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    Introduction




    ————




    




    Described by Albert Hourani as “a man of courage, decision and powerful intellect”,1 Antun Saʾadeh differed from the ordinary folk of his country in the determination and inflexibility with which he held his political opinions. Much has been written about Saʾadeh, a controversial personality. The admiration he generated in some was equalled only by the antipathy, even hatred, he aroused in others. These conflicting emotions are perceptible to this day in the attempts to assess his thinking and his vocation as a political leader.




    




    * * *




    




    Saʾadeh began his political and intellectual activity in South America at an early age as a journalist working on his father’s weeklies, Al-Jareeda and Al-Majalla. In these first years, Saʾadeh, then in his late teens, displayed his independent thinking. Although Arabism was the dominant ideology among his expatriate Syrian peers in South America, Saʾadeh remained loyal to Syrian nationalism and spurned Arab nationalism. Second, many expatriates of Saʾadeh’s generation, including his father, seeking to fuse the national idea with the socialism that was then making inroads among the Syrian intelligentsia, adopted a socialist-national outlook. Saʾadeh, in contrast, was a devotee of nationalism and believed that nationalism had a political as well as a social and economic dimension.




    Saʾadeh accepted the principle that the national idea was the one single and exclusive idea. All efforts must be devoted to political activity aimed at achieving the national idea. Economic and cultural interests that did not directly serve this objective would have to wait until it was realized. A perusal of Saʾadeh’s writings during this period reveals six broad principles:




    




    1    a need to ameliorate wounded national pride nourished by Syria’s dismemberment into several states after World War I





    2    a condemnation of religious fanaticism as a national disaster accompanied by a call for separation of religion from the state




    3    an acceptance of the principle that the national interest supersedes every class or sectoral interest




    4    an endorsement of nationalism as a revolutionary creed concerned with the preservation of the nation and changing the status quo in the social and economic domains




    5    a recognition of the principle of force as an essential requisite for a people aspiring to national independence




    6    a denunciation of Zionism and religious intolerance as a major threat to the political and moral dimensions of the nation (Syria).




    Saʾadeh took up these principles as a matter of supreme urgency and pursued them relentlessly for the rest of his life.




    Ignoring the critical substance in his writings, most writers have sought to portray Saʾadeh as a product of vintage post-World War I radical right tendencies. There is no evidence to indicate that Saʾadeh fell under the sway of this movement or that he endorsed its disposition toward extreme nationalism. Saʾadeh embraced the doctrine of nationalism as a basic requirement of his age, not as an instrument of aggression or chauvinism. The only occasion on which he indulged in radical-sounding phraseology was during a visit to Syria by the British politician Arthur Balfour, who gave his name to that infamous declaration:




    

      Had there been in Syria one suicidal militant (fidaʾi) who would sacrifice himself for his homeland’s sake and kill Balfour, the Syrian cause would have changed from the Zionist viewpoint in a startling manner. The Zionists would see that the man who promised them Palestine met his death, and would realize that they were facing a real revolt against their illegal deeds and would know for certain that Syria was ready to defend every inch of her land with all her power and all the old and modern weapons at her disposal.2


    




    In 1930, Antun Saʾadeh announced firmly to his father that commerce, although potentially profitable, was not for him. He could not meekly continue the émigré calling in which his compatriots had been trapped. So, in that year, despite the best efforts of colleagues to keep him in Brazil, Saʾadeh returned to Syria. Back in Syria, he began to wrestle seriously with the idea of forming a national party geared to the political interests of the whole community. Within three years Saʾadeh found himself leading a political party with branches in many parts of the country. Called at first the Syrian National Party, or PPS (henceforth SSNP), the nascent movement managed to survive because the authorities remained utterly in the dark about its existence and true purpose for three years.




    Evaluating the historical significance of the appearance of Saʾadeh’s party, Hisham Sharabi has well noted: “The founding of the SSNP marked the end of the first phase of the nationalist movement of the older generation and the beginning of organized political parties.”3 The importance of the SSNP is not found in its record, but in the idea it represents. It was the first party in Syria to introduce sustained concepts of citizenship transcending traditional ethnic, familial and religious allegiances and loyalties. It was also the first party to offer a critical assessment of the national crisis in Syria and a vision of new possibilities outside the classical framework which, as Saʾadeh argued throughout his works, was theoretically confining and politically useless.




    With every niche of the party firmly under his control, Saʾadeh emerged as perhaps the leading spokesman for Syrian nationalism. His speeches and writings went a long way in stirring the discontent among the intellectuals and ordinary supporters of the national cause. His words helped to bring about a revival in the independence movement – at least among the Syrian nationalists – and he played a key role in political struggles in Lebanon, Syria and, to some degree, Palestine. From this point on, Saʾadeh’s intellectual and political life – brief when compared with the long productive spans of his contemporaries – can be traced through three distinct phases. The first period spans the dramatic years 1932–1938, from the founding of the SSNP to his second departure from Syria. During this period a good deal of Saʾadeh’s energy was consumed by the concrete exigencies of the new party in a political context of urgent demands and rapid change. His writings assumed three directions. The first was novel writing, during which he was able to elaborate on a particular set of social issues and offer some personal reflections on the state of things in Syria through the eyes of ordinary people and the use of conversational language. The second direction dealt with the party, its ideology, philosophy and programme. It consisted of two major works: (1) Kitab al-Taʾalim, (The Book of Teachings) the first most comprehensive statement of the party’s political theory and strategy, and (2) Nushuʾ Al-Umam (The Rise of Nations) consisting of two volumes. The first volume was published in Damascus in 1937, but the second, which deals with the rise of the Syrian nation from the earliest time, was confiscated by the authorities and never was published. The work as a whole is intended to create a sense of national awareness of the unifying factors in the development and rise of nations. It is basically a sociological study of human history from nomadism to statehood engaging issues such as race and racial superiority, geography and cultural environment, the raison d’être of society and its evolutionary development, and, finally, the rise of the modern state. Because both books were written under harsh obstacles imposed by prison confinement, Saʾadeh was never in a position to develop fully the vast implications of his own ideas, and indeed he seemed to be quite open about it. The third direction, short-essay writing, touched upon immediate events and developments: the French mandate, the immobilism of the existing regimes, the shortcomings of state institutions, the problems of party politics in Syria, the looming menace of Zionism, the question of Alexandretta and Arab relations, to name a few. At the same time, Saʾadeh wrote about a broad range of topics that went beyond the political moment – most notably philosophy, culture, economics and history – but their journalistic format inevitably worked against any elaborate theorization.




    The years 1939–1946, generally referred to as the period of forced exile, mark the second stage of Saʾadeh’s intellectual development. No longer engaged in immediate political activity, he could now adopt a much more contemplative or analytical viewpoint which enabled him to reflect more clearly and with greater depth upon certain topics. In the early 1940s, he wrote a series of 36 articles in the Arabic journal Al-Zawbaʾa of Buenos Aires. The articles were later published in two volumes. The first part of the series was called Junun al-Khulud (The Folly of Immortality) and the second part was called Al-Islam fi Risalateih (Islam in its two messages). Written in response to Rashid Salim al-Khuri (al-Qarawi), who maintained that Islam, as a superior religion to Christianity, was the only means of attaining the social and political revival in the Muslim world because of its ability to harmonize the spiritual and temporal affairs of society, the series casts a strong shadow of doubt on the individual motives of those who promote this line of thinking. The central and guiding theme of the series, which combines fragmentary notes and observations with systematic analysis, is that none of the three monotheistic religions is more dynamic than the others and that the single most important factor in their development is the different environmental and cultural conditions in which they arose.




    Another work that appeared in installments in 1942 is Al-Siraʾ al-Fikri fi al-Adab al-Suri (Intellectual Conflict in Syrian Literature). It was published in Argentina in the same year in booklet form and reprinted in Beirut in 1955. Regarded generally as one of the most important contributions to critical Arabic literature, Al-Siraʾ still bears the mark of Saʾadeh’s brilliant and penetrating mind. Its basic theoretical discourse and driving spirit rest on the idea that literary flowering – and indeed human art in all its forms – is conditional not only on the existence of a cultured society but also on the existence of a philosophical outlook in society. Anwar Chejne puts it more succinctly:




    

      [Saʾadeh’s] criticism is mainly directed against those who had objected to the melancholic and fatalistic poetry of the Orient, and who had recommended a new course of thought based on realism, at one time instructive and alive. While Saʾadah agrees that poetry, music and all literary forms are peculiar to a given society, he maintains that they should not be based on plots, subject-matters, and forms alien to their own society. For even Wagner, Beethoven, Shakespeare, Dante, who are masters in their own cultural set-up, would be the subject of boredom and misunderstanding to those aliens of other cultures. In the case of Arab poets, the trouble lies in the fact that those poets try to imitate the Arabs of the desert thus overlooking their own cultural milieu. To remedy this situation, particularly in Syria, poets and writers should be inspired by plots and subject-matters derived from Syrian life, past and present. This is the genuine and sure way for a real awakening and for poets and writers – if they aspire to a position of holding a torch of light in the dark corners of Syrian life. In this way alone, they will be able to bring out a realization of the real existence of man and his ultimate objectives in life.4


    




    The third period, which covers the years 1947–1949, represents the ideological stage in Saʾadeh’s intellectual development. After almost ten years in exile, he was finally allowed back into Lebanon to resume his political struggle. On his return Saʾadeh found the party in disarray, more a provincial Lebanese faction than a national organization. His response to this “deviation” was swift. He purged the culprits, re-stamped his authority over the party, and initiated a series of explanatory lectures on its ideology in order to remove any further doubts about his intentions. The result was Al-Muhadarat al-Ashr (The Ten Lectures). Although this book is regarded as a kind of gospel for initiates, it also includes philosophical and historical analyses and a sustained exposition of Saʾadeh’s views on a variety of issues – fascism, international relations, Arab relations and the Arab League, and the Palestine question. Al-Muhadarat is a critical work not only because it contains Saʾadeh’s basic discourse but also because the concepts and ideas it elucidates have a universal significance beyond Syria. In tandem with this work, Saʾadeh produced numerous short essays on super-structural issues such as philosophy, culture, art, ideology, religion, politics and consciousness in a sustained attempt to define his philosophical system Al-Madrahiyyah.




    Saʾadeh was executed in 1949 by the Lebanese regime after a protracted struggle that ended with his capture, trial and execution in less than 48 hours. Most students of Lebanese politics who are familiar with the circumstances of the trial are now prepared to agree that it was a gross error of judgement by the Lebanese government. The trial itself was a farce. Saʾadeh’s half-baked deeds may have precipitated his death, but it was not the actual reason for it. The real reason derives from the desire to destroy the culture of defiance he symbolized. Saʾadeh showed none of the customary deference to the state and repeatedly condemned its political mismanagement and other manifest deficiencies. He never swayed in any direction with public opinion. He wrote from the heart with the power of conviction and facts. His work bravely exposed worrying trends among his people but sought not to please anyone. Even in times of great personal danger Saʾadeh continued to hit back, to write, to speak out loud without fear in the true fashion of great thinkers who pursue the truth regardless of the consequences.




    




    * * *




    In certain respects, the years between 1936 and 1949 were the most intense and productive period of Antun Saʾadeh’s life. During these years Saʾadeh produced some of his most important works, and the truly prodigious and ideological writings that he was able to complete over a span of barely two decades before his death in 1949 constitute one of the most remarkable achievements in Arab intellectual history. Although his writings did not reach a very large audience even in Syria and were scarcely known elsewhere for many years, they have become generally recognized – both within and outside of the nationalist tradition – as a unique contribution to twentieth-century thought, with an impact beyond Syria and the Arab world.




