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,i Tunisiiin aristocrat named Abd al-Rahman Ibn 
Hialdun, after a stormy career in politics, retired 
to ;i castle i n  Algeria in 1375 and began to write a 
liistor). of tlic \vorld. Before embarking on his nar- 
rative, lio\vever, he gave unhurried thought to the 
nature of hlimiin history. That thought, set down in 
length>, ,\frrycitltfiinalr (introduction) to his histor)., 
lins \van liim a peerage among mankind’s great think- 
ers. A4ri~old J. T o \ . n b t ~  hils pronounccd it “the great- 
est \York of its k‘ind that has ever yet been created 
by any mind in any time or place.” 

Ibn Khaldun was especially concerned with the 
relationship behveen races and religions. In a famous 
passilgc he \\Tote: “Because of their savagery, the 
Arabs ;ire the least uvilling of nations to subordinate 
tlicmselvcs to e ~ c l i  other, as they are rude, proud, 
mihitioris, ancl eager to be die leader. Their indi- 
\.idu;il ;ispirations rarely coincide. But when there 
is religion i ” n g  them. tlirougli prophecy and snint- 
hood, tlicn they Iiave some restraining iduence in 
tliemsclvcs. The qualities of haughtiness and jealousy 
I c m ~  tliem. It is, then, easy for them to subordinate 
tliemscl\~es and to unite as a social organization. 
Tliis is achickd bv (Islam) the common religion 
they no\\‘ hmc” 

lbn Klinldun’s acrid words s e n e  \veil to introduce 
an important and complicated problem in the Arab 
world today, a problem which affects every single 
country in that area (with the admission of Kuwait 
and re-admission of S)Tia there are now bvelve mem- 
ber-states constituting the League of Arab States). 
I t  influences and occasionally governs decisions in 
both their domestic and foreign afFairs. It has played 
a part i n  the formation of their attitudes toward the 
Soviet Union and the \!‘est. It is the problem of the 
rclationsliip behveen “being Arab’ and “being hfos- 
Icm.” 

It  is Iiardly a new problem. It dates, in fact, from 
the time of the Prophet hloliammed, \vho deter- 
mined only quite late in his career that Islam was a 
religion for all mankind, not esclusively for the 
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Arabs. Any general history of the Islamic people can 
provide information about the remoter background 
of the problem. Here we shall consider only its im- 
mediate background and its place in recent Arab 
thinking. 

Arab nationalism was the creation of some Leb- 
anese Christians who belonged to literary societies 
sponsored by American Presbyterians and French 
Jesuits in the middle of the last century. For three 
’centuries before, most of the Arab world bad been 
part of the Ottoman Turkish empire-numbed, es- 
ploited, and made to feel inferior. Foreign mission- 
aries, working principally among Arab Christians, 
strove to revive interest in Arab literature as a means 
of developing a sense of pride in ‘%being Arab.” 

Just as European nationalisms were made possible 
by the simultaneous loss of the ideals of the one 
iniperiuni and of the visible unity of the Christian 
Church, so the successful transplantation and fertil- 
it>’ of nationalism in the Arab world was made pos- 
sible by the similar loss in and beyond the world of 
the ideal of a unified Dar al-Zslanz (abode of Islam). 
But there was an immediate and obvious difference 
in the situation of Islam as it confronted its first 
nationalistic stirrings. That dif€erence derived from 
Islam’s singular character as a religious policy whose 
dual nature \vas not intended to be distinguished, 
let alone disengaged. Although the actual political 
unity of early Islam under an ecumenical caliphate 
had disintegrated within a few centuries after its 
establishment, the problems resulting from that dis- 
integration could certainly not be called problems of 
“church and state.” 

