
ive 10 have the experiences of another 
time. Were President Reagan to read 
this valuable book. he might be saved 
much unnecessary trauma in the  
future. ITW 

AH, BUT YOUR LAND 

by Alan Paton 
(Charles Scribner’s Sons; 271 pp.; 
$12.95) 

Lewis h’kosi 

IS BEAUTIFUL 

Thirty-four years after the publication 
of his first novel, Cry, rile Beloved Colin- 
try, and even eight books later, the ap- 
pearance of Alan Paton’s latest fiction is 
bound to evoke the tingling memory of 
that initial event. It was, after all, the 
first time that the international com- 
munity was allowed through a work of 
fiction to peep behind the apartheid cur- 
tain a t  the grim realities of life in South 
Africa. 

Paton’s. deliberate mingling of a 
weighty moral tone with the unrc- 
strained biblical lyricism of a lattcr- 
day Isaiah gave the novel its charac- 
teristic resonance. If, on reflection, the 
moral dilemmas seemed not always the 
most pressing ones; and if the hero 
seemed exasperatingly to have b x n  
c r e a t e d  in t h e  mold  o f  a n o t h e r  
emollient figure we h a w  come to know 
by t h e  pejorative eponym “Uncle 
Tom,” few critics were inclined to judge 
Paton’s essentially paternalistic view of 
African life too severely on either 
score. 

There was, after all. something more 
than a lofty moral’tone in that first 
novel that compelled attention. Its 
breadth of  social description and 
characterization, its evocation of rural 
and urban settings, above all its 
orchestration across the color line of 
two bewildered patriarchal families, 
one white and one black,gave the novel 
a certain quality of epic grandeur and an 
a l m o s t  a tav is t ic  appea l .  Tragedy 
coupled with high-minded moralism 
has a fatal attraction for many Western 
readers. 

All the same, Paton’s first work had 
flaws; its great success was the way it 
concealed them behind a sense of 
urgent moral purpose. Sometimes 
gushily sentimental. with characters 
whose uniform language was a syn- 
thetic compound of native accents and 

the Old Testament, Cry, /lie Below1 
Counlry could only slide past our critical 
intelligence by facing us out morally. 
Paton’s second novel, loo  Lare the 
Phalarope (1953). though smaller in 
scope. was a more consistenl work, 
very exact in tone, texture, and modula- 
tion. The same was true of the stories in 
Tales From a Troubled Larid ( 1961). 
many of them not much more than 
character sketches, composed nonethe- 
less in a tautly controlled style. bc- 
speaking a realism always commensu- 
rate with the bleak lives they annotated. 

In spite of the iilmost unanimous 
chorus of approval from internaiional 
critics that has greeted Ah, Bur Your 
Land Is Bcaiirijhl, this novel docs not 
show Paton to be “writing at the height 
of his powers.” as one publicist would 
have us bclicvc; nor is i t  “as eloquent 
and moving as his Cry, ilia Bi~lrirc~l 
Coinrrr?..” On the contrary. in languagc 
alone this is a much fecblcr work, 
almost embarrassing in its fiiilure to 
match in words the high deeds i t  tries to 
narrate. Cliche works likc a toxicant in 
the bloodstream of this novel: “Out of 
nis bluest of blue eyes shot flanics thai 
consumed any cruelty or cant within 
burning dislance.” This refers to the 
late Patrick Duncan. son of a former 
governor-general and a fellow member 
with I’iiton of  the Liberal pilrty. In this 
novel social history is thinly disguised 
as  fiction, and Duncan turns up along 
with many other  actual historical 
figures. among them Chief Albert 
Luthuli, the Nobel Peace Prize laureate. 

In the past decade or so wc have a11 
grown accustomed to the noisily 
bruited rumor from France that the 
author is dead or vanishing. Of course 
certain texts enable us to consent more 
readily than others to such a patently 
absurd i+i. Persistently and insist- 
ently, Alan Paton’s latest novel affirms 
the existence of the author. Multiple 
narrative voices speak ventriloquially 
to us. but we arc not fooled. Rehind the 
scenes is the author. deftly pulling the 

DON’T MAKE A MOVE 

carpet from under the feet of his politi- 
cal enemies, the Marxist Left in the 
Congress Alliance, and extolling not 
very subtly the virtues of Paton’s own 
now moribund Liberal party. As one 
character unselfconsciously describes 
the Liberal party after it sponsors an 
all-race barbecue:  “ T h e  hraaivleis 
proved again thiit the Liberal Party is a 
gigantic toiir clc~.fi~rw.” Well. if i t  takes a 
barbecue! 