    Despite this, Saʾadeh has perhaps suffered more than any Arab thinker from under-exposure and partial politically motivated interpretations. From the moment he launched himself in the world he, alas, faced a ready supply of critics with an axe to grind: the authorities countered him by banning his party from political life and by vilifying it in the official media; the Arab nationalists denounced him as a modern-day Shuʾubist and an agent of British imperialism; the communists sought to portray him as a vestige of European fascism; and the Lebanese particularists succumbed to the equal and opposite error of imagining him as a traitor. This virulent campaign against Saʾadeh left little room for rational dialogue and created a vicious circle of misunderstanding and distortion. Timid attempts to rectify this sorry state of affairs were launched after his death in 1949, but much of it was marred by its uncritical and partisan character. In 1952, the “spiritual father of Arab nationalism”,5 Sati Husri, and the enigmatic Lebanese socialist thinker, Kamal Jumblatt, published two separate critical reviews of Saʾadeh’s ideas. Neither was sufficiently comprehensive or free of partisanship. Husri’s 79-page critique sought to explore Saʾadeh’s nationalist doctrine although only vaguely his social and philosophical views. It was not a very agreeable piece of writing but it was, in another respect, highly commendable of Saʾadeh’s intellectual power: “I cannot help but declare my great admiration for the energy and devotion of Saʾadeh, and my appreciation of most of his reform principles. His political and social ideas, which he ably supports with sound and logical dogmas, deserve the greatest admiration.”6 Even this intended compliment serves only to diminish Saʾadeh. Jumblatt’s critique, on the other hand, showed promising signs of theoretical openness, but lacked the depth and insights of his other works. Like Al-Husri, Jumblatt was inspired by purely circumstantial factors and his analysis, founded more in politics than in scholarship, suffered from all the drawbacks of instant history. Its saving grace, if there is one, may lie in its constant stream of references to Saʾadeh’s philosophical ideas and social views.7




    After the publication of these two reviews the amount of scholarly and political attention devoted to Saʾadeh diminished. Instead, the intellectual pendulum swung towards other doctrinal systems – Nasserism, Arab nationalism and revolutionary socialism. Saʾadeh’s work, ignored or discarded, was evoked intermittently either to demonize him or to undermine his influence. However, after 1970 the pendulum swung back in the other direction. Hundreds of Arabic-language books and articles on Saʾadeh, plus many others strongly influenced by his work, appeared in Lebanon. At the same time, Saʾadeh’s motifs began to penetrate a number of academic principles – notably history, political science, sociology and education, as well as literature, art and anthropology. With this transformation, more concise and sympathetic accounts appeared that emphasized the basic thematic and continuity of Saʾadeh’s thought. The dictatorial Saʾadeh was succeeded by the egalitarian Saʾadeh, and the irrational, fascist Saʾadeh – never more than a phantom – by an acceptance of him as the pivotal philosopher in the transition to the modern state. There was Saʾadeh the cultural icon and Saʾadeh the intellectual powerhouse, representing a system of ideas sufficiently convincing to have provoked a counter-attack by those who did not like him. There was Saʾadeh the revolutionist and also Saʾadeh the literary critic whose analysis and discourse still require much greater operational articulation than it has received or perhaps could have received. It transpired that the neglect that Saʾadeh suffered in the preceding period was less the result of a reasoned intellectual judgement than the consequence of a concurrence of unfavourable historical and political events.




    In contrast, published treatment of Saʾadeh’s work in the Anglo-Saxon world has remained static. The literature is guttered with bizarre images both of his life and work. A certain tendency has developed attributing to Saʾadeh political positions that are not justified by a close reading of what he has actually written or by a consideration of the problems he posed. Very often his concepts have either been reformulated or misinterpreted or used in a dogmatic way to justify or attack a variety of contemporary political positions. This inadequacy, particularly (but not only) in English, has also given rise to a plethora of interpretations of Saʾadeh, none of which are helpful. The first of these situates Saʾadeh in the historical context of Fascism and Nazism. It basically duplicates the classical Arabic discourse which sought to portray Saʾadeh’s work as a foreign contrivance and a symbol of Fascism in the Near East. The charge, often repeated without verification, rests on few resonant slogans (“long live Syria”) wrenched out of context, turned upside down and then cited as apparent justification for his “fascism”.




    A second perspective has sought to impose upon Saʾadeh a more or less singular vision of him as “the architect of Syrian nationalism par excellence”.8 While this interpretation undeniably possesses a grain of truth, it tends to blind commentators to Saʾadeh’s other contributions. Indeed, the essential idea of nationalism, we would argue, is the basic theoretical point of departure for Saʾadeh, but his conceptual formulation of it clearly outstretched the concept of Syrian nationalism. If we are to appreciate what the latter actually meant to Saʾadeh, it is important to note some of the distinctive features of his wider theoretical work and to consider not only the objective determinants of his theory but also its subjective responses, particularly its comprehension of the dynamic of national consciousness.




    The third schema is organized largely around a picture of Saʾadeh as a discredited, outmoded and irrelevant figure. The range of opinion in this schema has tended to associate Saʾadeh with a peculiarly Lebanese political tradition, one that is geographically parochial and historically limited. It basically caricatures him as a romantic and utopian holdover from an earlier phase of the nationalist movement. Saʾadeh’s thematic, I would suggest, stands for something much more important than this. The issues that concerned him, his approach to his subject matter, the types of arguments he used, the nature of his hypotheses, the broad scope of his insights – all these enable us to classify him as a bona fide political thinker and not merely as a polemicist or a quixotic politician.




    This confusion in standard Western secondary sources is somewhat understandable. To begin with, the lack of primary resources in English has often impeded access to Saʾadeh’s works by Western academics. Until recently, virtually none of Saʾadeh’s major works had been translated into a foreign language outside his country. Although fragments have appeared in English from time to time, on the whole they have been inadequate and counterproductive. Selectively appropriated from Saʾadeh’s writings, these fragments have tended to undermine his theoretical consistency and to foster a general presumption that Saʾadeh lacked a coherent political theory, and that as a result his writings contain little of present-day value or significance.




    Another reason derives from the disorderly publication of Saʾadeh writings. The problem is that, although some of Saʾadeh’s works did appear during his lifetime and, therefore, were accessible to scholars, most of them were not published in book form until after his death in 1949. Worse still, the first definitive edition of his writings did not appear until the mid-1970s – almost a quarter of a century after his execution. As for the works that appeared during Saʾadeh’s lifetime, they are as follows:




    




    •    Id Sayyidat Saydnayyah (The Feast of Lady Saydnayyah, 1932)




    •    Fajiʾat Hubb (Love Tragedy, 1932)9




    •    Nushuʾ al-Umam (The Rise of Nations)




    •    Kitab al-Taʾalim (The Book of Teachings)




    •    Al-Siraʾ al-Fikri fi al-Adab al-Suri (Intellectual Conflict in Syrian Literature)




    •    Junun al-Khulud (The Folly of Immortality) (see Appendix 1)




    •    Al-Muhadarat al-Ashr (The Ten Lectures).




    After Saʾadeh’s death, three of his works appeared in book form:




    




    •    Shuruh fi al-Aqida (Commentaries on the Ideology)




    •    Al-Islam fi Risalateih (Islam in its Two Messages)




    •    Al-Rasaʾil (Correspondences).




    Three editions of his works in collected form have appeared since 1950:




    




    •    An-Nizam al-Jadid (The New Order, 12 volumes)




    •    Al-Athar al-Kamilah (Collected Works, 16 volumes)10




    •    Al-Aamal al-Kamilah (Complete Works, 10 volumes).




    The latter includes his journal articles and short essays. It covers a vast range of topics and is perhaps the most useful and accurate primary source on Saʾadeh. Nonetheless, we are unlikely to see any significant rise in academic interest in Saʾadeh’s thought until this edition is translated into the English language.




    Third, the perception of Saʾadeh as exclusively historical and atheoretical was fostered by the lack of published material on Saʾadeh in English itself. Apart from a general study by the present author,11 the only other source material on Saʾadeh in the English language has been Yamak’s redundant book The Syrian Social Nationalist Party: An Ideological Analysis.12 Many scholars, even some of progressive inclination, have shown considerable interest in Yamak’s study, even though it is no more than a simple introduction to Saʾadeh. The book is limited both by its brevity and scope – that is, by the emphasis that the author placed on clarifying some of Saʾadeh’s main concepts without adequately situating them within their proper historical or national tradition.




    Tracing the development and change in Saʾadeh’s thought will remain a problem in the Anglo-Saxon world until his works are translated into English. This is because an analysis of Saʾadeh in his own terms is a necessary precondition for considering his place in Arab intellectual history, as well as of the relevance of his thought to contemporary times. In recent years several doctoral dissertations and numerous lesser ones have been written about Saʾadeh, and a small selection of his writings has now become available in English translation. The most significant development in this area has been the publication of his The Rise of Nations in Portuguese and, recently, in English. What’s more, the number of academic institutions stocking Saʾadeh’s works in Arabic has greatly increased, accompanied by a growing literature on various aspects of his thought – mainly, but not all, in English – on the Internet. These inclusions have helped to remove some of the limitations in the secondary literature and have served as a powerful corrective to specific problems. However, Western scholars will not gain a great deal of the flavour and richness of Saʾadeh’s writings until they read them in toto and in their original form: there can be no substitute for the real thing.




    




    * * *




    As with every thinker, in searching for the essential line of continuity in Saʾadeh’s thought, “it is constantly necessary to sift the chaff from the grain, to extract the deeper intuitions and main ideas from the mass of raw details and otiose digressions. Eventually a general design becomes visible.”13 This can be done in several ways: by tracing the development and change in Saʾadeh’s thought; by establishing the historical context of his ideas; by identifying the object of his work; and by defining the theoretical unity that permeates his entire range of contributions. Moreover, any attempt to impose a thematic structure on Saʾadeh’s writings must start from two basic rules.





    




    1    It must try to locate the point where “historical context, intellectual vision, and political commitment”14 intersect in Saʾadeh’s thought.




    2    It must address his work using the concepts and definitions he developed, not those developed by others.




    This is one of the basic objectives of the present volume. It is an occasion to revisit an intellectual and personal itinerary that has been misinterpreted for more than 50 years. In contrast to the often crude and uncritical use of Saʾadeh’s work, this volume provides a critical introduction to Saʾadeh’s thought, centring on a broad range of topics. By consequence, then, it is neither a biography nor a wholesale interpretation of all his ideas. Rather, its task is to introduce readers to Saʾadeh’s concepts and categories and to try, through a critical review of his ideas, to rediscover the true efflorescence of his scholarship and explication.




    Of course, one book cannot cover everything, but it can at the very least dispel some of the accumulated misconceptions that have grown up around Saʾadeh and point to areas of particular importance. The contributors to this volume discuss several aspects of Saʾadeh’s thought, thus providing a guide to further study and reflection. The essays deal with specific issues, the arguments and counter-arguments that have been voiced, and they try, whenever possible, to take a few steps further the various interpretations of various aspects of Saʾadeh’s thought. It provides a synopsis of the work hitherto done in the field, discusses the important studies published over the past 50 years (including the most up-to-date work) and at the same time identifies the main problems that have arisen in Arabic as well as English secondary sources. Thus, on the one hand, it provides a reference work summarizing previous research in the field and, on the other, it is an original work of synthesis and new interpretations. It is one of the first works on Saʾadeh to look on many aspects of his thought through leading authorities in the field.




    Saʾadeh, as we shall see, barely resembles some of the portraits painted in the secondary literature. Rather, the portrait that will emerge is that of a man who valued highly the comfort and tranquillity of intellectual life; a man whose cultural tastes were conservative and classical; a man who took a deep interest in music and art, and whose chief form of recreation involved long, solitary walks in the woods, swimming and tennis; a man who suffered personal hardship but never wavered; a man who enjoyed a joke and was quick-witted himself; a man who spent his entire life in modest surroundings and on the margins of society. As we deconstruct Saʾadeh’s works and life, we shall discover in them nothing less than an attempt to provide a coherent explanation of basic trends and problems of a turbulent era and a range of topics which go well beyond both Saʾadeh’s time and framework.




    Nonetheless, any study of Saʾadeh, however thorough, must be treated with a degree of caution and only as a first approximation of his thought. This is because its interpretations might be abandoned as a result of further research, and even the opposite might turn out to be more correct.
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    Saʾadeh and the Concept of Regional Nationalism




    ————




    Nassif Nassar




    




    The concept of regional nationalism, which started with Butrus Bustani1 and Rifaʾa al-Tahtawi2 in the nineteenth century, remained undeveloped until the 1930s.3 During this period, Egyptian nationalism felt no real need to modernize its main concepts, especially the concept of nationhood, because it prevailed over all other orientations based on linguistic or religious conceptions of nationalism. The Egyptian conception was chiefly political, based on the already established Egyptian state and on the struggle for gaining full independence from Britain. In contrast, Syrian nationalism lost much of the vigour and appeal it had once commanded due, in part, to the growth of linguistic nationalism, especially its racial aspect, and, in part, to the pressure of local sectarian conflicts and their international and political repercussions. Nonetheless, Syrian nationalism kept struggling to fulfil its aims in the face of partition designs by the European colonial powers and local religious, linguistic and racial visions of nationalism. The patriotic Syrians had to re-conceptualize the regional model of nation in order to regain a front-line position in the ongoing debate on the nature of nationalism, its elements as well as its corollaries.




    The unique perspective of Antun Saʾadeh (1904–1949) was the outcome of this duality, in which the concept of regional unity was drastically renewed and tangibly crystallized. His achievements on these fronts broadened theoretical debate among the clashing nationalist movements in the Middle East and continue to do so to this day. For this reason, if for no other, Saʾadeh’s thought has to be more deeply analysed.




    Saʾadeh’s place in the regional unitary debate




    It is erroneous to view Saʾadeh’s thought as just another manifestation of the ethnical or idealist Irdawi unitary conceptions. In Saʾadeh’s view, the fundamental basis of nation is the territory or geographical region, not the ethnical bond. Nor is a nation a product of popular will or interest.4 This description, nevertheless, does not fully represent the total theoretical content of Saʾadeh’s definition of the nation. It creates the impression that he was a firm exponent of the theory of geographic determinism or that he regarded other non-geographic, nation-shaping factors as of no consequence at all.




