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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the concept of liberalism as it ipforms, and
is expressed in, the work of two of the most prominent South
African writers during the apartheid era of 1948-1990: Alan Paton
and Athol Fugard. The aim of this study is to come to alprecise
and objective understanding of liberalism during this tlme, and
to demonstrate how the nature and worth of the literary
achievements of these writers can be properly ascertained only
through a thorough grasp of their liberal outlook. A dual focus
is thus pursued. From one perspective, a fuller understanding 1is
facilitated of the work of two major South African writers in the
light of a lucid and coherent comprehension of their liberalism.

Obversely, an accurate understanding of their .work - as
perceptive, sensitive and informed writers, addressing problems
of their social and political milieu - in turn serves to

illuminate some of the most important dilemmas and responses of
liberals in recent South African history.

The rationale for this study arises from the fact that much
confusion, imprecision and misunderstanding continues to surround
the notion of liberalism in South African literary critical,
political and historiographical thinking. Such imprecision,
moreover, is not limited to the opponents of liberalism, but also
characterises the thinking of many liberal-minded scholars in
this country. In consequence, the liberal basis of a good deal
of South African literature remains either unacknowledged or
misconceived, and, accordingly, the actual meaning and
significance of a large proportion of literary work in this
country, including that of Paton and Fugard, has not been
adeqguately apprehended or appreciated.

Given this critical imprecision, it is necessary as a preliminary
measure to provide an introduction to the notion of liberalism
in general theoretical terms before proceeding to a specific
exploration of how the values, principles and beliefs which
constitute liberal political philosophy present themselves in the
literary work under consideration. The opening chapter explicates
such fundamental liberal concepts as individualism, autonomy,
liberty and equality, as well as some of the differences in
emphasis between the leading liberal political theorists. This
chapter also considers the nature of the contemporary liberal
democratic state, the development of liberalism within the South
African context, and some of the key linkages between liberal
political philosophy and liberal literary critical practice.

Following this theoretical introduction, the greater part of the
thesis involves a detailed critical scrutiny of the creative
writing, in turn, of Alan Paton and Athol Fugard. These writers
have been chosen, firstly, because they stand out as indisputably
the most eminent 1liberal authors in recent South African
literature, indeed, as two of the most acclaimed writers in the
contemporary English-speaking world. But their selection also
derives from the fact that their writing, taken together,
effectively spans the entire period of apartheid. Alan Paton’s
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famous first novel, Cry, the Beloved Country, was written
immediately prior to the Nationalist Party election victory in
1948, and his writing extends into the 1980s. Athol Fugard’s
career commences in the 1950s and has continued up to and beyond
the ending of apartheid in 1990. In fact, his most recent work
to be considered in this study, Playland, is set on the last day
of 1989, on the very brink of apartheid’s demise. As the critical
study of each writer’s primary literary texts follows a
chronological sequence, their work collectively provides a
comprehensive view of the developing conflicts and challenges
which confronted liberals throughout the time of apartheid.

This is not to suggest that Paton and Fugard were the only
liberal writers active against apartheid, and attention is paid
to the achievements of other liberal authors during this time.
Concomitantly, cognizance is taken of the range of differences
between Paton and Fugard, including age, temperament, background,
religious convictions, and involvement in formal politics. An
advantage of a study dealing with both men is the ability not
only to suggest the essential characteristics of liberalism which
underlie individual distinctions, but also to reveal how a
general liberal orientation manifests itself in particular
instances.

A study of both Paton and Fugard has benefits also in a generic
sense, 1in that it allows a perspective on the expression of
liberal ideas in both a fictive and a dramaturgical mode. For the
most part, this thesis concentrates on each writer’s favoured
genre (Paton’s fiction and Fugard’s drama), though consideration
is given to their other creative work, such as Paton’s poetry and
drama, and Fugard’s fiction and film work. Moreover, both men’s
non-creative writing (autobiographical, biographical, notebooks,
speeches, articles) is taken 1into account as a potentially
valuable source of insight into the evolution of their 1liberal
understanding.

The most provocative factor motivating the selection of Paton and
Fugard for study remains, however, the fact that neither writer’s
liberal standpoint has to date received full or proper appraisal.
It 1is the contention of this thesis that each writer’s
liberalism, far from being a subordinate feature of his work,
forms the very core of his political morality and aesthetic and
demands a precise understanding. The chief objective of this
study, then, is to conduct a reassessment of the work of Paton
and Fugard through the filter of a rigorous account of their
understanding and expression of the fundamental values and
principles of liberalism.
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NOTE ON REFERENCING

For secondary texts, this thesis uses the Harvard system of
referencing, in which the relevant subject matter or quotation
is followed in the text by the author’s surname, the date and,
where appropriate, the page number (for example, Foley 1996:1).
Secondary texts include both general critical works as well as
Paton’s and Fugard’s non-creative writing, such as biography,
autobiography, articles, speeches, lectures.

For primary texts, however, the page reference of the text under
discussion is indicated by the page number only (for example,
p-1). By primary texts is meant Paton’s and Fugard’s fiction,
drama and poetry. As each primary text is discussed consecutively
in chronological order, it is clear from the context which novel,
short story, poem or play is being cited. These page numbers
correspond to the particular edition of the primary text listed
under the author’s primary works in the references section at the
end of the thesis. The sole exception to this rule is Fugard’s
Notebooks which is treated as a primary text, firstly, because
of its propinquity to the primary material, and, secondly,
because this facilitates the provision of the specific date of
the notebook entry (for example, Notebooks, May 1961, p.30).

The advantage of this system is that it enables the reader to
distinguish easily between primary and secondary text references
in the course of the discussion, and helps to maintain a generic
distinction between primary and secondary material in the thesis
as a whole.
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Introduction

(1)

Political thought in South Africa during the period of apartheid
was characterised by a diversity of contending ideologies and
political philosophies. The apartheid system itse;f was
underpinned and informed by an Afrikaner nationalism whlgh was
intensely ethnocentric, racially exclusive and authoritarian in
nature. Ranged against the apartheid system were a variety of
opposition modes which, while united in their desire to end
apartheid, were all to some extent incompatible with each other,
including African nationalism, the Black Consciousness movement,
Marxism and liberalism. Of these rival adversaries of apartheid,
liberalism appeared to many observers to be the least likely to
prevail: its proponents seemed few in number, ineffectual in
political influence, and marginalised in the struggle for power
between the forces of the conservative right and the radical
left. Yet, through the multiparty negotiations to determine the
political dispensation of "the new South Africa" which followed
the elimination of apartheid in the 1990s, the country emerged,
to all intents and purposes, as a liberal democracy. The reasons
underlying the transformation of South Africa into a liberal
state are both complex and multiplex and this study will seek in
due course to elucidate them. But one crucial factor which ought
to be emphasised at the outset is that a number of liberals, not
necessarily in formal politics but in society generally, kept
faith in the importance and relevance of liberalism and continued
to affirm its values and principles throughout the apartheid era.
Thus, when the moment of South Africa’s emancipation from
apartheid finally came, the force and significance of liberal
democratic ideas remained current and could readily be
appreciated. Not least among such advocates of liberalism were
creative writers, and especially perhaps South Africa’s two
foremost liberal authors, Alan Paton and Athol Fugard. It is
appropriate, therefore, at this early moment in South Africa’s
democratic development, to consider how writers like Paton and
Fugard, by consistently maintaining and promoting in their work
the fundamental liberal values of individual liberty, equality,
tolerance, compassion, reason and non-violence, helped to
contribute not only to the eradication of apartheid, but also to
the peaceful establishment of a free and open society in South
Africa.

(i1)

A consideration of South African English literature from its
origins in the 1820s to the present will reveal that liberalism
constitutes a powerful force in the political orientation of a
great many writers. At the same time, it is apparent that much
confusion, imprecision and misunderstanding continues to surround
the notion of liberalism in South African literary critical,
political and historiographical thinking. Such imprecision,
moreover, is not limited to the opponents of liberalism, but also
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typifies the thinking of many liberal-minded scholars in this
country. In consequence, the liberal ba51§ of a good deal of
South African English literature remains either unacknqwledged
or misconceived, and, accordingly, the actual meaning apd
significance of a large proportion of literary work in th}s
country has not been adequately apprehended or appreciated. This
critical deficiency is perhaps most evident with regard to Work
produced during the period of apartheid, when ideologlcgl
contestation in South Africa was at its height and a strong anti-
liberal sentiment emerged from a plurality of sources.

It is the intention of this thesis, therefore, to examine in
close and careful detail the concept of liberalism as it informs,
and is reflected in, the work of two of the most prominent South
African English writers during the apartheid era of 1948-1990:
Alan Paton and Athol Fugard. The aim of this study is to come to
a precise and objective understanding of liberalism during this
time, and to demonstrate how the nature and worth of the literary
achievements of these writers can be properly ascertained only
through a thorough grasp of their liberal outlook. A dual focus
will thus be pursued. From one perspective, the purpose is to
facilitate a better understanding of the work of two major South
African writers in the 1light of a 1lucid and coherent
comprehension of their liberalism. Conversely, it is envisaged
that an accurate understanding of their work - as perceptive,
sensitive and informed writers, addressing problems of their
social and political milieu - will in turn serve to illuminate
some of the most important dilemmas and responses of liberals in
recent South African history.

The greater part of this thesis will involve a detailed critical
study of the creative writing of Alan Paton and Athol Fugard, and
issues of a specifically socio-political or historical nature
will be dealt with as they arise in the course of this study.
Nevertheless, it is necessary as a preliminary measure to provide
an introduction to the notion of 1liberalism in general
theoretical terms. Without an adequate theoretical understanding
of the nature and meaning of liberalism at an abstract level, it
will be difficult to proceed to a specific exploration of how the
values, principles and beliefs which constitute liberal political
philosophy present themselves in the 1literary work under
consideration. This opening chapter will endeavour to provide a
theoretical account of the term, "liberalism"; to offer a brief
overview of the development of liberal thought in South African
history; and to clarify the relationship between 1liberal
political theory and literary practice.