This sounds as silly as the anguished 
appeal by an unidentified character in 
the novel: “ Y o u  must hurry up. Patrick 
Duncan, if YOU iirc going 10 SiiVC South 
Africa.” The real Duncan. who bravely 
participated in the Ilefiancc Campaign 
of 1952! wiis sentenced to a fine of a 
hundred pounds or ii hundred days in 
jail. 11 liild been agreed thiit resisters 
should not pay thc lines hut should 
elect to go IO jail i1istcild. After twenty 
days Ihni.ii11 dccidcd 10 pay the fine 
illid. ils \.‘iin Onsclcn, the most gar- 
rulous voice in the novel. wryly coni- 
iiiciit~ i n  ii letter to his aunt: “lle told 
thc London O!wrirr th i i t  his book busi- 
ness H’DS fiilli~ig IO pieces. iind thiit he 
;1nd his wifc iriid cliildrcn dcpcndcd on 
it. 1 . l ~  Should surely have thought of 
that hcl‘i)rc dcciding to break the law.” 

Is this P i i t o n ,  oiicc again through 
Vi111 0iisc.lc.n‘~ acid pen. taking sly digs 
at ii fdlow I.ihcral? Possibly. For iit one 
!imc the stiiiiire iind reputation of the 
latc Patrick I luncm rivalled that of 
Paton himsclf ;Inlong the blucchip 
I.ibcruls. N‘hich leads us to conclude 
that whiit wc havc herc is ii novel that, 
,:Ithough constructed with intense 
idco1ogic;il cunning. +ils to craft a 
suitublc structure to support the weight 
of all that id~ologiciil timber. Not only 
is it  difficult 10 know whether this book 
is fiction or social history. i t  is often 
difficult to know, for certain who among 
the babel of voiczs iictually is speaking. 
An even morc pressing cihical issue is 
the appropriateness of Piiton’s putting 
into the mouths of iictuiil historical 
figures likc the h t c  Chief Luthuli words 
that serve only to justify his own 
known politicill positions. A reviewer 
finds himself compelled to iISk: Did 
these people actually hold such opin- 
ions? 

The example of Solzhenitsyn and his 
“Gulag” weighs heavily on Paton. Both 

’ writers arc deeply committed Chris- 
tians with a solemn hatred of commu- 
nism. Both have given of their best only 
in a short novcl. For SolzheniLsyn it is A 
Day in rhc Lllin of Iran Dniisovii.lr. For 
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Paton i t  is Cry. ilie Bolowd Couniry, 
though i t  too (and many will disputc 
my view) is dccply flawcd. lWv 

GENOCIDE: ITS POLITICAL USE 
IN THE TWENTIETH CENTURY 

by Leo Kuper 
(Yale University Press; 255 pp.; 515.00) 

Every once in a while someonc finds i t  
necessary to cry out bcforc thc crowd 
that the emperor has no clothes. For 
Leo Kuper, professor emcritus of so- 
ciology at the University of Southern 
California, Los Angeles, the cry is: 
“[Tjhe sovereign territorial stale claims, 
as an integral part of its sovereignty. the 
right to commit genocide, or engage in 
genocidal massacres, against peoplc 
under its rule, and ... the United Nations. 
for all practical purposes, defends this 
rig h t . ” 

He begins with a survey of genocide 
in this century and a history of the 
Genocide Convention. Kuper has his 
quarrels with the convention. For one 
thing, at the insistence of the Soviet 
bloc-pursuing its own interest in 
eliminating opponents- i t  was written 
in such a way as to exclude victims of 
class or political bias. For Kuper, the 
victims of genocide are chosen not by 
what they have done but by who they 
arc. (In many cascs, of course, politics 
and ethnicity are indistinguishable as 
motives for mass murder.) The most 
crippling feature of the convention de- 
rives from the deletion of a provision 
for universal jurisdiction over genocide 
and from the failure of the U.N. to 
create an appropriate court. In effect, 
governments that pcrpctrate gcnocidc 
are charged to try themselves for their 
own crime. 

Kuper’s use of the term “genocidal 
massacre’’ as a way of including class 
victims and political victims both sen- 
sitizes us to and opens up  problems of 
delimitation we shall have to consider. 
First of all he is prompted to ask a radi- 
cal question: Is it inherent in Marxism 
to justify massacre by removing whole 
social classes from humanity or is it, 
rather, that certain states. ruling in the 
namc of Marxism, have also adopted 
terror. slaughter. and starvation in re- 
sponse to threats and internal exigen- 
cies? Kuper’s answers to this question 
arc inconclusive. principally bccause he 
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scts off the well-documenled Tacts 
about the victims of ovcr hall‘a ccntury 
of Sovict rulc against mcrc skctchcs of 
Chinese doctrine; and on this basis, and 
without scrutinizing Chinese practice, 
he spcaks of “lhc milder form of 
Chinese terrorism.” Had he studied 
China’s victims along with Russia’s, he 
might have been able to sec China’s 
role as a model for the Khmer Rouge 
regimc in Kampuchea. 

