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Chapterr 2 

Merchants,, Landowners and 
Thee Origins of Underdevelopment 

2.11 Merchant Capital and Land Ownership: 

Inn the late nineteenth century, Egypt undertook wide measures to reform its 
economicc system such as liberalizing the real estate and land markets thus allowing 
thee sale and purchase of land and removing restriction on practicing craftsmanship, as 
wass mentioned earlier. These measures were partially taken under the pressures of 
Egypt'ss European debtors, following the forced abdication of Khedive Ismail from 
powerr in 1880 (Nubar Pasha 1983: 49ff.). Although the commodification of land and 
legalizingg the partial mobility of the workforce could be seen as a step towards freeing 
thee Egyptian economy from precapitalist constraints, the old patterns of investment 
persistedd Purchase of and speculation in lands continued to be a major field of 
'investment'' for landowners and even urban elites. The second favorite field of 
investmentt was commercial and banking activity (Al Disouki 1975: 77, 83, Dowidar 
1986b:: 95). 

AA very significant indicator of the nature of the system is that in 1907 the total 
capitall  of real estate and land mortgage companies constituted more than one half of 
alll  the capital invested in Egypt. By 1914, this had increased from 51.6 percent to 
almostt three fifths (59.3 percent) (A. Barakat: 1977: 133). This should not seem 
surprisingg given the fact that until the end of Ismail's reign, modem industry -which 
comprisedd some 40 factories, 22 of which were for the production of sugar- was still 
inn the hands of the state. "Unfortunately for Egypt, however, the high costs associated 
withh these plants, meant that they could only continue in existence on the basis of 
substantiall  subsidies Once these were not forthcoming after Egypt's bankruptcy, 
manyy state factories were forced to close down" (Owen 1993: 150) 

Throughoutt the first decades of the century, calls for the establishment of new 
industries,, new agricultural banks and the diversification of the economy were 
persistentt in Egypt as well as in the rest of the Mashreq countries. Al Disouki lists a 
numberr of such projects that were supported or endorsed by landowners, members of 
thee royal family, and many notables (Ibid 85-9). We will see that the rise of 'new 
industrialists'' later on in all of these countries was not a product of individual genius 
orr patriotism, nor did it come in contradiction with the interests of the dominant big 
landowners s 

Thee establishment of Bank Misr1 in 1920 is considered a turning point in the 
historyy of Egypt because for the first time landowners exerted such a concerted effort 
too invest their capital in non-agricultural fields and to compete with already existing 
foreignn institutions. Bank Misr was not, however, the first attempt at private 
industrializationn in Egypt. Many landowners had already done so before that. Bushra 
andd Sinout Hanna and Muhammed al Shannawi were among those landowners who 
investedd in cotton trade, flour mills, rice processing, carpentry and ironwork. In 
Augustt 1919, the first Egyptian company for cotton exports was established with the 
majorityy of its EP 50,000 capital owned by two big landowners: Ahmed al Jammal 
andd Amin Pasha Yahia (Al Disouki 1975: 89) However, the significance of Bank 
Misr'ss contribution can be gauged from the fact that in the period 1922-1938, the 

11 Misr is the Arabic word for Egypt. 

53 3 



industriall  companies it established were responsible for 45 percent of the total 
increasee in Egyptian industrial capital (Mabro and Radwan 1976:122). 

Bankk Misr saw the light twelve years after the establishment of al Ahli Bank 
byy Abboud Pasha. But unlike the latter, which was mostly concerned with short-term 
commerciall  activities and loans, Bank Misr aimed at pooling investments to finance 
industriall  concerns. Hence the popular and standard textbook stereotypes of al Ahli as 
ann epitome of neo-colonialism and dependence, and that of Bank Misr as an epitome 
off  independence and the industrial bourgeoisie2 Besides banking, real estate and 
insurance,, Bank Misr's investments were mostly geared towards activities related to 
thee export, processing, and marketing of the products of Egyptian landowners-
notablyy cotton. Despite investing in some other fields, for example Studio Misr, 
whichh was a cornerstone in the flourishing of Egypt's film industry, the major 
companiess that increased their capital after establishment- an indicator of expanding 
businesss and profitability- were the ones which engaged in financing, transporting and 
processingg cotton and textile production. Of all the companies established during the 
1920ss and the first half of the 1930s, only the bank and its companies that were 
engagedd in harvest, marketing or manufacturing of cotton made profits Until then 
Misrr Co. for Textile and Spinning made the highest profits (Davis 1983: 162). 

Thee mere fact that landowners were not reticent «hen it came to imcsling money in industry 
shouldd tell against culturalist views regarding a rcgion"s non-passage to capilalism because of the lack 
off  entrepreneurship. The same applies to the 'radical' critique, which assumes the existence of 
qualitativee differences between Middle East landowncrs-turncd-capitalists (or ' 
capitalistss in general) on the one hand, and their counterparts in Europe on the other The first arc 
supposedd to be parasitic and consumption-oriented, while the latter were producli\cl> -oriented The 
factt that the first steps towards pri\alc indigenous industrialization were carried in fields that served 
landowningg industnes. and/or were aimed at producing low-added value products docs not foredoom 
thee attempt at building capitalism, as the dependency/world systems approach suggest After all. 
Englandd (and a century later the US) industrialized through such a path Then why did Bank Misr 
c\cntuallyy degenerate into a traditional third world' bank, opening its doors to foreign capital and 
concedingg to specialize in commercial, non-industrial activity?"1 

 And hence too arc the divergent fates of the founders of each bank. Whereas Abboud Pasha was 
broughtt to court and his property nationalized after the revolution of 1952. Tal'at Harb. the founder of 
Bankk Misr. has a statue looking over one of the most central squares in Cairo. 
'' The notion that monoculture and specialization in the export of raw material and/or low-value added 
productss is a cause of dcpcndcncc/underdcvclopmcnt is shared by many authors from within and 
withoutt the dependency /world system schools. However, the evidence docs not support this claim c\cn 
inn the cases of late industrializcrs. The following table presents the case of Japan, which industrialized 
inn the 1860s. and South Korea and Taiwan, whose industrialization spur began in the 1960s Despite a 
centuryy -long gap between the two cases, both began by exporting raw material, moved into low value -
addedd manufactured exports, before reaching the phase of mature capitalism 

Sharee of Raw Materials and Textiles in Asian Exports. Selected Years 

Japan n 
1874/83 3 
1892/1901 1 
1912/21 1 
1930/39 9 
Southh Korea 
1954/56 6 
1964/66 6 
1971/73 3 
1976/78 8 

Raww materials % 
totall  exports 

82 2 
54 4 
34 4 
20 0 

94 4 
41 1 
16 6 
12 2 

Textiless % total 
exports s 

4 4 
23 3 
34 4 
35 5 

--
27 7 
39 9 
33 3 

Textiless % of 
manufactured d 
exports s 

25 5 
52 2 
51 1 
44 4 

. . 
46 6 
46 6 
38 8 
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Table-2.11 -
Bankk Misr's Companies 1920-1941 

1 1 
2 2 

3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 
7 7 
8 8 

9 9 
10 0 
11 1 
12 2 
13 3 
14 4 
15 5 

16 6 
17 7 
18 8 

19 9 
20 0 

21 1 
22 2 
23 3 
24 4 

Name e 

Financiall  Cooperation Co. 
Bankk Misr 

Misrr Press 
Misrr Co. for Paper Industries 
Misrr Co. for Cotton Spinning 
Misrr Co. for Transport & Sailing 
Studioo Misr 
Misrr Co for Textiles and 
Spinning g 
Misrr Fisheries Co. 
Misrr Co. for Silk Textiles 
Misrr Linen Co. 
Bankk Misr-Syria-Lebanon 
Misrr Co. for Cotton Exports 
Misrr Ai r Co. 
Thee Co. for Sale of Egyptian 
Manufactures s 
Misrr Insurance Co. 
Misrr Sailing Co. 
Misrr Co. for Skin Tanning and 
Industries s 
Misrr Tourism Co. 
Misrr Co. for Fine Textile and 
Spinning g 
Misrr co for Cement Works 
Misrr Co. for Bleaching 
Misrr Co. for Mining and Stones 
Misrr Co for Oil Industries & 
Trade e 

Yearr of 
establish h 
ment t 

1910 0 
1920 0 

1922 2 
1923 3 
1924 4 
1925 5 
1925 5 
1927 7 

1927 7 
1927 7 
1927 7 
1929 9 
1930 0 
1932 2 
1932 2 

1934 4 
1934 4 
1934 4 

1934 4 
1937 7 

1938 8 
1938 8 
1938 8 
1938 8 

Initial l 
Capital l 
E£ £ 

80,000 0 

5,000 0 
30,000 0 
30,000 0 
40,000 0 
15,000 0 
300,000 0 

20,000 0 
10,000 0 
10,000 0 
160,000 0 
160,000 0 
20,000 0 
5,000 0 

200,000 0 
200,000 0 
5,000 0 

7,000 0 
250,000 0 

6,000 0 
250,000 0 
40,000 0 
30,000 0 

%% share 
off  Bank 
Misrr & 
Coss In 
its s 
Capital l 

--

43.2 2 
50.7 7 
50.0 0 
75 5 
66.7 7 
48.4 4 

54 4 
65 5 
45 5 
83 3 
50 0 
27 7 
--

49,8 8 
78.3 3 
8 8 

44.3 3 
71,8 8 

29.3 3 
20 0 
76.5 5 
82 2 

Capital l 
inn 1941 
E£ £ 

1,000,00 0 
0 0 
50,000 0 
... . 
250,000 0 
250,000 0 
75,000 0 
1,000,00 0 
0 0 
75,000 0 
75,000 0 
45,000 0 
160,000 0 
160,000 0 
80,000 0 
80,000 0 

200,000 0 
200,000 0 
--

7,000 0 
500,000 0 

6,000 0 
400,000 0 
40,000 0 
30,000 0 

Taiwan n 
1954/56 6 
1964/66 6 
1971/73 3 
1976/78 8 

90 0 
55 5 
18 8 
14 4 

--
14 4 
30 0 
25 5 

--
32 2 
36 6 
29 9 

Dashess indicate that no data are available 
Source:: Schwartz 1994: 105 
AA more accurate assessment of the relationship between raw/low value-added exports and capitalist 
developmentt is that continuing reliance on the former over the long run is an indicator (and not a cause) 
off  the non-ability to launch a successful industrialization process. 
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25 5 
26 6 
27 7 

Misrr Tobacco co. 
Misrr Co. for Medical products 
Thee Egyptian Real Estate Co.* 

1938 8 
1940 0 
1897 7 

40,000 0 
10,000 0 
380,000 0 

47 7 
20 0 
--

40,000 0 
10,000 0 
113,100 0 

**  Bank Misr controlled this company in 1927. 
Source:: Davis 1983: 171. 

Onee reason could be the always-cited role of the colonial state in depressing 
thee role of industrial capital. However, upon investigating the available evidence, 
Davis'' conclusions support the opposite thesis. According to him, one of the reasons 
forr the rapid growth of Bank Misr was the support given to it by the Egyptian 
government,, which provided it with the necessary liquidity to forward as loans to 
smalll  industries, agricultural cooperatives and to buy cotton and store it (Davis 1983: 
153). . 

Analyzingg the available data reveals some interesting evidence on the 
investmentt climate in Egypt between the two world wars. The period 1920-1939 
witnessedd the establishment of 250 new joint-stock companies with a total capital of 
16.22 million Egyptian pounds, that is an average of 65000 pounds per company-
whichh indicates a tendency towards the establishment of relatively small companies. 
Inn this process the role of Bank Misr and its companies was fairly limited, while the 
lion'ss share in establishing new companies went to foreign banks and to the rival al 
Ahlii  Bank. Throughout the nineteen years in the table, only once -in 1927- was Bank 
Misr'ss share in newly established joint-stock companies higher than all others. In that 
yearr the Bank established four new companies, notably the highly profitable textile 
andd spinning company. In 1935 its share was higher than al Ahli's, But in all the other 
years,, its contribution was inferior. In total, Bank Misr's share was only around 8 
percentt of the total capital of newly established companies. And if the 442,000 
pounds,, which non-Bank Misr companies contributed to the formation of new 
companiess is deducted, then the Bank's share wil l dwindle to a tiny 5 percent, while 
all  Ahli' s share was 32 percent- almost one third- and that of foreign banks exceeded 
halff  the total capital- 51 percent. 

Whatt we are witnessing here is a classical case of a precapitalist system in 
crisiscrisis characterized by declining or stagnant productivity and labor exodus, and the 
risee of merchant capital to a role of prominence. This rise, it must be stressed, had 
nothingg to do with the predominance of capitalism as a mode of production, nor was it 
relatedd in any sequential or causal relation to either the crisis of the agricultural 
system,, or to a possible passage to capitalism as a dominant mode of production. 
Hencee it would be incorrect to call such a system 'transitional'. For in order that 
capitall  becomes the dominant and determinant relationship in a society, merchant 
capitall  itself must be subjugated to industrial capital, a condition that was non-existent 
inn the Mashreq for reasons that will be discussed in later chapters. 

