modern engineering". Since then many efforts have
been made to develop that sector, with results that are all in all
proportionately important.

In the context of the vast problem that I am examining in this

article, the questions which it is important to pose thus seem to. me

to be the following:

1. Is this extension of the capitalist sector in the Moslem
countries of external or of internal origin, in other words can it be
considered as induced by an external shock or as the fruit of sponta¬
neous development?

2. Has the Moslem religion hampered or favoured this develop¬
ment of capitalism in modern times and to what extent?



m

4

REPRODUCTION/OO9-78

Page 3»

3. Has•contemporary capitalism in the Moslem countries fol¬
lowed a specific path? If so, is the Moslem religion the cause of it?

ENDOGENOUS OR EXOGENOUS ORIGIN?

The question is quite complicated, but it is fairly easy to

settle; with, however, some qualifications.

Take Egypt. Industry was established there under Mohammed Ali

(I805-I8A9), but in the form of State industry from 1816. It was the
State which built all the new buildings, made all the investments, paid
the workers' wages, and sold the goods produced. The State monopoly
of industry even extended to the artisan workshops which also worked
for the pasha. The workers in his service probably numbered more'than

70,000 (i.e. perhaps 2.3$ of the then population). This State capi¬
talist industrial monopoly was obolished after Mohammed Ali, we shall
see later in what circumstances. Economic liberalism led to the rebirth

of private handcrafts and the closing of most of the large Egyptian

enterprises in the face of competition from European goods. In 1873,
all that remained of them were a few workshops employing about 7,000
workers in the field of metallurgy and a textile and clothing industry
in which 28,000 workers were employed. The British occupation (1882)
reinforced and accelerated this process. The industry which then de¬

veloped was entirely in the hands of foreign capital, mainly British
•, • ' . :f :: ...

and French. Egyptian capital was overwhelmingly invested in large scale
real estate. In'1917 a committee for trade and industry was anxious to
create an Egyptian industry. "The aim is, for the new urban bourgeoi¬
sie - traders, businessmen, members of the liberal professions, such
as lawyers and engineers - to provide the modernist wing of the large
landowners with a field of action and investment for their idle capital",
as A. Abdel—Malek justly wrote. In 1920, Tal'at Harb founded the Misr
bank the aim of which was to finance this new Egyptian national indus—
try. In the struggle for political independence, the bourgeois leaders
of the struggle called on the Egyptians to contribute to the financing
of that bank and to promote the output of its enterprises. That was the
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beginning of the slow formation of a real modern Egyptian capitalist
sector, though it had numerous links with foreign capitalism. It was

this sector which was in large part gradually nationalized after 1952
and run by the Nasserian military bureaucracy in collaboration with
some of the former capitalists (the Moslems) and with new ones, of
whom some had become civil servants and some had kept interests in the

private capitalist sector, the latter being in any case placéd in a

subordinate position.

In the Ottoman empire in general, apart from Egypt, we cannot

speak of real capitalist industrial firms before the 19th century.
There were private manufactures which appear not to have been very

numerous. In any case the techniques used were "not very highly deve¬

loped and were essentially based on manual labour. Few or no machines,
even in the factories and the large workshops which were still at the
artisan stage". The large enterprises (where technology was hardly
more advanced) were State-run enterprises. In the 19th century, when
the impact of Europe became quite threatening, the Ottoman leaders did
not try to react by creating a large State industry as did Mohammed Ali.
Although some may have intended to do so, the political circumstances
and the disastrous financial situation prevented them from even

starting on the project. Morevjpr they collaborated effectively in the
destruction of Mohammad Ali's achievements, mainly under British in¬
fluence. The Anglo-Ottoman trade treaty of 1818, supplemented by the
firman of 1820, limited the taxes on imports to J>% ad valorem. It was

replaced by the treaty of 1838 which abolished the monopolies in the
name of the sacrosanct freedom of trade and, in exchange for this vital

measure, allowed the tax to be raised to 3% ad valorem whereas exports
were taxed at 12$. As the honest commentator Belin naively said, this
meant being "more:favourable to foreign than to indigenous interests".
In fact, this treaty (which orientalist historians usually regard as