    Some interpretations have in fact classified Saʾadeh’s thought as another manifestation of geographic determinism. Ahmed Baydun, for example, writes: “Saʾadeh represents the extreme attitude which overstates the importance of the land and its role in the formation of national identity. This attitude is better called ‘Territorial Nationalism’, as it considers the land the only criterion upon which a national community is established.”5 Of course, a fuller and more detailed study of Saʾadeh’s nationalist thought would show that it is not that at all. Saʾadeh neither accepted the principle of geographic determinism nor gave the geographic factor an absolute role in nation formation. Any interpretation of Saʾadeh’s concept of the nation in strictly geographical terms would suffer from serious shortcomings.




    The need for non-judgemental interpretations of Saʾadeh’s nationalist thought was recognized by Majid Khadduri. Explaining some contemporary views on nationalism, Khadduri writes:




    

      Saʾadeh also denied the ethnic basis of the Arab nationalism that became evident to him when he had witnessed some Arab leaders claiming their Arab tribal origins. On the strength of the evidence of science, he said, he was not prepared to accept the ethnic origin of nations because every nation is a mixture of races, generated by migrations and intermarriages.6


    




    Khadduri adds:




    

      The ingredients of Syrian nationalism as recognized by Saʾadeh were three: geography, history and population. To geography he attached the primary importance in the emergence of nations and the formation of national character, although he conceded that geography is not an absolute factor because its effects diminish as civilizations grow. He maintained that in the history of every nation, especially in the initial stage, geography plays the most important role.7


    





    Nonetheless, Khadduri’s elucidation is half-done because it ignores the keyword in Saʾadeh’s definition of the nation – “community”. For when Saʾadeh asserted that the “nation is the most complete community”,8 he did not ignore geographical factors or the importance of environment in human life and in the formation of national character. On the contrary, he re-incorporated them into the concept of community but in a way that justifies designating his conception as “communitarian”. His definition of the nation is based almost entirely on his definition of community, and since a community presupposes the existence of a specific geographical milieu, it is only fitting to designate it as a conception in communitarian regionalism.




    From a purely structural perspective, Saʾadeh’s concept of the nation is distinguished by certain features. In fact, no writer or political activist in the history of modern Arab thought provides such an integrated and thorough theoretical study of the concept of nation as Saʾadeh. Even the views of Bustani, Tahtawi and others, who attempted before Saʾadeh to define the nation, homeland and nationalism, do not show the theoretical focus, systematic integration and detailed account of Saʾadeh’s views. This is because he studied a wide section of the history of European nationalist concepts and carried out a contrastive, critical analysis on its trends and definitions. His book Nushuʾ al-Umam (The Rise of Nations), published in Beirut in 1938, studies how nations are crystallized and the way “nation” should be defined. According to the book’s introduction, it was completed between February and March of 1936.9 But this was not the only occasion on which he tried to explain the concept of nation: an article entitled “The Meaning of Nation and its Characteristics” had previously been published in Al-Majalla magazine in 1933,10 along with other commentaries that included views on the same topic.11 Moreover, most of what he wrote after 1938 included references on the concept of nation. This means that, although The Rise of Nations is the primary reference point for studying Saʾadeh’s conception, we should not neglect the publications that appeared before or after it.




    Geography as a primary factor




    Where does one begin in evaluating the geographical factor in Saʾadeh’s writings, and what is its importance in his conception of a national entity? The answer to both questions should be based on Saʾadeh’s principle of genesis and evolution. It should acknowledge the fact that Saʾadeh was a sociologist in the first place. In The Rise of Nations, he devotes the third chapter to the issue of land and its geography, and remarks that if his research were on geophysics, he would have devoted the whole book to it.12 The issue of geography, therefore, should be considered in the context of Saʾadeh’s investigation into the rise of nations. As land is of primal importance to the existence of mankind, the relation between mankind and land must be clearly defined. Saʾadeh’s interest was in this relation and not in geography per se. In determining this relationship, it was not enough for him to state that land is of primal importance to life, in its diverse forms, and leave it at that. Advancements in awareness of the foundations of human life call for more in-depth study into the relation between man and nature:




    

      The relationship between nature, animals and plants is different from the relationship between nature and man. The former is unilateral – that is, land meets the biological needs of plants and animals whereas no plant or animal carries out a deliberate action to condition land or prepare the necessities of life … On the other hand, the relationship between nature and man is reciprocal. It provides him with the materials necessary to fill his needs and, at the same time, it represents the scene of his achievements and aspirations.13


    




    It is this difference which creates the foundations for human civilization. Man’s continuous effort to answer his needs distinguishes him from the other creatures and creates a complex relationship between humankind and nature. The latter provides the objective conditions for human life and man invents the instruments necessary to tame nature. These instruments are available if the raw material is available.14 In addition, as man exerts his effort to force nature to fulfil his needs, nature forces man to tailor his needs to its conditions. “The physical environment,” says Saʾadeh, “moulds man, who in turn and in response to its challenge adapts it to his needs. It is to this strong relationship between man and nature that we can attribute the superiority of man over all animals in the struggle for survival.”15




    After stating this, Saʾadeh reflects on another fact, that the earth is divided into regions and environments over which mankind is distributed in groups. He accepts this division as a fact of life without paying much attention to the concept of region or carefully distinguishing between the concept of environment and that of region. However, he tried to highlight the causal relationship between the diversity of regions and the diversity of groups. In his opinion, environments play a vital role in diversifying human groups because of their different geographic characteristics. If earth were a flat valley, with the same level of temperature and moisture and no geographical barriers – that is, deserts, rivers, mountains or seas – mankind would be a unified large community.16 The reality, though, is that earth is made up of various regions and environments, and that mankind does, indeed, consist of various groups and civilizations. The diversity of regions and environments, therefore, is the starting point for understanding the diversity of civilizations. I say “starting point” because there are other reasons Saʾadeh attributed to the diversity of civilizations. We will return to this point shortly.




    The environment determines the group. How is that? Saʾadeh, while trying to demystify the issue of definition, points to the impact of the geographical boundaries of regions, and to their nature and forms.17 The geographical confines of a region guarantee the unity of the community against the expansion of other communities. The nature and form of the region distinguish communities from each other by the resources, raw material, and physical and spiritual characteristics it offers each community in accordance with the two-way interaction process between man and nature.




    The one example Saʾadeh offered in this respect is that of homogeneity. He states that flat land is generally more suitable for homogeneity than mountainous environments. The one with diverse forms produces “diverse homogeneity”. Across the generations, the interaction between the milieu and the community thus creates a unique spiritual and physical personality that also shares some of the general characteristics of mankind. “There is [a] strong connection between the personalities of communities and the land on which they live. Indeed, the very essence of their personalities is the homeland-environment.”18




    The geographical milieu of a community represents only one side of the interaction between the environment and the community. The environment is indispensable, but is not the only factor that determines the character of the group and its history. A community is determined by its regional environment and the bonds and common qualities that unite its members and induce them to build a civil life. Certain environmental stimuli may not trigger the same response from every community. Here Saʾadeh introduces the factors of culture and psychology, drawing a sharp line between geography and history.




    The geographical interpretation of history does not take into account the interaction between man and nature, between the group and the environment, and neglects the psychological factors, in their broadest sense, even though they are an important aspect of human development. In this context, Saʾadeh writes:




    

      Nature and geography represent the yolk of human history. Even though they distinguish one community from another, in respect to history, they do not provide the imperatives, save in exceptional cases, but the possibilities. The land is not the only source of history although land is one of the premises upon which history is established. The most crucial factors in the evolution of life are the psychological and individual factors.19


    




    The same point is made in the chapter entitled “The Rise and Evolution of the State”, in his book The Rise of Nations: “History is not the product of earth. It is not an absolute factor … The truth is that land provides the possibilities, but not the imperatives or the inevitabilities. Land is the positive, not the passive, side of history.”20




    This is not the place to describe Saʾadeh’s view of history. But we think it is necessary to add one more observation about the role of psychological factors in history. Rejecting the geographical interpretation of history does not relegate its postulate to the metaphysical idealist side. Likewise, the historian who highlights the psychological and individual factors in the study of human history should not be classified as a psycho-liberal historian. Saʾadeh remonstrated against interpretations of history that pay no heed to the interaction between the community and the group or fail to see the process of interaction as a product of group peculiarities. For just as a certain environment has unique features that differentiate it from other environments, a certain community is, as well, characterized by many psychological traits that enable it to determine the extent to mould and exploit the environment and build its unique history in the general context of human history.21




    This principle is applicable to the nation in the same way that it is to the group. This is because the group, as perceived by Saʾadeh, is not a faction of society but the whole society: it parallels the notion of society or complete community on which depends his definition of the nation.22 This connection is clear in Saʾadeh’s writings, particularly in his general analysis of communities and environments and in his specific study of the nation and its regional territory. This specific exploration involves a greater emphasis on the dynamics and vitality of the nation as well as on the socio-economic environment.




    From this perspective, the role of geographical boundaries becomes relative. They divide between communities or societies but only to an extent determined by group willingness for mutual communication and trade. A strong and budding nation, for example, can modify its geographical boundaries if it deems it necessary to protect itself through sheer socio-economic power if it is vulnerable. Saʾadeh summarizes this as follows: “A nation primarily exists on a piece of land with which a group of people interact and unite. As the nation acquires its own unique personality from its region, nutrition, culture and its unique social life, it acquires a national immunity and would modify its natural confines according to its resources and wealth.”23




    This complex perspective, is in fact a reiteration and development of a concept that Saʾadeh had earlier declared during the founding of the Syrian (Social) National Party. In a lecture on the principles of nationalist education, he attacked both the racial and religious principles of the day because they denied the factor of popular interests and the “principles of popular nationalism”.24 In another lecture entitled “Practical Unity in the Lives of Nations”, Saʾadeh emphasized to his fellow compatriots the importance of national unity and its implications for the protection of the nation from imminent dangers. Saʾadeh also illustrates that the meaning of the nation and national independence depends on the establishment of “a common life based on a national geographical unit”.25 Further, in an unfinished study entitled “The Nation and its Characteristics”, Saʾadeh tried to propose a definition of nation totally different from the definitions that were generally accepted in his milieu. His starting point was political scientist Ernest Barker’s idea that a nation is a material foundation on which a spiritual entity is built and that the relationship between the nation and land is unbreakable, asserting that loss of land is more catastrophic for a nation than loss of its sovereignty.26




    From this study, which can be considered a prelude to Saʾadeh’s book The Rise of Nations, comes the observation that: “[a] nation can only exist in its homeland. Often the region or homeland is the principal factor in the acquisition of different national characters. If not for the land, its nature, and topography, there wouldn’t be as many nations today.”27




    There is no doubt that Saʾadeh’s awareness of the Zionist schemes in Palestine, and of the arbitrary nature of the nationalist struggle of the Syrian communities in South America (where he lived for some ten years from 1920 to 1930),28 played a crucial part in his emphasis on land or, to use his expression, on “environment-homeland” as a basic requirement for a nation to exist and to continue to exist. However, he did not wish for his views to be seen as reflections of his own position or that of his country, but as universal facts.29




    It is clear then that, from Saʾadeh’s point of view, interaction with a certain region is an essential, but not the only or fundamental, prerequisite for a nation to be formed. A nation as a community with a special personality is a human entity that should be distinguishable from other communities. The methodology Saʾadeh utilizes to determine the decisive factor, after the geographic, in nation formation rests entirely on the concept of community. In his view, a community is a self-existent group of people, which differs from other communities not by a specific number of peculiarities or interests, but by the unity of life it enjoys within the limits of a certain geographic spot.30 The village or city is a community. But the region “as the community of the nation or the national community is the most complete of all communities”.31 This is the antithesis to doctrines that regard race, or language or other subjective factors as the uniting element in nation forming.




    Saʾadeh and race




    Saʾadeh addressed the issue of race and nation in The Rise of Nations and in writings prior to its publication. His conclusion was clearly negative. He explicitly attacked his contemporary nationalist writers for embracing what seemed to him to be obsolete racial doctrines and neglecting recent sociological and anthropological findings. His analysis centred on three primary issues: the concept of race, racial purity and racial superiority.




    Saʾadeh was unequivocal about the concept of race. He argued that, contrary to common belief, race is a purely physical concept that has nothing to do with the psychological or social differences between human communities.32 People differ among themselves by their physical features – that is, colour, height, appearance – and are accordingly divided into races. Nationalism, however, cannot be founded on this reality. Every nation is made up of diverse racial groups, and none of them is the product of one race or one specific tribe. Hence, racial purity or national racial unity is a myth. Neither is attainable in this modern age of ours.33 In this respect, Saʾadeh stated:




    

      We must clear out from our thought the concept of physical unity in the nation. Most sociologists agree that racial unity is an illusion and scientifically unacceptable. The nation then is not a physical or blood unit, but a rational and historical one. A deep chasm separates lineage from nation: a lineage is a general physical entity, while a nation is a general mental and rational faith. Race is a natural pre-historic fact. The nation, on the other hand, is something that evolves across time. It is a product of human thought, human emotion and human will.34


    




    Admittedly, the superiority of one nation over another is never the work of lineal or racial differences. And if we glance through The Rise of Nations we will find the same basic ideas, except with further detail and elaboration. It is bizarre that Saʾadeh’s attitude to race has been misinterpreted as a racial attitude or lumped with doctrines that believe in the race principle and racial superiority.