Tab le -2 .2--
Egypt:: New Joint- Stock Companies 
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1920-1939(10000 EP) 

Year r 

1920 0 
1921 1 
1922 2 
1923 3 
1924 4 
1925 5 
1926 6 
1927 7 
1928 8 
1929 9 
1930 0 
1931 1 
1932 2 
1933 3 
1934 4 
1935 5 
1936 6 
1937 7 
1938 8 
1939 9 
Tota l l 

No o 
of f 
Co o 
mpa a 
nie s s 
19 9 
7 7 
8 8 
12 2 
9 9 
10 0 
17 7 
11 1 
12 2 
13 3 
11 1 
9 9 
9 9 
6 6 
17 7 
15 5 
11 1 
18 8 
28 8 
8 8 
250 0 

Tota l l 
Capita l l 

1,125. 6 6 
190 0 
1,17 2 2 
961. 3 3 
1,12 1 1 
330 0 
341. 7 7 
714 4 
1,126. 5 5 
1730. 5 5 
628 8 
1476. 4 4 
323. 1 1 
324 4 
1284 4 
496 6 
501 1 
644 4 
1236. 3 3 
505 5 
16230. 4 4 

Banks ''  Share s 
All  Ahl i  Ban k 

172 2 
57 7 
125 5 
90 0 
1,04 5 5 
20 0 
172. 5 5 
242 2 
953 3 
220 0 
50 0 
--
100 0 
280 0 
620 0 
56 6 
204 4 
193 3 
379 9 
--
5229 9 

Foreig n n 
bank s s 

909. 4 4 
133 3 
1,04 7 7 
841. 3 3 
46 6 
255 5 
169. 4 4 
129 9 
143 5 5 
1510. 5 5 
578 8 
176 4 4 
216 4 4 
35 5 
349 9 
321. 6 6 
297 7 
401 1 
512 2 
505 5 
8270 0 

Bankk  Mis r 

--
--
5 5 
30 0 
30 0 
55 5 
--
343 3 
20 0 
--
--
--
7.7 7 
9 9 
312 2 
110 0 
--
5 5 
345. 3 3 
--
1316* * * 

Othe r r 

444 4 
--
--
--
--
--
--
10 0 
10 0 
40 0 
--
1300 * * 
--
--
3 3 
8 8 
--
--
--
--
1415 4 4 

*Bankk of Agricultural Credit. 
**O ff  the 1316 thousand EP, which comprised Bank Misr's contribution, only 442 
thousandd were contributed by companies that did not belong to the bank 
Source:: Davis (1983: 175). 

Betweenn the disintegration of feudalism in the thirteenth-fourteenth century 
Europee and the rise of capitalism in the late seventeenth century, merchant capital 
prevailedd with similar patterns of investment and disposal of the economic surplus. In 
fact,, even the social origins and patterns of alliance that the European dominant 
classess formed during that period looked strikingly similar to those of the prevailing 
strataa in the Middle East until the 1950s revolutions, as the following passage on the 
Englishh merchant bourgeoisie clearly shows: 

"Thee disintegration of the feudal mode of production had already reached an 
advancedd stage before the capitalist mode of production developed, and this 
disintegrationn did not proceed in any close association with the growth of the 
neww mode of production within the womb of the old... A merchant bourgeoisie 
hadd grown to wealth and to influence Having won a measure of privilege, it 
stoodd in a position of a co-partner rather than antagonist to the nobility, and in 
Tudorr times partly merged with it. Its appearance exercised littl e direct effect 
uponn the mode of production, and its profits were derived from taking 
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advantagee of price differences in space and time, due to the prevailing 
immobilityy of producers and their meagre resources- price differences which it 
soughtt to maintain and even widen by its privileges of monopoly"'' 

Dobbb 1963: 20 
Likee several other big capitalists of the 1920s and 1930s in Egypt, the founder 

off  Bank Misr, as well as his rival Abboud Pasha, descended from a lower middle class 
family.. However, the nature of the socio-economic system does not hinge upon 
individuals,, but rather on how those individuals who rise to prominence are 
incorporatedd into a ruling elite. In other words, it is the dominant set of social 
relationss that determines whether rising to prominence implies being a landowner, a 
bigg merchant, a banker, or an industrialist. In the case of Egypt and the Arab Mashreq 
landd ownership was the major source of wealth. Later on, land ownership would 
amalgamatee with merchant and banking capital. Bank Misr epitomized this 
amalgamationn because its support came mainly from the big landowning class. Out of 
thee 125 original shareholders in the bank, 92 percent of the total capital came from big 
landowners,, and all of its eight founders were big landowners (Davis 1983: 131). 

Syria'ss development pattern conveys basically the same story. One decade 
afterr gaining its independence from France, Syria continued to depend on agriculture 
ass its mam productive sector, which contributed a share ranging between 40.6 percent 
andd 43.6 percent of its gross domestic product during the years 1953 and 19574 (SCB: 
1963:: 12-13). Out of a total workforce of 1.68 million in 1957, 1.27 million worked in 
agriculture.. 273 thousand in trade and transport, 30 thousand in crafts and only 70,000 
inn modern manufacturing industry (Al Siba'i 1967: 403) The slow pace of 
industrializationn can be seen from the fact that almost two decades earlier, 
manufacturingg already employed 33 thousand. Investments in industry throughout the 
periodd 1943-1956 totaled 177 million Syrian pounds5. Most of the post-independence 
industriall  investment did not diverge from the traditional pattern of going to 
agriculturall  products and textile, spinning and dyeing industries, in addition to 
buildingg material {A l Siba'i 1967: 404-5). A 1954 survey of Syrian industry showed 
thatt textile, cotton spinning, tricot, and socks industry employed more than 24,000 
workerss and had a total capital of more than 65 million Syrian pounds. Sugar, 
canning,, vegetable oil and food processing employed 7400 workers and had a total 
capitall  of 43 5 million pounds. 

Wass there a distinguishable class of industrialists? 
Relyingg on scattered data, I compiled a list of fifty families who were among 

thee most prominent industrialists in Syria until the 1950s. These were by no means the 
richestt or most influential Syrian families of the time. They were the ones for whom I 
couldd collect sufficient evidence of relatively heavy involvement in manufacturing 
industries.. Given the fact that landowning and trade were the most lucrative fields of 
activity,, the list comprises only people who invested part of their profits/rents from 
landd and mercantile activity in manufacturing That is why the names of such 
influentiall  and wealthy landed and mercantile families as al 'Abid, Ibish, al 'Azim, 
Shamdin,, Burazi, Kanj, Kailani, al Quwwatli and many others do not appear here. 
Moreover,, the evidence on the involvement of the families in the list in big land 
ownershipp is not complete (see note on sources below the table). However, it is fairly 
accuratee as far as involvement in industry is concerned 

44 Except in 1955, which was a year of bad han est and the share of agriculture dropped to 33.1%. 

Inn 1945. the Syrian Pound was equal to 54 old French Francs, or 0.54 New Francs 
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Off  the fifty families listed in table 2.3, the activities of eighteen are not 
specifiedd The only data that we could collect as evidence of their involvement in 
manufacturingg is that their members sat in multiple boards of directors of such 
companies.. We know that one of these families was involved in land ownership. 
Manyy wealthy Syrian families had (and still have) their activities based outside 
Damascus,, especially Aleppo. Their names would probably appear in their respective 
cities'' chambers of commerce and industry. Of the thirty-two other families on whom 
somee information could be collected, the pattern is very similar to that of Egypt, 
Lebanon,, and Iraq Seventeen families belonged to big landowners. 

Table-2.3--
Syriann Families Who Were Heavily Involved 

inn Industrial Activities 
(Circaa 1950) 

Family y 

All  Ayesh 

Budair r 
Ghandour r 
Outub b 
Sayy em al 
Dahr r 
'Abachi i 

Maliki i 
Mi'mari i 
Qassabb Bashi 

Baladi i 
All  Hakim 

Fattal l 

All  Nouri 

Hnaidi i 

Sharbaji i 

Boar r 
d d 
mem m 
bersh h 
«P P 
5 5 

6 6 
6 6 
6 6 
6 6 

6 6 

6 6 
6 6 
6 6 

7 7 
7 7 

7 7 

8 8 

8 8 

8 8 

Positionss in 
Damascus s 
Chamberr of 
Commerce e 

— — 
... . 
— — 

— — 

— — 
— — 
1922-1934 4 
1942-1946 6 
1951-1952 2 
1955-1959 9 
1962-1970 0 
. .. . 
1942-1946 6 

1935-1937 7 
1942-1946 6 
. .. . 

— — 

1942-1946 6 

Big g 
Land d 
Owne e 
rship p 

XX X 

X X 
X X 

XX X 

XXX X 

XXX X 

Typee of Activities 

Sugarr and agro-industries (Hims), sugar 
refiningg (Damascus), oil refining & trade, 
export-import. . 

Cofounderr of al Khumasiyya Co 
Clothh production and trade (Aleppo) 

Sugarr and agro-industries (Hims), dyeing ind., 
export-import,, building & construction. 

Biggestt cereal merchant in Damascus. 

Canningg & agro-industry, cement and textile & 
spinningg (Aleppo), refrigeration ind., large real 
estates,, member of parliament. 
Mainn agents of European companies, real estate 
(Syriaa & Lebanon) 
Nourii  Bros. Co., warehouses, trade in cereals & 
export-importt (Syria & Saudi Arabia). 
Unitedd Banks Co., cement and building 
materiall  ind., 
Cigarettee paper ind. (Aleppo), textile & socks 
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Jallad d 

Hamm ami 
Qumbaz z 
Sahm m 
Sammadi i 
Lahham m 

Kittana a 
Haikal l 
All  Shallah 

Sukkar r 

Himsi i 

Boubas s 
Halbawi i 
Khudhair r 
'Ati ff  & Nadir 
Atasi i 

Disouki i 
Tabba' ' 
(Damascus) ) 

All  Khaja 

All  Za'im 

8 8 

9 9 
9 9 
9 9 
9 9 
10 0 

10 0 
10 0 
10 0 

10 0 

10 0 

10 0 
10 0 
10 0 
10 0 

11 1 
12 2 

13 3 

13 3 

1955-1970 0 

— — 
— — 
... . 
1948-1958 8 

— — 
— — 
1935-1970 0 

1962-1970 0 
— — 
— — 

— — 
1947-1951 1 
1959-1970 0 

1951-1970 0 

XX X 

XXX X 

XX X 

XXX X 

X X 

XX X 

ind,, (Egypt), tourism (Spain), brothers-in-law 
off  al Nahhas pasha, Egypt's prime minister 
Flourmills,, export-import, textile ind., 
wholesalee trade in cloth. 

Bankk of the Arab World, sugar and agro-
industriess (Hims), glass & porcelain ind , sugar 
refiningg (Damascus), cigar md., carpet ind., 
export-import,, dyeing ind. 

Reall  estate, richest merchants in Damascus, 
export-import,, warehouses in Saudi Arabia, 
chamberr of industries, canning ind. 
Commerciall  Bank, breweries, sugar md., textile 
andd spinning ind., cotton and vegetable oil ind., 
woodd prod., cosmetics ind., cast iron prod., 
trade. . 
Bankk Syria-Lebanon, cement ind., agents of 
Europeann companies, textile and spinning ind., 
Bankk Albert Himsi, transport & tourism, 
electricc appliances (Aleppo), board member of 
Cementt Co. (Aleppo), vice chairman of Aleppo 
Electricityy Co. 

Sugarr and agro-industries (Hims), cement and 
buildingg material ind. (Hims), sugar refining 
(Damascus),, cosmetic ind, Arab Bank, 
electricityy production (Hims& Hamah) 
Cofounderr of al Khumassiyya Co. 
Tradee in cereals and money-lenders, cloth 
trade,, underwear factories, warehouses in Saudi 
Arabia. . 
Cofounderr of al Khumasiyya Co., glass & 
porcelainn ind., import-export, vegetable oil & 
soapp ind, textile & spinning ind., sugar & agro-
industries,, wool ind., medical ind., real estate, 
factoriess in Morocco, brother-in-law of prime 
ministerr al Kizbari (Damascus) 
Sugarr and agro-industries (Hims), cement and 
buildingg material ind. (Aleppo), sugar refinery 
(Damascus),, Dyeing ind., refrigerating 
appliances,, export-import, cotton spinning & 
export,, textile and spinning (Hims), oil refining 
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Jabara a 
All  Rabbat 

Habbal l 

Qabbani i 

Shami i 
Maidani i 

Dibis s 

Baqi i 

Sahnawi i 

Diab b 

Shabariq q 
All  Suyoufi 

AlAl  Khabbaz 

Antaki i 

Zakhour r 

14 4 
14 4 

14 4 

16 6 

16 6 
16 6 

17 7 
21 1 

22 2 

24 4 

29 9 

(5) ) 

(5) ) 

(5) ) 

. .. . 
1942-1946 6 

1935-1941 1 

1955-1961 1 
1955-1958 8 
1962-1970 0 

1935-1941 1 
1955-1959 9 

1924-1946 6 

1922-1956 6 
1962-1970 0 
1952-1958 8 

— — 

... . 

X X 

XXX X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

andd trade 

Importt of cloth, cofounder of al Khumasiyya, 
reall  estate 
Sugarr refining, cotton and vegetable oil ind., 
petroll  trade, wood ind., nylon threads ind., 
cementt and building blocks ind. (Damascus, 
Hamah,, Latakia) 
Sugarr and agro-industries (Hims), glass & 
porcelainn ind., export-import, cement and 
buildingg material ind, beverages, textile & 
spinning,, sugar refining (Damascus), wood 
ind.,, food canning, real estate, father-in law of 
Saudii  finance minister, contracting. 

Founderr of the Arab World Bank, United 
Bankss Co., fodder prod., vegetable oil & soap 
ind.,, shirts prod., construction, real estate, 
importerr of engineering products, petrol 
distribution,, minister 

Export-import,, agro-industries, founder of 
Cairoo Bank, trade in agricultural machines, 
cottonn spinning & trade (Aleppo-Damascus) 
Sugarr ind. (Hims), glass & porcelain ind, 
textilee & spinning (Damascus), export-import, 
biggestt iron importers, canning ind., 
warehousess in Beirut, real estate, minister of 
economicss & members of parliament 
AA cofounder of al Khumasiyya Co., Cairo 
Bank,, wool ind, cement ind., vegetable oil & 
soapp ind., cast iron ind, touristic resorts, 
bottledd water, real estate. 