The first task of this theoretical introduction will be to
construct a clear and unambiguous definition of what is meant by
liberalism in political philosophy. This will necessitate an
account of the development of liberal political thought over
time, as well as an identification of the dominant strands within
the contemporary liberal tradition. In so doing, the position of
liberalism on the political continuum will be clarified, in order
to differentiate liberalism from the political ideologies which
flank it both to the left and to the right. A particular task
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will be to demonstrate that, although the nature of liberalism
does not correspond to a rigid, monolithic ideology in the
Marxist sense, this does not mean that it can be regarded as a
vague and nebulous concept, devoid of theoretical power. On the
contrary, it will be shown that for all its inherent flexibility
and plurality, liberalism represents a coherent political
philosophy that is founded upon a rich intellectual tradition,
and that it is capable of supplying a solid moral and theoretical
foundation for open democratic government. While acknowledging
the difficulty of political neutrality, this study will attempt
a critical and objective analysis of some of the central tensions
and conflicts within liberal theory, as well as some of the
problems of practical implementation. At all times, however, the
effort will be made to account for liberalism on its own terms
rather than through the terminological and methodological prism
of rival political theories which may be quite inappropriate to
the liberal mode.

Following the explication of liberalism at the level of political
theory, this opening chapter will discuss in brief synoptic
outline the historical development of liberalism in the South
African context. Since this thesis is primarily concerned with
the liberal response to apartheid, its principal focus will fall
upon the years 1948-1990. Nonetheless, some adumbration will be
offered of the nature of liberal thought in the period leading
up to 1948. A preliminary account will also be presented of the
major events of the apartheid era, though the specific details
of the reaction of liberals to apartheid will emerge in the
course of the extended study of the two authors under discussion.

Finally, it 1s necessary to «clarify the nature of the
relationship between liberal politics and liberal literature. It
is especially important to distinguish liberal literary critical
activity from the conservative or apolitical practice with which
it is often erroneously associated in South Africa, as well as
to reveal how a liberal critical approach to literature differs
from the rather more narrowly theorised positions of both Marxism
and post-structuralism. Once more, it is crucial to emphasise
that an understanding of liberal criticism must be developed from
within its own theoretical framework. As a last step, some of the
main practical literary critical techniques to be employed in the
gtudy will be 1isolated, particularly those which help to
illuminate the liberal quality of Paton’s and Fugard’s work.

(iii)

The selection of Alan Paton and Athol Fugard as the writers to
be gxamined in this thesis is both inevitable and fortuitous. The
choice is inevitable in the sense that these two writers stand
out as indisputably the most eminent liberal authors in recent
Sogth African literature, indeed, as two of the most acclaimed
erters in the contemporary English-speaking world. The choice
is fortuitous in that their writing, taken together, effectively
spans the entire period of apartheid. Alan Paton’s famous first
novel, Cry, the Beloved Country, was written immediately prior
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to the Nationalist Party election victory in 1948, and his
writing extends into the 1980s. Athol Fugard’s career commences
in the 1950s and has continued up to and beyond the ending of
apartheid in 1990. In fact, his most recent work to be considered
in this study, Playland, is set on the last day of 1989, on tpe
very brink of apartheid’s demise. It may be expected that their
work collectively will provide a comprehensive perspective on the
developing conflicts and challenges which confronted liberals
throughout the time of apartheid.

This is not to suggest, of course, that Paton and Fugard were the
only liberal writers active against apartheid, and attention will
be paid to the achievements of other liberal writers during this
time. Neither should it be supposed that Paton’s and Fugard’s
work is identical or even similar in every respect of its
character, style or outlook. It is a further advantage of
including both authors in a single study that, while both are
self-acknowledged liberals who themselves claim, and are
generally perceived, to subscribe to a core set of liberal values
and beliefs, there is nonetheless a range of differences between
them, including age, temperament, background, favoured genre,
religious convictions, and involvement in formal politics. It is
envisaged that a study dealing with both men will be able in the
first place to provide insight into the essential characteristics
of liberalism which underlie individual distinctions and personal
idiosyncrasies. But it will also be capable of revealing how a
general liberal orientation manifests itself in particular cases,
and, thus, of illustrating the dynamic interplay of differing
emphases within the liberal domain, which is a distinctive
feature of the liberal tradition.

A study of both Paton and Fugard has benefits also in a generic
sense, in that it will allow a perspective on the expression of
liberal ideas in both a fictive and a dramatic mode. For the most
part, Paton’s reputation lies with his fiction (though he did
dabble in theatre); conversely, Fugard’s major achievements are
in theatre (though he did publish a novel). This study will
concentrate, therefore, upon their most successful genres, though
cognizance will naturally be taken of their other writing, such
as Paton’s poetry and Fugard’s film work. Of cardinal importance
also for a study of this nature will be both men’s non-creative
writing (political, biographical, autobiographical, notebooks,
speeches, letters) which will provide a valuable source of
insight into the evolution of their liberal understanding.

An analysis of 1liberalism in South African poetry has been
excluded from this particular thesis. There are two main reasons
for this. In the first place, no single South African liberal
poet is the equal of either Paton or Fugard in terms of status,
achievement or influence. Guy Butler is perhaps the most
distinguished, Lionel Abrahams probably the most politically
explicit, but neither of these two writers, accomplished though
they are, can be considered of the same rank as Paton or Fugard.
In the second place, the idea of a general survey of South
African liberal poets under apartheid was rejected because much
of the ground which such a survey would cover has already been
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traversed, albeit from a somewhat different vantage point, in the
final chapter, entitled "A Tradition of Dissent", of a Master of
Arts dissertation which I submitted to the University of the
Witwatersrand (Foley 1990). The substance of that dissertation
has, moreover, been extended and developed in a series of
articles published over the past few years (see Foley 1991a;
1991b; 1992a; 1993). In a sense, then, this study of Paton’s
fiction and Fugard’s drama may, in generic terms at least, be
considered an affined work with that earlier exploration of South
African English poetry, though, of course, the explicit liberal
focus of the present study is a crucial feature of
differentiation.

Indeed, perhaps the most provocative factor motivating the
selection of Paton and Fugard for study lies in the fact that
neither of these writers’ work has received full or proper
appraisal in terms of its liberalism. Critics of their work have
tended to ignore their liberalism, or relegate it to the status
of a minor background influence, or explain it away as some kind
of eccentric aberration, or excuse it as a defect which does not
detract too severely from the overall quality of their work. Even
sympathetic commentators have done little more than advert to the
presence of a liberal impulse in their work without supplying an
adequate account of its nature or significance. It is the
contention of this thesis, however, that each writer’s liberalism
forms the very core of his political morality and aesthetic and
demands a precise understanding. The chief objective of this
study, then, is to conduct a rigorous reassessment of each
writer’s work through the filter of a comprehensive account of
his understanding and expression of the fundamental values and
principles of liberalism.



Liberalism in Political Philosophy

(1)

It is important, at the outset of a study such as this, to
provide a clear and comprehensive account of what is meant by
liberalism in political philosophy.

Despite efforts to locate the origins of liberalism in classical
antiquity or in various phases of early Christianity, it is
generally accepted that liberalism as a systematic political
tradition is a phenomenon of the modern world (Girvetz 1963; Gray
1986). Receiving a precursory impetus from the individualist
ideas of philosophers such as Thomas Hobbes and Benedict de
Spinoza, political liberalism begins with the effective collapse
of feudalism and the spread of the Enlightenment throughout
Europe in the latter part of the seventeenth century. The central
elements of the liberal movement crystallise for the first time
into a coherent political philosophy in the work of John Locke,
particularly in his Second Treatise of Civil Government (1689),
which sets out the fundamental argument in favour of 1limited
government, individual 1liberty and private property. Such
classical liberal thought is then extended and modified in the
European Enlightenment period in the work of, inter alia, David
Hume (A Treatise of Human Nature 1739) and Adam Smith (Inquiry
into the Nature and Causes_of the Wealth of Nations 1776) in
Scotland; of Immanuel Kant (Groundwork of the Metaphysic of
Morals 1785) 1in Germany; and of Montesquieu and the French
philosophes such as Condorcet, Diderot and Voltaire in France
(see Ruggiero 1927; Halevy 1928). The influence of classical
liberal ideas is manifest also in the Declaration of Independence
and Constitution of the United States of America, as it is in the
Federalist Papers of Madison, Jefferson and Hamilton (see
Funderburk and Thobaben 1989).

Liberal thinking did not remain static, however, but continued
to develop and evolve, particularly in relation to changing
social and political circumstances (see Girvetz 1963; Gaus 1983;
Shapiro 1986). Liberalism suffered its first major rupture
towards the end of the nineteenth century when the novel social
and economic problems caused by the Industrial Revolution gave
rise to the more egalitarian and welfarist emphases of what
became known as modern liberalism. Influenced chiefly by John
Stuart Mill, in works such as Principles of Political Economy
(1848), the '"new liberals" (see Freeden 1978) included T.H.
Green, J.A. Hobson, Brian Bosanquet, John Dewey, and especially
perhaps L.T. Hobhouse (see his Liberalism 1911). In America, in
reaction to the Depression of the 1930s and guided by the
managerialist theories of J.M. Keynes (1936), a related group of
"New Deal"” liberals emerged. Nevertheless, classical liberalism,
with its principal stress on individual freedom and minimal
government intervention, was continued in the work of Herbert
Spencer (1884) and others, and enjoyed a powerful revival in the
period during and after the second world war, in response to the
threat of totalitarianism, most notably in the writing of Karl
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Popper (1945), F.A. Hayek (1944; 1960), Isaiah Berlin (1958), and
economists of the Chicago School such as Milton Friedman (1962).
In recent times, these two dominant strands of liberalism,
classical and modern, have been most forcefully articulated by
Robert Nozick (1974) and John Rawls (1971) in works which
revivified Western political philosophy and which continue in
large measure to define the options available to contemporary
liberals. Although it is simplistic to suggest that the two
strands form neatly demarcated camps of opinion, liberal
theorists today often tend to define themselves in short-hand
terms as either classical (Buchanan 1975; Dworkin 1978; Flew
1981; Gray 1986; Lindley 1986) or modern (Girvetz 1963; Freeden
1978; Gutmann 1980; Gaus 1983; Raz 1986).