    Saʾadeh begins the second chapter of The Rise of Nations with a definition of race. Being different from genealogy it belongs to a different area of study. The scientific term “race” is the designation given to offshoots from a single kind which inherits their characteristics from their stems. Intermarriage among kinds hardly exists, but intermarriage among the branches of one kind is possible and productive. The criterion for distinguishing branches of the same kind is purely physical. Colour has been considered a criterion but scientists do not consider only one distinctive characteristic.




    One of the most popular indicators used in this context is the skull – its shape, dimensions and size. But Saʾadeh was quick to point out that scientists have different interpretations on the origin of human races and their type number.35 For purposes of analysis he divided the human race into two groups. The first group is classified into primitive and civilized, and the second subdivides the civilized races into three classes according to skull types: rectangular head, average head and broad head. Saʾadeh uses this classification to prove that no relation exists between lineage and mentality. If lineage is a physical reality and if evolutionary differences have been detected among the primitive lineages, the truth remains that no special lineal or mental gifts are unique to one lineage. Advanced lineages, the ones belonging to the Euro-Asian civilization,36 do not show superiority among themselves by means of mental capacities and the ability to advance forward in civilization. Saʾadeh, thereupon, launched a fierce attack on the doctrines that claimed that the purity of a lineage is a prerequisite for development and civilization. He also chastises the doctrines that upheld the principle of racial superiority, debunking their corrupt ideas and political motives, and denouncing what he called “racial illusions” and “the deceitful linguistic evidence”, used by proponents of Aryan racialism. Within this framework, the relationship between nation and race is clearly and definitively defined.37




    Every nation necessarily consists of individuals belonging to certain races, according to their physical features, but there is no necessary relationship between national unity and racial unity or racial purity. “From a racial perspective,” wrote Saʾadeh, “a nation is a racial compound, an amalgam of lineages.”38 In fact, the history of modern nations such as France, Italy, Germany and England indicates that lineal interrelation is the general basis on which history is woven. To quote Saʾadeh again: “No modern nation has a single racial or lineal origin.”39 The real unity upon which a nation is based is not the unity of lineage but “the unity of life across generations, whose cycle is reached within a specific region”.40




    Saʾadeh and language




    Saʾadeh’s critical mind asserts itself as it moves from physical anthropology to the more complicated cultural anthropology. Cultural phenomena such as language, literature, traditions and religion play an essential role in uniting groups and individuals, distinguishing them from others. What, therefore, is the power of this role on national existence? Do cultural factors determine such an existence? What is more important? Saʾadeh dealt with these questions seriously and thoroughly. Hence we will examine his ideas in detail, starting with language.




    Earlier we stated that nation is not race. Is it language then? Is it possible to divide the nations on the basis of language and thus render every human group with the same language a nation unto itself? No doubt that “no” is the right answer to these two questions.41




    In this very candid fashion, in 1933 Saʾadeh raised the issue of the relationship between the nation and language, rejecting the possibility of classifying nations according to language. Language cannot determine a nation, but the unity of language is still necessary for the spiritual unity of the nation. Saʾadeh supports his view by several real-life examples. On the one hand, many diverse nations speak English while others speak Spanish, without having the tendency to create one English-speaking or one Spanish-speaking nation. On the other hand, no unity of language actually exists in nations like Switzerland and Belgium. This reality negates the relationship between the unity of language and the unity of national life in as much as language is a source of ideas and emotions that nurture national values. Language is a means of expression, dialogue and solidarity. Its unifying role, however, does not mean that national boundaries can be determined on linguistic grounds, as the Germanic and Slavic schools had propounded.




    The truth, supported by the reality on the ground, is that not all the people who speak the same language are apt to form a single nation. Policies which delude themselves that such a tendency exists and rely on it are destined to fail. Alternatively, those who form a single nation much prefer to speak one language because it is necessary for the spiritual unity of the nation.42




    In other words, Saʾadeh considered the unity of language a complementary, rather than a fundamental, factor in creating nations. In his opinion, language is less important than society, which predates any phenomena related to it.




    On another occasion, Saʾadeh writes: “Language is one of the means by which society is established, but not a cause of it in itself. Language depends on society, not vice versa.”43 This observation, extracted from The Rise of Nations, is a re-affirmation of views that Saʾadeh had earlier formulated, and now reconciled to the concept of community: “It is necessary for the nation, as a social community leading a special life in a certain environment, to speak a single language that paves the way for a unified life and ensures the spread of a wholesome spirit encompassing its literature, arts, psychology and ideals.”44 It is not crucial for the nation to gain a monopoly on language because what matters in language is really the images it contains of its life and needs, the spiritual as well as the material, the depictions it narrates about its suffering through history.45 Nevertheless, it is true that linguistic unity is necessary for national coherence because multilingual nations “suffer the weakness of spiritual unity and the possibility of disintegration”.46 But what are the factors that ensure the unity of life and destiny of multilingual nations? Saʾadeh’s answer to this question is circuitous, and we will attempt to extract it later in this study.




    Other cultural factors




    Language, as a medium, dominates both social and cultural scenes, and can be considered one of the phenomena on which the socio-cultural construction is established. Saʾadeh also had views on other phenomena such as religion, traditions, sciences and philosophies. So what, in his opinion, is the relationship between these phenomena and nation formation.




    Saʾadeh dealt with the phenomenon of religion critically and analytically in many of his writings during different stages of his life. In fact, this aspect of his thought has attracted enormous interest from students, activists, ideologists and politicians. Our interest centres on the aspect of his thought that deals specifically with the role of religion in social unity. The first obvious fact that immediately arises is that Saʾadeh did not characterize nation by religion or by sect. But he noted that, from an objective sociological perspective, religion already exerts huge influence on the formation and lives of nations. When the unity of the people coincides with the unity of the religious creed, religion becomes one of the factors that fortify the spiritual homogeneity of the people.47 This means that singular religion can be a national element if there is strong coherence between the national society and itself. National society does not establish its unity on religious unity but rather benefits from the religious unity of its members. When the national interests of society clash with religious loyalty, the national society will re-examine the state of religious loyalty, modify it, and integrate it to correspond with its needs and aspirations. As a result, different religious sects begin to appear, and this is really an aspect of the conflict between religion, aspiring to unite the human race under one umbrella, and nationalism, which stands for national unity. The appearance of national religious traditions, in the meanwhile, is concrete evidence of how the national society is able to assimilate the religious factor and its behavioural symptoms.




    Saʾadeh’s attitude to religion’s role in national formations is clearly stated in the observation: “Religion is one, but nations are manifold. When nations interact with one another, each nation will resort to a creed, whether religious or not, to ensure its spiritual independence and avoid its subjugation by another nation through a religious spiritual authority.”48




    In reality, Saʾadeh aspired not only to show how nations capitalize on religious unity to assert their own personalities and interests, but also to explain, first and foremost, how national unity ultimately subordinates the sectarian and religious loyalties of its members. The greatest problem regarding the relationship between nation and religion lies in the struggle for power and control of the state. This problem disappears when national unity is finally able to overcome the diversity of religious and sectarian beliefs. This only happens after a long, multi-phased struggle culminating in religion retreating to its natural metaphysical role and with the national doctrine in more control of the social and secular affairs of life. In this case, religion ceases to be a national element and nationalism takes on a religious character. As Saʾadeh put it: “In multi-religious nations, nationalism becomes the all-embracing religion, and religion reverts back to its original self and to its basic metaphysical principles.”49




    Saʾadeh was fully aware of the role religion can play in the conflicts among nations, but he objected to the amplification of the nationalist theory to incorporate religion as a cornerstone in national life. What happened, for instance, in Persia,50 Germany or Ireland,51 is an index of how the national principle was able to exploit the religious doctrine, in one way or another, in order to assert itself. However, in the case where the religious doctrine is in full control of the socio-political system and its jurisprudence, ethics and international considerations, the national principle would cease to be a foundation for social and political affiliation and society would return to the primitive phase of a religious state.




    National affiliation is reinforced by the religious bond but is not subordinate or equal to it in maintaining the general interests of its individual members. If this is true where there is nationwide unity of religion, it is also true in a religiously diversified nation. On the basis of this we can now understand why Saʾadeh fiercely attacked the religious and sectarian movements that discarded the national principle or tried to subordinate it to its full control.52 Indeed, his devotion to secularism was an inseparable part of his conception of the national society and its political structure.




    Just like religion, culture also has a general human nature. By culture, Saʾadeh meant the intellectual type in its narrow sense, not culture in its wider sense. It is “the various sciences and philosophical systems that deal with life and with the rational altitudes, intellectual trends, ethical doctrines, and awareness of the spiritual and material issues that spring from it”.53 In this narrow sense, culture cannot be considered unique to a certain nation, because all nations are part of the general intellectual culture, but in relative degrees. Humanity has been through several cultural phases involving different peoples each of whom participated under a certain name, or a principal language or some other designation. Some nations may become distinguished by their cultural achievements, whether in form or substance, but the truth remains that the differences among nations in the universal intellectual culture are relative ones, and therefore cannot be used as a basis for national existence.




    It is true that common customs and traditions play an important role in the lives of nations,54 but that does not make them nation-forming factors.55 This is because customs, which evolve from the circumstances of life and from accepted behavioural norms that change with time and circumstances, and traditions, which evolve from observable occurrences and deeply rooted beliefs passed from one generation to another, are shared among many peoples and nations through the agencies of religion, intellectual culture, neighbourhood, communication and trade. The unique customs and traditions of a nation are an important element in national existence, but we should not forget that it is an outcome of a pre-existing social life. Customs and traditions, even those unshared among nations, are formed within the social history and change with progress or with drastic changes in social life. It cannot therefore be deduced that common customs and traditions are an index to the existence of a single nation. It is also untrue that different customs and traditions are an index to the inexistence of a single nation. Unique customs and traditions that distinguish between nations may impart specific colour to a nation, but they do not affect its inner essence.56




    That said, we arrive with Saʾadeh at a clear definition of the role of cultural factors in nation formation. Language, religion, traditions and intellectual culture are double-edged factors. With respect to their nature and the way they spread among human communities, none of these factors represents a sound criterion for determining the entity of the nation. On the other hand, they play an undeniable unifying role within the entity of a nation because of their intellectual and psychological influence. Therefore, their importance should not be underestimated even though there is ample evidence that diversity of language, religions and traditions can be absorbed into one national entity.57




    Finally, whether common language, common religious beliefs or common traditions are present or not within a certain nation, the essential requirement (beyond geography) necessary for the establishment of a nation does not lie in the sphere of cultural anthropology. A nation is a natural social community whose reality lies in the unity of its life, which produces the traits shared among its members. A nation is a natural, not an artificial, society formed according to the laws of a geographic, historic and social environment. Hence, the study of nationalism must be conducted strictly at the societal or communitarian level. If we dig deeper we will find that the underlying factors that determine a nation’s existence are the “unity of life and a common social conscience”. To quote Saʾadeh:




    

      This is the real and basic starting point for the nation’s existence and to define it. For a society to be natural, it has to show a unity of life and a common social conscience. It has to lead a life with the same socio-economic cycle, encompassing all the masses and stimulating in them the feeling of leading one life within one destiny. This feeling forms the social personality, its interests, its will and its rights.58


    




    This short excerpt embodies Saʾadeh’s last word on the fundamental factors in national self-assertiveness. It is both a terminal and a starting point because, until now, we have only looked at how the geographic and cultural factors influence, positively and passively, the formation of nations. We must now examine in detail Saʾadeh’s concept of “unity of life and a common social conscience”. What, for example, are its implications? What place does it occupy in national life? How does it affect the way nations emerge and endure?





    The nation in function mode




    Regarding the “unity of life” in the natural society – that is, the nation – Saʾadeh distinguished between subjective and objective dimensions. The subjective dimension is the national social conscience.59 It is a feeling of the unity of national life and national destiny, and it is essential for the complete crystallization of the nation. If this feeling is absent or stagnant, the nation’s personality will suffer and its ability to express its will, rights and interests will be greatly diminished. In this context, the term “nationalism”, in its narrow sense, is but an expression of the subjective dimension of the nation as an entity:




    

      Nationalism … is the nation’s awakening and alertness to the unity of its life, to its personality, to its distinguishing traits and to the unity of its destiny. It is the solidarity of the nation. Sometimes it is equated with patriotism, which is love for the homeland, because patriotism proceeds from nationalism and because the homeland is the most significant factor in the formation of the nation. Nationalism is a deep, living and cognizant sentiment; the source of affection for the homeland and the stimulant which fosters domestic cooperation in the face of external threats or to expand the resources of the nation. From nationalism flows a feeling of common psychological and material interests; it is the source of the will to sustain life and to improve its quality through a zealous commitment to it – a life whose prosperity is prosperity for the whole group and whose stagnation is also stagnation for the whole.60


    




    As perceived, nationalism is closely interlaced with the objective dimension of the nation. Its spirit springs from the objective unity of the nation and constantly interacts with it.61 Therefore, nationalism is a condition for the emergence of the nation’s personality but, at the same time, contingent on the objective situation in the nation. What, then, are the main characteristics of this dimension, dubbed by Saʾadeh “the unity of life and unity of destiny”?