Brother-inn law of Diab, refrigeration, bakeries, 
cementt ind. (Damascus) 
Largestt warehouse in Damascus bazaar, tricot 
andd rubber ind., Damascus chamber of 
industry,, refrigeration ind, construction, 
canning,, real estate. 
Unitedd Banks Co., cement ind. (Aleppo), 
electricityy co. 
Asphaltt ind (Latakia), Bank of the Arab 
World,, textile and spinning ind. (Hims) 

**  Al Kumasiyya Co. was founded in 1942 by five partners. It established the first and 
largestt factory in Syria for the production of low-cost cotton cloth, which was one of 
thee most successful projects in Syrian industry. 
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Notee on the table: Column 1 lists the names of families: fathers, sons, brothers and 
sisterss and direct cousins. Column 2 records the number of boards of industrial 
concernss members of the family were sitting in during the 1950s. Figures between 
parenthesiss are estimates made by the author. Column 3 is the period a member of the 
familyy has been on the board of Damascus Chamber of Commerce between 1922 until 
1970,, an indicator of belonging to the upper echelon of merchants Column 4 is an 
attemptt at estimating the relative position of the family in land ownership, relying on 
incompletee surveys on the sequestered land during the land reform acts They are 
incompletee because the author was only able to have access to lists of sequestered 
landd in Aleppo, Damascus, and fragments regarding other regions. Big landlordism 
prevailedd in Hamah and al Jazeera regions, whose surveys I could not see An X 
denotess that the sequestered land was less than five villages, XX: between 5 and eight 
villages,, while XXX denotes more than eight villages 

Sources:: Fortv-five names were mainly drawn from Al-Siba'i (1975: 225-244). These 
weree supplemented by other names and details from the memoirs of al Shallah (1992: 
30-93)) and to a lesser extent P. Khoury (1983: chapters 1 & 2) and Hreitam and David 
(1984:: 1-74). Board membership in the Chamber of Commerce from the book 
publishedd by the Damascus Chamber of Commerce in its 150th anniversary (Chamber 
1990:: 24-40). Activities are from al Siba'i and al Shallah Data on the sequestered 
villagess is from an 8-volume work that was commissioned by the 'official' General 
Unionn of Syrian Peasants and written by several authorities on the "History of the 
Peasantt Movement in Syria" The work went to press, but was banned from 
circulationn 1 am indebted to one of the main authors. Dr. Abdalla Hanna for allowing 
mee to make use of the rich material contained in it. 

Describingg the rise of the notable families in late nineteenth century 
Damascus,, Phillip Khoury lists names like al Haffar, al Jallad, Sukkar, al Hakim, al 
Tabba\\ and al Noun as families that tended to work in commerce and money-lending 
andd were heavily involved in the cereal and/or sheep trade between Damascus and the 
peasantss and bedouins of Hawran. Since the 1870s, when textile industry witnessed 
somee revival, some of these families went into financing these crafts too. Of these 
families,, Khoury singles out only al Tabba' and al Nouri as not owning considerable 
landd (Khoury 1983: 78-80). The Syrian industrialists of the first half of the twentieth 
centuryy were landowners/merchants for whom industry was only a secondary field of 
activityy In fact, of the thirty-three families on whom we have some information, no 
lesss than twenty-three were among the major importers and/or wholesale traders of 
Damascus.. The Khumasiyya Co , which in 1942 founded the first and largest cotton-
clothh factory, could be seen as Syria's equivalent of the type of industries that was 
foundedd by Bank Misr in Egypt. And here again, the three most prominent among its 
fivee founders- al Khaja, Diab and al Rabbat- were among the most successful 
merchantss and real estate speculators in Damascus Yet, one major difference remains 
betweenn the Syrian and Lebanese notables -whether landowners or not- on the one 
hand,, and their Egyptian and Iraqi counterparts on the other. This difference lies in the 
muchh more pronounced urban background of the first. Landowners of tribal and rural 
originn continued to be amongst the richest in al Jazeera and Hawran regions of Syria 
forr example, but their integration into the Syrian elite in general was weak. In fact, the 
non-integrationn of a Syrian hegemonic class of notables is even pronounced in the 
almostt two totally separate realms of activity of Damascus on the one hand and 
Aleppoo on the other, a phenomenon that left its imprints on Syrian politics, culture 
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andd economy until the 1960s. Thus we find urban families who owed their rise to 
positionss occupied in the Ottoman bureaucracy or religious institutions and turned 
laterr into landowners/merchants in the meantime. 

Thee involvement of upper class Lebanese in industry, and therefore 
investigatingg the nature of their activities, does not seem necessary in this context. 
Beingg the mercantile-banking center for the region from its independence in 1946 
untill  the outbreak of the civil war in 1975, Lebanon pursued an open-door policy that 
leftt its manufacturing in a very retarded situation. Suffice it to recall that even in the 
1960s,, there existed no industrial concern employing more than one hundred person 
inn Lebanon, while those employing 50-99 were less than one hundred and fifty 
enterprisess (1964 government survey, cited in K Hamdan 1996: 11). 

Hannaa Batatu's monumental work on Iraq provides a wealth of material for an 
analysiss of the social backgrounds of the country's industrialists prior to the 
revolutionn of 1958 Of the seven families who owned more than 100,000 donums of 
landd or more, we find only one whose main occupation was trade and whose 
backgroundd was urban. All the six others were tribal shaikhs. A wider list including 
thee last seven enumerates 49 families (or individuals) that owned 30,000 donums of 
landd or more. Here we have eleven individuals or families whose main occupation 
wass trade (Batatu 1978: 48, 58-63). Who among those went into industry? It is 
noteworthyy that only eight of those are listed as having invested part of their wealth in 
somee manufacturing, one of them belonged to the 100,000 donums plus category. 
Andd not surprisingly, all of these eight were from the merchant stratum of big 
landowners.. A comparison between the above-mentioned lists with another one 
preparedd by the same authority on "Iraqi Capitalists Worth a million or More Dinars 
inn 1958" reveals interesting facts (Ibid. 276-282). Those 'capitalists' are twenty-three 
inn number. Besides the eight merchant-big landowners mentioned above, the main 
fieldd of activity of ten of the remaining fifteen was unequivocally commerce- mainly 
grainn exporters and/or agents of big western companies and major importers. Three 
otherss were moneylenders and changers, real estate speculators and contractors. As 
forr the two others, Batatu doesn't specify whether their main activities were industry 
orr other fields. But another source (Hassan 1965: 146) notes that the most prominent 
amongg these-Fattah Pasha family- was a major grain and wool exporter, construction 
contractor,, and a major shareholder in the Commercial Bank, though it would be 
difficultt to ascertain which was the main activity of the family. The other was a real 
estatee owner and a weaving and textile industrialist in the meantime. 

Readingg the lists differently, we can see that among the twenty-three 'one-
millionn plus worth capitalists', nine were not involved in industry at all. The fourteen 
otherss had various interests in the cement industry, vegetable and cottonseed oil 
production,, tobacco industry, asbestos production, textile and weaving, flour mills, 
bakeries,, date industries, breweries, leather making and brick factories. 

Too conclude: Much has been written on the parasitic, non-productive and 
dependentt nature of Middle East capitalism Yet the thesis that we want to present 
here,, is that there was simply no capitalism, although there were capitalist individuals 
whoo fitted perfectly well within the interstices of the pre-capitalist society. This 
statementt may look at first contradictory: capitalists having an interest in the 
persistencee of precapitalism. But the contradiction can be solved if we have a deeper 
lookk at the history of capitalism itself to realize that this system was anything but the 
productt of the will , determination, or entrepreneurial skill of particular individuals. 
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2.22 Landowners. Merchants and Capitalism: 

Veryy few scholars would dispute the empirical facts provided above, yet many 
wouldd dispute their meaning and significance The overwhelming tendency has been 
too show how capitalism was nsing "under the impact" of western influence. 
Dependingg on the author's perspective this 'rise under the impact of the west' may be 
seenn as a rise despite/ or in challenge to the dominant western powers that tended to 
hinderr this development, or in accordance with the logic or the will of these powers 
whoo found their natural allies in the newly emerging 'comprador' strata But whatever 
thee normative view is, there is a quasi-total agreement on the interpretation that it is 
capitalismm that was on the rise, and that it was the (positive or negative) impact of 
insertionn into the world capitalist system that brought it into the light. 

Whatt I have tried to demonstrate however is a totally different case; namely 
thatt no formation develops in vacuum, and therefore it would be pointless to dwell on 
whetherr the main influence on its further development was external or internal. Rather 
thee question is how and why does a given social formation internalize and articulate 
externall  influences in ways that could retard or accelerate its developmental potential. 
Manchesterr responded to 'external' effects emanating from Liverpool or London, as 
muchh as the Ottomans and Japanese responded to virtually the same nineteenth-
centuryy dictates and influences by the British (Hershlagl 975: 42-55). Large regions of 
Easternn and southern European faced the same dictates (Halperin 1997: 119-22). The 
radicallyy divergent outcomes to these responses are plain evidence that the internal 
structuress of each targeted region, and therefore the power relations between that 
regionn and the nineteenth century superpowers mattered much. Moreover, countries 
thatt were never colonized, and were hardly influenced by the world capitalist 
expansionn of the nineteenth century ended up more retarded than others who had been 
brutallyy exploited by colonial powers. Mongolia, Ethiopia and Afghanistan are cases 
inn point. Thus while one can justifiably blame imperialist expansion for the plunder of 
thee 'third world', this by itself cannot be taken as an explanation of 
underdevelopment,, nor of development. The search for both should therefore be 
soughtt in the other variable in the imperialist relationship, i.e. the social structures of 
thee societies that were incorporated in the world capitalist relations. 

Thee second half of nineteenth century witnessed the rise of imperialism and its 
aggressivee policies not only towards regions where states had not been consolidated 
yet,, as in Africa, but in Eurasia too. Having secured a dominant world position 
followingg the French defeat and the 1815 settlements, the British forced the Japanese, 
thee Persians, and the Ottomans to adopt open door policies. The various treaties with 
thee Ottomans and Persians, like Turkoma-Shai treaty of 1828, the Paris Treaty of 
1856,, and the Berlin Treaty of 1878, extended concessions given to the British and 
Europeann powers. It is remarkable that all of these states (in addition to the Russian 
empire)) responded to the perceived threat in almost identical ways, mainly by 
attemptingg to reform the land system and modernize the armed forces. The Russian 
Tsarr abolished serfdom in the 1860s, the Ottomans and Persians sanctioned private 
propertyy in land, and the Japanese Meiji revolution of 1868 introduced sweeping land 
reforms.. The outcomes of these attempts to reform have been starkly different. 

Too give credit to the reform attempts to the farsightedness of this or that leader 
iss to sidestep reality. For virtually all those rulers knew that their powers were on the 
vergee of collapse if they did not reform. Sultan Selim III of the Ottomans was one of 
thee first rulers to recognize the French state after the 1789 revolution. His fate was 
sealedd when he tried to secularize the state. An alliance between the grand 'ulama and 
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thee Janissaries deposed him (Hershlag 1975:39). Sultan Mahmoud II carried wide 
rangingg reforms very similar to the ones conducted by his Egyptian wali Muhammed 
Ali ,, but they ended up with abject failure Hershlag notes that concessions were not 
onlyy imposed on non-Europeans. The British made frequent use of this policy in 
Europee too. But the weakness of the Ottomans is what made this policy an accelerator 
forr decay. 

Internationall  changes have certainly had crucial effects on the Middle East, 
justt like any other part in the world. The changes affected the more powerful players 
whomm we tend to assume as initiators of change, as well as the regions that we 
traditionallyy tend to view as merely passive recipients/victims of these changes. The 
point,, however, is hou did the Middle East formations respond to these changes7 

And,And, why did response take these particular forms'* 
Thee above analysis shows that developments from the late nineteenth century 

weree far from laying the grounds for capitalism They were in fact very similar to the 
processess which Western and Central Europe witnessed in the sixteenth and 
seventeenthh centuries: the coexistence of precapitalist agricultural systems with rising 
merchantt capital that did not exclude the possibility of the creation of some industries 
eitherr directly by the absolutist-mercantilist state, or by state-sponsored merchants or 
landownerss Despite the appearances of 'modernization' in both the European and 
Middlee Eastern contexts of the rise of mercantilism, these developments on their own 
couldd become a hindrance to the further industrialization and rise of capitalism. True, 
absolutistt states enforced the politico-economic framework under which a nascent 
industriall  capitalism could thrive, namely the national home market. The dominant 
factionss under absolutism, however, was the long-distance trade merchants in both 
regions.. And it was only through the subsequent struggles and eventual defeat of these 
factionss that capitalism could take hold in some parts of Europe. Hence, only on a 
teleologicall  basis one can assume that the rise of long-distance trade and the 
developmentt of merchant capital in Europe were related to the subsequent rise of 
capitalismm and the industrial revolution6. Yet, a closer scrutiny would show that this 
wass absolutely not the case. Capitalism was the direct antithesis of the dominance of 
merchantt capital and its development hinged on the ability to subdue and subjugate 
thee latter, which put a powerful brake on its development Marx's powerful analysis 
madee the point quite succinctly: 

"Merchantt capital is the historical form of capital long before capital has 
subjectedd production to its control. Capital developed on the basis of a mode 
ofof production independent and outside it, (and) the independent development 
ofof merchant capital stands therefore in inverse ratio to the general 
developmentdevelopment of society" 

(Marx,, Capital vol 111: 384) 
Thee external relationship between merchant capital and the mode of 

productionn in its early stages arises when merchants begin to control craftsmen 
withoutt in the meantime interfering in the methods of work Even at a later stage 
whenn merchant capital began to fasten up the mode of production, this could lead to 
thee rise of a 'mode of transition', according to Marx. In Capital, he very clearly 
distinguishedd two ways by which capitalism dominates production. The first, which 
hee called "the really revolutionary way" occurred when section of the producers 
themselvess accumulated capital and took to trade, then began to organize production 

66 On the other hand, the Italian city-states and the Flanders, which had a lead among European trade 
centers,, were in the meantime among the weakest industriali/ers. a further evidence on the 
contradictoryy relationship between mercantile prosperity and industrialization. 
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onn a capitalist basis free from the handicraft restrictions of the guilds By contrast, the 
secondd way occurred when a section of the existing merchant class began to "take 
possessionn directly of production", thereby "serving historically as a mode of 
transition"transition" but becoming eventually "an obstacle to a real capita list mode of 
productionproduction and declin(ing) with the development of the latter" (Capital vol III 388-
96).7 7 

Thesee are not merely incisive theoretical remark Subsequent empirical studies 
havee shown the working of merchant capital as it dominates a certain social 
formation.. Explaining why eighteenth century Florence, where up to one quarter of 
thee population worked in workshops, could not become a basis for fully-fledged 
capitalistt society, Maurice Dobb notes: 

"Butt in general for those who had both capital and a privileged position in the 
majorr gilds investment in the export trade to the Levant or across the Alps into 
Francee and the Rhineland, or farming the Papal revenues and granting mortgage 
loanss on the estates of princes was more lucrative than the exploitation of 
dependentt craftsmen and the development of industry." 