For all its plurality, liberalism remains a single, integral
tradition, rather than two or more traditions, or merely a
diffuse syndrome of ideas. The differences between liberals are,
in essence, a matter of emphasis rather than principle, and all
liberals would affirm a core set of values and beliefs which
constitute a unitary political philosophy. As such, it is not
that contemporary liberals hold different ideas, but that some
liberals tend to give greater weight to certain ideas rather than
to others.

It is unfortunately true that liberalism, particularly in recent
South African thinking, has tended to be defined by its enemies
rather than by its own proponents, with the result that a
somewhat distorted picture of liberalism has emerged. In
particular, antagonistic critics from a left-wing, Marxist
background have attempted to evaluate liberalism as if it were
similar to Marxism itself - a clearly circumscribed ideology or
solid body of theory emanating from a few kernel texts produced
by one or two founding theorists. By contrast, liberalism is not
an ideology at all in the Marxist sense (though see Manning
1976), but is more properly described as a complex political
philosophy which is by nature dynamic and developmental, capable
of extensive adaptation to differing social and cultural
contexts, and open to a range of interpretation as to its
principal emphases. This 1is not to suggest, however, that
liberalism is not amenable to precise theoretical explication.
Unlike right-wing, conservative political positions, liberalism
does not rely on custom, tradition and authority at the expense
of theory, but seeks to base its political outlook on a clear
conception of man and society, which expresses itself in a core
set of rational principles of social justice. At this point, it
may be useful to offer an analysis of the key elements in
contemporary liberal political philosophy.

(11)

Liberalism is founded upon the basic premise that human beings
are unique, autonomous individuals with different interests,
desires and views of life. Given this natural human diversity,
liberalism maintains that each individual person should be
allowed the maximum freedom to pursue his or her idea of the good
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life. As John Gray (1986:x) notes, liberalism "asserts the moral
primacy of the individual against the claims of any social
collectivity". At the same tlme, however, liberalism believes
that each individual person is of equal moral worth, and so
affirms that in society all citizens should enjoy an equality of
maximum liberty. In short, political liberalism may be described
as the attempt to create a just and open society in which
individuals are free to live their lives as they see fit, subject
only to the consideration that in so doing they do not interfere
with any one else’s like freedom. John Gray (1986:91) makes the
point eloguently:
Liberalism is the search for principles of political
justice that will command rational assent among persons
with different conceptions of the good life and different
views of the world. The conception of human nature which
liberalism expresses is, in the end, a distillation of the
modern experience of variety and conflict in moral life: it
is the conception of man as a being with the moral capacity
of forming a conception of the good 1life and the
intellectual capacity of articulating that conception in a
systematic form.

Three core concepts emerge that distinguish liberalism from other
political philosophies: individualism, liberty and equality. Each
of these concepts is complex and requires further explication.
Moreover, it is apparent that there is at least some degree of
potential conflict between them which needs to be resolved. While
it would require a thesis on its own to elucidate all the
complexities involved in these concepts and the relationship
between then, it 1is necessary to provide some general
clarification. ,

In the first instance, the idea of the human being as a unique,
autonomous rational individual has come under assault from a
number of sources. Karl Marx was one of the first modern thinkers
to challenge the notion of "abstract individualism", asserting
that "man is not an abstract being squatting outside the world"
(in Holden 1993:146), but is rather the product of his particular
social environment. It is an argument which continues to feature
in the contemporary radical critique of 1liberalism (see
MacPherson 1962, 1977; Lukes 1973, 1974). Such an argument,
however, has force only in terms of an extreme, reified notion
of individualism. Mainstream liberalism, by contrast, does not
propagate a view of humanity as totally atomistic or insular, nor
does it deny the social aspect of human life: liberalism is,
after all, concerned with the establishment of social justice
(see Kymlicka 1991). But liberalism does differ from Marxism in
two crucial ways. Firstly, liberalism rejects the idea that
individuals are, in essence, _determined by their social context.
As Holden (1993:167) avers:
Despite the extent to which individuals are social beings,
and activity is social rather than purely individual, there
is also a «crucial and irreducible extent to which
individuals are independent of their social environment and
their activity is voluntary.
Secondly, liberalism contends, in opposition to Marxism, that the
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rights of individuals are morally prior to those of the society.
This is an argument which finds its most powerful modern
articulation originally in the writing of Immanuel Kant, who
begins with the view that human beings are, essentially, rational
autonomous agents, and goes on to argue, in his famous
categorical imperative in the Groundwork of the Metaphysic of
Morals (1785;1964), that individuals should therefore always be
treated as ends in themselves:

Act in such a way that you always treat humanity, whether

in your own person or in the person of any other, never

simply as a means, but always at the same time as an end.

Kant’s argument has been developed in the thinking, most notably,
of John Stuart Mill in On Liberty (1859), and remains an
important element in much contemporary liberal philosophy (for
example, Rawls 1971; Dworkin 1978; Lindley 1986). The liberal
notion of the autonomy of individuals, moreover, stands in direct
opposition to the Marxist-Leninist claim that the proletariat in
non-Communist states needs to be 1liberated from "false
consciousness" by the vanguard party of professional
revolutionaries. Indeed, the 1liberal perspective denies the
claims of all authoritarian systems, Fascist and conservative as
well as Marxist, to know better than its citizens what is in
their best interests. Drawing on the lessons of history in
totalitarian regimes, Richard Lindley (1986:108) argues that it
is far safer to assume that

people are the best judges of their own interests, and in

so far as respect is to be shown for the autonomy of

citizens, their expressed preferences should be taken as

definitive of their interests.
And he points out (1986:108) that a major distinction between
liberalism and other ideologies is that a liberal state does not
try to impose its ideas and beliefs on its citizens; instead,
liberalism is

a political system which 1s neutral about competing

conceptions of what constitutes a good life.

The idea of individual independence has also come under attack
in a number of psychological theories (see Foley 1992c:178f).
However, despite Freudian notions of interior determinism, or
Pavlovian/Skinnerian hypotheses of exterior conditioning, the
concept of the autonomy of the individual continues to be
propounded by a great many contemporary theorists whose concern
is not so much with psychological abnormality or behaviour under
exceptional conditions, but rather with the vast majority of
ordinary human beings. Beginning with the individual psychology
of Alfred Adler, a protégé of Freud who came to repudiate the
theories of psychoanalysis, such humanistic psychology has been
developed and expanded in recent times by Abraham Maslow and Carl
Rogers, to name but two prominent figures. Common to each of
these thinkers is a profound belief in the individual coherence
of the human personality, in the essential autonomy of the human
mind, and in the ability of human beings to come to a rational
understanding of themselves and their world and to strive
consciously and meaningfully for betterment, or, to use a key
phrase, "self-actualisation". In Motivation and Personality,
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Maslow (1970:xii-xiii) encapsulates the humanistic perspegtive:
Human life will never be understood unless its highest
aspirations are taken into account. Growth, self-
actualization, the striving toward health, the quest for
identity and autonomy, the yearning for excellence...must
now be accepted as beyond question as a widespread and
perhaps universal tendency (see also Rogers 1961:195f).

However, even given the inherent autonomy of the individual, it
is clear that such autonomy can only be meaningful if the
individual is free to act in an autonomous way. It is necessary,
therefore, to consider the second key principle in liberalisnm,
namely, liberty. By liberty in liberal political philosophy is
meant, in essence, the individual’s right to act freely 1in
society. The liberal understanding of individual freedom is given
powerful expression in John Stuart Mill’s famous "liberty
principle" in On Liberty (1859; 1974:68-69):
That principle is that the sole end for which mankind are
warranted, individually or collectively, in interfering
with the liberty of action of any of their number is self-
protection. That the only purpose for which power can be
rightfully exercised over any member of a civilised
community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others.
His own good, either physical or moral, is not a sufficient
warrant .... Over himself, over his own body and mind, the
individual is sovereign.
Despite ongoing debate about the practical implications of the
"harm principle" (see Feinberg 1973), Mill’s definition of
freedom as individual freedom continues to provide an important
distinction between the liberal position and other collectivist
or socialist notions of freedom which do not guarantee individual
rights. Even within the liberal tradition, however, there is
conflict over two conceptualisations of individual liberty. The
classic statement of the conflict is found in Isaiah Berlin’s
essay, "Two Concepts of Liberty" (1958; in Berlin 1969), in which
he differentiates between "negative" and "positive" liberty. For
Berlin, negative liberty means freedom from external restraints,
whereas positive freedom is more broadly defined as self-directed
activity or the power to act in certain ways. In practical
political terms, negative freedom entails that the state does not
have the right to interfere with an individual’s liberty, except
to prevent harm to others. By contrast, positive freedom implies
that the state may at times be justified in taking action to
enable individuals to act freely. In Berlin’s view, true
liberalism is concerned only with negative liberty, the absence
of obstruction or interference from other men. Because of the
inherent authoritarian danger in the idea of positive freedom of
the state interfering in the lives of individuals to promote its
own concept of the content of such freedom, Berlin (supported in
this regard by Popper (1945) and Hayek (1944), for instance)
argues that a liberal state should defend people’s negative
liberties and leave their positive liberties well alone. On the
other hand, a number of other liberal theorists contest that the
merely formal presence of negative liberty is of little use if
the conditions do not exist to enable one to exercise one’s
freedom. They would argue, therefore, that some notion of
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positive liberty must be endorsed, at least in the sense of
empowerment or enabling circumstances, particularly in the light
of the past injustices of society (see, for example, Girvetz
1963; Raz 1986). Although some theorists question the
meaningfulness of the distinction (MacCallum 1967), it seems
clear that the notion of negative and positive freedom remains
a source of division within liberalism today (see Flathman 1987;

Miller 1991).