    There is no doubt that the homeland, or territory, whose characteristics and make-up exert considerable influence on the general personality of the group living in it, is the first objective feature of a nation. We have seen how Saʾadeh defined the relationship between the community and the environment. However, it was not enough for him to leave it at this point. The homeland, however complex the interaction with it is, remains an external factor in the relationships among people. It is necessary, therefore, to bring in the issue of social interaction – the internal relationship of the people on the land – in order to illustrate the objective human factor in nation formation. This is precisely what Saʾadeh did when he talks about “a single socio-economic cycle enveloping the whole group”.62 The concept of “one socio-economic cycle” is an auxiliary to the idea of the one region, or one environment, or one homeland, and it is upon it that Saʾadeh founded his notion of the “national unity of life and destiny”.63




    Saʾadeh had, in fact, devoted an entire chapter in The Rise of Nations to the evolution of what he called “the material basis of human society” or “the socio-economic bonds involved in the general development of society”.64 His account is based on a number of principles, at the head of which is “the economic principle for earning the living”, the principle of uniformity between social and economic development, the principle of labour and the labour system, and their determining role in the interaction mechanism between man and environment and part in shaping the social structure.65 Through the concept of labour and its basic requirements of instruments, knowledge and organization, Saʾadeh then introduced the element of culture to the heart of economic life. From a historical point of view, he classified societies into primitive, savage societies and structured, civilized societies. He also distinguished between material culture, representing the laws and conditions of matter, and spiritual culture, representing the affairs and forms of spiritual life. As his historical account reaches the gates of the modern ages, Saʾadeh accentuates the revolutionary impact of the economic and productive transformation from the familial system to the craft system and, finally, to the capitalist, industrial system. He goes on to assert that the Industrial Revolution was the most critical one because “it placed human society on a completely new basis”.66 The reason for this was that the Industrial Revolution, apart from inducing new inventions and developments in economic production and commercial systems, created the social class that would ultimately destroy the feudal social system, masquerade as the new representative of public or general interest, and transform, on the basis of a common economic market, the structure of social loyalty from feudalism to nationalism.67




    Saʾadeh did not analyse in detail the historical process that led in modern times to the creation of the European nations through the rise of the bourgeois class and the industrial, capitalist economy. However, it is clear that he makes links between the unity of the socio-economic cycle that facilitated their emergence and the bourgeois class, whose development was contingent on the Industrial Revolution. Does this mean that Saʾadeh ruled out the possibility of a national socio-economic cycle outside the bourgeoisie and the process of transformation from an agricultural or commercial economy to an industrial, capitalist one? In other words, did he make the first contingent on the second? The answer is no. It was simply implausible for Saʾadeh to apply to all peoples and countries the socio-historic experience of Western Europe as it emerged from feudalism. He was aware that, given what he had already said about the diversity of natural environments and the different levels of cultural development and economic and labour structure among societies, it would not be possible, or indeed rational, to think of the cycle of socio-economic life, which forms the basis of the nation homeland, in strictly Western European terms. History is abundant with other patterns: the peoples of Eastern and Middle Europe, the people of Egypt, and others still at the experimental stage in areas wrestling with backwardness and colonial rule.




    From a general theoretical perspective, the concept of the socioeconomic cycle appears to be more inclusive than the notion of the economic productivity system. Moreover, it is not contingent on a particular economic system. Nevertheless, if this is really the case, is the unity of life and destiny, at the level of the “complete social community”, attributable only to the cycle of socio-economic life? Is it possible to achieve this unity outside the state? Is the state an essential factor in the objective process of nation formation?




    Nation and state




    We do not raise these questions from outside Saʾadeh’s thought.68 The political problem is there at the heart of his thought, both in theoretical and practical terms. It is not possible to look at one side and ignore the other. Saʾadeh’s conception of the nation also overlaps with his views on history, economy, ethics, politics, man and the world in general. However, because these views are outside the scope of this study, we will only examine how they interrelate and overlap with his conception of the nation. In this context, our primary interest in Saʾadeh’s view on politics is on the “state” (dawla) as a nation-forming factor. What exactly is Saʾadeh’s opinion in this respect?





    If we go back to Saʾadeh’s discussions about the conditions for nation formation and its elements, we would find that the state is among them. Indeed, it is regarded as an essential factor for the nation’s socio-economic structure, in much the same way as a single language is important for its spiritual cohesion. Saʾadeh was crystal clear about this:




    

      Political unity is the nation’s crowning moment. It is the means by which it gains international recognition of its personality and right to live in dignity. Political unity, however, is not a basic element in nation-formation. It is a necessity for the nation if it is to achieve a socio-economic structure of practical and vital value. Every nation, by its own nature, aspires to establish a state that would protect its sovereignty and international rights.69


    




    However, it is not as simple as this. The above statement is just one aspect of Saʾadeh’s views on the relationship between the nation and the state. The delightful metaphor “crowning moment” and the important idea of “necessity” do not give a complete picture of the role that Saʾadeh actually gave to political unity in the lives and formation of nations.




    Saʾadeh asserted, time after time, that the state is a political phenomenon whereas the nation is a social reality. He also cautioned against confusing political science and sociology.70 For him, as a social reality, the nation predates the state and can continue to exist without it. Nationalist movements, whether liberation or revivalist, separation or irredentist, offer ample examples of separation between the national existence and the political framework associated with it. Even so, the most ideal relationship between the two is when they match.




    Still, if we look more closely at Saʾadeh’s historical account of how nationalism rose in Western Europe, and his basic conceptualization of the state, we would discover a dialectic that contradicts the distinction he made between politics and sociology and between the nation and the state. Saʾadeh observed that Western nationalism emerged as an expression of a common feeling in economic life, interests and direction among the masses under bourgeois leadership. The emerging nationalism, he added, played a political role equivalent to its economic role. In the conflict between the feudal aristocracy and the King, for example, the masses often sided with the King because the monarchy was more representative of national unity.71 Eventually, however, nationalism turned against the monarchy because the nation could only reach full realization under a democratic state: “Nationalism not only put an end to feudal authority and re-invested it in the person of the King, whose hold on power became unbearable with time, but proceeded to the objective that accelerates its rise, namely, that sovereignty ultimately resides in the people and that the people was not created to serve the state, but the state to serve the people.”72




    In other words, Western nations did not achieve full nationhood at the moment they established a single socio-economic cycle among their peoples. To reach this stage they required input first from the central monarchical authority and then from the democratic state. This indicates a kind of correlation, at full nationhood, between the unity of the socioeconomic cycle, popular support and the democratic principle in political rule. In more practical terms, it means that the unity of political life is an integral part of the unity of life and destiny at the national level.




    Even if we cast aside the peculiarities of the Western European experience and the principle on the compatibility between the political system and full nationhood, and ask Saʾadeh about the substance of the psychological dimension embedded in the nation’s personality, inasmuch that it is a “spiritual, social and economic compound”,73 the conclusion will be no different. It would show that the state, as perceived by Saʾadeh, is indeed one of the principal factors in nation formation. This is because the spiritual or psychological element in society is not confined to social feelings or conscience, which manifest in collective sympathy, cooperation and support, but also includes anything non-material in society and in its interactive relationship with its wider milieu. What generally applies to society applies also to the nation because the nation is nothing but society. In fact, it is applicable in the full sense of the word because, in Saʾadeh’s opinion, the nation is the greatest and most ideal society.




    According to Saʾadeh, society rests on a basic duality between matter and spirit. On the spiritual side, the state occupies an illustrious position74 because it is a spiritual manifestation organically tied to mental and cultural life.75 If not for mental life, which is the distinguishing mark between humans and animals, there would be no culture and no state, the very existence of which depends on mental faculties and a definite system of rights and obligations, to say nothing of power and control. In the animal world, there is no state because there is neither an intellectual nor societal life. In a primitive society, both culture and the state are primitive. Only civilized society has experienced the meaning of full statehood, designated by Saʾadeh as “the historical state” or “the cultural historical state”. From this we can understand why Saʾadeh regarded the state and human culture as twin and why political and cultural factors overlap in his conception of the state.76




    At the start of his analysis on the “historical state”, Saʾadeh gave a succinct and categorical elucidation of his views on the role of the state in forming societies, uniting their elements, and constructing their systems and histories. He asserted:




    

      We have so far seen how the state evolved in the course of human life. Once it crystallized, the state became the personality and façade of society, growing and shrinking together. Thus, in his Introduction, Ibn Khaldun defines the social community in one term, namely, the state. The state managed to fuse diverse communities in one pot, and to form an orderly unit out of them, where permitted by the environment and course of life. In fact, once the state grew aware of its power and authority over society, it put its hands on it and began to use it for its own purposes. The state shapes society, defines its limits, moulds its daily affairs, and represents its personality. This is how the state began and how states create history.77


    




    Let us now analyse this quote more closely taking into account Saʾadeh’s explications before and after it.




    First is Saʾadeh’s assertion that “the state evolved in the course of human life”. This means that the state is not a gift, nor a magical solution, nor a transitory phenomenon in human society. Its rise is inseparable from human sociality and its history. There is no existence for the state outside society, and its purpose is “to look after society and to organize its diverse parts in accordance with a system of rights and obligations”.78 Of course, Saʾadeh did not worry about the problem of how the state first appeared in human history and the controversy over it. However, he believed that discussions on the state, at the social level, should begin from when society began to form or at least from when it assumed simple form. For even the state that formed in the primitive stages of human societies, in all its simplicity, carried out typical state functions, defined by its time, and experimented with different forms of democratic, autocratic and aristocratic rule. On the other hand, the state that formed in contemporary civilized societies, owing to its association with a certain region, went through different phases from the despotic to the national democratic, in keeping with development in the economic system and human culture.




    Second is Saʾadeh’s assertion that the state, since its emergence, has become society’s “personality and façade”. This means the state is not a disposable item that can be added or removed from society at any time. The state is a façade of society in that it is part of its entity and ontologically associated with its material base. It is clear that Saʾadeh borrowed this idea from Ibn Khaldun79 who himself had borrowed it from Aristotle and developed it further.80 Regardless of the kind of study that Saʾadeh undertook of Ibn Khaldun’s thought and sociological analyses,81 his inclusion of the concept of façade in his conception of the state meant that he now could think in terms of two dualities: a duality of society and state, and a duality of matter and façade in the one society. The first duality affirms the distinction between politics and sociology; the second instils the political factor into the heart of the social entity. We cannot begin to understand Saʾadeh’s theories on the nation, nationalism and other related issues, like the party, without referring back to his use of these dualities, although it is a matter of some confusion. In our opinion, Saʾadeh overcame the ambiguities arising from the interrelatedness between these two dualities by introducing a third duality – namely, that of actual and imposed existence. However, the application of this duality to solve the ambiguities of the other two dualities, particularly on the level of national existence, involves a certain predilection towards actual existence or towards imposed existence and producing the right justification or hypothesis. In any case, Saʾadeh was explicit in his predilection and in the way he rationalized it.82




    Third is Saʾadeh’s assertion that the state arose when the two stipulations – environment and the cycle of life – matched and “fuse[d] diverse communities in one pot”. Through this idea Saʾadeh had explicitly admitted that the state is capable of assimilating and fusing the personalities of different groups to form a new personality – namely, a society. A closer examination of this idea would show the state had two functions: first, it is able to mould society into a coherent unit based on one system of rights and obligations; and second, it emerges as a representative of society, a symbol of its unique personality towards other societies and states. State moulding of society is a complex dynamic process that involves internal and external considerations, among them defining the outer boundaries of the nation and articulating relations between society’s various parts and between the nation and its wider geographical milieu. It is self-evident that the terms “artificial” and “natural” play a decisive role in this complex process. In Saʾadeh’s view, a state can encompass two or more natural societies, as in empires and colonialism. In this case, the difference between society and the state is crystal clear. A state also can emerge from the assimilation of diverse communities, but it is contingent on the environment and cycle of life in the society – two conditions that, for Saʾadeh, are functional only if there are no environmental or popular obstacles to undermine the possibility of exchange and fusion. It is clear that the state’s fusionist work does not solely depend on his suggested prerequisites, even if they are positive.




    Fourth is Saʾadeh’s view that the role of the state is not only to fuse society’s diverse elements and organize relations among them. The state also exploits its position as a power in society to control society and use it for its own ends. In fact, this is relatively true for different states, systems and governments. Saʾadeh believed that the national democratic state has the least control over society in this respect, saying: “It does not depend on external doctrines or an illusory will, but on a popular will nurtured by the feeling of sharing a single socio-economic life. The democratic state does not represent the past, or by-gone traditions, or the will of God, or ancient glories, but only the interest of the people in a common life epitomized by a universal will.”83




    Fifth, Saʾadeh says: “This is how … states create history.” By this laconic, all-embracing statement, he responded to those who deny the ability of the state to create human history or who regard it as a subsidiary factor.84 States create history, not in a Hegelian, Fascist or Nazi sense, but in an interactive psychological sense that can be found in Ibn Khaldun and ancient Greek thought, and reflects many types of political and historical experiences.85 States create history by their unique political and cultural vitality and by their interaction with the material, natural and economic bases, the diverse groups on whom they are founded, and the spiritual and cultural wealth they produce. After all this, can there be any more doubts about the nature and role that Saʾadeh assigned to the state in the formation and crystallization of the nation?