Early Arab nationalists found themselves, there- 
fore, facing a peculiarly unaccommodating set of 
contradictions. Their new and alien notions appeared 
to offer a choice, where one had not existed before 
OS naturally, between the religious and the political. 
Escept insofar as it was willing to be regarded as an 
apology for the East against the West, which was not 
far, Arab nationalism was accounted subversive by 
the Turkish government in Istanbul and many of its 



leaders were forced to seek refuge in Egypt. At the 
same time it was caught up in a Pan-Islamic move- 
ment initiated by Jamal Al-Din Al-Mghani, which 
the Ottoman sultan, for a reason to be mentioned 
later, NWTTII~ approved. The tenets and fundamental 
impulses of the two movements were distinct, it is 
true; but they were related. 

The \vast majority of Arabs instinctively view them- 
selves as a segment, e\.en the most important seg- 
ment, of Islam. 1Vilfred Smith expressed the matter 
about as well as it can be expressed, in Islam in 
Modern Hisfory: “No other religion in the \corld has 
been so successful as Islam in eliciting a confessional 
pride in its adherents. However, in the Arab’s case 
this pride in Islam is not separate from his national 
enthusiasm, but infuses it and gives it added point. 
On the personal level, it is 1slam.that has under- 
girded and given cosmic contest to the individual 
human dignity that is the Arab’s honor. I t  was the 
Arabic language which God chose for His supreme 
revelation to mankind; and which anyone must study 
who \vould closely know Cods will. It was the 
Islam impetus that carried the, Arabs from their ob- 
scure home into historic greatness, in conquest and 
creativity. Islam gave the Arabs greatness; and uicc 
uersa, i t  \ t~as the Arabs \vho gave Islam its earthly 
success. 

“The synthesis is close: an identification, at times 
unconscious, of Islam and Arabisni. On the one 
hand, an Arab need not be pious or spiritually con- 
cerned in order to be proud of Islam’s historic 
achievements. Indeed, he need not even be a hlos- 
lem; Christian Arabs have taken a share in that 
pride. On the other hand, hloslem Arabs have never 
quite acknowledged, have never fully incorporated 
into their thinking and especially their feeling, ei- 
ther that a non-Moslem is really a compl&e Arab, 
or that a non-.hab is really 4 complete hiosleni. 
Arab Islam has never given much serious thought 
to either group. I t  is uninterested in and virtually 
unaware of Islax$c greatness after the Arab down- 
fall. The &ab sense of bygone splendor is superb.” 

There was much in Al-Afghani’s Pan-Islamism 
which appealed to Arab nationalists. Like them- 
selves, the Pan-Islamists sought to U+ and 
strengthen the Arab nations, though they envisioned 
a much larger unification of the entire hioslem world 
and the re-establishment of the caliphate (hence 
the approval of the Ottoman sultan, who saw him- 
self as the likeliest candidate for caliph). Moslem 
Arabs found no irreconcilable conflict here. Abd 
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Al-Rahman Al-Kawakibi and hlohammed Abduh 
brought the two programs into formal harmony. The 
Arabs, they contended, were meant to be pre-emi- 
nent among the Islamic peoples. According to tra- 
ditional Islamic law only an Arab of the Quraysh 
tribe (the tribe of hlohammed) could become cal- 
iph. The conclusion was quite obvious: Arab unity 
would lead eventually to Pan-Islam under the rule 
of an Arab caliph. 

hieamvhile Christian Arab nationalists, taking 
careful note of these developments advanced a the- 
ory of secular nationalism and enipliasized the anti- 
Turkish implication of the movement. But some of 
them had gone a long way toivard acceptins the 
hloslem goals. Nadrah hlutran, for esample, urged 
his fellow Christian Arabs to submit to the rule of 
Moslems “for the greater good of the Arab nation.” 
The Ligue de la Patrie h a b e  in Paris, under the 
direction of the Christian Najib Al-Azuri, advocated 
the replacement of the Ottoman sultanate in Istan- 
bul by an Arab caliphate in hiedina. “Let every 
one of us say, ‘I am Arab,’ ” another Christian wrote, 
“and if being Arab is only possible by being hlos- 
lem, let him say, ‘I am Arab and hloslem.’” 