The third key concept in liberal theory, equality, is similarly
fraught with conflict. While there is broad consensus among
liberals on some aspects of equality, a range of opinion divides
them on others. Generally, all 1liberals would agree that
liberalism is an egalitarian political philosophy in that it
confers on all persons the same moral status in terms of the law
and political activity. As Holden (1993:37) points out,
liberalism asserts that all persons are entitled to "equal
treatment by, and equal political participation in the control
of, the state". In other words, contemporary political liberalism
would endorse the concept of the equality of all persons under
the rule of law, and the political concept of universal suffrage
on the basis of one person, one vote. There is far less
agreement, however, on the question of other kinds of equality,
especially economic equality. Some 1liberals would claim that
economic inequalities are not only inevitable, given differing
human abilities, but moral, in that each person is entitled to
the fruits of his or her labour (see Hayek 1960; Friedman 1962;
Rothbard 1982). Others would argue that severe economic
disparities, which are often not due to individual talent, form
obstacles to many persons’ freedom, and thus the onus rests upon
the state to take action in minimising economic deprivation. In
other words, it is the responsibility of the state to ensure
conditions of equal opportunity (see Gutmann 1980; Gaus 1983).
While approving the concept of equal opportunity, however, such
liberals would by no means support the notion of equality of
outcomes, which would violate the principle of individual
liberty. In this, liberalism differs markedly from Marxism, which
stresses social and economic parity and the classless society at
the expense of individual liberty. Endemic to such Marxist
thinking is what Anthony Flew (1981) has perceptively labelled
"the politics of Procrustes", a term he derives from the
classics:
After this Theseus killed a man called Procrustes, who
lived in what was known as Corydallas in Attica. This
person forced passing travellers to lie down on a bed, and
if any were too long for the bed he lopped off those parts
of their bodies which protruded, while racking out the legs
of the ones who were too short. This was why he was given
the name of Procrustes [The Racker] (Diodorus Siculus,
quoted as epigraph by Flew 1981:np).
Flew’s point is that Marxist states force upon people an
artificial and inhibiting equality which stifles the expression
of individual uniqueness and reduces humanity to a debilitating
sameness. But liberalism also rejects the hierarchical structure
of authoritarian conservative systems, in which unequal social
status based on heredity and tradition also undermines the
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principle of equal individual liberty.

It is part of the special identity of liberalism that it should
have prompted numerous individual interpretations of what its
principal emphasis should be, and, consequently, that it should
have come to contain within itself several differing strands. In
particular, it is the tension in liberal thinking between the at
least potentially divergent principles of liberty and equality
that has produced the two broad positions within the 1liberal
tradition which continue to advance strong claims to priority
today. On the one hand, then, "classical liberalism" tends to see
liberty as an inviolable natural right of the individual which
ought not under any circumstances to be qualified. This form of
liberalism would generally favour a minimum of state intervention
and a stringently free market economic system, and would distrust
any intercessionary policies on the part of the government. On
the other hand, "modern liberalism" would argue that a reasonable
degree of equality is a legitimate goal of liberal government,
and that justice is sometimes best served by some form of state
intervention in matters of unfair social and economic inequality.

A consideration of these two variants of 1liberal thought
incidentally underlines 1liberalism’s middle position on the
continuum of contemporary political theory. Classical liberalisnm,
with its heavy stress on individual freedom, has a tendency to
move towards extreme libertarianism and even individual anarchism
in one sense (see Barry 1986), and, in another, towards
conservatism, especially in terms of its economic thinking.
Modern liberalism, by contrast, with its concern for equality,
has a tendency to move towards wutilitarianism, radical
egalitarianism and even social democracy (see Nielsen 1985; Paul,
Miller and Paul 1985). At the further ends of each of these
flanks lie the extremes of reactionary conservatism and Fascism
on the right, and revolutionary socialism and communism on the
left. As history has shown, both of these extremes are highly
susceptible of rapid transformation into tyranny and
totalitarianism, and so the middle path of liberalism, it may be
argued, as a safeguard against such excesses, represents a
further point in its favour (though see Sandel 1982; Mendus
1989).

In order to provide a more specific understanding of the
continuing relevance and force of these two liberal strands, it
is useful to focus on the particular arguments of the two moral
philosophers who have come, over the past twenty years or so, to
represent these two positions most powerfully: Robert Nozick and
John Rawls. Such an exercise will not only serve to bring
contemporary liberal political theory into sharper focus, but
will also help in identifying some of the key liberal concepts
which have direct bearing on literary practice.

Robert Nozick, in Anarchy, State and Utopia (1974), presents a
compelling case for classical liberalism in contemporary times.
Against the competing claims of, on the one side, individual
anarchism, and, on the other, government interventionism, Nozick
(1974:ix) develops an argument, from a broadly libertarian
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position, for the minimal state: o
Oour main conclusions about the state are that a minimal
state, limited to the narrow functions of protection
against force, theft, fraud, enforcement of contracts, and
so on, is justified; that any more extensive state will
violate persons’s rights not to be forced to do certain
things, and is unjustified; and that the minimal state is
inspiring as well as right.

Partly in response to Rawls, Nozick formulates his own anti-

distributivist theory of justice, that he calls "entitlement

theory", in which it is asserted that economic goods arise
already encumbered with rightful claims to their ownership and

with these the state may not interfere. Moreover, he evolves a

new and surprising conception of utopia based on his theory of

the minimal state: here utopia is not conceptualised in terms of
the particular content of any single way of life, but rather in
terms of an overarching "framework" within which individuals are
guaranteed the freedom to create and realise their own personal

notions of the best of all possible worlds (1974:311-312):
There will not be one kind of community existing and one
kind of life led in utopia. Utopia will consist of utopias,
of many different and divergent communities in which people
lead different kinds of lives under different institutions

Utopia is a framework for utopias, a place where
people are at 1liberty to join together voluntarily to
pursue and attempt to realize their own vision of the good
life in the ideal community but where no one can impose his
own utopian vision upon others .... Half of the truth I
wish to put forth is that utopia is meta-utopia: the
environment in which utopian experiments may be tried out;
the environment in which people are free to do their own
thing; the environment which must, to a great extent, be
realized first if more particular utopian visions are to be
realized stably.

Thus, Nozick argues that the minimal state, the framework for

utopia, far from being pale and unexciting, is, in actual fact,

"an inspiring vision" (1974:333) for it allows one the freedom

and indeed encourages one to live the best possible life that one

is able, literally, to imagine.

John Rawls, in his magisterial work, A Theory of Justice (1971),
adopts, like Nozick, a version of contract theory (see Lessnoff
1986), but he employs a rather different methodology and he
reaches rather different conclusions from those of Nozick.
Whereas Nozick 1is content to propound an evocative and
provocative social ideal without attempting to ground it in
meticulous analytical detail (Paul 1981), Rawls seeks to provide,
through rigorous and exhaustive argument, a systematic theory of
justice which will constitute "the most appropriate basis for a
democratic society" (Rawls 1971:vii). The success of his
endeavour is confirmed by the fact that his work has become
predominant in contemporary political discourse (Daniels 1975),
displacing both = the wunsubstantiated wutilitarianism and
intuitionism which preceded it and resisting the various Marxist
attacks launched against it (especially Barry 1973). In an
important sense, modern liberalism is Rawlsian liberalism.
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Given the highly formalised philosophical prose that Rawls

deploys, his views are best presented intact rather than by means

of paraphrasal summary. In section 3, entitled "The Main Idea of

the Theory of Justice", Rawls (1971:11-12) conveys the essence

of his argument: . .
My aim is to present a conception of Jjustice which
generalizes and carries to a higher order of abstraction
the familiar theory of the social contract as found, say,
in Locke, Rousseau and Kant. In order to do this we are not
to think of the original contract as one to enter a
particular society or to set up a particular form of
government. Rather, the guiding idea is that the principles
of Jjustice for the basic structure of society are the
object of the original agreement. They are the principles
that free and rational persons concerned to further their
own interests would accept in an initial position of
equality as defining the fundamental terms of their
association. The principles are to regulate all further
agreements; they specify the kinds of social cooperation
that can be entered into and the forms of government that
can be established. This way of regarding the principles of
justice I shall call justice as fairness.

In justice as fairness the original position of equality
corresponds to the state of nature in the traditional
theory of the social contract. This original position is
not, of course, thought of as an actual historical state of
affairs, much less as a primitive condition of culture. It
is understood as a purely hypothetical situation
characterized so as to lead to a certain conception of
justice. Among the essential features of this situation is
that no one knows his place in society, his class position
or social status, nor does any one know his fortune in the
distribution of natural assets and abilities, his
intelligence, strength, and the like. I shall even assume
that the parties do not know their conceptions of the good
or their special psychological propensities. The principles
of justice are chosen behind a veil of ignorance. This
ensures that no one 1is disadvantaged in the choice of
principles by the outcome of natural chance or the
contingency of social circumstances. Since all are
similarly situated and no one is able to design principles
to favor his particular condition, the principles of
justice are the result of a fair agreement or bargain. For
given the circumstances of the original position, the
symmetry of everyone’s relations to each other, this
initial situation is fair between individuals as moral
persons, that is, as rational beings with their own ends
and capable, I shall assume, of a sense of justice. The
original position 1is, one might say, the appropriate
initial status quo, and thus the fundamental agreements
reached in it are fair. This explains the propriety of the
name "justice as fairness": it conveys the idea that the
principles of justice are agreed to in an initial situation
that is fair.