Sccondly, Kuper extends the term 
even further so that any use of weapons 
that cause mass casualties is called 
genocide. He makes continuous. though 
cursory, references to U.S. actions in 
Vietnam and to thc atomic bombing of 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki BS genocidal. 
Rut here we have a problem of intent. 
Kuper acknowledges that the destruc- 
tion of the Jews of Europe was not a 
secondary effect of World War I1 or of 
German strategy but a direct commit- 
ment to genocide. Indeed, Germany 
sacrificed war goals to execute its “Final 
Solution.” But he never attempls to 
show that the U.S. intended to destroy 
the Vietnamese or the Japanese as a 
people. 

When Kuper comes to the question 
of thc civilian victims of terrorism, he 
denies the applicability of the term 
gororirlo. Yet perpetrators of collective 
terrorism, unlike their nineteenth-cen- 
tury forebears, choose their victims ac- 
cording to their membership in a class, 
a nation. or a group deemcd to bc the 
enemy. rcgardless of whcthcr thcy are 
patrons of a cafe. children on a school 
bus, or residents of a neighborhood. 
Although terrorists tell us thcir intent is 
the liberation of their own peoplc and 
that thcir random victims are merc 
means to this end, the question of 
genocide arises when there is an “intent 
to destroy, in whole or in part. a na- 
tional, cthnical, racial or religious 
group ....” The use of collcctivc terror- 
ism and statc reprisals in Algeria, 
Northcrn Ireland, and the Mideast may 
make us aware of the ambiguities in- 
volved in the questions of ends and 
means, intention and idcology. Perhaps 
i t  is more appropriatc to view in- 
tergroup violence as a continuum and 
to define genocide lcss as a discrete 
phenomenon and more as an cscalation 
of collective terror and group punish- 
ment. Kuper’s own usage shifts: At 
times he includes pogroms as instances 
of genocidal massacre ami .it other 
times as instances of genocide. 

The structural base or ncccssary prc- 

condition for genocide is something 
Kupcr calls the “plural socicty.” By this 
hc mcans “societies with persistent and 
pervasive cleavage between ... sections,” 
racial, ethnic, or religious. This would 
include statcs with such different slruc- 
tural characteristics as Canada and 
Northern Ireland, in which all citizens 
are incorporated equally as individuals, 
and South Africa, in which the majority 
is not incorporated and is treated as 
alien. Kuper ignores the debates among 
students of pluralism as to the impor- 
tance of thcsc differences. He implies 
that Weimar Germany was a plural 
society. This allows him to fit the Final 
Solution into his thcorctical construct, 
although he acknowledges that to in- 
clude Weimar Germany is to stretch his 
concept. However, the idea of the plural 
society fits Nazi Germany after 1935 
quite well: Aryan Germans, according 
to the Nuremberg laws, were citizens; 
non-Aryan Germans, Jews, and, later, 
Gypsies were not. In this case, ideology” 
prccedcd the social structure within 
which victims were made. More 
typically, social structures will create 
ideologies to justify the destruction of 
“alien” groups. 

Kuper’s concluding chapter is in- 
conclusive. I t  is called “Thc Non- 
Genocidal Society” and purports to ex- 
plain the limits placed on violence in 
South Africa and Northern Ireland. 
Since he had previously described both 
as “plural societies,” the title is puz- 
zling. The limits to an escalation of the 
conflicts in  these places are attributed to 
the direct impact or influence of third 
partics- thc British in Northern Ire- 
land and international public opinion in 
South Africa. Yet who can be sure that 
the zenith of violence has passed in 
Northern Ireland and is not still lo 
come in South Africa? As we wait to 
find out, this book may inspire us to 
think harder about gcnocidc, its causes, 
sanctions, and deterrents. my1 

Briefly Noted 

THE SOVIET ESTIMATE: 
U.S. INTELLIQENCE ANALYSIS 

AND RUSSIAN MILITARY 
STRENdTH 

by John Prados 
(Dia! Press; 367 pp.; $17.95) 

The U.S. ir!telligence community has 
both und. :.nstimated and overesti- 