I -  
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The uncertain state of Arab nationalism at the 
outbreak of the First \170rld \Var and the commence- 
ment of the Arab Revolt is \vel1 illustrated in the 
contrasting \ie\vs of the nominal leader of that Re- 
volt, Sliarif Husayn of Mecca, and those of his son 
A4mir Abdullah. Sharif Husayn was emctlf the type 
of candidate for the caliphate that the Pan-Islamic 
moivement, Al-Kaivakibi, and the L i p e  de la Patrie 
h a b e  had in mind. Yet Husayn espoused no theory 
of .4rab nationalism; he was pledged to a traditional 
hlosleni theory of the state as modified by Turkish 
practice. His son Abdullah, on the other hand, was 
an ardent Arab nationalist who looked fonvard to 
a “free, independent, and leading Arab nation.” Ab- 
dullah \vent on to say: “The Arabs are nothing wvith- 
out Islam, and it is one of their duties to ’strive to 
restore their greatness, their right, and their Cali- 
phate.” 

The prospects” for any spacious Pan-Islamic or 
even Arab unity were substantially dimmer after the 
First lPorld IVar than they had been just before it. 
The Ottoman empire had been defeated and dis- 
membered, but the settlements at Versailles dashed 
the high hopes of Arab nationalists m c l  reinforced 
their aggressions against the “great powers.” Sliarif 
Husayn assumed the title of caliph in 1994, but he 
received so little allegiance or support that before 
the year was out he was no longer even king of Ara- 
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bia. Abdullah became king of Transjordan, which 
did not receive full independence from Great Brit- 
ain until 1916 and is today, ironically, one of the 
more formidable obstacles in the path of greater 
Arab unity. 

I n  the inter-\var years Pan-Islam died as an or- 
ganized movement and Arab nationalism was clinn- 
neled into narrower national movements. The sec- 
ular tlieory of Arab nationalism came more and more 
to the fore; but the ineluctable, intimate, and many- 
sided connection behveen Islam and Arabism still 
made itself felt in a \variety of ways. 

Take as a single instance Arab nationalist termi- 
n o l o a ,  which was &Ked in this period. The Arab 
equivalents of the terms ‘nation,’ ‘people,’ ‘father- 
land,’ and so on were chosen from the current Arab- 
ic vocabulary, and the terms denoting those Euro- 
pean notions were rich in connotations peculiar to 
Islam. All but one of them were Koranic in origin. 
Tlie nrord unimah, meaning “community of true be- 
lievers in Islam,” \vas used by many Arab nation- 
alists because of the allusions it conjures up for the 
hloslrni. JIi lhl i ,  in its Islamic contest, means “reli- 
gious confession” or “religious community”; it was 
a londed choice for “nation.” Q u W f r l ,  used nearly 
four Iiundrcd times in the Koran with the meaning 
“tribc” or “nation of tribes,” lent itself more easily 
to convc). ;i possibly secular concept; its adjectival 
form qmcniiyuh came in later nvritings to signify 
“~iiitionalisni” pure and simple. l\‘otari is the least 
Is1;imic ;incl 1c:tst precise of tlie terms; it means 
“liabitation” and can be made more or less esten- 
si\.e as the user pleitses. 

I t  \vould be an interesting, though lengthy study 
to csnmine in detail t l ie process by wliich these IS- 
luinic tcmis acquired special meanings for Arab na- 
tionalism. ,411 of them have been employed in senses 
supposedly dapoid of nny religious content; yet i t  
is doubtful i f  they could ever be thoroughly rinsed 
of tlicir Islamic connotations. Those connotations 
Iiavc in f x t  been capitalized upon. Some hloslem 
. h d h  1i:ive used tlicni ;is an excuse to revenge tliem- 
selves for foreign domination upon non-hloslem cit- 
izcns of Arab states. I f  Islam should choose to hide 
bcliind the cloak of Arab nationalisin for such pur- 
poses. i t  cannot espect its friends to \\.ish it well. 
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Arab nationalism re-emerged as a potent and ani- 
bitious force after the Second Ii’orld IVar. Four 
events in particular marked or contributed to its 
success: tlie establishment of the League of Arab 
States in 19-15, the establishment of the State of Is- 
rael i n  19iS, the Suez invasion of 1956, and the es- 