    Conclusion




    Saʾadeh’s conception of the nation cannot be premised on biology and geography, as Labib Zuwiyya Yamak once supposed.86 Yamak’s approach, recounted by students and scholars alike, does not distinguish between the necessary and sufficient elements in Saʾadeh’s thought. Others, like Inʾam Raad,87 have attempted a deeper investigation of Saʾadeh’s conception, and although they have been able to shed new light on it, they have failed to capture its full essence. Their effort focused primarily on the concept of the socio-economic cycle.




    In our opinion, Saʾadeh’s conception necessarily includes the factor of political unity or the state. Homeland-environment and one socioeconomic cycle are two essential material elements. But they are significant in defining nation if they interact with a third element, namely the state, and other spiritual and cultural elements detailed earlier. In our view, the state is the most important of these spiritual and cultural factors. In the interaction process between society, the natural environment and the world, the state is the centre of objective and subjective existence. Given that unity of life and destiny, in its broad social sense, is both subjective and objective, it is only rational for state unity to be an integral part of it. Similarly, no national movement, as a subjective and objective entity, can achieve its full potential outside this unity.
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    The study of nationalist thought reveals that the objective is subordinated to the subjective. That is, each school of nationalist thought usually emphasizes a particular element, not merely because of its objective significance, but because of specific national problems faced by nationalist thought in a particular phase and in particular countries. Consequently, it becomes necessary in studying nationalist thought to distinguish between objectively scientific facts on the one hand, and, on the other, features which significantly affect the formulation of nationalist theory in any given era.




    Nationalist thought between the subjective and the objective




    An example of this specificity was the German emphasis on language (beginning with philosopher Johann Gottlieb Fichte’s famous lectures),1 in which they discovered a trait that distinguished them from the Latin peoples (such as in France) or the Slavic peoples (such as in Russia). The same trait served as a means to bring Germans in neighbouring countries into the fold of the German state. Consequently, language instantly became an instrument of national unification and expansion into other countries where German was the principal language.2




    This expansionist tendency reached its height under Adolf Hitler when German minorities in Czechoslovakia and Poland were appended to Germany. The Nazis added to language in German nationalism the factor of race. This was not unusual because at the time biological sciences emphasized the importance of anthropology and evolution. However, the German racial theory was not a scientific theory, but one fraught with outdated ideas and subjective complications. The Nazi racial theory distorted the premises of modern science. It brought together the legacy of Friedrich Nietzsche’s superman philosophy3 and Richard Wagner’s return to Siegfried’s legends,4 in addition to Fichte’s legacy in which language is the central factor. The German linguistic community thus became a racial community even though speaking the same language does not necessarily mean belonging to the same race. Indeed, common origin is uncommon in modern and advanced nations. Even if it can be proved it would not justify treating other races as inferior. These distortions led Nazism to stray from the objective facts.




    Most theorists of Arab nationalism, including such well-known names as Satiʾ al-Husri,5 Zaki al-Arsuzi and (Al-Hakam) Darwaza,6 were influenced by the school of language and race.7 Some of them, emphasizing the language factor, viewed the Semitic nations on the basis of linguistic lineage stemming from the same racial origin. Others stressed the race factor, as in the book The Arab Race. Yet the inclusion of religion in the Arab understanding of nationalism softened the marriage of language and race and gave it a humanizing aspect distinct from the racist arrogance that characterized Nazism.




    The influence of language and religion on Arab nationalism stemmed from specific Arab circumstances that go back, essentially, to Arab reaction against foreign attempts to destroy the Arab national character, including Turkification8 in the east and Gallicization in the west.9 Hence the significance of language and religion in the Arab nationalist idea. One of the shortcomings of this approach is that, by merging the two factors, Arab nationalism placed religion on a par with the material forces in human development and subordinated the social reality to the complex merger and its narrow applicability.




    The race factor came into focus with the emergence of the Semitic school of national and historical thinking in the Arab world. This school tried to discover a single Semitic source for the Arab world by looking for a common derivation in the ancient languages of the region. In doing so it made the same mistake as the German school of language and race, and contravened scientific methods in genealogy and anthropology which determine racial origin according to skull measurements or other physical features rather than linguistic criteria. This is the argument by means of which Saʾadeh discredited the ethno-linguistic theory, emphasizing racial mixture as a scientific fact, as against the illusion of a single racial origin.10




    A comprehensive study of the national question cannot be confined to the human factor and its racial formation. According to Saʾadeh, it must also take into account the continuous interactive relationship between man and land and the resulting fusion into a single socio-economic cycle:




    

      The organic correlation between the nation and its homeland is the only principle whereby community of life can be achieved. It is within a national territory that the unity of national life and participation in its activities, interests and aims are attained. The national territory is vital for the development of the social character of the nation and forms the basis of its life.11


    




    On this basis alone we can understand Saʾadeh’s attitude towards the national question in general, and Syrian nationalism in particular.




    The concept of the socio-economic cycle




    Two critical features distinguish Saʾadeh’s social nationalist school of thought from other schools of national thought. The first feature is that, in his school, the subjective is based on the objective. The goal of nation building, as defined by Saʾadeh, does not depend on an exclusive factor – language, religion and race – outside the social reality.12 Saʾadeh was as meticulous about national unity as he was about a definition based on sociological facts rather than rigid interpretations derived from one aspect of the nation. Unlike other intellectual schools which fostered xenophobia by emphasizing cultural factors in nation formation, thus driving a wedge between the subjective and the objective, Saʾadeh anchored the subjective – represented by the desire for unity, on the objective – represented by the process by which it is realized (the interaction process).




    The second distinguishing feature is the concept “community of life” – the cycle of the socio-economic. This concept is conceived of as an evolving and integrationist process rather than as an accumulation of factors. The nation is not land and man,13 although they are essential for its formation, but a continuous and dynamic social movement. As Saʾadeh put it: “[S]ocial conscience and community of life: that is, one life based on a socio-economic cycle including the whole community and stimulating national consciousness.”14




    This means that unity, the achievement of which was Saʾadeh’s ultimate aim, has no existence outside this process of interaction. With him the theory of society on a fragmented land or a fragmented society on one land is baseless. This is the essence of his doctrine of social nationalism.15 It does not believe in society as a product of a common racial origin or as a physical association based on religion or language. What matters is the community of life that develops from the social interaction of man with the land. Bedouins who take a superficial view of their relationship with land, because they regard themselves as nomadic people outside the interaction process, are just that – nomadic and fractional. Similarly, over-emphasis on the economic factor or/and on land outside the sphere of the socio-economic cycle are non-interactive material concepts that ignore the totality of social reality.




    Almost every major explanation has tried to limit Saʾadeh’s ideological conception of nationalism to one or more factors in the process of nation formation. A more logical approach would start by distinguishing between two main conceptions:




    




    1    The classical universal national conception, which places sociocultural factors outside the process of interaction.




    2    The dynamic interactive conception, which classifies factors and defines their role on the basis of social interaction.




    In a lecture I delivered at the College of Law in 1974 I stated:




    

      The most important contribution made by Saʾadeh is that he anchored nationalism on sociology on the basis of a dynamic conception that regards the nation as a product of an interaction cycle fusing all the social, ethnic, tribal and sectarian elements into one life and one destiny within a specific territory. As perceived, the nation is an integral social reality, a material-psychological-economic compound. Like every other living being it is subject to the principle of progress and development in line with the psychological and material conditions in society and its interaction cycle. This is a scientific concept that re-affirms the objectivism of the national question and its social practicality. It outperforms both the romantic, ethnic or classical national theories, which do not perceive the national question as a genuine social-material-psychological-economic-cultural reality, and the cosmopolitan and disjointed internationalist theories, which claimed that it is possible to transcend the national question as a social reality before the development of certain material-psychological conditions.16


    




    Two important observations are in order here.





    




    1    Saʾadeh’s conception does not inflate the nation beyond time and place; rather, the nation is an objective reality that emerges in the context of social development and interaction according to psychological-material conditions.




    2    Because the nation is a social reality – the most complete social reality and the most complete society17 – the national issue and the social issue with all their economic and psychological variations become one social national issue. If modern developments have confirmed the downfall of national chauvinism, they have also confirmed the validity of scientific national realism as a social starting point.




    The national reality which was Saʾadeh’s point of departure has not become irrelevant. Despite globalization and greater international collaboration, it is still the predominant political order in the world. The nation, as a concrete yet diverse social reality, has defied the idea of a single world community beyond the diverse circumstances of national societies – their experiences, social reality, socio-economic cycles and stages of development. A recent example is the socialist experiment which realized that socialism had to be based on the particular situation of each country rather than applied uniformly.18 This prompted a re-think of socialist strategy to accommodate national diversity and the objective conditions and development of different societies.19




    The national question as a dynamic concept




    In Nushuʾ al-Umam (The Rise of Nations), Saʾadeh offered a critique of existential theories for restricting themselves to an exclusive factor within the nation. His first target was linguistic nationalism:




    

      Whenever language is used as a basis of nationality, the purpose is primarily the aggrandizement and expansion of the nation as is presently the case in Germany. German thinkers have sometimes harked back to the unity of race and sometimes to the unity of language in order to justify their expansionistic aims and their desire to bring all the German-speaking peoples into a single state.20


    




    Just as stark was his condemnation of racial nationalism: “The alleged purity of the race or the blood of any nation is a groundless myth. It is found only in savage groups, and even there it is rare.”21





    Even the land – the factor without which there is no life – was integrated by Saʾadeh into the interaction process that generates the socio-economic cycle. In doing so, Saʾadeh developed a new philosophy of freedom based on struggle (freedom through struggle), beginning with the emancipation of mankind from the forces of nature through interaction and struggle and the development of the human intellect in line with objective conditions and material life. Thus, the interaction process is a two-way process: “Although man moulds the physical environment it is the physical environment itself that determines the extent and content of this moulding. At the same time man strives to mould his physical environment in order to satisfy his livelihood needs, he also finds himself having to adapt his needs to conform to the region which he has come to inhabit.”22




    Here the subjective is intertwined with the objective in a continuous sequence that cannot be broken up or separated: interaction + struggle + human intellect + material conditions = freedom.23




    At this point we must discuss further the role and significance of the mind in human development. In Saʾadeh’s theory, the concept of mind has several broad dimensions:




    




    •    as a scientific entity, from using simple techniques like the wheel and the plough to using more advanced technological skills in the course of human development




    •    as a repository of the nation’s heritage, and




    •    as an engine of revolutions and change in society.




    All three have complementary dimensions in the process of interaction. The level of intellectual development in all of these dimensions is the factor that determines the character and intensity of the interaction process. The same factor also determines the thrust and momentum of the socio-economic cycle. It is not enough, for example, to own the machine unless social relations and systems allow for the maximum use of its interactive potentials. The correlation between ends and means is therefore vital. It is one of the most important factors in modifying the process of interaction or determining whether or not to intensify the socio-economic cycle in a given society.




    In Saʾadeh’s conception of nationalism, great emphasis is placed on the natural environment. It is regarded as the material and natural framework for the process of interaction and nationhood. Despite this, his conception is neither static nor deterministic. According to Saʾadeh, once the nation has evolved and settled down it can change not only its external borders, but also its socio-economic cycle and interaction with its natural resources, environment and the soil. This dynamic flexibility is not present in the theory of geographical determinism.24 Saʾadeh explained the dimensions of the dynamic interactive relationship between man and his natural environment in The Rise of Nations as follows:




    

      Just as natural borders are essential to protect society from the expansion of neighbouring societies, the nature and resources of a nation are similarly important, if not more so; the nation is either strong or weak, advanced or backward, according to the possibilities of its economic environment and its ability to benefit from these possibilities and potentials.25


    




    It is clear from this extract that, for Saʾadeh, the nation is based on two conditions: the economic possibilities of the environment (this is the objective condition), and its ability to benefit from these possibilities (this is the subjective condition).




    Here, progress or the lack of it, are not measured according to race or ethnic supremacy, as is the case with ethnic chauvinistic conceptions; rather, they are judged according to economic possibilities and the nation’s ability to benefit from these possibilities. Looking at the nation from this perspective has several theoretical implications that may change our understanding of human development, social philosophy and the mechanism of nation formation.




    The relationship between the subjective and the objective




    Saʾadeh described the relationship between the subjective and the objective as a dialectic interactive relationship that cannot be separated. He looked at the situation where interaction is between a premium environment and a community primed to take full advantage of its – that is, the environment’s – possibilities. The purpose of this exercise was to show that, regardless of its economic potential, an environment cannot produce a civilization left to its own devices; for civil and cultural progress to occur, community participation and interaction with the land is more important.