Dobbb 1963: 157 
Florence,, as is well known, was not the only region in Europe, which puzzled 

thosee historians who believed in the existence of a necessary and positive relationship 
betweenn flourishing trade and the development of capitalism. Other prosperous Italian 
citiess and the Dutch cities are cases in point Although the latter did not have a big 
landedd aristocracy, the dominance of a merchant class on the social formation made it 
virtuallyy unprofitable to invest in industry on a large scale and therefore hindered the 
processs of separating producers from their means of production- a crucial prerequisite 
forr the domination of capitalist social relations. What in economic textbooks is 
describedd as the 'Dutch syndrome'- the failure of industrialization because of open 
doorr trade policies- is well captured in the following passage: 

"Inn the case of Italy, Germany and the Netherlands (and to a smaller extent in 
France)) what is remarkable is less the early date compared with England, at 
whichh capitalist production made its appearance, than the failure of the new 
systemm to grow much beyond its promising and precocious adolescence. It 
wouldwould seem as though the very success and maturity of merchant and money-
lendinglending capital in these rich continental centres of enterpói trade, instead of 
aiding,aiding, retarded the progress of investment in production: so that compared 
withwith the glories of spoiling the Levant or the Indies or lending to princes, 
industrialindustrial capital was doomed to occupy the place of a dower/ess and unlovely 
youngyoung sister. At any rate, it is clear that a mature development of merchant and 
financiall  capital is not of itself a guarantee that capitalist production wil l 
developp under its wing and that even when certain sections of merchant capital 
havee turned towards industry and have begun both to subordinate and to change 
thee mode of production, this does not necessarily result in any thorough 
transformation." " 

Dobbb 1963: 160-161 

Dobbb comments that "The progressive role of the merchant-manufacturer was here limited to 
extendingg handicraft production and breaking down the limits imposed by the traditional urban 
monopoly""  (Dobb: 1963: 130). We will come back to this point in the section on the so-called 
primitivee accumulation of capital. 

66 6 



Thee last quote is particularly instructive because it clearly demonstrates that 
neitherr a flourishing trade, nor the abundance of monetary wealth are sufficient 
conditionss for the rise of industrial capitalism. The historical evidence, in fact, 
suggestss that these perhaps act as a hindrance to the development of capitalist 
relationss in the absence of a favorable class structure. Indeed, one might wonder why 
wouldd the opulent Italian city-states and their magnates be interested in abandoning 
theirr non-hegemonic condition/position to become unifiers of a whole social 
formation,, given the opportunities available to each city-state to subjugate its own 
hinterland,, thus securing the necessary conditions for survival, and given the 
opportunitiess that long-distance trade provided for the Venetian or Genoese 
merchants?? City-states whose elites' interests were geared to long-distance trade 
differedd essentially from those formations whose leading classes depended on 
exploitingg their domestic markets because the latter had a stake in intensifying and 
extendingg their grip on the widest possible sections of the peasantry in order to 
exchangee their products with imported goods. This wasn't the case in formations 
relyingg mainly on long-distance trade because the agriculture was needed on in so 
muchh as to satisfy the needs of the city-state. The fortunes of the formation depended 
onn its role as a middleman between producers and consumers in faraway centers. 
Moreover,, as mercantile city-states laid close to each other, for example Venice, 
Genoa,, Trieste, Ragusa and Dubrovnik, their relations were fraught with conflicts and 
competitionn that often pitted them in wars against each other, thus inhibiting the 
creationn of a national space (Tilly 1990: 142-6)8 This class structure accounts for the 
absencee of an agricultural revolution that would pave the way for an industrial one, 
andd consequently for the firm establishment of capitalism. 

Yett many writers who invoke the term 'class structure' as a basis for their 
analysiss of the Mashreq societies have turned the conceptual apparatus of historical 
materialismm into a subjective analysis that eschews rigorous historical examination of 
thee empirical evidence. Rather than looking at class structures as long-term 
phenomenaphenomena produced by struggles and balances within given ecological contexts and 
establishedestablished over relatively long periods of times, these writers treat the term as a 
rational/irrationall  choice dictated by psychology, traditions, opportunities and/or 
politicall  commitment. 

Inn the following pages, I will discuss two variants of these explanations that do 
nott necessarily contradict each other, but differ in their points of emphasis. The first 
variantt declares its rejection of the world systems approach to understanding the 
absencee of an industrial/agricultural revolution in the Mashreq and favors studying 
classs structures, yet it unwittingly ends up by endorsing the basic hypothesis of that 
approach.. The second variant emphasizes what it considers a radical difference 
betweenn the European and the Mashreq bourgeoisie, but is based on what I will call a 
doublyy mistaken reading of history 

2.33 Interpreting the Industrial Revolution: 

Haimm Gerber, whom we cited at length earlier, attempted to provide an answer 
too that age-old question regarding the origins of underdevelopment in the Middle East 
andd his analysis is conducted via what he calls an argument 'predicated on 

88 It was not unfamiliar to have a leading city subjugating the rest of the country to its domination and 
thuss creating a national space by force. However, in the case of city-states relying on long-distance 
trade,, each one of these normally served, and was therefore allied with, a strong regional power which 
protectedd it prevented its fall to the rival regional power (Ibid). 
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geographical,, ecological, and institutional factors rather than cultural ones" (Gerber 
1987:: 119). The author, we should remember, is trying to apply Barrington Moore's 
conceptuall  apparatus in explaining the rise or absence of industrial 
revolution/capitalismm in various agricultural societies His main variables are therefore 
thee structure of land tenure and class struggle between peasants and landlords. And 
thee time span over which he is applying his analysis runs over more than four 
centuriess from circa 1500 to the 1960s. 

However,, Gerber's explanation poses two major problems. The first one, 
whichh we mentioned earlier in passing, is that the author treats the rise of capitalism 
andd the perpetual rise in productivity -the essence of an agricultural and industrial 
revolutionss - as two separate categories, because we have seen that he described 
Egypt'ss and Syria's agricultural systems as capitalist But the second and most serious 
flaww in Gerber's account is that despite his rejection of the world systems approach 
andd his recurrent insistence on the primacy of class struggles in defining the rise and 
demisee of social relations of production, his analysis eventually ends up by adopting 
ann approach that is more in line with the dependency /world systems framework that 
assignss paramount importance to the effects of trade on the establishment of 
capitalism,, as I wil l show below. 

Gerberr begins by a critique of the applicability of the world system's approach 
too the Middle East: 

"Wallerstein'ss theory in its particulars seems only marginally applicable to the 
Ottomann scene. Attempts so far to apply it to this part of the world have 
unfortunatelyy been largely unconvincing because they have disregarded relevant 
empiricall  facts." 

Gerberr 1987:45 
Applyingg Wallerstein's paradigms, according to Gerber, we should expect a 

peripherall  Middle East since at least the sixteenth century, because: 
"Noo area in the Middle East was more accessible to foreign trade than was 
Egypt.. For the peripheralization theory to be valid, it must be proven in the 
Egyptiann context, specifically in relation to Egypt's foreign trade structure. 
...Whereass some scholars might claim that physical inaccessibility inhibited 
connectionss between provinces of the empire and the world capitalist market, 
thiss argument does not apply to Egypt, which because of the Nile, was most 
suitedd to international trade. If there were an area where Wallerstein's theory 
shouldd be applicable, it would be Egypt Unfortunately, however, it does not." 

Ibid.. 46 
Gerberr invokes some well-known facts to the effect that Middle East crafts 

onlyy began to decline in the late nineteenth century. "Wallerstein's findings for the 
sixteenthh and seventeenth centuries may hold for the period of the industrial 
revolutionn and possibly not for the first years of that epoch. Dominique Chevallier 
demonstratedd clearly that the real inundation of the Middle East by industrial 
revolutionn products started only in the 1820s when the steamship was introduced into 
regularr service...But even in the context of the nineteenth century Wallerstein's 
theoryy must be substantially modified. Considerable empirical data showed that local 
indigenouss handicrafts did not disappear quickly, even after the inundation of Middle 
Easternn markets by cheap European textiles. 

Reportss throughout the nineteenth century reiterated the persistence of the 
traditionall  textile crafts" (Ibid. 48-9). He quotes a 1911 consular report on the rising 
standardd of living in Syria, and a British report on the conditions of weavers in eastern 
Anatolia,, which are "far superior to that of English weavers", and concludes that "On 
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balance,, therefore, one cannot postulate the total disappearance of craft industries in 
nineteenth-centuryy Syria and Palestine. Studies concerning Anatolia confirmed this 
generall  finding .Thus, there is no factual basis for the assumption...that there was a 
catastrophicc decline in craft and commerce in Anatolia and the Fertile Crescent in the 
nineteenthh century" (Ibid. 50). 

Butt why should these facts undermine the world systems narrative on the 
underdevelopingg processes of the Middle East9 A proponent of that approach can 
pointt to the importance Wallerstein lays on the strong state, and he can therefore 
proceedd to show that since the Ottomans were strong until the nineteenth century, 
theree is no reason why the Middle East should be peripheralïzed, since the relatively 
strongg state shielded its regions from the negative effects of being drawn into an 
unequall  exchange Gerber contends that "in accepting Wallerstein's explanatory 
paradigmm we are misled when we try to unravel the social and political developments 
off  the modern Middle East Were Wallerstein right, we should have expected the 
predominancee of large landlordism in the Middle East in the seventeenth and 
eighteenthh centuries, with far-reaching repercussions on the political regime in the 
twentiethh The fact that this predominance started only in the latter half of the 
nineteenthh century was vitally important1' (Ibid. 50). Yet, if we accept the erroneous 
argumentt that patterns of trade are responsible for the rise of new class structures, and 
thereforee ownership systems, then one can easily show that neither Egypt, nor the 
otherr parts of the Middle East were heavily involved in the international web of trade 
untill  the nineteenth century, and hence the urge for the rise of new patterns of 
ownership/laborr recruitment was simply not there. The world system approach would 
furtherr try to validate its argument by showing how the weakened Ottoman Empire 
hass led the Middle East to open up to international trade, introduce new forms of labor 
recruitment-landlordism-- and thus become peripheral ïzed. 

Whatt is then Gerber's alternative explanation9 The author's analysis is based 
onn a comparison between the Ottoman empire and England, the locus classicus of 
comparativee history. What were the main reasons that produced the agricultural 
revolutionn in the latter and hampered it in the former9 His answer is "(1) the control 
wieldedd by England of vast foreign markets, due to the special quality of English 
wool,, (2) the capitalistic approach to economic factors particular to the English 
aristocracyy since its handling of the "wool revolution" of the late Middle Ages, and 
(3)) the special institutional class structure that emerged in England in the wake of the 
latee medieval depression. All three factors were equally essential for the revolution to 
takee place" (Gerber 1987: 125). 

Gerber'ss argument can be summarized as follows: English wool was a unique 
naturall  resource that formed the true basis of the premodern economy. The desperate 
economicc straits of the English kings in the late medieval ages turned wool into a 
majorr source of taxation, because taxing wool was easier than taxing landowners. 
Thenn the kings imposed a strict ban on the export of raw wool in order to promote the 
moree rewarding textile industry. As textile industry progressed, more surplus was 
availablee and more people could afford to live in the cities and engage in industrial 
pursuitss The rise of rural protoindustries was also made possible due to the 
worldwidee demand Agriculture was forced to make do with less workers and this 
mayy be the key factor in the agricultural revolution (Ibid : 125-127). The author then 
goess to compare his neat narrative on England's unique situation with the unfortunate 
destinyy of Egypt He refutes the orientalist notions on the stagnant 'east' and provides 
evidencee that "Egypt's agriculture was far from backward; land productivity ranked 
veryy high when compared with other countries in the world. Egypt's malaise was not 
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loww productivity per unit of land or the Middle Eastern "mentality", for nineteenth-
centuryy Egypt experienced an agricultural revolution in many respects quite 
comparablee to that experienced by seventeenth-century England" (Ibid. 127) 
Moreover,, "cotton grown in Egypt possessed unusual qualities, almost unrivaled ...by 
anyy other country in the world". So where did Egypt go astray0 

Ratherr than presenting an explanation, which was the objective of Gerber's 
argument,, the author confronts the reader with a statement that begs the question. 
"Insteadd of opening new investment channels, the increase in real income of the 
peasantt of Ottoman Egypt in the nineteenth century was counterbalanced by an 
increasee in population. There was no incentive to change traditional methods". The 
readerr is left to his bewilderment because a few lines later there is a fairly detailed 
descriptionn of the revolutionary change in agricultural and irrigation methods 
includingg the introduction of scientific crop rotation. A second reason given in 
passingg is the difference between cotton, which was an extremely labor-intensive crop 
andd the labor-saving wool. "The growth of cotton meant keeping the majority of the 
Egyptiann population on the land, thereby inhibiting the rise of modem industry" (Ibid. 
128).. Thus the non-rise of capitalism under Mohammed Ah (who, according to the 
authorr is judged too harshly) is relegated to a secondary importance, until we reach 
18388 when a free-trade agreement between the Ottoman empire and England doomed 
anyy further possibilities for industrialization "Were it not for the 1838 free-trade 
agreement,, Egypt could have succeeded, at least partially, in its industrialization" 
(Ibid.. 128) 

AA discussion of Gerber's "wool thesis" would necessarily entail repeating 
somee of the familiar arguments raised against the dependency/world systems dogmas, 
becausee his account of England's passage to capitalism eventually rests on the trade 
opportunitiess that were open to her despite his contention of applying Barrington 
Moore'ss conceptual apparatus. Let us accept the contention that English wool was 
'unique',, indispensable and irreplaceable Let us even go further and pretend that 
demandd for English wool was totally inelastic. What effects would that have for 
Britain'ss economy and social structure"1 Logically, one would expect the same effects 
thatt numerous countries in the late medieval era have witnessed due to the high 
demandd on their products; namely a trade surplus and a flow of bullion and precious 
metall  into their coffers. But why would that give a push to capitalism in a given 
country99 Under precapitalist conditions, a constantly rising demand on products from 
aa given country would normally have adverse effects: rising prices, and intensification 
off  coercion by the dominant classes The reasons for this are quite obvious. We have 
shownn above that the way a precapitalist economy's responds to the market incentives 
iss almost diametrically opposed to a capitalist response. 