Building upon this foundation, through detailed developmental
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argumentation, Rawls reaches "the final statement of the two
principles of justice for institutions" in section 46 (1971:302-
303):

First Principle

Each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive

total system of equal basic liberties compatible with a
similar system of liberty for all.

Second Principle

Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that
they are both:

(a) to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged,
consistent with the just savings principle; and

(b) attached to offices and positions open to all under
conditions of fair equality of opportunity.

First Priority Rule (The Priority of Liberty)

The principles of justice are to be ranked in lexical order
and therefore liberty can be restricted only for the sake
of liberty. There are two cases:

(a) a less extensive liberty must strengthen the total
system of liberty shared by all;

(b) a less than equal liberty must be acceptable to those
with a lesser liberty.

Second Priority Principle (The Priority of Justice Over
Efficiency and Welfare)

The second principle of justice is lexically prior to the
principle of efficiency and to that of maximizing the sum
of advantages; and fair opportunity 1is prior to the
difference principle. There are two cases:

(a) an 1inequality of opportunity must enhance the
opportunities of those with the lesser opportunity;

(b) an excessive rate of saving must on balance mitigate
the burden of those bearing this hardship.

General Conception:

All social primary goods - liberty and opportunity, income
and wealth, and the bases of self-respect - are to be
distributed equally unless an unequal distribution of any
or more of these goods is to the advantage of the least
favored.

More recently, Rawls (1993) has sharpened his notion of "justice
as fairness" by delimiting it as a specifically political
conception rather than a comprehensive moral doctrine. While this
move does not alter the general shape of his thought, it does
mean that Rawls has accepted that his theory of justice is not

supra—po}itical but 1is, 1in fact, a particularly 1liberal
dech;atlc concept, and so he has reformulated his theoretical
position as "political 1liberalism". In so doing, Rawls has

confirmed the widely held impression that his work provides a
philosophical justification for the belief that liberal democracy
represents, theoretically at least, the fairest and most just
political system of the modern world (see Daniels 1975).

The work of Rawls and Nozick repays close consideration in that
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it dispels any notion that liberalism remains mired in
nineteenth-century thinking, or that it is not capable of
generating a coherent political theory which. may, iq turn,
provide the basis for a just political order 1in a variety of
socio-cultural contexts. Such confidence in liberal political
theory certainly seemed to be validated by the course of global
politics in the last years of the twentieth century.

(iii)

The momentous upheavals in world affairs at the end of the 1980s
demonstrably exposed not only the fatal flaws at the heart of
Marxist-Leninist and related authoritarian systems, but also
served as a striking vindication of 1liberal political and
economic systems and institutions. On the political right, the
second world war had seen the defeat of Fascism and the
subsequent discrediting of authoritarian regimes throughout the
world. The "revolution of /89" (Garton Ash 1990) now witnessed
the spectacular collapse of Communism as a political system, and
the concomitant undermining of Marxism as a political ideology.
The obvious conclusions to be drawn from these geopolitical
developments have been forcefully expressed by Auberon Waugh: in
a review of John Simpson’s firsthand account of the
disintegration of communism, The Darkness Crumbles (1992), Waugh
(1992:18) asserts that
the entire history of socialism - in the sense of material
equality, selfless striving for the communal good, from
each according to his ability to each according to his
needs - proves that it is so alien to the normal promptings
of human nature that it not only has to be imposed with the
greatest severity, even cruelty, but that it also, by the
resulting ill-will and incompetence, produces nothing but
abject, grinding poverty....Socialism seems a good idea,
but it simply doesn’t work.
A central thrust of Simpson’s book is that ideal socialism failed
almost immediately after being put into practice in the Soviet
Union with the result that what was supposed to be a benevolent
system of maximum advantage to the masses had to be imposed
through sheer state terror for the next seven decades. And it is
significant that where communism continues to survive - Red
China, Burma, Vietnam - similar state terror (3 June 1989 in
Tiananmen Square, for example) is required to maintain it.

With the demise of the Communist regimes, liberalism found itself
as the only remaining claimant to universal political legitimacy.
This point is made not in a spirit of cheap triumphalism but
rather as part of an objective assessment of current geopolitical
realities. The argument is not, in any event, new, having been
made by, inter alia, Glenny (1990), Huntington (1991), Jowitt
(1992), and articulated most extensively and audaciously by
Francis Fukuyama in a famous essay in 1989 entitled, "The End of
History?", and then at more length in The End of History and the
Last Man (1992):

What we may be witnessing is not just the end of the Cold

War, or the passing of a particular period of postwar
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history, but the end of history as such: that is, the
endpoint of man’s ideological evolution and .the
universalization of Western liberal democracy as the filnal
form of human government (1989:4).
Whether or not one agrees with Fukuyama’s re-reading of Hegel and
Nietzsche, or with his view that history has indeed reached its
telos, there can be little doubting the cogency of his central
assertion:
As mankind approaches the end of the millennium, the twin
crises of authoritarianism and socialist central planning
have left only one competitor standing in the ring as an
ideology of potentially universal validity - 1liberal
democracy, the doctrine of individual freedom and popular
sovereignty (1992:42).
Moreover, as Fukuyama goes on to observe, far from being a
political concept relevant only to the West, liberal democracy
has demonstrated its universal applicability and appeal:
The success of democracy in a wide variety of places and
among many different peoples would suggest that the
principles of liberty and equality on which they are based
are not accidents or the results of ethnocentric prejudice,
but are in fact discoveries about the nature of man as man,
whose truth does not diminish but grows more evident as
one’s point of view becomes more cosmopolitan (1992:51).

This is not to suggest, naturally, that liberal democracy has
triumphed everywhere (the Islamic theocracies are an important
exception), or that liberal government has taken or will take the
same form everywhere: clearly, it has found differing expression
in America, Britain, Germany, Japan, and so on, and it will no
doubt undergo novel adaptation as it takes hold in Russia,
Albania, Zambia, Namibia, and other newly democratic countries,
including, most recently, South Africa itself. The point, rather,
is that the core philosophical values and principles underlying
all modes of liberal political practice have shown themselves to
be ideally suited to the conditions and demands of contemporary
political life. In particular, liberal values have proved to be
especially congenial to the practice of democratic rule, so that
the world-wide drive towards democracy has been, more
specifically, a movement towards liberalism. By the same token,
it has become apparent that of all the possible political systems
amenable to liberal thought, democracy has plainly established
itself as the best practical means of manifesting and sustaining
liberal values in society and of approximating towards a liberal
conception of social justice.

Thus, although Hoffman (1988) is right to talk of the potentially
troubled relationship between the general concepts of liberty and
democracy (see also Pateman 1970, 1985; Graham 1986), in practice
the two are compatible and mutually reinforcing to a considerable
extent (see Bobbio 1988; Holden 1993). As such, liberalism is
capable of providing a powerful theoretical conceptualisation of
democratic government. It may be useful to end this section,
then, with a brief consideration of the general characteristics
of the liberal state. As John Gray (1986:75) points out,

the sine qgua non of the liberal state in all its varieties
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is that governmental power and authority be limited by a
system of constitutional rules and practices in which
individual 1liberty and the equality of persons under the
law are respected.
Thus, 1in typical contemporary practice, 1liberal democracy
involves the principle of open, accountable and representative
government chosen in regular free and fair elections on the basis
of universal suffrage. Such governmental power is limited by a
series of checks and balances, including a constitution and/or
a bill of rights. All citizens are subject to the rule of law,
dispensed through an independent judiciary. A range of civil
liberties is guaranteed, including freedom of speech, religion,
assembly and political association, as well as the freedom of the
media. In summary, contemporary political liberalism seeks to
secure in states a free and open democracy of equals. Richard
Bellamy (1992:1), a left-wing political theorist, underlines,
with a certain wry irony, the virtually universal acceptance of
liberal values and principles in democratic states:
Twentieth-century liberalism has suffered the curious fate
of steadily declining in most countries as an electoral
force exclusive to a particular party, whilst prevailing
and even growing as a background theory or set of
presuppositions and sentiments of a supposedly neutral and
universal kind which dominates political thinking across
the ideological spectrum. Today all major groupings employ
the liberal language of rights, freedom and equality to
express and legitimise their views and demonstrate a
corresponding general acceptance of liberal conceptions of
democracy and the market. From New Right conservatives to
democratic socialists, it seems we are all liberals now.
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Liberalism in South Africa

(1)

It is envisaged that a clear and specific understanding of
liberalism during the apartheid period will emerge through an
examination of the work of Alan Paton and Athol Fugard.
Nevertheless, it will be useful to provide a brief account of the
history and development of liberalism in South Africa in general
terms, before proceedlng to a more detailed investigation of
liberal thinking as it is reflected in the creative writing of
the authors under consideration in this study.