    Here the issue of the mind – its development and stages of growth, as well as that of the overall culture of a society – enters the picture. To quote Saʾadeh: “Since the time the alphabets appeared side by side with trade, and their unity in the cycle of socio-economic interaction, human society began to move towards a psychological (mental) life and the mind began to assert its control over nature’s resources and raw materials.”26




    This pattern reached its peak in the Industrial Revolution, which, Saʾadeh says, “placed the world on a new foundation”.27 Hence, the greater a society’s ability to control the environment, the greater the chance that the interaction equation will tip in its favour. This leads us to the principle of social relativism in interaction. For just as it is important to realize the potentials of the “natural environment”, it is essential to know the level of growth of the human community and whether it has the right skills and aptitudes to interact with the environment.




    Out of this analysis one can construct a comprehensive model which may be called “sociography”, the geography of society, in lieu of “topography”, the study of earth. One very important example that comes to mind here is the discovery of petroleum in the developing countries. In the Arabian Peninsula, the environment remained basically unaffected for a very long time because, with its difficult terrain, its inhabitants failed to go beyond the surface of the land in their interaction with it. For them, the environment was a desert unsuitable for livestock because pasture and water were scarce. However, when the Europeans, and later on the Americans, arrived in the Arabian Peninsula equipped with the fruits of industrial and technological revolution, the once barren region – at least in the eyes of its Bedouin inhabitants – transformed into one of the richest environments on earth, floating over the greatest oil reserves in the world.28




    This is a stark example of social relativism in the relationship between society and economic possibilities of the environment. It illustrates how flawed the superficial view of man or the environment is when it does not fully explore the complexities of this relationship. Of course, the above example and others are subject to important standards and rules in what we have called the sociographic model, including a break-up of all the psychological, cultural and socio-economic factors in the stage of development reached by the society in question.




    From this perspective, too, we can understand the qualitative difference between the interaction processes of the two Americas. In North America a modern and powerful state – the USA – was created partly because the white settlers brought with them the ideas and accomplishments of the European Industrial Revolution, and partly because the settlers, liberated from Church power and feudal traditions, extended the dynamics of the socio-economic interaction cycle of their homeland (Britain) beyond its national borders.29 In contrast, Latin America was “Balkanized” into several communities because its socioeconomic cycle was undeveloped and lethargic.30 It was a stagnant society bound by age-old conventions and lacking vibrant and interactive energy, particularly with its natural environment. Suffice to mention that Brasilia, the capital of Brazil, was built in 1959 while all the time the Brazilian interior remained neglected and barren. In contrast to the United States, Brazilian cities existed only along the coast as late as the middle of the twentieth century.




    On occasions, political revolutions and visionary liberators exceeded social expectations in Latin America because the social and economic institutions of society were undeveloped and old-fashioned. Simon Bolivar, the “liberator”, tried to unify the Caribbean countries but was unsuccessful because the cycle of socio-economic life that confronted him was moribund.31 Even though there are no notable boundaries between Colombia and Venezuela, Bolivar faced enormous hurdles. George Washington, on the other hand, was more successful, becoming a unifier and nation builder, because the interactive process in the United States was highly developed and unencumbered.




    Further north, in Canada, the outcome was less satisfactory because the cycle of socio-economic interaction was arrested by the ethnic and linguistic barriers between British and French Canada. A deeper understanding of the Canadian problem would show that the separatist movement in Quebec is due, in large part, to Canada’s uneven economic development in favour of Toronto, the capital of the English state of Ontario, as against French Quebec.32




    In short, the outcome in the two Americas strongly reflected the colonial situation: traditional and industrially backward Spanish society moved to the southern continent, whereas modern and industrially advanced Anglo-Saxon society moved to the north. Naturally, the cycle of socio-economic interaction turned out to be different between the two continents.





    The socio-economic cycle and separatist sectarian and ethnic tendencies




    There is a further point. In The Rise of Nations, Saʾadeh advanced a twofold classification of human society: “[T]he primitive type, which is based essentially on the blood tie, and the advanced type, where the tie is based on socio-economic relations derived from the vital needs of the community and its desire for progress and development, irrespective of blood and race.”33




    In primitive societies, discord is not a major issue because the social tie is based on blood and the cycle of socio-economic life is usually embryonic and stagnant. Not so in advanced societies. Social discord, in the form of racial and ethnic separatist tendencies, seems to occur in these societies when the socio-economic cycle stalls or breaks down. Ethnic and separatist discord may also arise if there is a major discrepancy in economic integration or if the growth between society’s vital centres is lopsided. During General Francisco Franco’s rule, the imbalance between Madrid and Barcelona on the one hand, and the remaining Spanish cities on the other, and the fact that Madrid was made the focus of virtually all economic development at the expense of all the other cities, was an important factor in the rise of separatist movements in Spain. These movements manifested themselves, after Franco’s death, in the Basques and Catalonia.34 A more recent example is Kurdish separatism in northern Iraq.35 In this case, the economic and social backwardness of the Kurds, after many years of deliberate neglect by Baghdad, gave the Western imperial powers a potent instrument to create national discord and in-fighting between the Iraqi groups.




    In the Indian peninsula, the disruption of the socio-economic cycle by British colonization split the region into a Hindu society and an Islamic one, and led to the establishment of independent political entities on a religious basis.36 In this case, however, colonial division was facilitated by the static nature of these societies, particularly the persistence of antiquated beliefs. For example, in India many people starved to death while the “sacred cow” roamed around freely protected from slaughter to feed the hungry.37 This is unimaginable elsewhere. Democratic and socialist development in India will not solve the problem of real backwardness, the principal source of ethnic and sectarian conflicts and political division in India, until the Indian mind is emancipated from such old-fashioned beliefs and achieves a unifying secular state.





    The three examples given here are just the tip of the iceberg. They clearly show why the cycle of socio-economic life, as perceived by Saʾadeh, is central to the unity of society and its progress, particularly in an age when ethnic and sectarian discord can be (and have been) utilized by powerful states to disrupt backward and developing societies.




    Social interaction in the socio-economic cycle




    Interaction between man and land is one aspect in the evolution of society. The other is interaction between the human communities that settle on the land. Thus, the fourth Fundamental Principle of Saʾadeh’s national platform states: “The Syrian nation is the product of the ethnic unity of the Syrian people which developed throughout history.”38




    

      The explanation under this principle is more relevant to our purpose:




      This principle … reveals the concrete actuality of the nation which is the final outcome of the long history of all the people that have settled in Syria, inhabited it, interacted with each other and finally became fused in one people. This process started with the people of the Neolithic age who preceded the Canaanites and Chaldeans in settling this land, and continued through to the Akkadians, the Canaanites, the Chaldeans, Assyrians, Arameans, Amorites and Hittites. Thus the principle of Syrian nationhood is not based on race or blood, but rather on the natural social unity derived from homogeneous intermixing. Through this principle the interests, the aims and the ideals of the Syrian nation are unified and the national cause is guarded against disharmony, disintegration and strife that result from primitive loyalties to blood ties.39


    




    Saʾadeh regarded the human interactive process as basic to all national formations: “The Syrian nation consists of a mixture of Canaanites, Akkadians, Chaldeans, Assyrians, Arameans, Hittites and Metanni as the French nation is a mixture of Gauls, Ligurians, Franks, etc. … and the Italian nation of Romans, Latins, Etruscans, etc. … the same being true of every other nation.”40 As perceived, the process of human interaction has two important features: first, blood origin is irrelevant; and second, loyalty is not based on ethnic or linguistic ties, as in other theories. Rather, the unity of social national life, in association and interaction with the land, is the force that creates the national community to which alone loyalty should be pledged.





    Saʾadeh proclaimed this principle at a time when racial nationalism was on the rise in Europe. His treatises Kitab al-Taʾalim (The Book of Teachings) and The Rise of Nations, which appeared in 1935 and 1938 respectively, dismissed the concept of racial purity, both Semitic and Aryan, as absurd. Paradoxically, it was about the same time that Constantine Zuryaq,41 the academic and liberal Arab nationalist, enthused by West European and American ideals, published his National Consciousness, in which Hitlerian Germany is portrayed as an exemplar model to follow. Saʾadeh stands out not only because he regarded the nation as a melting pot, as Western political thought generally did, but also because he linked the “pot” to the idea of interaction in its dual functions.




    The practical ramifications of this scientific outlook are great, particularly for Syria. The greatest misfortune that can happen to a nation is social division. Neither the Kurdish issue in Iraq nor the sectarian issue in Lebanon and the Arab Republic of Syria can be solved except on the basis of unity of society and unity of land. Initially, Arab nationalism dealt with the Kurdish issue as though it did not exist. It suppressed the Kurds and tried to impose itself by force.42 When this failed, it turned to a solution it considered revolutionary, progressive and democratic, based on the experience of the Soviet Union. Instead of force, it now gave tacit recognition to a Kurdish nationality alongside an Arab nationality. There are thus two nationalities in one part of the nation; imagine how many nationalities there are in the whole nation! In Lebanon, the sectarian problem is worse because it continues to be treated on the basis of accords such as the National Covenant rather than on the basis of social and territorial unity.43 These compromising solutions, damaging as they are to the national interest, reflect the sectarian context within which both Arab nationalism and Lebanese nationalism operate. In contrast, Syrian social nationalism is represented in all groups. It has distinctly secular terms of reference that bypass sectarian, religious or racial loyalty. Saʾadeh succeeded where others had failed because his solution to the social problems of Syria is based on the two poles: one life, one land. He showed how Lebanese particularism harmed Lebanon’s core interests by attempting to drag it out of the socio-economic cycle of the nation: he cited emigration, brain-drain, unemployment and political immobility as symptoms of this particularism.44 Of course, he was vindicated by the recent civil war, which showed how Lebanon could easily self-destruct when it goes down the path of particularism. In the same vein, Saʾadeh demonstrated how the break-up of the socio-economic cycle in the rest of Syria – Jordan, Iraq, Palestine and present-day Syria – created a pattern of relationships that were more conflicting than cooperative. He was particularly poignant about Palestine – and rightly so. The physical rupture of the socio-economic cycle in natural Syria, beginning with the Sykes–Picot Agreement (with British interests represented by MP Sir Mark Sykes and French interests represented by the former Consul General for France in Beirut, François Georges-Picot), had facilitated the takeover of Palestine and provided a base for the Zionists to occupy more of Syria and its resources. Keeping the cycle of socio-economic life in Syria dysfunctional and divided into ethnic and sectarian entities is an integral part of this plan.




    There is no room for particularism or ethnic irredentism in the cycle of socio-economic life. As a unifying force, it does not tolerate mythical and illusory doctrines like Zionism that promote isolation – as opposed to interaction – inside the nation. For Saʾadeh, the question of whether one is Aryan or Semitic, Phoenician or Arab, Kurd or Assyrian, and so on, is not important because it can never be accurately ascertained.45 Rather, what matters is the knowledge that a nation’s origin is in the unity of its life and the cycle of its socio-economic development.46




    Outside The Rise of Nations, this conception is stated in the fifth Basic Fundamental of Saʾadeh’s national programme:




    

      The principle “One Nation-One Society” is the basis of genuine national unity, the mark of national consciousness, and the guarantee of the life and endurance of the Syrian character. The unity of society is the basis of the community of interests and consequently the basis of the community of life. The absence of social unity entails the absence of common interests, and no resort to temporary expediency can make up for this loss. Through social unity, the conflict of loyalties and negative attitudes will disappear to be replaced by a single healthy national loyalty ensuring the revival of the nation. Similarly, all religious bigotry and their nefarious consequences will cease and in their stead national collaboration and toleration will prevail.47


    




    For Saʾadeh, national unity is inconceivable until the causes of dissent, including the legal and social hurdles, are dispensed with.48 Hence the inclusion of specific reforms in his national revival programme, as follows:





    




    1    Separation of religion and state.




    2    Debarring the clergy from interference in political and judicial matters.




    3    Removal of the barriers between the various sects and confessions.




    4    The abolition of feudalism, the organization of national economy on the basis of production and the protection of the rights of labour and the interests of the nation and the state.




    5    Formation of strong armed forces which will be effective in determining the destiny of the country and the nation.




    Each principle is tailored to the cycle of socio-economic life in Syria:




    

      

        

          	Principle one



          	=



          	political integration

        




        

          	Principle two



          	=



          	social equality

        




        

          	Principle three



          	=



          	social toleration

        




        

          	Principle four



          	=



          	economic integration

        




        

          	Principle five



          	=



          	military uniformity

        


      


    




    Sectarianism, tribalism and racism belong to the age of decline, the decaying swamp in which human communities froze in distorted loyalties. Kick-starting the socio-economic cycle would create a unity of spiritual and material life, and accelerate the process of integration. It would rid the nation of parochial loyalties and protect its interests from foreign intruders who want a place in the nation but do not want to be part of its socio-economic cycle. “One Nation-One Society” is an egalitarian principle because it treats every member of the nation equally.49 A democratic state, or any state for that matter, has no right under this principle to treat the local inhabitants of the country who have been assimilated in the nation’s socio-economic cycle throughout history, like those who force their way into the country with colonial designs.