unnecessary to mention) which was extended that same year to all the

European powers, cut short in advance any possible attempt to build up

an Ottoman industry. Between 1812 and 18A1, the number of silk weaving
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looms at Scutari and Tirnovo fell from 2,000 to 200; the total output
of silks of all kinds in Anatolia in the first half of the 19th century

was one-ienth of what it had been in the previous half—century; during
the same period, the value of production of cotton cloth and silk at
Aleppo fell from 100 million piastres to less than 8 million. The
application of the treaty of 1838 was imposed on Egypt by Palmerston
and the British fleet in 18A0, and a repentant Mohammed Ali, had to
recant and acknowledge the religion ofi- free trade. "I recognize that
the benefits of free trade, enshrined in the existing treaties, are

shown by striking testimony, and I cannot deny what is today obvious
to me. It was only imperative circumstances that forced me to establish
and maintain the monopoly."

Despite some short-lived attempts at a reaction (particularly
the treaties of 1861 which raised import duties to 8%, a rate further
raised to 11% in 1907 but which was still insufficient to constitute

a real projection), the Ottoman Umpire slid rapidly down the slope of
subordination to foreign capital. The decree of muharrem (20 December
1881) gave to European organizátions, the Imperial Ottoman Banq and the
Ottoman Public Debt, complete control of the country's economy. Foreign
firms were exempted from all taxation except that on buildings. The
result is clear. The capitalist firms of the Empire were largely fo¬
reign firms. Those which were nominally ottoman operated with European
capital or, to a large extent, capital belonging to minority partners

closely linked to Europe. In 1913 there Were in the Empire 269 indus¬
trial firms of which 2A2 were operating. 10% of their capital belonged
to foreigners, 50% to Greeks, 20% to Armenians, 5% to Jews, and lastly
15% to Moslem Turks.

The situation can be studied in a little more detail in the

Syrian region. In the Lebanon, at the beginning of the 19th century,
there was still an artisan silk industry which had formerly been more

prosperous but which had declined under the conditions of the ottoman

period. The peasant raised a few cocoons and the silk was >spun on
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primitive wheels which were the joint property of the villages or be¬

longed to the emirs. The spinning industry-was renovated around 18A0
on a capitalist basis by a Frenchman, Nicolas Portalis, who, bringing
with him about forty women spinners from the Drome, founded a silk
mill at Bteteri In the period up to I85O five new spinning mills were

created, of which three were French. That example, and the autonomous
status of Lebanon granted by the Port in 186A induced some Lebanese to
sink capital in Similar enterprises. In 1885 there were 105 spinning
factories of which ohly 5 were French, but they all depended on French

capital, especially that o& Lyon. Half the capital used for buying
cocoons (the most important investment) was borrowed in Lyon at a rate
which in practice amounted to over 10$. On the other hand, nearly all
the Lebanese silk supplied the Lyonese market.

In the Syrián region in the wide sense, around the time of the
first world war, a keen observer working for the Zionist movement
noted that all the major industry was in the hands of Europeans, the
native inhabitants keeping only handcrafts and cottage industry. He
estimated that there were less than 100 factories employing more than

50 workers, and barely a dozen with more than 100 workers. None had
more than 300.

In Iran before 1921 the number of factories was extremely li¬
mited. Exceptions were a match factory (the only one) founded in 1891,
and a sugar factory founded in 1895 on the initiative of a statesman,
Sani od-Dowle, with■the co-operation of a Belgian firm in Kahrizak.
The latter was soon closed, either as a result of superstitious rumours

or because of the competition from imported sugar, and it was thirty
years before others started up. In any case, industry was negligible
before the 191^ war and for a long time afterwards, except for petro¬
leum ■' mining' in the hands of the Anglo—Iranian Oil Company. Among the .

main factors which hampered industrialization we must undoubtedly in¬
clude the trade agreements with foreign countries sinCejvt.he treaty of

Turkmanshay (I8c8) imposed by Russia after a Persian military defeat.
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This latter agreement imposed a uniform customs duty of 3% on all the
imports and exports of the two countries. The example was followed by
the other powers. This meant that it was impossible to provide any