Thereforee to assume that the English response to an increased demand on wool 
hadd been the mobilization of 'idle productive capacity' and a mass movement from 
agriculturee to industry means that Gerber is assuming the existence of capitalism in 
advancee with all its characteristics: perfect mobility of the workforce, a flexible 
productivee system that can switch from less profitable to more profitable activities, 
andd the ability of agriculture to respond to rising demand by revolutionizing itself 
Heree is where Gerber falls into the same trap of Wallersteinian tautology: explaining 
thee rise of capitalism by assuming the existence of a capitalist 'spirit'; i.e. that 
economicc agents calculate in a capitalist way even before the rise of capitalism, or by 
aa vulgar functionalist explanation where agriculture had to face the shortage of labor 
andd therefore that the agricultural revolution was already in the air. Yet, demand for 
Chinesee silk, Indian tea, Polish, Ukrainian and Baltic wheat, and Egyptian cotton led 
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too the revival or the establishment of precapitalist structures that were to have stifling 
effectss on further expansion in production and export As we all know, specialization 
inn raw material production is now the favorite explanation for the persistence of 
underdevelopmentt and dependency9. And wool production -irrespective of its quality-
couldd have been an excellent 'explanation' for the underdevelopment of England were 
itt to fall within that category of countries. The following lengthy quotation from 
Robertt Brenner shows the effects of increasing international demand on particular 
productss in Europe in the absence of capitalist structures: 

"Englishh industrial growth, predominantly in cloth, was in the first instance 
basedd on exports, spurred by overseas demand Yet such export-based spurts 
weree common in Europe throughout the middle ages and the early modern 
period;; but previously none had been able to sustain itself. The inelasticity of 
agriculturall  output ...had always set strict limits on the development of 
industriall  production. Rising food prices, if not total failure of food supply, 
resultingg from declining agricultural productivity might directly stifle industry 
byy limiting the proportion of the population which could devote itself to non-
agriculturall  pursuits. Otherwise, they would undermine the markets for 
industriall  goods either by forcing up wages ... and thus industrial prices or by 
cuttingg into the proportion of the population's income which was available for 
non-foodd purchases ...This has been shown most clearly for seventeenth-
centuryy France by Goubert, who directly links the long-term decline of the 
extensivee textile industry of Beauvais in this period to underlying problems in 
thee production of food. But a similar case seemingly could be made for the 
declinee of Italian industry in the early seventeenth century. ...Finally, although 
thee Dutch industry appears to have escaped the seventeenth-century crisis with 
relativelyy minor damage, its failure to sustain continued development through 
thee eighteenth century appears to have been bound up to an important extent 
withh an overwhelming dependence on overseas grain imports, which rose 
precipitatelyy in price after 1750." 

Brennerr 1985a: 52-3 
Thereforee it is not enough to pay lip service to the 'capitalistic approach' or to 

thee special 'institutional class structure' that saw the light there, because taking these 
factorss seriously into account would turn Gerber's narratives upside down. 
Surprisingly,, the sources that Gerber quotes eclectically put the wool factor in its 
properr context, yet he does not seem to have drawn the relevant conclusions. For 
example,, he cites Christopher Hill who wrote about the spectacular rise in income 
fromm sheep fanning between 1530 and 1640. The biggest profits were made, 
accordingg to Hill , by capitalist farmers, men who leased land in order to produce for 
thethe market (Ibid. 126/ But what does this and other quotes imply? That before 
Englandd could make use of its wool (or any other) advantage, it had already 

99 Moreover, if we accept the argument that commercializing agriculture and monoculture are the roots 
off  dependence and underdevelopment, then it was Muhammad AH and not the western powers that 
imposedd that fate on the Egyptian and Syrian economics of the nineteenth century, as the follow ing 
quotee shows: 

"Thee Egyptian authorities encouraged agriculture [in Grand Syria]. Yet they encouraged 
commercializedd products, like olive, cotton and silk, and they imposed a monopoly on trade in these 
productss to support the Egyptian economy...The peasants were forced to change what they had been 
accustomedd to do before the Egyptian occupation, by switching from subsistence agriculture to 
monoculture.. This led them, as it led the Egyptian peasants, to depend on western products for their 
needs""  (Na'isa 1986: 278-9). 
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undergonee an agricultural revolution, and that capitalist farmers and capitalist 
agriculturee had already been there. And hence the fallacy of the wool thesis and its 
implicationss for an account of the absence of a comparable revolution in the Middle 
Eastt (or elsewhere). In sum, were it not that capitalism had already been established in 
Englandd and capitalist organization began encroaching upon the various sectors of the 
economy,, wool would have had no revolutionizing effect on the economy or society. 

Iff  the above argument is valid, then we can proceed to show the fallacy of 
extendingg the argument to nineteenth century Egypt10. Gerber is perfectly correct in 
signalingg the adverse effects of imposing free trade on Egypt and the Ottoman empire 
byy the British in 1838. But we have to look at how the prevailing conditions in the 
regionn made the adverse outcome possible. Undoubtedly imperialist Britain had a 
stakee in hampering the industrialization of any other country in order to keep its 
hegemonyy But imperialism is not a subject with a will, it is a set of power relations 
thatt are defined by the balance between two or more actors. The same treaties were 
imposedd in around the same time on a host of countries and regions including in 
Europe,, but the outcome varied wildly The Japanese reaction was certainly the most 
spectacular,, though not the only one. Gerber himself notes that before the British 
gainedd this decisive influence, Egypt had made gains from cotton production, but this 
wass swallowed by an increasing population. The question is why would the Egyptian 
peasantt use his added income in order to breed more children and not to invest in 
industryy or in improved agriculture'7 If one is to reject the 'orientalist mentality' 
thesis,, as Gerber rightly does, then the answer lies exactly in the structure and logic of 
precapitalistt agriculture: an additional son or daughter is an additional means of 
productionn for the parents, and therefore a potentially added income in an atmosphere 
thatt does not allow for investment in machinery, and where the market has not 
developedd yet to allow for mobility from agriculture to industry. 

This,, more than the thesis on cotton farming being, unlike wool, labor-
intensive,, is what explains the non-existence of an industrial revolution in Egypt and 
elsewheree in the Mashreq. The thesis that cotton is labor intensive implies that labor 
wass not available for non-agricultural activities and that industry could not arise 
becausee of that shortage. Yet at no point in the modern history of Egypt were there 
laborr shortages. The figures that we cited above and those on the growth of the urban 
population111 and the unemployed provide ample evidence on this point. The land 
systemm that began with Muhammed Ali , his absolutist policies that suffocated the 
artisanss and craftsmen, as well as depleting Egypt's resources in military campaigns 
thatt extended from Syria and Palestine to the Arabian Peninsula were all responsible 
forr the collapse of what was left of Egypt's potential for industrialization after the 
impositionn of the free trade treaty. 

Almostt a century after the treaty, we have noted how Bank Misr was launched 
ass an attempt to industrialize in the same way that Gerber imagined was the vehicle 
forr English industrialization; namely manufacturing cotton rather than exporting it 
raw.. This time free trade was not an obstacle to capital accumulation - if capitalism 
wass on the rise naturally. The government intervened in an intensive way to protect its 
locall  industry from foreign competition. A series of protective tariffs were introduced 

100 Or even to the contemporary period, for perhaps no other raw material is as unique in its inelasticity 
andd irrplaceability as oil, and vet no industrial or agricultural revolution followed from the tremendous 
gainss that flowed to the Middle East since the 1970s. The consequences, as will be shown in chapter 
10,, were more similar to the ones that Spain experienced due to the flow of Latin American precious 
metall  to it in the sixteenth century. 
1'' See chapter 6 below on the roots of revolutions. 
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inn the years 1930, 1934 and 1938 when the last of the preferential treaties with foreign 
countriess was abolished (Davis 1983: 142). However, neither Bank Misr, nor Egypt's 
industrializationn made any significant progress, as we have noted earlier. The reasons 
aree not hard to discern if one accepts the explanation presented above that some 
manufacturingg can occur under precapitalism, but that this will inevitably be blocked 
duee to the non-expanding market and the domination of interests that have no 
incentivee in pushing industrialization further . 

Justt like preindustrial Europe, the Mashreq landed and merchant aristocracy 
didd divert some of their resources to industrial activity, but they could not do so on a 
widee scale without committing suicide as social classes, i.e. without fatefully 
jeopardizingg the conditions of their survival. High interest rates, associated with 
hoardingg and favorable land prices and transactions are the .sine qua non for the 
dominationn of the latter, while exactly the opposite conditions are the necessary 
preconditionss for industrialization. The absence of capital markets under 
precapitalismm reduces the role of money to a store of value rather than a medium of 
exchangee As factors of production are not easily interchangeable, fortunes are mainly 
hoardedd in the form of currency (preferably strong currencies, such as the sterling 
poundd until the 1950s), gold, non-depreciable commodities (precious carpets and 
metals) ) 

Underr these conditions, land prices are not determined by the free play of 
markett forces. The fact that there are not sufficient outlets for investment makes land 
(andd export-import) highly susceptible to speculative purchase. Hence any widespread 
tendencyy towards industrial investment would have depreciated land prices and 
loweredd interest rates. And it is precisely here where theoreticians who tend to link 
merchantt capital to the rise of capitalism commit a grave error. This linkage has a 
longg history among Marxists who assume that an "original" accumulation of capital is 
alll  that is needed for the capitalist system to take firm roots in a given formation. 

Whatt the dependency/world system theories and Gerber's analysis (as well as 
thee second variant, which we will discuss below) have in common is a notion that the 
availabilityy of money is the essential prerequisite for the rise of capitalism Although 
Gerberr qualifies his analysis by reference to class structures, he nevertheless considers 
thatt flows of income from abroad as the primary impetus that should give rise to a 
cyclee of innovations and modernization. Only if such effects do not occur, an 
explanationn for the "unnatural" persistence of underdevelopment is sought That is 
whatt one infers from Gerber's attempt to explain the absence of an industrial 
revolutionn despite the raw cotton-export boom, from Batatu's bewilderment at the 
reinforcementt of semi-feudal coercion following the commercialization of Iraq's 
agriculture,, and the incessant references to the "parasitic" nature of the Mashreq's 
bourgeoisie,, which does not invest in industry despite its abundant resources. 

Thiss widely held view is the logical descendant from another popular 
conceptionn that associates the rise of capitalism in the west with a 'primitive' or 

' :: In the meantime, export outlets could not compensate for the rigidity f the domestic market, because 
thesee industrialization attempts in the Mashreq (as well as in Latin America) took place during the 
highh-protectionistt prc-WWH era. But even under more liberal trade regimes textile production could 
nott compete with the British industry whether in the home market or abroad. 
133 It should be mentioned that this conception is also shared by the early modernization theories of 
economicc development, whose main diagnosis of underdevelopment was the lack of capital in 
"backwardd countries" and the need to raise sufficient investments in order to break the "viscous cycle of 
poverty",, as Ragnar Nurkse described it in the early 1950s. For a comprehensive reader of classical 
theories,, sec Meier 1975. 
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'original'' accumulation of capital, which is mistakenly attributed to Marx. Bergier, for 
example,, emphatically asserts: 

"AA great deal of ink has flowed on the question of capital for industry Marx 
believedd that the start of the process of industrialisation depended on the prior 
accumulationn of capital, an idea to which most Marxist historians and economist 
have,, of course, remained faithful " 

Bergierr 1980: 412 
Inn Herman Schwartz' view: 

"Marxistt historiography has repeatedly argued, first, that imperial depredations 
providedd the capital for the investment that underlay the industrial revolution, 
andd second, that imperial markets were places to dump exports... Liberal 
historianss have repeatedly denied this contention, maintaining that colonial 
revenuess at best constituted a very small part of capital investment and that 
domesticc markets were more important. The truth seems to lie somewhere in the 
middle." " 

Schwartzz 1994: 85 
Thee truth, however, is that Marx used the term "primitive accumulation" in a 

somewhatt satirical way and a careful reading shows that he never subscribed to the 
notionn as is assumed by many In Capital (vol. I, part VII) , the title is quite revealing 
'Thee So-Called Secret of Primitive Accumulation" The reference is obviously to 
Adamm Smith's notion that 'The accumulation of stock must, in the nature of things, be 
previouss to the division of labour" (Smith 1776: 260) 

Forr Marx, "the origins of capitalism are to be found in the transformation of 
relationsrelations of production on the land" and not in the flow of capital in a monetary form. 
Whereass "many of his contemporaries saw capital as the result of abstinence, as an 
originall  source for accumulation...Marx's point of view is that primitive 
accumulationn is not an accumulation in this sense at all. Abstinence can only lead to 
accumulationn of capital if capitalist relations of production are already in existence" 
(Finee 1983 393. See also: Thomson 1990: 313). In Marx' words: 

"Thee so-called primitive accumulation, therefore, is nothing else than the 
historicall  process of divorcing the producer from the means of production... The 
expropriationn of the agricultural producer, of the peasant, from the soil is the 
basiss of the whole process " 

Marxx 1867: 737-739 
Inn volume II of Capital, Marx goes even further to assert his point 

categoricallyy He referred to "the increased supply of precious metals since the 
sixteenthh century" as "an essential factor in the history of the development of 
capitalism""  But he was here referring to the need for "a quantity of money sufficient 
forr the circulation and the corresponding formation of a hoard". Marx concluded that 
"this"this must not he interpreted in the sense that a sufficient hoard must first be formed 
beforebefore capitalist production can begin .It rather develops simultaneously" (Capital II: 
396,, italics added. See also Dobb 1963: 182n). This should look quite logical if one 
keepss in mind that capital is a relationship, a class relationship and not a monetary 
stockk owned by any given social group. However, we wil l see now how the second 
variantt of explaining the non-rise of capitalism in the Mashreq replicates that same 
error. . 