tab!ishment of the United Arab Republic in 1958. 
A simple chemistry governed the sequence of those 
events. Both the early deliberations of the League 
of Arab States and the military action which fol- 
lowed the establishment of Israel demonstrated that 
the Arab states were so divided that they were in- 
capable of effective concerted action of any sort. 
The realization of that fact on the part of Colonel 
Nasser ilnd his associates led directly to the Egyp- 
tian Revo!ution of 1952. 

Nasser soon became the foremost’ spokesman for 
.bnb nationalism. Radio Cairo, the influential Cairo 
press, and the hliddle East News Agency poured 
ou t  endless propaganda for the cause of Arab unity; 
Egyptian teachers and technicians camed the mes- 
sage to willing hearers in neighboring Arab countries. 

Less publicized but not less notable were Nasser’s 
related efforts in the cause of Islam. It is true that 
he destroyed the pietist (and in part terroristic) 
Moslem Brotherhood, but that organization’s aims 
and methods had long aroused the opposition of 
lending hloslem circles. He founded the Islamic 
Congress, \vhose secretary-general, Colonel Anwar 
Sadat, \vas one of the original Revolution Council 
members, to “strengthen ties uith other Islamic na- 
tions.” TIie Congress has been particularly success- 
ful in its enterprises in tropical Africa, where Islam 
has \\‘on startling numbers of converts in recent 
years. Nasser also provided generous scholarships to 
Ecpt ian  educational institutions for students from 
all parts of the hloslem world; an unusual number 
of tliese students chose to attend Al-.4zhar (the hlos- 
lem uniiversity ) rather than the national universities. 
In short, Nasser strengthened and supplemented his 
bid for leadership of a united Arab world by per- 
s u a h n g  tlie more impressionable regions of the 
wider world of Islam that the .hvo causes were some- 
ho\v intimately related. 

Even before the results of the Suez invasion fa- 
vored Nasser so spectacularly, other Arab statesmen 
had referred to the dangers of “Nasserism.” IVhen 
the first actual union of Arab states was brought 
about by tlie p r ~ ~ l i i n ~ i ~ t i ~ n  of the IJnited Arab Re- 
public, Iraq and Jordan immediately countered by 
forming an Arab Union, broken up a few months 
later by the revolution of General Kasseni in Iraq. 
The [Inited Arab Republic itself was destined to 
be split by n Syrian revolution. hlore recently, how- 
ever, there have been signs that new unions may be 
effected. The independence of Algeria and the rev- 
olu tion in Yemen have both, paradoxically, senfed 
as catalysts for these efforts. It is always a great 
mistake, as any careful observer of the Arab world 
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today knows, to judge the force of Arab national- 
ism by the actions and statements of leaders of Arab 
states. 

The Soviet Union, for one, has not made that mis-  
take. But is has made another: it has made light of 
the fact that most Arabs profess Islam. During the 
past few years there has been a decided cooling 
behveen Arab capitals and Moscow for which there 
are more than political reasons. Moslem leaders 
warned against over-friendliness with the Soviet 
bloc from the start. As Soviet moves in the area be- 
came bolder, its propaganda more unequivocally 
anti-hioslem, and as more Arabs had the opportu- 
nity to observe hloslem life within the Soviet Union, 
many Moslem Arabs grew disenchanted. (The So- 
\<et travel policy boomeranged so badly it was dis- 

continued.) On top of the disenchantment came 
insults, which Arabs do not often bear with good 
grace, from the Soviet Union and from Red China. 
M’ider Arab nationalist opinion .has been quick to 
detect the change and quick to employ it to nd- 
vantage. 