J. "> ~ .... . .

customs protection to an infant industry that might have really needed
it. England imported from Persia, already in 1828,. 11.5 million yards
of calico, and in 183^, 28.6 million yards. The economic effect of
foreign competition was greatly enhanced by the concessions granted to
foreigners because of their political predominance. Conversely, eco¬
nomic under-developmeht entailed political impotence as regards the
west. "From concession to concession, Persia will soon be.entirely in
the hands of foreigners" wrote the French doctor Feuvrier in April 1890
Between 1885 and 1900, some "capitulations" were signed.in favour of 15
countries. Nothing could be done which might be prejudicial to Euro¬
pean interests. In 1905, the geographer Elisee Reclus was able to writ
"Russia and England are now the two rivel sovereigns of which the go¬
vernment of Persia must constantly be careful to study the desires and
whims, to court the favours, avoid the angep, and anticipate the wishes
The first major manifestation of popular reaction was directed against
an act of economic-submission, the concession of the tobacco monopoly

(production, sale, export) to the English capitalist G.F. Talbot in
March 1890. But the Persian revolution of 1905-1911 was checkmated

mainly because of Russian intervention. This did not prevent the Anglo
Russian agreement of 31 August 1907 by which the two powers divided
up the zones of influence in Iran, only deigning to inform the Zraniaa
government a month later. No effort of independent industrialization
was possible under these conditions.

Since I92O, the problem raised no difficulty and should not
give rise to any doubt. Clearly and explicitly, in all the independent

,, Moslem countries, even in those, more or less colonial, in which the
native bourgeoisie still had some possibility of economic initiative,
the attempt to construct a capitalist or state industry was made in
imitation of European/American capitalism. The Egyptian capitalist
who fought ardently and effectively for the creation of a modern
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Egyptian industry, Talat Harb, debating with a French journalist, wrote:
"We wish to follow your example... Our requirements are modest. We

only want a place in the sun, to live as others do, to produce and
increase production, to export what we produce, to consume and increase
consumption. To attain this goal, we are working and following your

example. And we are grateful to you for this path which you have shown
us."

Similarly, in 1923 the Turkish sociologist Ziya Gokalp, one of"
the most lucid ideologists of modern Turkey and one of those most
listened to in the Kemalist period wrote: "The modern state is based
on major industry. The new Turkey, in order to be a modern State, must
above all develop a national industry. The new Turkey which must intro¬
duce the most recent and most highly developed techniques of Europe
cannot afford to wait to industrialize for a spontaneous development of
the spirit of enterprise in individuals. As we have done in the
field of military techniques, we have to reach the European levels in
industry by an effort on the national scale". The slogan of Ziya Gokalp
was: "To belong to the Turkish nation, the Moslem religion and Euro¬
pean civilization". The whole Kemalist team was guided by the desire
for Europeanization. "We are European, that is the unanimous affirma¬
tion of us all" wrote one of its members in 1929» "This sentence oh our

tongue is like the chorus of a particularly stimulating martial hymn.
We aTX"háye i4^"on our lips, rich and poor, young and old... To be

European is our ideal." "The Turkish pation" declared the minister of

justice Mahmud Esad in 1926, on introducing the new Civil Code, has
decided to accept modern civilization and its vital principles with no

conditions or reservations. This modern civilisation which, as Mustafa
Kemal Ataturk himself exclaimed lyrically the previous year, "pierces
the mountains, flies in the sky, s.ees everything, even the stars that
are invisible to the naked eye, this science which illuminates, which
scrutinizes" and whose boiling torrent is impossible to withstand, is

European civilisation. That is the model used for industrialization,
i.e. for the introduction of State enterprise and private capitalist
enterprise. The latter being duly encouraged and helped in all
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possible ways, despite the proclaimed principle of state regulation.
The law on aid to industry in 1927 soon had important effects. The
number of industrial enterprises was already 1.^+00 in 1933 as against
242 in 1913 for a much smaller área of'the territory. Thé number-Of

industrial workers, which was 16 to' 17,000 in 1923, had risen ten years

later to more than 62,000, and in 1939 to about 90,000.