2.44 A Doubly-Mistaken Reading of History: 
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Thee second variant of explanations of the Mashreq's underdevelopment puts 
itss emphasis on the 'nature' of its capitalism The customary formula that has been 
usedd time and again by writers in this vein lies in contrasting the Mashreq's 'old 
bourgeoisie',, i.e. the merchant class that dominated the pre-revolutionary formations 
off  the region, with an imagined European bourgeoisie that, for one reason or another, 
madee its way successfully where all others failed. I wil l try to show that a mystified 
readingg of the process of the rise of capitalism in Europe has produced a huge 
theoreticall  edifice claiming that colonial and imperialist strategies have 'diverted the 
historyy of the third world' and by implication the Middle East- from otherwise 
'normallyy evolving' societies. 

Byy 'normally evolving societies', the reader is led to believe that there are two 
radicallyy different logics/mechanisms: one following the internal needs of a given 
society,, the other responding to foreign/external needs. According to this erroneous 
reading,, Europe's history was a product of the internal needs of its societies, and has 
thuss unfolded in the flourishing of capitalism Left to their own 'internal' logic, all 
thirdd world societies would have reached that happy end one time or another. But 
Europe'ss capitalism forbade most other societies from evolving 'normally' and hence 
wee have to look into contrasts, rather than similarities between Europe and the rest of 
thee world. 

Byy way of this mistaken contrast between the Mashrek bourgeoisie and its 
Europeann counterpart, many authors try to explain the failures of Arab societies to rid 
themselvess of their underdeveloped conditions. A typical example for such 
theorizationn is Mahmoud 'Abdul Fadhil's: 

"Mostt capitalist strata [in the Arab world] originated from within the class of 
bigg landowners, a fact that caused them to prefer forms of real estate and 
speculativee investment rather than investing in physical assets. These origins (in 
Iraq,, Egypt, Jordan and Sudan) have also made these strata interested in 
preservingpreserving "feudal colored" social relations and values in contrast to their 
counterpart,counterpart, the European capitalist strata, which were hom through an acute 
strugglestruggle with the feudal system, and thus had an intrinsic interest in fighting 
andand liquidating those relations, values and institutions of feudal nature [which 
existed]]  in the economy and society at large." 

'Abdull  Fadhil 1988: 158 (italics added) 
Beininn and Lockman's work on the Egyptian working class reaches the same 

conclusions: : 
"Thee industrialists did not comprise an independent and self-confident class 
preparedd to challenge the hegemony of the agrarian bourgeoisie. Egyptian 
industryy did not, and still has not, transcended the limitations created by its 
originall  formation under the domination of European capital. In order to 
survive,, Egyptian industrialists had to conciliate and ally with both the large 
landownerss and the West to obtain capital and political support." 

Beininn and Lockman 1987: 396 
AA few paragraphs before that, the two authors write: 

"[B]ecausee the industrialists were closely linked to large landowning interests 
byy family and social ties and derived much of their capital from agrarian 
interests,, they shared the same social conservatism." 

Similarly,, the Syrian 'bourgeoisie' is described as follows: 
"Thee Syrian bourgeoisie that developed under colonial domination... remained 
intermingledd with the feudal class. Some large landowners, possessors of the 
principlee means of production, managed to save some capital which they then 
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investedd in commerce and industry Thus they practiced two kinds of 
exploitation:: feudal and capitalist. ..Western capitalism developed at the 
expensee of feudalism. The rising bourgeoisie of the West replaced feudal lords 
inn positions of economic power But under foreign domination, in countries 
suchh as Syria, the development of capitalism went hand in hand with the 
strengtheningg of feudal relations in the countryside In this way a semi-
bourgeois,, semi-feudal class was formed." 

Zakaryaa 1977:252-3 
Thee methodological flaws of such analyses originate from an essentialist and 

aa reifying conception of classes and social structures. The essentialist conception 
consistss of deducing/assigning a set of constant, unchanging and inherent 
characteristicss for each social group irrespective of its place in a certain societal 
context,, and the dominant social relations of production within the society under 
investigation,, while the reifying conception consists of treating a class, or a social 
actorr as a block, a unified and homogenous collectivity with some natural inclination, 
behaviorr and/or attitude that determines its position in society in advance. A deviation 
fromm that "standard" set of behavioral characteristics would then be judged as an 
anomalyy that needs to be explained in terms of some peculiar origin or history. 

Onee can cite almost identical statements describing the Lebanese, Iraqi and 
Iraniann bourgeoisie, as well as naturally many other "third world capitalist classes", 
followingg the well-known label of 'lumpen bourgeoisie" used by Andre Gunder 
Frankk in 1969 In this way, what began as an attempt at explaining the mechanisms 
off  world capitalism ended up in a Weberian glorification of a unique path traversed by 
thee European bourgeoisie and that one alone. The study of third world formations is 
expectedd henceforth to refrain from any attempt at comparison. The only permissible 
thingg is to begin by a statement of contrast like the ones cited above, and then to 
proceedd to a description of how that 'peripheral' bourgeoisie is perpetuating 
underdevelopmentt in collaboration with the 'center'. 

Whetherr the author departs from the premise that the local socio-economic 
systemm in a particular country was indeed capitalist, or that the capitalist class 
practicedd its activities under non-capitalist conditions, the conclusions are practically 
thee same: that there is a radical difference between this bourgeoisie and the European 
one,, which is assumed to have entered into deep contradictions with the feudal 
system,, eventually revolting against it and bringing the society into being. Even in 
recentt studies on the Middle East aimed at critiquing the 'colonial bourgeoisie' thesis, 
negatingg the 'exceptionalism' of the Middle East passes through the altar of asserting 
thee exceptional ism of some other area: England, Europe or the West in General. In his s 
workk on Abboud Pasha and the Egyptian capitalism prior to the 1952 revolution, 
Robertt Vitalis decided not to deal with the cleavages between landowners, bankers, 
andd mercantile and industrial bourgeoisie because observable evidence did not 
supportt it: 

"Whateverr the conceptual value of maintaining the distinction between 
landownerss and bourgeoisie, particularly industrial bourgeoisie, the distinction 
iss not easily made at the sociological level, where, if anything, we run the risk 
off  underestimating the degree of indivisibility between landowning and 
capitalistt families." 

Robertt Springborg quotes many other such statements from Franz Fanon to Samir Amin and 
Raymondd Hinncbusch. and concludes that "Marxist and dependency writings on the Third World have 
echoedd American development thcorv's contempt for non-European bourgeoisie." (Spnngborg 1993 
14-15). . 
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Vitali ss 1994: 224-5 
Whatt I have tried to show on the other hand, is that what Vitalis rightly 

observess is only meaningful if we put the "narrative of development of capitalism in 
Egypt""  and elsewhere within a universal historical approach to the dynamics of the 
risee of capitalism in general. Here, one can understand what would otherwise look as 
aa puzzle or yet another exceptional ism: divisions based on other criteria, as he rightly 
statess without attempting to explain: 

"Ignoring,, as 1 do in this book, conflict between capital/landlords and peasant/ 
workerss as a constitutive part of the narrative of the development of capitalism 
inn Egypt, there were "divisions and conflicts" between regions, between large 
andd small firms, across industries or sectors." 

Ibid.. 225-6 
Althoughh Vitalis' work tries to present a self-styled "revisionist view of 

Egyptiann investors" and an "alternative narrative about the trajectory for the early 
decadess of capitalist development", it nevertheless urges the reader not to compare 
Egyptt with the United States, Great Britain, Japan or France, but with "a more 
plausiblee range of cases, such as Turkey, Syria, East and West Africa, Korea or the 
Philippines""  (Vitalis 1994: 221-2). And although the author qualifies the nature of 
comparisonss made with the development trajectories of Britain and France with such 
termss as "highly stylized accounts of putative development trajectories" (Ibid. 218), 
thee fact is that his revisionism does not even attempt at challenging the stylized 
accountt itself 

Yett the point is not what capitalist country to choose in order to make a valid 
comparisonn Nor is it a matter of how "fair" one should be when choosing, say 
Englandd and not the Philippines as a yardstick. Under the penalty of repetitiveness, let 
uss restate the fact that autonomous and sustained structural change and economic 
developmentt have only been associated (at least until now) with the rise of mature 
capitalistt relations of social reproduction A theory or a model of capitalist dynamics 
andd development, which is by definition an abstraction, but a valid abstraction of the 
necessaryy and recurrent components of course, cannot be based on cases that are not 
provenn yet to be fully-fledged capitalist. Hence essential elements in the making of 
German,, French, Swedish or British capitalism are not meant to idealize or glorify the 
former.. Dissociating these elements from their circumstantial context is a way of 
generalizationn that tends to isolate what is German, French, Swedish or British from 
whatt is general in a trajectory of capitalist formation, i.e. a way to develop a theory on 
thethe rise of capitalism in general. 

Butt neaping praise on the 'old' bourgeoisie as some revisionists do by 
showingg the 'rationality' of the former's choices, or using 'parasitic' and 'lumpen' 
labelss to characterize them is not to explain their position in a historic context, nor of 
thee limits and conditions under which they functioned. And it is here that we have to 
makee recourse to comparing their position in a historic context. For capitalist strata 
havee obviously existed in Europe long before they came to dominate the European 
sociall  formations. Their birth was marked by the needs of the feudal society upon 
whichh they thrived. Therefore the first question to be asked is why should they be 
preoccupiedd with the urge to industrialize in the first place9 And why should they 
enterr into conflict with the landowning classes in any pre-capitalist formation? Putting 
thee question differently: how could these strata develop a different, indeed a radically 
different,, sense of behavior and calculation of their interests while still functioning 
within,within, and thriving upon, a pre-capitalist set of relations of social reproduction? ? 
Thoughh ironical, the question could simply and bluntly be: did the 'old' and 
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establishedd European bourgeoisie really fight for a bourgeois transformation of 
society? ? 

Thee question is pertinent, I think, because in the face of all the empirical 
evidencee to the contrary, many Marxist writers still assume that the landed or 
mercantilee strata in pre-modern Europe had a stake in confronting and changing the 
ancienancien regimes. Evidently this is the unfortunate conclusion that follows from 
adheringg to a mechanistic conception of the rise of capitalism whereby an "original 
accumulation""  must have transformed social relations. Kees van der Pijl, for example, 
goess at length to show the "effects of original accumulation on the formation of 
classes""  and concludes that: 

"Onn the side of capital, it may be a land-owning class adopting a commercial 
perspectivee as in England or, elsewhere, merchant capital, which is the 
paramountt social force in this context. On a global level, it is this, antidiluvial 
formm of capital which 'contribute ]̂ to organizing economic space and exchange 
inn a way that permit[s] the eventual emergence of a fully developed capitalist 
system.. "" 

VanderPijll  1998:38 
Yet,, neither in the 'classical' cases of France and Britain, nor in the 

'exceptional'' ones of latecomers the 'old' bourgeoisie was engaged in revolutionizing 
productionn or tn revolutionizing and transforming society. Unless one holds to an 
essentialistt conception of the capitalists, this should not look surprising or 
paradoxical.. For the big merchants were inextricably linked to the pre-bourgeois 
landedd interests, while the very few "large" industrialists had a strong stake in keeping 
monopolyy restrictions that impeded others from entering into their domain and 
competingg with them. In sixteenth-seventeenth century England, the heartland of the 
industriall  revolution, a new stratum of merchant bourgeoisie was on the rise. This 
stratumm originated from no other source but the well-to-do craftsmen The 
significancee of this event should be evident for our point- rather than merchants 
turningg into material production, the opposite held (and still holds) when trade is more 
lucrative,, and when merchants occupy a higher status in the social ladder And this is 
preciselyprecisely what distinguishes a precapitalist formation. 

"Onee feature of this new merchant bourgeoisie that is at first as surprising as it 
isis universal, is the readiness with which this class compromised with feudal 
societyy once its privileges had been won. The compromise was partly 
economic-- // purchased land, entered into business partnerships with the 
aristocracy,aristocracy, and welcomed local gentry and their sons to membership of its 
leadingg gilds ..The needs that merchants and usurers served were largely those 
off  lords and princes and kings.... To acquire political privilege was their first 
ambition,, their second that as few as possible should enjoy it. Since they were 
essentiallyy parasites on the old economic order, while they may bleed and 
weakenn it, their fortune was in the last analysis associated with that of their 
host." " 

Dobb,, 1963: 120- 121 (italics added) 
Notee that the above should be seen as quite logical. Given that the dominant 

relationss of social reproduction were still non-capitalist, then the natural outlet for 

Vann dcr Pijls liberal use of the concept 'original accumulation' complicates things more as he seems 
too apply it to any massive investment of capital aimed at restructuring capitalism itself. Hence, the 
"introductionn of Taylorism and Fordism in Europe under the Marshall Plan", which obviously took 
placee some three centuries after the rise of capitalism in Europe, is subsumed under the notion of 
originall  accumulation (Ibid. 39) 
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reinvestmentt and the natural means to acquiring power would be through the 
mechanismss of a disintegrating feudal society. In the meantime, one should bear in 
mindd that there is nothing in such fields of activity that would necessitate an 
antagonismm with the dominant order. 