The origins of liberalism in South Africa can be traced back to
the permanent presence of the British settlers in the Cape in the
1820s (Marquard 1965; Davenport 1987). Early on in their
residence, liberal-minded settlers found themselves in
confrontation with the autocratic governorship of Lord Charles
Somerset, and the successful struggle for press freedom, headed
by such figures as Thomas Pringle, George Greig, John Fairburn
and Abraham Faure, helped to introduce the concepts of civil
liberties and limited government under the rule of law into the
colonial society of the time. Later on, through the efforts of
Dr John Philip and others, the Fiftieth Ordinance repealed passes
for free persons of colour; the Charter of Justice instituted an
independent judiciary; and, in the 1830s, local government was
established and slavery abolished, a move, incidentally, which
precipitated the exodus of the Voortrekkers from the Cape.
Especially after the granting of responsible government in 1872,
what became known as the Cape liberal tradition assumed a
position of dominance in the political dispensation of the
colony. This tradition, whose leading proponents included J.H.
de Villiers, J.X. Merriman, W.P. Schreiner, Saul Solomon, Walter
Stanford, J.W. Sauer and James Rose Innes, sought during the
latter part of the nineteenth century to implement the principles
of freedom, equality and the colour-blind franchise insisted on
by the 1liberal British government under Gladstone. Though
predominantly English-speaking whites, liberals at the time were
also found among non-whites such as Tobagu Jabavu and Mohandas
Gandhi, as well as Afrikaners like "Onze Jan" Hofmeyr and others
of the Afrikaner Bond.

By the 1880s, however, reaction was setting in among the white
settlers as the increasing numbers of Coloureds and Africans
fulfilling the relatively simple educational and economic
franchise qualifications began to threaten the notion of white
government. Successive laws in 1887, 1892 and 1894 were passed
to raise the voting qualifications and effectively maintain a
white electoral preponderance (Robertson 1971). Such inherent
conservatism served to undo the Cape liberals at the National
Convention which established the Union of South Africa in 1910,

where they compromised on the question of non-white polltlcal
participation under pressure from Natal and, even more so, the
Boer Republics of the Transvaal and the Orange Free State

Seeking first to bring about the reconciliation of Boer and
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Briton, the problem of the political rights of the Bantu was left
to be sorted out later (Thompson 1960; Macmillan 1963). As Leo
Marquard (1965:23) remarks, .
the Cape 1liberal tradition did not capitulate; but its
defences had been breached, and as time went on the breach
became ever wider.
Indeed, far from Africans becoming gradually incorporated into
the political processes of the country, as was the Cape liberals’
intention, the next few decades witnessed the steady erosion of
liberal impulses in the government on the topic of non-whites,
clearly expressed in such illiberal acts of parliament as the
Native Labour Registration Act of 1911, the Land Act of 1913, the
Urban Areas Act of 1923, the mining industry’s "Colour Bar" Act
of 1926, and the Native Administration Act of 1927.

Through the latter part of the 1930s and the early years of the
1940s, however, the increasing influence of liberals such as J.H.
Hofmeyr in government seemed to suggest that the prospect of a
progressive liberalisation of South Africa’s racial policies was
imminent, particularly in the wake of South Africa’s contribution
to the Allied victory in the second world war. Certainly, Prime
Minister Jan Smuts’s efforts in the wording of the preamble to
the United Nations’ charter of human rights seemed to betoken
that the newly resurgent liberal spirit in world politics would
carry over into South African politics in particular. As Anthony
Sampson (1958:73) put it,
the victory of the Allies, and the breath of new liberal
ideas that had blown into the South African hothouse as a
result of the Atlantic Charter, the establishment of the
United Nations, and the defeat of the Nazi doctrine of
racial supremacy, all seemed to indicate a new deal for
South Africa.

On the other hand, liberals like Alfred Hoernlé (1945) noted the
steady decline and eclipse of the liberal ideal of full racial
integration among rank-and-file members of South African society.
In fact, Smuts’s decision to enter the second world war on the
side of Britain served to shatter white unity in the country, and
helped to fuel an ever more fervent Afrikaner nationalism. The
upshot was the 1948 election victory of the Afrikaner-dominated
Nationalist Party, which began immediately to implement the
policy of apartheid (note that neither the political misnomer,
"National Party", nor the euphemism, "separate development", will
be used in this study). Although it is inaccurate to view 1948
as the sudden descent of "an age of darkness" in race relations
(Worrall 1976), it is nevertheless the case that the Nationalists
rapidly and drastically extended and tightened the principle of
racial segregation, entrenching it in 1law and applying it
ruthlessly in practice. For the next forty years and more, the
basic tenets of liberal government were extinguished, as South
African politics took the form of a authoritarian racial
oligarchy in which concepts such as individual liberty, equality,
and the open society, had no place.

Following the exclusion of Africans from the 1910 unification
settlement, black political aspirations became focused through

21



the African National Congress (originally the South African
Native National Congress), founded in 1912. After decades of
moderate protest, during which their hopes of fair inclusion in
the ambit of South African political life came to nothing, the
ANC began in the 1940s to adopt a more militant approach under
the influence of its Youth League, which included at that time
such figures as Nelson Mandela, Walter Sisulu and Oliver Tambo.
In 1945, in the spirit of the Atlantic Charter, the ANC had
published a Bill of Rights and began its call for universal
suffrage; then in 1949, following the Nationalists’ victory, the
Youth League proposed a "Programme of Action" that would speedily
bring about these democratic reforms (Carter 1962). It is
important to note that in this the ANC’s demands were perfectly
consistent with 1liberal democratic principles. However, as
Robertson (1971:69) observes,

in South African circumstances the implications were

revolutionary: they meant the establishment of non-white

majority rule.
Indeed, it may be argued that even though the ANC later adopted
the principle of armed struggle and came under the influence of
radical politico-economic ideas through its strategic association
with the South African Communist Party, it never fully abandoned
its general adherence to the basic tenets of liberal democracy,
which re-emerged in the ANC’s participation in the multiparty
negotiations of the 1990s. It is part of the tragedy of South
African history, however, that a full commitment to such liberal
principles developed far more quickly among liberal-minded blacks
than among white liberals, and certainly among whites generally
in the country (see Robertson 1971:14).

The response of white 1liberals to the Nationalists’ second
electoral victory in 1953 was to break away from the increasingly
moribund United Party and form the South African Liberal Party.
Together with such groupings as the Torch Commando, the Black
Sash, and the South African Institute of Race Relations, the
Liberal Party represents the purest form of liberal political
thought during the apartheid era. Unlike many liberals in the
past, who had "shrunk from full democracy out of fear that the
majority would subvert liberal values" (Butler, Elphick and Welsh
1987:7), the Liberal Party gquickly adopted the policy of a
universal franchise for all South Africans (see Robertson
1971:112)). Yet for most whites, the Liberal Party’s policies
proved far too radical, and the Party did not succeed in winning
a single seat in parliament (Irvine 1987). Nevertheless, it
maintained an important voice of liberal protest throughout the
years of its existence, and through its black membership,
including a number in leadership positions such as Jordan Ngubane
and Elliot Mngadi, it served actively to challenge the doctrine
of the separateness of the races. Furthermore, the influence of
its leadership, which included, apart from Ngubane and Mngadi,
such figures as Alan Paton, Peter Brown, Leo Marquard, Margaret
Ballinger, Julis Lewin, Edgar Brooks, Donald Molteno and Oscar
Wollheim, extended far beyond the limits of the party itself, and
represented a moral standard of humane values which transcended
the usual realm of political ideology (see Butler, Elphick and
Welsh 1987:5).
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From the late 1950s onwards, however, liberal political movements
found themselves progressively marginalised in a context ip whigh
political thinking became ever more radicalised and polarised in
terms of the fundamental struggle for power between the opposed
forces of Afrikaner and African nationalism. Such radicalisation
culminated, firstly, in the Sharpeville shootings of 21 March
1960, and, secondly, in the Soweto uprising of June 1976, both
events resulting in an intense security clampdown in which black
political organisations were banned, leaders imprisoned or forced
into exile, and all black political activity outlawed. During
this period, two developments in black politics immeasurably
complicated the liberal position: the adoption of the strategy
of armed struggle, and the influence of radical ideological
thought. In the first place, liberals found themselves
confronting the classic "liberal dilemma" in South Africa (van
den Berghe 1978): refusing to accept violence as a political
weapon, it seemed that liberalism was unable in the face of the
intransigence of the regime to offer a viable means of
effectively ending apartheid. Despite the manifest temptations
of armed resistance, however, the total rejection of political
violence from whatever quarter remained a distinctive feature of
South African liberalism, a policy in large measure vindicated
by the country’s peaceful transition to democracy in the 1990s.
In the second place, liberalism, which had long been under attack
from the Afrikaner nationalists on the right, now found itself
assailed by the Marxist challenge on the left, particularly the
revisionist school of Marxism which came to prominence in the
1970s. While sharing with Marxism a commitment to the eradication
of apartheid, liberalism proved fundamentally incompatible with
Marxism in terms of social, political and economic philosophy,
as well as in terms of strategies and tactics. As such, they
remained ideological adversaries up until the implosion of Soviet
Communism in the late 1980s. These dual problems of political
violence and Marxist antagonism represent perhaps the most
characteristic dilemmas confronting South African liberals in the
post 1960 apartheid era, when liberalism experienced the most
difficult period of its existence.

During this period, part of the predicament facing liberalism was
that it often came to be criticised not in terms of its actual
theoretical content as a political philosophy, but on the basis
of the practical performance of supposed liberals. More than
that, a caricatured stereotype of the typical "liberal" evolved
in the thinking of both the right and the left, which then served
as the substance of the critique. Thus, from the perspective of
Afrikaner nationalists, liberals were often accused of being
permissive, dissolute and immoral on the basis of the confused
translation of the word "liberal" into Afrikaans as "liberaal",
a term bearing the pejorative connotations of a latitudinarian
(see Marquard 1965:20-22). Moreover, apartheid ideologues
constantly sought to discredit liberalism by linking it with
revolutionary Communism. For example, B.J. Vorster, Minister of
Justice under Verwoerd and later Prime Minister, claimed in 1964
that

it was clear that the Jingoes, the Liberalists and the

Communists 1lay in the same trench to shoot at the
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Government (in Marquard 1965:44-45);
while his brother, Reverend J.D. Vorster, Chairman of the
National Council Against Communism in the mid 1960s, asserted
that
liberal Christians, liberal Jews, and liberal-minded
universities, have, down the years, rendered the greatest
assistance to communism (in Marquard 1965:44).
Later, this technique of indiscriminately lumping all anti-
apartheid modes together led to the development of the doctrine
of the Total Onslaught, a strategy used extensively by P.W. Botha
and Defence Minister Magnus Malan to justify state violence by
the police and army both inside and outside South Africa during
the 1970s and 1980s.