For Iran it is equally clear. To be brief, we will merely
mention the memoirs of the present Shah, concerning the motivations of

*

his father Reza Shah. "My father admired the great past of Persia,, he
wanted to safeguard those of our old customs which were rrbt incompa¬
tible with progress. But he was convinced that the integrity of the

territory and of the nation, as well as the people's happiness, required
a rapid westernization. True, he only made a few visits abroad, and yet
he was continually haunted by the vision of modern'-^factories as in the

West, of dams as in the West, of modern irrigation systems, of organized
towns and armies, of railway networks as in Europe or in the .United
States." It was by virtue of that vision that the Iranian sovereign
made every effort, from about 1930 onwards'^'to industrialize his .country.
Although, in Turkey and Iran, the industrialization effort was reflected,
especially in the beginning, by the creation of State industrial eater-
prises, although in Turkey this was even canonized in the name of-
"state socialism" or "statism" as one of the six principles of the ke-
malist movement, it was by no means with the aim of escaping the path of
the capitalist West, nor in accordance with an imaginary tradition. It
was a necessity, as Ziya Gokalp very well explains in the text quoted
above. Let us also quote a Turkish lawyer, dean of the Faculty of Law
of Istanbul: "In view of the inadequate initiatives and possibilities
on the part of private firms and the poor development of economic educa¬
tion and of the spirit o't social co-operation, it was quite naturally
incumbent on thô State, embodiment of the national ideal, to t,ake over

responsibility for that vast labour. This is the meaning of statism in

Turkey. It is thus national necessity and hot a doctrinal whim which
makes the Fepublic adopt statism as a principle of action." "Statism -
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the most respected personalities have so defined it - begins where pri¬
vate enterprise stops", we read in a book written jointly by a Turkish
economist and a Belgian professor, which adds that Turkish statism
"is neither anticapitalist in principle, $or xenophobic". The programme

of the Republican People's party, which led Turkey with no rivals until

1950, stipulated categorically; "Although we consider private work and

activity as a fundamental idea, it is one of our essential principles
to interest the State actively in matters in which the general and
vital interests of the nation are concerned, especially in the eaonomic

field, so as to lead he nation and the country to prosperity as quickly
as possible. The interest of the State in economic matters is to be an

active builder and to encourage private firms as well as to regulate and.
control the work undertaken."

The Shah of Iran is equally categorical: "Because of the lack
of technicians and administrators, because private investment was not

forthcoming, the government had to show the way. This was true in the
time of my father and, in some fields, it is still true today. For
example, only the government-"can today launch the new stell industry...
In any case, our policy is gradually to sell the present government
factories to private companies. For this we have employed an American
firm or organizational advisers to study production, suggest all pos¬

sible improvements in yield with a view to possibly selling to private

enterprise.

In short, in these countries the ideal for the leaders is pri¬
vate capitalist enterprise. ' But they were confronted'with the re¬

luctance of indigenous private capital to invest in modern- industry
because there was no model available for this'activity, because the
attitudes of modern capitalism had not developed spontaneously as wp

have seen, and because this was a deliberate importation of foreign,

exogenous structures decided from above. Moreover, as always, the most
useful basic investments for the economic transformation of these

countries were, the least profitiable. Hence the State played, firstly
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a teaching role (as already "in- the Egypt of Mohammad Ali)y teaching
the indig^hous hóldéWai' of capital by example how it was recommended
that they should invest it, and secondly a rôle of auxiliary to private

capital by facilitating profitable investment®- for it because the.
State took responsibility foi those which were not, primarily the
establishment of the infrastructure essential for a modern .economy.