Wee should stress here the fact that industry is not a totally negligible sector in 
aa precapitalist formation. This statement is as true in historical cases preceding the 
industriall  revolution (Colbertian strategies in France and Mohammed All' s state 
industriess in Egypt of the first half of the nineteenth century for example) as in 
contemporaryy precapitalist formations naturally The difference between capitalism 
andd precapitalism does not lie in the presence or absence of industry, but rather in the 
relationshipp between industrial capital, financial capital and merchant capital. 

Whereass it is merchant capital that determines the general rate of profit under 
precapitalism,, the case is exactly the opposite in a capitalist formation And this 
tremendouss change is not effected historically by the industrialists themselves, but by 
thee changing social structure of which industrialists as well as merchants are only the 
products.. Hence the absurdity of ascribing certain positive or negative labels on 
certainn bourgeoisies. For we cannot assume industrial capital to be the agent of 
changechange at all times. Only when societal transformation, occurring through conflicts, 
makesmakes investment in manufacturing more profitable in general and therefore creates 
thethe condition for industrialization within a particular society does a stratum of new 
industrializess become an agent of change. 

Onee main conclusion that we can draw from the particular position of 
manufacturingg in a precapitalist economy is that a rise in the absolute contribution or 
thee relative share of manufacturing sector for whatever reason may occur at certain 
junctures,, but this cannot unleash a process of continual and perpetual rise. Such a rise 
iss doomed to come to a halt in the short-run because of the particular structure of such 
aa system, which is characterized by monopoly, spatial fragmentation of markets 
(localism),, fragmentation of factor markets (immobility of labor and/or capital, non-
commodificationn of land), stagnating productivity (which does not preclude 
occasionall  but not consistent spurs in yield per unit), and depressed and non-
expandingg internal markets. 

Inn the light of the above, we can see that a movement in the opposite direction 
didd occur in pre-industrial Europe, i.e. a movement whereby landowners or merchants 
investedd in industry. But this did not (and could not) introduce any radical change in 
thee functioning of societies as a whole, because the ultimate goal of the rich who 
wantedd to join the upper classes was to gain access to the real sources of wealth and 
prestige:prestige: trade, especially foreign trade, and land 

"Inn England the owners of smaller estates, who were most susceptible to the 
urbann influence, increasingly adopted the habit of borrowing from merchants 
...Oftenn they would apprentice sons to an urban craft or even marry a son to a 
merchant'ss daughter. .. [W]hen times were favourable and they accumulated a 
surplus,, they would sometimes purchase membership of an urban gild and 
engageengage in trade" 

Dobbl963:70 0 
Perhapss the trend of the 'old' bourgeoisie to merge with landowners was a 

peculiarityy of the English social setting? A lengthy quotation from J.F. Bergier, who 
distinguishess four broad groups of European bourgeoisie before the revolutions, is 
veryy pertinent here: 

"Thee first comprises the rentiers, comparatively few in numbers (in France, 
aroundd ten per cent of the total 'bourgeois' effective) and generally not very 
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powerfull  within the bourgeoisie Their role in the rise of industry was minor 
...andd for a long while remained distrustful of industrial investment, preferring 
thee proven profits of ground rent, commercial income, or government loans 
Thee second group comprises the members of the learned professions, the 
magistracy,, or the administration", which the author asserts was not much 
interestedd in industry. The third group comprised "the bourgeoisie d'affaires, 
thee men who held all the reins at the close of the ancien regime Their incomes 
weree often higher than those of the nobility This group produced the best 
Statee officials These bourgeois were big merchants or bankers...The family 
connectionss of the Protestant bankers of Geneva, Paris or Amsterdam, the 
shipownerss of Marseilles, Bordeaux or Nantes, and so on were as wide as their 
businesss connections, and the solidarity that they created was astonishingly 
efficientt This tiny minority then, held a large majority of the financial power 
andd the actual wealth of the European nations and their colonies The fourth 
andd last group within the bourgeoisie, by far the most numerous, was that of the 
artisanss and shopkeepers, the innumerable minor trades that were practised 
moree or less independently. 
Thesee differences within the bourgeoisie, though obvious, are essential For they 
ruledd out all coherence between the groups, all sense of speaking the same 
sociall language, in other words, the bourgeoisie had not yet become a class " 

Bergierr 1980: 401 - 403 (italics and bold added) 
Manyy conclusions can be drawn from the above text: 
1.. Where capitalism, as a set of relations of social reproduction, has not 

dominatedd yet we cannot speak of a class of bourgeoisie Although the 
existencee of a bourgeois class is not contingent upon a shared 
consciousnesss as I will argue later, the divergent -even contradictory-
interestss and practices of these strata hindered the formation or 
consolidationn of a basis for common ground among them. 

22 Within the wide spectrum comprising that bourgeoisie, the most affluent 
andd influential group/s were those performing the functions needed by pre-
capitalistt dominant strata: money lending or trade and were therefore 
closelyy associated with, and allied to the ancien regime. 

3.. The instinctive inclination to identify the bourgeoisie with the 
industrialistss is a product of the late nineteenth century social thinking. But 
thiss needs not be the case when describing/analyzing early capitalism (or 
ultraa mature one for that matter). In fact, the above text tells us that 
industrialists'' were no more than humble artisans and shopkeepers who 
weree living on the margins of the established bourgeois strata and they had 
hardlyy anything in common with them. The fact that merchants/bankers 
distrustedd industrial investment before the dominance of capitalism is 
thereforee not a peculiarity of the third world / Middle East. 

4.. Class solidarity, though based on common actual material interests, is not 
aa conscious choice or strategy adopted by members of the various groups 
Religion,, family connections, ethnic and/or common regional 
backgrounds,, which under a precapitalist structure function as 
determinantss of the social relations of production and define one's position 
inn the social hierarchy, forcefully cement social cohesion. In the case of 
thee bourgeoisie d 'affaires, Protestantism and family relations cemented a 
sensesense of commonness among members of a social group. It seems that only 
afterr the expansion of a social group and the incorporation of individuals 
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fromm outside the original group that consciousness tends to take an 
explicitlyy interest-oriented sense of belonging. If this hypothesis is correct, 
thenn it should look plain that this condition of incorporation is only 
possiblyy after the 'take-off of the capitalist dynamics and its concomitant 
mobilityy and abolition of the monopolistic structures, 
AA second conclusion follows and it directly bears on our analysis of the 
Middlee East formations. If we accept the idea that the region has not 
undergonee a capitalist transformation yet, then the whole edifice on its 
"exceptionality""  on the grounds that 'non-class' factors mold solidarities 
theree should be thoroughly reexamined and rejected. For this form of 
assigningg class positions and functions is the universal precapitalist form 
andd is not the product of any particular culture. 
AA final conclusion pertains to the topic that we wil l discuss in a later 
chapter,, namely the relationship between the state and the economically 
dominantt strata. As we have seen in Bergier's detailed analysis, the 
bourgeoisiee d'affaires "produced the best state officials". This should look 
logicall  given that a pre-modern society is characterized by the non-
separationn of the political and civil (including the economic) sphere. 
Thereforee the question of "who gives rise to the other": politics or 
economicss is only meaningful under capitalism (and even here the 
questionn should be qualified, as I wil l try to show). This is also of utmost 
importancee since one of the major arguments regarding the 'exceptional' 
Middlee East is directly related to the relationship between "its" politics and 
economics. . 

Thus,, neither in Europe, nor in the Middle East was the old bourgeoisie 
interestedd in revolutionizing production and introducing new forms of social 
organizationn based on extracting surplus value, and more specifically based on 
extractingg relative surplus value as a main source of its revenues. Therefore, we 
shouldd proceed now to address the question raised above of who (if any) among these 
heterogeneouss factions of the bourgeoisie was the major beneficiary of the political 
changee that took place0 The significance of this question for our subject needs hardly 
too be exaggerated, for it is through addressing this problem, i.e. through rigorously 
definingg what constitutes a bourgeois transformation, that we can go beyond the 
arbitraryy polemics on the class nature of the modem changes in the Middle East. 

Historicall  research over the past half of a century has shown that despite the 
widespreadd use of the term 'bourgeois' (= city dwellers) in almost an identical sense 
too the rising capitalists, it would be preposterous to view the rise to modernity in 
termss of a city/countryside dichotomy, whereby urban interests raise the banner of 
changee against a reactionary rural mass For one thing, urban interests under 
precapitalismm are no less diverse and contradictory than the cleavages between towns 
andd countryside in general. We have seen above that merchant, industrial and usurer 
capitalistss in the cities were closely associated with and allied to landowning interests, 
hencee the apparent paradox that we wil l note during the bourgeois revolutions, 
namelyy bourgeois interests fighting the bourgeois revolutions. But more important is 
thee fact that towns themselves are not similar in structures, functions and therefore in 
theirr 'bourgeois' inclinations. Actually such abstract terms as 'town' and 'urban' tend 
too obliterate the fact that initially the towns themselves were subjects and servants of 
thee feudal system and that there was nothing that pointed out to their subsequent 
antagonismm with precapitalist interests, for they themselves were of precapitalist 
nature: : 

81 1 



"Butt while these urban communities ..were in a sense alien bodies whose 
growthh aided in the disintegration of the feudal order, it would be wrong to 
regardd these as being, at this stage, microcosms of capitalism Nor can one 
regardd their existence as necessarily in all circumstances a solvent of feudal 
relations.. ...In their early stage, many, if not most, towns were themselves 
subordinatedd to feudal authority; in this respect only differing in degree from 
freee tenants of a manor, who while spared the onerous services of a villein, still 
owedd certain obligations to a lord. At least in their early stage these 
communitiess were half servants of, and half parasites upon the body of feudal 
economyy " 

Dobb,, 1963:70-71 
Bergierr remarks that this was indeed not a specific English condition The 

followingg quote suggests that it was a characteristic feature in much of continental 
Europe: : 

"Onn the eve of the Revolution, the French bourgeoisie, which was certainly not 
thee wealthiest, held more than thirty per cent of the cultivated land. In 
Switzerlandd or certain regions of Western Germany, almost all of the land was 
inn bourgeois hands. By contrast, in those countries where great domains were 
formedd at a very early date and the towns hold on the country was 
correspondinglyy weaker (northern Germany, central and eastern Europe, the 
Iberiann Peninsula), the vast majority of land was held by the nobility or the 
church.. England ...stood halfway ...But there too the acquisition of land was a 
constantt aim of the early industrial bourgeoisie, whose members remained 
extremelyy attached to their largely rural origins." 

Bergierr 1973: 400-401 
Thuss the bourgeoisie that flourished within a pre-capitalist setting was not 

onlyy counterrevolutionary, but also found common interests with the dominant classes 
inn society. Moreover, it was but natural that its behavior and calculations were 
conditionedd by, and compatible with the existing conditions Its eagerness to buy land 
andd real estate was neither the product of some "peculiar" origins, as the authors on 
thirdd world bourgeoisie assert, nor was it due to the insertion of their "peripheral" 
countryy in a world capitalist system, as the dependency/world system theorists imply 

Iff  we reject the mechanistic notion of an "original accumulation", in the sense 
off  an initial sum of money required by the early industrial bourgeoisie in order to 
imposee its domination on the process of production, then it wil l not look surprising to 
seee that the 'revolutionary' trend came from people of humble origins16 In fact, it was 
thesee early industrialists, who at the time of the revolutions were barley qualified to 

Paull  Baran's pioneering analysis of underdevelopment, which alongside the writings of Raul 
Prcbischh laid the foundations for the dependency approach, stressed the importance of 'original 
accumulation""  for the process of overcoming underdevelopment. This was in tunc with the 1950s' 
generall  perception of underdevelopment as almost synonymous with the lack of capital formation'. 
Johnn Taylor criticized Baran's conception in the following passage: 
"Barann lavs great stress on the process of primitive accumulation of capital in non-capitalist modes: he 
arguess that this enabled a transition to capitalism to occur prior to capitalist penetration But why 
shouldd this be necessarily the case? Vast accumulations of wealth occurred, for instance, in a number of 
Southh East Asian economics in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. These were also accompanied 
byy the development of a merchant class, an increase in commodity circulation, export and the extension 
off  the social division of labour However ...the mode of production existing in these societies blocked 
thee development of capitalism, because no mechanism existed for the separation of direct producers 
fromm their means of production - the basic requirement for the reproduction of capitalist production" 
(Taylorr 1978: 79). 
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bee called capitalists, that championed the cause of change in the face of old 
establishedd industrialists, merchants and landed aristocracy. 

"Almostt all the entrepreneurs started out with a small plant that they built 
themselvess or bought, and with a correspondingly small labour force. They set 
themselvess up on funds of their own or money loaned to them by a small circle 
off  relatives, friends or connections. They could not have done otherwise, 
moreover,, since the large amounts of capital held by the bankers, merchants or 
bigg landowners were only very rarely available to them.''' 

Bergierr 1980:413 
Mostt authorities on early modern Europe have asserted two facts about those 

strataa that came to dominate the politico-economic and cultural scene following the 
bourgeoiss transformation of their societies. The first is their humble descent and the 
secondd is their predominantly provincial origins, thus they composed a totally distinct 
groupp from the pre-revolutionary bourgeoisie, which we described above. For several 
generationss there was virtually no collusion or association between merchants and 
bankerss on the one hand and industrialists, who were not represented in political 
bodiess and were kept on the margins of the 'respectable society', on the other. In 
almostt every case in England, the biographies of these early industrialists show them 
too have started from modest circumstances: shopkeepers, rural artisans, innkeepers, 
farmer,, hatters, smiths, schoolmasters, shoemakers, weavers, etc. Things were much 
thee same in France: many of the spinning and weaving dynasties began as humble 
artisans,, and fewer came from farmers' backgrounds. In Switzerland, the first 
spinningg mills were also opened by well-to-do farmers or artisans (they were usually 
bothh at once) (Soboul 1985d: 165, Bergier 1980: 409-11, Dobb 1963: 161,277-79). 