From the political left, a number of African nationalist and
Marxist activists have used remarkably similar techniques to
disparage liberalism. Frequently, liberals are caricatured as
hypocritical affluent white bourgeoisie pretending to sympathise
with black political aspirations while in actuality helping to
maintain the apartheid status quo in order to preserve their
white privileges. Ezekiel Mphahlele, in The African Image
(1962:50-51), for instance, portrays liberals as whites (he
dismisses the notion of black liberals) who offer paternalistic
assistance to blacks while accommodating themselves to apartheid
law. Later, Steve Biko (1978:21-22) condemns white liberals for
their patronising attitude towards blacks in trying to convince
their fellow whites "that the black man is also a man and that
at some future date he should be given a place at the white man’s
table". And more recently, even Njabulo Ndebele (1986:145) has
insensitively equated what he calls "the phenomenal hypocrisy of
the English-speaking liberal" with "the brutality of the Boer™".
While the criticisms contained in these statements may well be
true of some liberal (or conservative) whites, the point to note
is that they have little to do with liberalism as such. A more
pointed, though no less unfair, critique of liberalism itself
emerges in the comments of Marxist writers such as Neville
Alexander, who claimed on his release from Robben Island in 1974
(in Slabbert 1993:21) that
liberalism is a greater danger in the 1long run to the
struggle of the oppressed than fascism; for the very reason
that it seems to speak with the tongue of the people.
In this radical critique, liberals are depicted as mere obstacles
who ultimately serve the .interests of the ruling class by
deflecting the force of the revolution. This line of criticism
is typified by Martin Legassick (1972:np) in his portrayal of
liberalism as
a force trying on the one hand to minimise or disguise the
conflictual or coercive aspects of the social structure,
and on the other to convince selected Africans that the
grievances they felt could be ameliorated through reforms
which liberals could promulgate (see also Johnstone 1970;
Trapido 1971; Legassick 1974; Rich 1984).

The Margist critique of liberalism is, of course, more complex
than this and will receive due attention in the course of this
study. Nevertheless, it is true that a significant part of the
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critique has been directed at liberals in politics rather than
at liberalism itself. Thus, as Butler, Elphick and Welsh
(1987:11) comment in the introduction to an important collection
of essays, entitled Democratic Liberalism in South Africa, which
seeks to offer a more balanced view of liberalism in this
country,
South African liberals have been accused of being both
strong and weak - as members of the establishment complicit
in maintaining apartheid and as peripheral idealists with
no political constituency and a long record of failure in
producing reform.
While acknowledging the partial truth of both assertions, they
go on to point out (1987:11) that such criticisms do not
represent the whole picture:
Counterbalancing the weakness of 1liberals in formal
politics, however, is their disproportionate presence in
powerful and prestigious institutions [which are] conduits
of 1liberal values to citizens who would never describe
themselves as liberals.
Among such institutions are the legal profession and judiciary;
the English-language press; private sector business; the
traditionally English-language universities; the arts; the
English-speaking churches and charity organisations. It is these
institutions which have helped to sustain liberal values in the
face of apartheid, and which have made significant contributions
to resisting and eventually dismantling the apartheid state.
Moreover, partly in reaction to the Africanist and Marxist
critique, and partly in response to changing social and political
circumstances, 1liberal scholars have developed a coherent
contemporary understanding of liberalism which is highly relevant
to the South African context. Such scholarship has been pursued
in a variety of fields, including political theory (Elphick 1983;
Welsh 1987); historiography (Wilson and Thompson 1969, 1971;
Davenport 1987; Elphick 1987; and see Wright 1977; Saunders
1988); economics (Yudelman 1983; Simkins 1986); and education
(Enslin 1986). _

It is this concerted endeavour to maintain and promote liberal
values and principles in society which helps to explain how,
despite the well-documented contempt for 1liberals in South
Africa, liberal democracy came to be accepted as the political
model for "the new South Africa". The reasons for this apparently
unexpected development require some explication. In the first
place, it became evident in the course of the 1980s that the two
main contenders for power in South Africa - Afrikaner nationalism
and the popular liberation movements - had reached political
deadlock, while the country staggered towards violent anarchy and
economic crisis. Then, 1in 1989, the world-wide collapse of
communism deprived both the Nationalist Party of their anti-
communist legitimising myth as well as certain sections of the
liberation movements of their redemptive grand theory. At about
the same time, the intransigent State President, P.W. Botha,
suffered a stroke, which gave a number of verligte Nationalists,
including F.W. de Klerk, the opportunity to seize power and find
a way out of the political impasse. As the new State President,
de Klerk took the step at the opening of parliament on 2 February
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1990 of unbanning all political organisations, repealing all
apartheid legislation, and releasing political prisoners,
especially Nelson Mandela, thus effectively ending apartheid and
opening the way for multiparty negotiations. Both sides found
themselves, then, facing these negotiations without an
ideological framework, and so they soon fell back on conventional
liberal principles, firstly, to get negotiations started, and
secondly, as a means of achieving compromise. As Frederick van
Zyl Slabbert (1993:21) rather cynically observes,
when, in such circumstances, negotiation becomes the
dominant mode of transition, nothing is calculated to make
a liberal democrat of a tyrant more gquickly than the
prospect of his most ardent adversary coming into power.

In a sense, then, the CODESA negotiations could be regarded as
a perfect exemplification of liberal social contract theory in
action, producing a result which corresponds very closely to the
kind of social justice propounded by John Rawls in A Theory of

Justice, for example. The new South African political
dispensation does, indeed, bear all the hallmarks of a
quintessentially 1liberal state, with its constitutional

government, its far-reaching bill of rights, its independent
judiciary, and its protection of the freedom of speech, religion,
association and assembly, as well as the maintenance of a
generally free market economy. It could be argued that the
country at large has, in fact, become the very sort of open,
common society envisaged in the 1950s by the Liberal Party.

For the establishment of this liberal democratic society to have
taken place, however, it was necessary for the fundamental values
and principles of liberalism to have been kept current in South
Africa, and to have been propounded in such a way that their
force could be readily appreciated. As suggested earlier, this
was accomplished partly through liberal politics and liberal
scholarship in a variety of fields. But it was also achieved
through the creative arts and particularly, perhaps, through
literature, in which complex, abstract ideas can be given an
immediate concrete significance and their meaning tested and
explored in imaginative reality. More particularly, the force of
political values and beliefs, such as those of liberalism, can,
in literature, be expressed with a dramatic validity which is
both multiple and direct. Nowhere in South African literature,
as this thesis hopes to show, has this task been accomplished
with greater integrity and power than in the work of Alan Paton
and Athol Fugard.
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Liberalism and Literature

(1)

In the light of the understanding of liberalism which has gmerggd
in this theoretical introduction, it is possible to consider 1in
what ways the values and principles inherent in liberal poli?igal
thought may have application in the sphere of literary activity
and, in particular, how some of the key concepts in the work of
contemporary political philosophers may be used to bolster a
liberal conceptualisation of literature. In so doing, both a
broad and a specific liberal approach to literary interpretation
will be offered, as well as an examination of the relevance of
such an approach in the South African context.

It ought to be noted, however, that the intention is not to
construct some kind of liberal "theory" of literature. To do so
would be to misconstrue both the nature and the practice of
liberalism. In nature, liberalism is composed of a complex and
multivariant body of thought which cannot be facilely reduced to
the status of a rigid, monolithic ideology. And in practical
terms, liberalism affords a wide and flexible philosophical basis
for action which cannot be glibly formulated through an all-
encompassing grand theory. As such, it will be useful to approach
the liberal idea of the relationship between politics and
literature by means of a contrastive analysis of the claims and
intentions of liberalism’s two main theoretical adversaries in
recent times, Marxism and post-structuralism (see Foley 1992cC).

(i1)

An approach to literature founded upon liberal thinking must
stand in utter opposition to the prescriptive and restrictive
aims of Marxist criticism. Despite the superficially hybrid and
developmental appearance of its approach and method in modern
times, all Marxist theories, of which Marxist literary theory is
part, has as its ultimate goal the actualisation of the Marxist
state. General Marxist theory asserts that, at bottom, the only
true or scientific knowledge is that of the Marxist understanding
of material conditions, historical dialectic, class struggle and
the 1inexorable teleological movement towards the classless
socialist future. Given that all other ideologies must,
therefore, be mistaken, and given that literature is a form of
ideological expression, it follows that the fundamental purpose
of Marxist literary criticism is to demonstrate how texts either
succeed or fail in representing or reflecting the reality of the
Marxist ideology. This, in turn, is part of the larger purpose
of using such literary criticism as one further means, among
many, of bringing about the revolutionary conditions which will
usher in the Marxist political and economic order. Ultimately,
there can be no other central coherent aim of Marxist literary
critical practice. Marxist criticism thus arrogates to itself the
right to pass normative judgements on the content of literary
texts, based on this political objective, and, consequently, to
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censure or even censor texts either through outright prohibition
or through the critical "correction’ or "re-writing” of their
content in order to bring them in 1line with the approved
political ideology. Such a commonality of purpose may be seen to
underpin the work of the best-known Marxist theorists, such_as
the social realism models of Lukadcs (1955); the '"negative
knowledge" critiques of the Frankfurt school, including_Adorno
(1955) and Marcuse (1977); the interrogation of textual s1lenges
practised by Macherey (1966) and Eagleton (1976); the soclo-
literary focus of Goldmann (1964); and the reconstructive
analysis of the political unconscious pursued by Jameson (1981).