Islam as a conscious basis for Arab unity has not 
been tried since its origin, and perhaps will not be 
tried in the future. Yet Ibn Khaldun espressed some- ’ 

thing which is well worth pondering. Very often, 
when and where it is une.upected and even unrecog- 
nized, Arabs are apt to act and react as hloslems. 
In doing so they simply reflect an age-old ambiguity 
in their own cultural heritage, an ambiguity which 
is not likely to change in function or importance 
during the years to come. 

Responses to Recent History 
The Strangled Cry, by John 
Strnchey. Sloane. $4.50. 
by James Finn 
This book has several things to 
recommend it. First, it is the work 
of a practising politician \vho 
knows how to write, already a 
high recommendation. The essays 
which make up this book do much 
to s u p p o r t  Trotsky’s aphor i sm 
(which hfr. Strachey recalls to us) 
that “only a participant can be a 
profound observer.” The section 
devoted to his writings on war re- 
veals a close observer of even the 
apparently trivial and meaning- 
less detail, an observer, however, 
who can place these details in a 
large and telling framenvork. This 
section, even more thiln the others, 
also reveals a man \vho is aware 
of the confused, the fallible, the 
human aspects of large historical 
movements, which seems so often 
to swallow up what is particular 
and individual. 

The section devoted to T e o -  
ple” offers personal and incisive 
comments. on the IVebbs, Trot- 
sky, Laski, Galbraith and con- 
cludes with a rather long essay on 
the tragedy of recent Germany 
and the part played in that trag- 
edy by Dr. Hjalmar Schacht and 
IValter Rathenau. Never less than 
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interesting, hIr. Strachey’s coni- 
ments here are too definite and 
personal not to arouse disagree- 
ment along the way. 

The core of the book, however, 
that from which it derives its ti- 
tle, is a section devoted to Koest- 
ler, Onvell, Pnsternak, and Ii‘hit- 
taker Chambers. I n a t  may ap- 
pear to be a rather mixed bag of 
authors is for Strachey a group of 
writers who are related in an 
essential way: they have all pro- 
duced a literature of reaction. Mr. 
Strnchey says that he regards “re- 
action” as it descriptive and not a 
pejorative term. But he adds that 
the literature of which he speaks 
is a reaction not only against 
Communism, but “against five 
hundred years of nationalism and 
empiricism; against, in short, the 
enlightenment. That is its scandal 
and its power.” 

More e?rplicitly, the literature 
of reaction is powerful bqcause it 
protests strongly against the fail- 
ure of Communist rationalism to 
consider “the creativeness of per- 
sonal relations, of aesthetics, or 
of religious euperience.” Its scan- 
dal is that i t  all too often points 
to the mysteries of social life “in 
order to dissuade us from even 
attempting b a p p l y  reason to so- 
ciety.” It  is beyond argument, I 
believe, that Strachey has isolated 
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~ l ~ t  is, to a11 these authors, a 
central issue and a central prob- 
lem. But for all its subtlety, force 
ilnd candor, his reasoning is not 
satisfactory. For one, he writes as 
if mysteries are, or might become, 
totally comprehensible to reason, 
thereby confusing mystery with 
at best muddles or problems. 

A quotation will reveal better 
t h n  argument where his reason- 
ing takes him. “If capitalist so- 
ciety had continued its many- 
sided decline into economic, so- 
cial, cultural, and every other 
kind of decadence, then there 
would have been no proof that 
even Stalinist methods were un- 
justified in order to preserve a 
\ v n ~  out for mankind. All that 
codd be said was that one \vas 
not prepared to accept those 
methods: to lie, cheat, murder, 
and in our case in Britain to be- 
tray one’s country to Hitler, be- 
cause there was no conclusive an-’ 
swer to an argument.” 

If h.fr. Strachey is correct and 
the enlightenment, in fact, leads 
us to a state of such impotence, 
then indeed we must react and 
look elsewhere than to hir. Stra- 
chey for our enlightenment. Ex- 
cept for Mr. Strachey’s own ar- 
gument I would feel it unneces- 
sary to add that this does not im- 
ply a desertion of reason. 
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