    The theory of civilizational contact between societies




    Under the concept of “sociography”, in which we discussed the extent to which a community is capable of using the possibilities of its environment to its advantage, we looked at some of the factors that facilitate or hinder interaction between man and environment. Technological development alone is not adequate, even if it is imported. Development in ways and means must ultimately lead to a change in objectives. Its role is to help society overcome its cultural and psychological backwardness and to spawn revolutions that shake the spirit and change the foundations of society. Technology will then become a force for the mobilization of potentials, rather than an alien instrument that cannot be reconciled with local laws and attitudes. The Industrial Revolution, for example, was the product of scientific and social upheavals which laid the groundwork for it.50 Even then, Western societies continued to witness a great contrast between the capitalist few, who controlled the enormous wealth generated by the industrial machine, and the productive mass that created it.




    We also discussed briefly how socio-economic cycles can transcend the limits of the environment to link up with each other. Here again we must emphasize that, in Saʾadeh’s view, this interaction does not take place on a material or psychological level, but on the two levels combined. “Psychological force, however perfect it might be, is ever in need of material force; the material force is in fact evidence of a sublime psychological force.”51 The term used by Saʾadeh to describe this situation is al-takamil al-madrahi, which denotes continuity between the psychological and material forces in the cycle of socio-economic life whether at the individual national level or at the wider regional level.52




    Once the national cycle develops to a certain stage it will begin to interact with other cycles around it. Out of this interaction a civilization will emerge (the Mediterranean civilization, for example, was the product of several interacting socio-economic cycles, including Syria, Greece, the Roman Empire, Egypt and other countries on the same water basin).53 Alternatively, interaction between various cycles may lead to regional unions or pacts. A good example is the European Union. Another is the ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations). A union along the lines of Europe might occur in the Arab world one day, but not before some major hurdles have been overcome.




    The potential for cooperation between different cycles depends on three important conditions:




    




    1    greater human control over the environment, including its negative as well as positive aspects




    2    an ability to transcend natural obstacles by technological means that is a material translation of society’s development, and





    3    the realization that unions are subject to national conditions and to the interplay of material and psychological factors that cannot be ignored or dismissed.




    The aim of regional cooperation is not merely to link up environments and societies. Rather, it is to fuse them into a unity of life and a unity of civilization that is durable and effective. This kind of cooperation cannot happen in a tribal, sectarian or ethnic society, because backward societies that cannot interact with their own natural environments cannot interact with other societies. It is more likely to happen in societies whose socio-economic cycles are highly developed and, consequently, have begun to look beyond the limitations of their natural environments.




    Previously, we showed how the absence of feudal traditions and conventional Church power accelerated the socio-economic cycle in America and enabled the United States to become a melting pot for various smaller cycles. The example of Europe is more pertinent because it is closer to the situation in the Arab world. In fact, Europe and the Arab world are similar in several important ways: both are deep-rooted societies with a long history; both have been through adversity and prosperity; both have experienced division and wars; and both cherish the idea of union. But the Europeans have been more successful in this regard because they are socially, materially, technologically and industrially more advanced than the Arabs. Another example is the former Soviet Union, which was a union of peoples and nations of diverse background. This union relatively succeeded because it was based on a policy of integral growth through industrialization and technological development to pull the outer regions to the centre.54 Thus, unlike Franco’s Spain,55 the Soviet Union did not neglect the republics or starve their economies. It tried to win their favour by proliferating economic activity and by allowing them to keep their individual languages and cultures.56 The Union collapsed about 70 years later because the nationality question strained its energy and resources. Unlike the United States, which was the product of a European migration, the Soviet Union consisted of several different national groups, some of which were brought into the Union against their will. Moreover, during the Soviet era, some minorities were whimsically turned into nationalities – a policy which threw the whole national concept into disarray, particularly in the Arab and third worlds. The result was that minority groups, citing the Soviet example, began to call for greater autonomy without realizing that the Soviet Union consisted of different nations and nationalities, whereas the problem in the Arab world was (and still is) that of ethnic or sectarian minorities which belong to the same nation. It is dangerous to adopt foreign systems indiscriminately, regardless of whether they are applicable to the situation at hand.57




    The socio-economic cycle and Marxian economics




    The correlation between nation forming and the bourgeoisie implicit in the vertical concept of economy is based on two main premises: first, that the nation came into existence through the power of the bourgeoisie; and second, that national economic integration, as a by-product of the Industrial Revolution, occurred because the bourgeoisie had outright control over the means of production, particularly in Europe. Thus, for a while, Marxism mistakenly believed that nationalism would end with the demise of the bourgeoisie. Moreover, according to this view, the consolidation of nationalities into integral nations was brought about by struggle at different levels of the bourgeoisie. From this analysis flowed the much-touted Leninist-Marxist precept: “A nation is not merely a historical category but a historical category belonging to the epoch of rising capitalism.”58




    In our opinion, Marxist thought erred when it linked nationalism to the interest of the bourgeois class. This attitude was the result of a Eurocentric approach: the Industrial Revolution, which pulled the socioeconomic cycles in European nations to the centre and pushed national interaction in every society towards a state of integration and unity, was totally unlike any pre-industrial revolutionary force: it effectively ended the era of estates and petty manors. At the outset, the Industrial Revolution was accompanied by bourgeois progress, but the two phenomena are not identical; development in the means of production is not the same as change in the relations of production – a point that has remained confused in Marxist thought.59




    When socialist and communist revolutions broke out in the world during the twentieth century, particularly in Asia and Africa, the unexpected took place. These revolutions set out to industrialize their societies and to bring them out from their backward and feudal existence. This had the dual effect of pulling the nation back together and re-invigorating its socio-economic cycle. The result was unprecedented national steadfastness, and the creation of multiple national axes under socialism and the red banners of communism. Moreover, unlike the situation in 1848, when the Communist Manifesto60 first appeared and the working class was said to have no homeland, the nation became the homeland and the workers, holding tight to the nation, became the agency of national integration, economically as well as socially. The Industrial Revolution, which took place in this context, produced the highest degree of economic integration and socio-economic activity. It proved that the distinction between the economic system and the socio-economic cycle in Marxist thought was ill-founded.




    As an objective and constant truth, the socio-economic cycle includes the whole of society. It is not subservient to changes in the means of production or class struggle. Industrial progress, whether under a bourgeois regime or a socialist system, has the same effect: it stimulates the socio-economic cycle and, consequently, the importance and relevance of the national question. The events of the 100 hundred years, particularly in socialist countries, testify to this. At any rate, communist revolutions did not achieve any of the material conditions for socialism until after military and political victory. In the Asian countries where communism came to power, it was industrialization that gave rise to the proletariat, not the other way around. In this instance, economics was clearly a consequence of politics. This association between the economic and the political was sighted by Saʾadeh as early as 1939.61




    The socio-economic cycle and Leninist-Marxism




    An oft-cited Leninist-Marxist perspective on nationalism is Joseph Stalin’s study Marxism and the National Question.62 In this study, Stalin defined the nation as “primarily a community, a definite community of people”.63 Like Saʾadeh, he goes on to describe the nation as a racial mix:




    

      This community is not racial, nor is it tribal. The modern Italian nation was formed from Romans, Teutons, Etruscans, Greeks, Arabs, and so forth. The French nation was formed from Gauls, Romans, Britons, Teutons, and so on. The same must be said of the British, the Germans and others, who were formed into nations from people of diverse races and tribes.64


    





    Moreover, like Saʾadeh, Stalin carefully distinguished between nations and empires: “A nation is not a racial or tribal, but a historically constituted community of people … great empires … [cannot] be called nations, although they came to be constituted historically and were formed out of different tribes and races.”65 For Stalin, the main characteristics of a nation are: a common language, a common territory, a common economic life (economic cohesion) and a common psychological make-up. None of these characteristics taken separately is sufficient to define a nation. Indeed, for Stalin, “it is sufficient for a single one of these characteristics to be lacking and the nation ceases to be a nation”.66




    This is basically a cumulative conception of nationalism because it depends on socio-cultural factors. However, Stalin apparently felt the weakness of his position. He corrects himself in the middle of his analysis stating that a nation is the product of a long interaction process: “A nation is formed only as a result of lengthy and systematic intercourse, as a result of people living together generation after generation. But people cannot live together for lengthy periods unless they have a common territory.”67 This admission brings the Leninist-Marxist thought closer to the concept of the socio-economic cycle, but does not quite reach it. The reference to “lengthy and systematic intercourse” on “a common territory” is similar in principle to Saʾadeh’s interaction theory, but was under-emphasized by Stalin in order to stay within the Marxian context. Indeed, the nation, as perceived by Stalin in Marxism and the National Question is closer to Marx’s first concept which regards the family, churches, religion, education and the state as part of that superstructure which represents institutions of non-economic activity.68




    However, in another study entitled Marxism and Problems of Linguistics, Stalin seemed to have had a mind change:




    

      The base is the economic structure of society at the given stage of its development. The superstructure is the political, legal, religious, artistic, philosophical views of society and the political, legal and other institutions corresponding to them … In this respect language radically differs from the superstructure. Take, for example, Russian society and the Russian language. In the course of the past 30 years the old, capitalist base has been eliminated in Russia and a new, socialist base has been built. Correspondingly, the superstructure on the capitalist base has been eliminated and a new superstructure created corresponding to the socialist base. The old political, legal and other institutions, consequently, have been supplanted by new, socialist institutions. But in spite of this the Russian language has remained basically what it was before the October Revolution.69


    




    He goes on to say:




    

      Language has been created precisely in order to serve society as a whole, as a means of intercourse between people, in order to be common to the members of society and constitute the single language of society, serving members of society equally, irrespective of their class status. A language has only to depart from this position of being a language common to the whole people, it has only to give preference and support to one social group to the detriment of other social groups of the society, and it loses its virtue, ceases to be a means of intercourse between the people of the society, and becomes the jargon of some social group, degenerates and is doomed to disappear.70


    




    In this respect, Stalin added:




    

      [W]hile it differs in principle from the superstructure, language does not differ from instruments of production, from machines, let us say, which are as indifferent to classes as is language and may, like it, equally serve a capitalist system and a socialist system.”71


    




    Stalin wanted to prove that language is an important instrument of human intercourse, but at the same time he inadvertently proved something he did not mean to prove – namely, the importance of land. In every respect, land is more effective than language as an instrument of communication between people, particularly at the economic and material level. It is a common denominator for all members of society and for society itself, and, to use Stalin’s own words, “equally serves a capitalist system and a socialist system”.72 We can just as easily say the nation (rather than language) “has been created precisely in order to serve society as a whole, as a means of intercourse between people, in order to be common to the members of society … equally, irrespective of their class status”. The nation, indifferent to classes as is language, is the socio-economic cycle that should not be confused with relations of production or the base and superstructure of society.





    Stalin had removed language from the realm of class struggle because it is cross-sectional. It cuts through all classes. But so does the nation, the land and, consequently, the national life cycle of society.




    Milovan Djilas73 once asked Stalin what the difference is between “people” and “nation”. Stalin’s answer was:




    

      You already know what a nation is, a nation is the product of capitalism with given characteristics, all classes belong to it, whereas a people – a people consists of the working persons of a given nation, working persons with the same language, culture and customs.74


    




    Djilas wrote The New Class and other powerful critiques of communism that became dissident classics.75 A sensation at the time, and now a classic, The New Class remains an abiding criticism of communism. Its argument is straightforward, and Djilas’s status as Tito’s right-hand man made it all the more powerfully convincing: communism was not the just and egalitarian social system it claimed to be, but a grabbing of spoils and privileges by a small number of unscrupulous people. Those in control of the party and the state enjoyed and displayed powers and dynastic ambitions even more arrogantly absolute than the monarchs and aristocrats they had dispossessed. In Djilas’s view, the communist ideal in its Leninist–Marxist aspect was destroyed by the capitulation of communism to nationalism and the rise of what he called national communism.76 The problem with this analysis is that it depends on theory rather than society. What is true is the opposite: communism would not have survived for that long had it not adjusted itself to the national level. This was the case with religion and religious sects, which had either to acclimatize to the nation or face extinction.




    In short, it is important to distinguish between the socio-economic cycle, which is just another term for national economy, and relations of production. However, there is not a complete separation between the two concepts and one should not make the mistake of abridging the importance of one for the benefit of the other.




    The intimate bond between development and the economic system




    In Saʾadeh’s view, there is an intimate bond between society’s development, as a result of its interaction with the environment, and the development of its economic system. He traced the links between discoveries which release great human energy – such as the machine and Industrial Revolution – and the social system and its development; he also linked national production and the economic system. These are important features of Saʾadeh’s thought.




    In The Rise of Nations, Saʾadeh wrote: “It is clear from this analysis that if the economic tie is the basis of the human social tie, work and its collaborative system are the source of the social system as well as the basis of society’s development.”77
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