In the light of the above summary of the evolution of industry
in the principal-Moslem countries that remained more or less independent,-
and despite the fragmentary nature of the facts advanced, it is.clear
that industrial capitalism in the Moslem East was an imitation of the
West. Where industry developed most before the last forty years was in
Egypt under Mohammad Ali who created a State-run industry. And the
reason why that path.awas chosen by Mohammad Ali was precisely because
it seemed to him futile (rightly so to some extent) to rely on the
spontaneous development of an indigenous industrial capitalism. The
pasha of Egypt was intensely aware of this. He said it clearly in 1833
to baron de Boislecomte: "I have taken over everything, but it was

in order to make everything productive; who could do it if not I? Who
would have provided the necessary advances? Who would have indicated
the methods to be adopted, the new crops? Do you think anyone would
ever have thought of introducing cotton, silk, the mulberry bush, into
this country?" The rôle of Mohammad Ali w-as by no means, as the Soviet
historian F.M. At samba ■ states', to accelerate- processes that were

developing, but on the contrary to break with the existing conditions
and start up a new process undefr the impact of the European model.
The example of the European power everywhere showed the indigenous go¬

vernments how desirable industrialization .was on the national level.

But none of them, before the years following' 1920, would or-could imi»
tate Mohammad Ali. What was needed was intelligence, lucidity, energy

and favourable circumstances. When' the advantages.of industrialization
had become clearly perceived by all, it was usually too late. The
military a.nd economic force of the western imperialisms made it extremely

difficult, if not impossible., to follow the Egyptian example.
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Indeed,, it was only because of Anglo-French rivalry that the

Egyptian experiment had been able to develop for a quarter of a «entury.
The more or less forced recovery of European unity in 18A0 brought it
to a halt. The European supremacy brought about the penetration of

ï»

European capital, and it was that capital which began to industrialize
the Moslem East, Indigenous industrial capitalism began to develop purely

according to the model of European capitalism, imitating it and under
its domination. The European predominance made that development very

difficult, particularly because of the lead acquired by European

technology, the absence of proctectionism, free trade imposed by force,
and the subjection of the States that were still independent through
the mechanism of financial debts, and their economic and military
weakness. There was no reason why an indigenous industrial capitalism
could not have been developed (as in Japan) if that European; supremacy
had not existed. But it is clear, since the lead of Europe was

established well.before 1800, that it would only be developed under the
influence of the European example. At the time of Mohammad Ali we do
not see any sign anywhere of private initiative, or even a private
project to create any industrial enterprise. And the State industrial
enterprise was avowedly copied from Europe.

:In one sector, however, mention has been made of the development
of essentially indigenous large-scale capitalism in modern times. This
is agrarian capitalism, particularly in Egypt. A. Abdel-Malek noted
the establishment in Egypt between the last years of Mohammad Ali (who
died in I8A9) and the revolution of 1952, a "colonial-type capitalism,
backward, predominantly agrarian, and strongly tinged with practices
inherited from the feudal past". Actually, after 1880 and the British

occupation, with the intensification of cotton-growing which tended to
become the sole crop, the exploitation of the land by wage labourers

began to develop. According to the 1907 census, 36,6% of the rural
working population already consisted of agricultural labourers. In 1958-
1959, the number of landless peasants amounted to 7*+% of the rural

population. They were potential wage-earners, having practically no other
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resource, tut, out of the 14 million individuals represented by this

percentage, of which 10 million were fit for work, only 3 million
earned a regular wage. To this should be added the owners of tiny farms
who could only survive by working for better-off owners, i.e. 215,000

í -V • • *T " " '

family heads representing 1,075*000 peasant®," about of the rural
population. At the same date, 56% of the area of large farms (more
than 20 feddans) was estimated as the proportion which was not rented
out but exploited directly by the owner, i.e. in practice by means of
wage labour.

Thus capitalist relations played a very important role in the

countryside* Does it follow that they were dominant in the whole

society? A. Abdel-Malek mentions the development of banking capital
(mainly foreign) which dominated agriculture through farm credit. All
that was bound up with the marketing of a high proportion of the

agricultural product, which consisted mainly of the cotton which was

thrown onto the world market. The fact remains that, as -H. Piad comments,
the most scarce factor of production, hence the most important, was not

capital but land. It was not sufficient to have a large amount of
capital to join the ranks of the landed aristocracy, even , if it opera,-*

ted by making primary use of capitalist relations.. This means that
capital did not dominate the countryside, where indeed non-capitalist
relations remained important. And agrarian capitalism, alone or in con¬

nexion with a large-scale development of commercial or bank capital,
cannot turn society into a capitalist socio-economic formation.