Traderss who were excluded from export activities, the most lucrative sphere, 
andd had to confine their activities to a still narrow domestic market had much to 
resentt and revolt for, while export merchants, who in addition to their comfortable 
position,, had their interests geared mostly to satisfying the luxury demand of a 
precapitalistt upper classes had sided with the monarchies (Dobb: 1963: 117) But 
then,, this was not only a division within various grades of one and the same social 
class.. Certain cities like London, Liverpool, Paris, Lyon and Geneva were the centers 
off  export, while it was the provincial towns, as well as new migrants from these towns 
thatt envied the mercantile centers and their affluent classes. The merchant 
manufacturerss were not only people of a lesser social standing and wealth, but were 
alsoo the non-Londoners, non-Parisians, etc whom the export merchants of the trading 
citiess despised. And since we are still describing a formation that was characterized 
byy the lack of social and spatial mobility, it was almost ineluctable that class loyalties 
wouldwould take the form of local loyalties even if we tend to subsume traders into one 
categorycategory today. For "the mediaeval towns of one and the same country regarded each 
otherr from a mercantilist point of view with much more jealousy and hostility than 
differentt states now do" (Dobb 1963; 95) 

Wee have noted that the restrictions of the feudal town were the main reason 
forr the rise of many new rural industries, which were established by artisans that 
foundd refuge in areas outside the restrictions of the guild system (Reynolds 1983: 
955).. The phenomenon of provincial, 'extra-guild' industry was by no means a 
specificc trait of England's industrialization. Goubert described a similar case in Paris, 
wheree some craft members could practice their profession with relative freedom in the 
faubourgs,faubourgs, that is the suburbs lying outside the city walls (Goubert 1969: 170). Cairo 
andd Damascus had their faubourgs' too, as we will see in the next chapter. 
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Thee outcome of this cleavage in Europe was the rise of new industrial centers 
withh the rise of a qualitatively new activity, industrial activity: 

"Thee industrial towns that resulted- Manchester, Birmingham, Lille, Saint-
Etienne,, Zurich, Turin, the Ruhr cities, and so forth- [were] the rallying points 
off  the industrial bourgeoisie This development had a share in setting the 
industriall  bourgeoisie apart from the other groups of bourgeois, who generally 
stayedd on in the towns where they conducted their affairs, notably m the capitals 
off  trade and traditional industry: London, Paris, Lyons, Milan, Berlin, etc." 

Bergierr 1980: 414-5 
Nott only were these new towns that would eventually rival the established 

tradingg centers, but the men of industry were new and had no connection with the 
'old'' bourgeoisie. Many of them came from the countryside, especially in England 
whosee Yeomanry played a more active role in effecting the bourgeois change than the 
restt of continental Europe 

Thee bourgeois transformation consisted of several crucial processes and 
elementss that did not follow a linear evolutionary trajectory, as the "original 
accumulation""  thesis implies when it accords to the established strata in the ancien 
regimess the role of transforming these regimes. First, an impressive rise in agricultural 
productivity,, which allowed for the expansion of the internal market, liberated more 
andd more labor power from agricultural activities and allowed for their employment 
elsewhere,, thus doubly cheapening labor power, first by lowering the costs of 
obtainingg their food, and second by increasing labor supply. Perry Anderson cites 
severall  examples from sixteenth century France and north-eastern Italian cities, where 
thee shortages in agriculture and the rising prices of the food basket sealed the fate of 
nascentt industries (Anderson 1974a) One feature that distinguished France from 
Englandd was that investment in agriculture was virtually absent until the revolution. 
Thiss did not only restrict the liberation of labor force from that sector, but also put 
severee limits on inter-local trade in agricultural products (Croot and Parker 1985 85-
6). . 

Butt most important in this process is that in order to materialize, this 
increasingg agricultural productivity entails a qualitative change in the structure of 
agriculturalagricultural relations and not merely the introduction of machines. Second, this 
meanss that another process has already taken place, namely a radical shift in the rates 
off  profitability from trade to productive sectors on the one hand, and the almost 
perfectt mobility of the 'factors of production' among sectors and in space, in order to 
alloww for the smooth reorientation of investment from trade, real estate and 
speculationn into productive sectors, or in a few words a process of general 
commodiftcation.commodiftcation. We wil l note later that this process has almost always required 
politicalpolitical measures aimed at protecting the nascent industries from foreign 
competition,competition, the breakdown of urban localism and the undermining of monopolies. 

Thee march to modernity is naturally more than a series of economic processes. 
Thee economic processes of the bourgeois transformation are first and foremost social 
processess that have an important economic aspect. And the first character that one 
cann immediately grasp is that the movement to abolish the ancien regimes was in 
essencee and motivation a democratization process waged by all those who had been 
negativelyy affected by the monopolistic positions of certain classes within society, 
andand no less important the monopolistic position of trading cities within the system. 
ThisThis entailed a division across classes, when taking positions for, or against 
revolutions.revolutions. For as noted above, the struggle for modernity cannot be subsumed into a 
simplee urban/rural cleavage. 
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Bourgeoiss revolutions were not processes whereby a capitalist class develops 
underr the aegis of a feudal system, then decides to overthrow the regime under which 
itt prospered. In fact modern revolutions have targeted the nobility as much as the 
urbann traders and capitalists who thrived with it. The new class of capitalists that rises 
withh the new regimes is made of as many nouveaux-riches as their counterparts in the 
thirdd world. Given this and the fact that most of the early industrialist entrepreneurs 
neverr got beyond rudimentary schooling (Bergier 1980: 416) and had rarely 
developedd a sense of common interests among them, the question that should arise 
heree is: how did they stand en masse in support of the political revolutions against the 
ancienancien regimes'! 

Thee answer lies first in the fact that common targets have not only bound these 
risingg industrialists together, but have made apprentices, craftsmen, sans culottes, 
tenantss and cottagers, wage-workers and unemployed join hands in various periods 
andd various times to fight monopolists and aristocrats, barons and pashas, bishops, 
parasiticc elements and opulent strata Revolutionary leaders and activists have almost 
alwayss envisaged different outcomes for their revolutions than what reality ultimately 
dictatedd Nevertheless, in the face of seas of atomized individuals whose class 
positionss had been thrown asunder over decades of crises of the ancien regimes, the 
embryonicc industrialists stood in relative cohesion in the English and French 
revolutions. . 

Partt of the reason for this lies in their common provincial origins. But another, 
perhapss more important explanation lies in the tendency of these entrepreneurs to 
religiouss dissent: many entrepreneurs in England were adherents of nonconformist 
sects,, in the US many were puritans, and a number of French entrepreneurs were 
Protestants.. From this religious or social dissent they derived vigor and, ultimately, 
cohesion.. But whatever their religious background was, the class struggle within the 
bourgeoisie,, or more properly between the old and new ones, was fought over 
proposedd legislation, economic doctrines (with the industrialists successfully 
disseminatingg the principle of laissez-faire) and social status (Dobb 1963: 170-2). 

2.55 Conclusion; 

Inn this chapter I have tried to show how a doubly mistaken reading could be 
misleadingg in understanding the meaning -and thereby the prospects- of the rise of 
capitalism.. The first mistaken reading lies in assuming that European merchants, 
financiers,, and urbans at large had an inherent stake in fighting the precapitalist order, 
thuss reducing precapitalism to agriculture and urban activities to capitalism. Clearly 
thee evidence does not support this oversimplified- but widespread- notion. Whatever 
theirr origins were, established capitalists were part and parcel of the precapitalist 
order.. They had a stake in preserving and perpetuating it. And when social revolutions 
brokee out (in England and France notably) they stood atmost always with the 
counterrevolutionaryy camp. The fact that these revolutions were paving the road to the 
dominancee of capitalism, and that these strata were labeled 'capitalist' did not imply 
theirr siding with the revolutions at all. Moreover, the peasant/provincial town 
elementt in the rise and predominance of capitalism has been widely acknowledged by 
mostt authorities The fact that the early embryos of capitalistically organized crafts 
buddedd in rural areas is evidence that medieval towns did not correspond to their 
classicall  portrayal as havens of bourgeois rebellion and liberty. Also the 
overwhelminglyy peasant composition of Cromwell's 'model army' should warrant 
againstt simple dichotomies whereby urbans are identified with modernity, while 
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ruralss are identified with feudalism. Robert Brenner has made the strong argument 
that: : 

"[T]h ee essence of the urban economy, based on luxury production for a limited 
market,, was economic restnction-in particular, control of the labour market 

Itt Is in fact a historical commonplace that the strength of the guilds was a 
significantt factor in forcing potential industrial capital into the countryside 
too find free labour. 
".. . i t is far from obvious that the medieval towns housed the natural allies of the 
unfreee peasantry For many reasons, the urban patriciate would tend to align 
themselvess with the nobility against the peasantry. Both of these classes had a 
commonn interest in maintaining social order and the defence of property. 
..Moreover,, the urban patricians were often themselves landowners and, as 

such,, opponents of the peasants ...It is true that, in contrast, the urban artisans 
tendedd to be anti-aristocratic. But this would not necessary lead them to support 
thee struggles of the peasants, for, again, freeing the peasantry posed a threat to 
urbann controls over the labour market and invited increased competition 
"Inn truth the historical record of urban support for the aspirations to freedom 
off  the medieval European peasantry is not impressive." 

Brennerr 1985a: 39-40 
Thee second mistake underlying the conclusion that the Mashreq's old 

bourgeoisiee was a non-industrialïzing class lies in its 'psychological' understanding of 
thee rise of capitalism, if one may say. Rather than looking at the prevailing social 
relationss in a given society as conditioning individuals activities, 'Abdul Fadhil -and 
manyy other authors- maintain that it is the landed origins of Middle East capitalists 
thatt made them 'prefer' preserving 'feudal-colored' relations. We have seen, 
however,, how the major attempt at industrialization in pre-WWII Egypt came from 
thee Bank Misr group, which was exclusively formed from Egyptian big landowners. 
Byy contrast, European capitalist were keen on owning landed property before the 
dominancee of capitalism, because it was more 'prestigious and profitable', as was 
notedd above 

Thuss neither insertion in the capitalist world market alone, nor an imagined 
differencee between European and non-European investment behavior can 
satisfactorilyy account for the non-rise of capitalism in the Middle East. Major 
developmentss in the Middle East since the mid-nineteenth century - mainly 
improvementss in communication and control technologies, major improvements in the 
state'ss ability to extend security, and the rise of trade opportunities- provided 
powerfull  tools and incentives to the establishment of private property in land. Given 
thatt the bulk of the Middle East population was still attached collectively to land, the 
risee of capitalist forms of property and exploitation were virtually unthinkable. Most 
peasantss were organized either on tribal or village lines. // took almost a century 
beforebefore the precapitalist (mainly sharecropping) agricultural systems could establish 
themselves,themselves, develop, flourish and finally enter into their fatal crisis on the eve of 
WWII. WWII. 

Thee main symptoms for the crisis were the disintegration of the communal ties 
withinn the peasantry, and between peasantry and their traditional chiefs-turned big 
landowners,, the mass emigration from countryside to the cities, the formation of a big 
masss of landless peasants, and the rising tensions and conflicts between those 
peasantss who stayed on the land and their landlords. 

Comparedd with pre-revolutionary Russia and China, the Middle East did not 
witnesss peasant revolutions on a wide and violent scale. Gerber, draws on Barrington 
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Moore'ss conclusion that the rise of communism in both these countries is largely 
accountedd for by their agrarian histories. He notes that revolts were increasing in 
frequencyy and intensity on the eve of the nationalist revolutions of the Middle East, 
butt did not reach the level of national revolutions (Gerber 1987: 142). The reason for 
thee difference in the cases of the Middle East lies not in the 'milder' degrees of 
exploitationn of the latter's agrarian systems, as he suggests Vivid accounts show the 
brutalityy of Middle East landowning systems and their reduction of peasants into 
semi-serfs.. Nor does the difference lie in the "viability and power" of "the political 
andd social framework of the tribe", which led to a "clear break between class structure 
andd ideological perceptions of the society" (Ibid. 141) . 

Givenn the fact that the de facto and de jure establishment of the sharecropping 
agrariann structures based on big landed property only took its final shape in the late 
nineteenthh century (and in Iraq much of it was only finalized in the 1920s and 1930s), 
onee should be amazed not by the passiveness, but by the early maturation and 
assertivenesss of the Middle East peasants. Systems of social domination take centuries 
too mature and develop their inherent contradictions Widespread rebellion takes place 
whenn the subjected communities target not a 'deviant' individual proprietor, but when 
inn the course of numerous protests and minor revolts, the whole system is seen as 
corrupt-- not by an elite, but by the majority of ordinary subjects. 

Withh the exception of backward looking revolts (such as the early workers' 
protestss against capitalism), such widespread revolts take place centuries after a social 
systemm lays its firm grip on a society or community Therefore, while it is correct to 
sayy that the Middle East was not quite ripe for an imminent widespread social 
revolution,, the legitimacy of the existing regimes was seriously shaken, and social 
protestss were commonplace in the countryside, but mostly in towns and big cities, to 
whichh we shall turn now. 

177 Gcrbcr draws this mistaken conclusion by relying on an (excellent) anthropological study conducted 
bvv Elizabeth and Robert Femea among the Shabbana tribe in the Mid-Euphrates region in Iraq 
immediatelyy before the outbreak of the July 1958 revolution. The pattern of land ownership in this 
regionn however, was far from representative of the predominant one in Iraq (or most of the Middle 
East)) until the 1950s. Large estates did not form there and repression was much less than the one 
experiencedd almost everywhere else, except around big towns. Hence. Fcrnea's conclusions about 
triball  solidarity in this region, while very correct, were certainly not applicable to most other parts. 
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