Capitalist forms of farming existed in Antiquity, and we have noted some

in the Islamic Middle Ages. But the marketing of agricultural output,
and its link-up with a world market dominated by commercial or bank

capital, do not necessarily operate in this direction. These forms
also existed under the Roman Empire, and we know that the commercial
link between eastern European agriculture and Western Europe in full

capitalist expansion led first of all to the emergence of the "second
serfdom" east of the Elbe. ... • V
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What-is clear is that an agrarian capitalist sector developed
in Egypt after 1880. The important thing here is that the development
occurred under the European impact. H. Riad sees in it mainly the effect
of population pressure. But here as elsewherepopulation pressure is

itself, in one way or another, a result of the'entering into contact
with the European capitalist world. There is a clear «annexion with, ■ r

the massive marketing of agricultural products. H. Riad thinks that a

development of commercialization was necessary in any case. But food

crops could partly have not been marketed. Cotton is necessarily
marketed and the development of single-crop cotton was quite obviously
linked with the world market. -We know that it was consolidated mainly

because of the American Civil War which deprived Europe of its usual
source of cotton. "

Some of the Soviet authors, motivated by the highly praiseworthy
desire not to'recognize any inferiority in non-European,peoples, have
wished to assert that in any case the Orient was about to accede to the

capitalist socio-economic formation at the time of the European impact.
In June i960 the late V.B. Lutsky declared that "the level of socio¬
economic development of the countries of the East before they were turned
into colonies and serai-colonies is a controversial question, for here
the Marxist historians are in the forefront of the struggle with the
western orientalists".

This kind of pugnacious assertion, taken up enthusiastically,
of course, by many intellectuals of non-European countries, is a clear
manifestation of the ideological totalitarianism which is the permanent

temptation of all ideologies, and which is particularly virulent in our

era. I will refrain from criticizing it on the moral plane, since I
was myself .for many years particularly tainted by that virus and ardently

helped to propagate it. It is futile to suppose that such a strong

tendency, so deeply engrained in human nature confronted with social

demands, can ever be overcome. It is perhaps not desirable that it
should be so if the mobilization of vast numbers for noble tasks

requires it. But reason and lucidity also have their rights. And to
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abandon lucidity, to some extent, at certain times, in certain conditions,
is also a practical error which may cost dear.

Since my- only aim here is to seek the truth, I shall confine
myself to commenting to the ideological extremistsas -I have already
doné elsewhere, that the human value of non—European peoples is not in
question. There has been nothing so far to prove scientifically the
validity of the racist arguments, and it will be noted that much of my

writing contradicts them specifically, not because they are evil, but
because, in the present state of our knowledge, they are wrong. If the
extra—European peoples have not developed a capitalist socio-economic
formation, if the European peoples have achieved this structure which

in a way superior, it is not because of the "defects" of the former
nor the "qualities" of the latter. The former should not be punished
nor the latter rewarded. The former should not feel inferior nor the

latter proud. Deep-seated social and historical factors against which
or in favour of which men could do little operated in that direction.
It is not that the rôle of human decisions was not highly important.
But those decisions were concerned -with particular projects of which
virtually nobody could perceive the significance in that general evo¬

lution, at least before a certain stage. And when that stage was

reached, mankind was so much enmeshed in factors and events that no
human will could effectively reverse the course of events, not by
virtue of the sovereign will of a deified History, but because of the
objective force of the social mechanisms that had been set in motion.

The arguments advanced by the Soviet authors (which clearly
contradict, we note, not without irony but without drawing conclusions
for or against, the theses of Marx and Engels), are by no means cogent.
Lutsky and others allege that there was development of manufactures in
Egypt for example. But manufacturing (State as well as private) was
an evident phenomenon from Antiquity in various societies with a fairly
developed capitalist sector, but which by no means culminated in a

capitalist socio-economic formation. As Marx had already noted:
K. Marx, Pre-capitalist economic formations, Lawrence & Wishart,
London, 196^, p. 109.
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"Sporadically, manufacture may develop locally in a framework belonging
to quite a different period, as in the Italian cities side by side with
the guilds# But if capital is to be the generally dominant form of an

epochj' its conditions must be developed not merely locally, but on a

large scale. This is compatible with the possibility that during the
dissolution of the guilds individual guild-masters may turn into indus¬
trial capitalists; however, in the nature of the phenomenon, this happens
rarely. All in all, the entire guild system - both master and journey¬
man, - dies out, where the capitalist and the labourer emerge."

The same applies to other features suggested as indications of
preparation for capitalism: urban development, evolution of ground rent,
development of private land ownership. These phenomena are (at most)
necessary conditions for the possible transition to the capitalist for¬
mation. They may be elements in a social structure with an economic
system comprising a large capitalist sector. It was on that basis that,
in Europe, with a number of given structural and factual conditions, the
capitalist socio-economic formation was able to develop. But there is
nothing to prove - far from it - that that structure must necessarily

engender the capitalist formation. Thus we see how ambiguous is the
metaphor used by V.B. Lutsky: "In one way or another most of the feudal
States of the Orient were pregnant with capitalism". If we wanted to
continue òn the lines of this metaphor, we could rather say of these
societies that they were nubilel And nobody can conclude from the

nubility of a woman that she is necessarily pregnant. There are sterile
women and there are pthers who reject the act of fecundation or who
are refused it.

It is the same with societies. The implicit idea behind the
approach of Lutsky and many others is an ideological conception con¬

cerning which Marx's thinking was hesitant and contradictory, but which
became powerfully rooted in ideological marxism following its develop¬
ment in the evolutionist ideology of the 19th century. It postulates
that that all social forms follow the same evolution, only more or less
slowly or rapidly. That is a postulate which the facts contradict,
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even If, on the contrary, the ideological requirements of present-day
progressive movements induce them to adopt it. There are some deve¬
lopments at a dead end. This not a backwardness for which some peoples
must be blamed,, an argument which Lutsky attributes., to his opponents.
The interpretation which makes the non-development of modern capitalism
a reproach, a blemish, is indeed to be rejected, as I have said. But
that must not induce us to see everywhere a capitalism just ready to
hatch.

To return to my main point, we cannot, in the present state of
our knowledge, demonstrate that, without the colonial conquests, the
Moslem societies would have engendered a capitalist formation of the
Euro-American type. Nor can we demonstrate that they would have been

incapable of engendering it. On the contrary, everything seems to
indicate that they possessed the essential structures which, if certain
developments had taken place, in a given situation, could have culmi¬
nated in something similar. The simple fact is that these developments
and that situation did not exist at the time of the European impact.
Hence the development of capitalism was something exogenous, an implan¬
tation or an imitation of Europe. European capitalism represented, vi¬

sibly, palpably, a superior formation to which those countries had to
submit or adapt themselves, which had to be limitated or to which they
had to yield. But adaptation was difficult for reasons of internal
structure and because the conditions in which it had to be achieved,
under the threatening shadow of the overwhelming European superiority,
were dangerous for the autonomy of decision-making of the peoples in

question. Many indigenous rulers and élites tried for a long time to
evade that unpleasant choice, with disastrous consequences. The

ideologists tried in vain to avoid it by constructing unrealistic models
of a "third path", of a mythical coranic economy, the only people who
could believe in which were mystical minds who had a fantastic image of
the social world, or a few European economists who were also seeking
a myth of salvation. The attempt to keep control of the process which
was made by Mohammad Ali with his "pedagogical" statism, and later by
Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, led to inconclusive results. A third path was
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only real-ly opened up by the socialist model first presented by the
Soviet experiment^. It seemed capable of achieving the results offered

by capitalism, and a higher social stage also, even'perhaps superior
to capitalism, by shorts-circuiting certáin structural difficulties and
without, endangering the autonomy of decision-making. It was itself
not without difficulties and. dangers, but that is another matter.-