Liberals clearly reject such procedures for a number of reasons.
Most obviously, liberalism recognises the variousness and
complexity of human 1life manifested in the uniqueness of
individual persons, and so denies the concept of the exclusive
validity of a single, narrow ideology such as Marxism. As Charles
Altieri (1990:2) points out, Marxist literary-political theory
provides very few adequate positive social alternatives -
and offers very thin models for the range of personal
desires and powers that must be central to establishing
ideals of the good for both private and public domains (see
also Parrinder 1987).
In terms of political reality, the disintegration of communist
regimes in 1989 spelled a fatal blow for Marxism both at the
level of practice, since it destroyed the practical material
models for critical reference, and at the level of theory, for
in Marxism theory (consciousness, ideology, superstructure) is
determined in actuality by material forces. But the Marxist
"transgressive" reading, or correction of texts, is perhaps most
unpalatable for 1liberalism in that it is predicated upon the
belief that social or communal considerations take precedence
over individual perspectives, and that individual freedom of
thought may be subjugated to the supposed good of the
collectivity. Given the experience in South Africa of censorship,
banning and information control by the apartheid regime, the
prospect of similar measures taken in the name of radical
ideological necessity must be viewed with very deep suspicion.

In the broadest sense, a liberal approach to 1literature is
founded upon the right of the individual to freedom of thought
‘and expression, and in fact seeks to encourage the free play of
individual critical and creative work. It is a principle which
lies at the heart of the liberal tradition of the open society,
and which has its origins in the classical liberal theorists of
the past, including Locke, Voltaire, de Tocqueville and, perhaps
most famously of all, John Stuart Mill in his essay On Liberty
(1859). The principle of the freedom of expression forms an
integral component of the work of contemporary liberal theorists
also, including both Robert Nozick and John Rawls, despite their
divergence on other issues, and so it is possible to extend their
political theorisation 1in application to the principles of
literary critical practice today.

From Anarchy, State and Utopia (1974), Nozick’s concept of the
"framework of utopias'". or utopia as a "meta-utopia" (discussed
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earlier), 1is especially germane to the matter at hand. The
implication of Nozick’s theory is that a liberal approach to
literature should, as a prerequisite for all literary activity,
insist on the fundamental and absolute freedom of writers to
write what they 1like, how they 1like, and from whatever
perspective they 1like (subject only to the ordinary laws of
libel, of course). Obversely, writers should be guaranteed.the
freedom not to have to write about any particular topic. Given
this unconditional commitment to the individual autonomy and
liberty of writers, it follows that a liberal literary criticism
should, by nature, be descriptive rather than prescriptive,
interpretative rather than normative, explicatory rather than
exclusory. While texts may certainly be assessed in terms of
their aesthetic properties, their effectiveness, their
perspicacity (however these may be conceptualised), there can be
no support for a criticism which demands that a literary text
conform to certain pre-existent and preceptive norms of
"correctness" - political, moral, religious, or otherwise.
Importantly, then, liberal criticism does not require texts to
reflect or promote liberal political thought since this would
contradict the core liberal principle of individual (authorial)
freedom itself. Thus, a liberal approach to literature is neither
the weak nor the conservative one it is sometimes accused of
being, but is rather one which is vitally and radically free. It
nurtures truly creative art because it permits and, indeed,
encourages experimentation, innovation, idiosyncrasy,
eccentricity, and, perhaps most importantly of all,
unpredictability. And it promotes truly critical thought because
it allows and even values a free and open exchange of ideas,
holding no subject above scrutiny and debate and believing no
social or political arrangement to be ©beyond potential
corrigibility. In the same way, then, that Nozick’s political
ideal consists primarily of a stable environment in which utopian
experimentation can take place, so a liberal approach to
literature should as its first task seek to establish a secure
context for the free play of the creative imagination and the
critical mind.

The question arises, however, of what action liberals could or
should take against writers or critics who take advantage of this
freedom to pursue a programme designed, for whatever reason, to
dissolve or dismantle the "framework" or free literary
environment - and both Marxism and post-structuralism do, in
different ways, threaten to do this. Nozick suggests that the
framework may have to be imposed and maintained as one of the few
coercive duties of the state (1974:329-331), but provides no
moral argument in support of such action. It is necessary, in
fact, to turn to John Rawls’s A Theory of Justice (1971) for a
systematic justification of the enforcement of literary freedom.
Rawls’s first principle of justice (1971:302-303; see above), in
asserting the equal right of all persons to "the most extensive
total system of equal basic liberties compatible with a similar
system of liberty for all", confirms that no person has the right
to use his or her freedom to limit the freedom of others. More
specifically, Rawls’s first priority rule stresses that "liberty
can be restricted only for the sake of liberty" and not for the
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sake of efficiency or welfare (always bearing in mind the
conditions laid down in the second principle of justice). In
essence, Rawls’s theory of justice provides a compel}lng
demonstration of the fact that there can be no ethical or loglcgl
reason for a violation of the principle of individual liberty in
general or of authorial freedom in particular: it would not bring
into being a fairer social system; it would not be to the
material advantage of the members of the society generally; and
it would certainly not be to the benefit of those (writers)_whose
liberty was restricted. Thus, the only instance where a writer’s
freedom may be limited is where (s)he uses such freedom in an
attempt to destroy the total system of liberty shared by all
other writers.

(11i1)

It may be argued that if liberty is to be regarded as the
cardinal issue in the arena of literary practice, then post-
structuralism offers a more radical theoretical model of
linguistic, and hence, literary, freedom than does liberalisnm.
Closer examination reveals, however, that post-structuralism
presents an inadequate means of theorising the nexus between
literature and politics, firstly, because its own conception of
freedom of interpretation. is highly suspect in its political
ramifications, and, secondly, because it lacks a comprehensive
and coherent perspective on the actual conditions of social
reality. Without ignoring the importance of post-structuralists
like Lacan and Foucault, it is most profitable for the purposes
of this study to concentrate on the deconstructive theories of
Jacques Derrida and his followers, since these hold the most far-
reaching implications for political literature, and represent the
most radically anti-liberal position, of all post-structuralist
thought.

At the outset, however, it is necessary to disqualify from
consideration a version of "deconstruction" which sees as its
function merely the exposing and unravelling of contradictions
or hidden agendas in theoretical systems or political discourses.
Such a process has little to do with the deconstructive practices
of Derrida and represents hardly more than a continuation of the
tradition of sceptical analysis, established in the
Enlightenment, based on the scientific principles of rational
enquiry, experimentation and verification. This tradition is
wholly consistent with the liberal tenets of rational, autonomous
individuality and the need for constant vigilance against
mendacity and tyranny.

More properly, deconstruction, as it emerges in the writings of
Derrida (1967a, 1967b, especially), involves not simply healthy,
rational scepticism, but rather, in its strongest form, the
attempted subversion of the very basis of such rational
discourse. In brief, deconstruction seeks to undermine the claims
of any textual work, in terms of its linguistic system, to be

autonomous, intelligible or determinate; that is, it asserts that
there can be no textual representation or demonstration of
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determinate truth or knowledge or reality. The validity or
otherwise of Derrida’s theories is not, however, the issue here
(though see Holloway 1983; Watts 1983), but rather the political
ramifications of his thought. Derrida’s ideas may not initially
seem to hold any direct or immediate relevance for specific
political issues. Particularly in the South African apartheid
context, the abstruse philosophical arguments, the tendency
towards solipsistic textual interpretation (or non-
interpretation), the self-indulgent verbal gaming, would seem to
be of limited concern. There are, however, more pertinent and
alarming political implications of Derrida’s thinking which have
begun to emerge with increasing clarity. The issues were thrust
into prominence at the inaugural series of Amnesty International
jectures held at Oxford University in 1992 in aid of the then
incarcerated Burmese Nobel Peace Prize winner, Aung San Suu Kyi.
Fntitled "Freedom and Interpretation", the lectures were
intended, according to Jim Reed (1992), editor of the Oxford
Magazine, as "an in-depth investigation of the relations between
artistic and intellectual creation and human liberty", and
focused particularly on the challenge posed by modern theories
such as deconstruction to concepts like human individuality and
meaningful communication, which are naturally of prime importance
to Amnesty. Derrida, in particular, was taken to task for
promoting an arbitrariness of interpretative freedom which itself
threatens to dissolve the very values on which individuals’
freedom rests. As Reed (1992), following the arguments of Frank
Kermode and others, maintains, deconstruction has extensive
political implications:
Far from being always a democratic right and a weapon
against the structures of power, "freedom of
interpretation" has no keener practitioners than the
holders of power themselves, from the relatively tame ones
who cook and re-cook the unemployment figures to the lethal
ones who deny all knowledge of the human beings whom they
have "disappeared", tortured and killed. Freedom of
interpretation is not a good to be blithely maximised
without some regulative notion of what is not just "free",
but true.

The relevance of such comments for South Africa is brought into
sharp focus by any consideration of recent South African history
under a government which practised precisely the kind of lethal
political engineering 1identified by Reed. What clearer
exemplification could there be of deconstruction’s radically
arbitrary "freedom of interpretation” than the Nationalist
Party’s arbitrary classification of human beings into artificial
racial categories 1like "Coloured" or "non-white"? Or the State’s
frighteningly Orwellian doublespeak in naming such legislative
brutalities as the Immorality Act, the Extension of University
Education Act and the Prohibition of Political Interference Act,
and in formulating such euphemisms as "homeland", "resettlements"
and "separate development" itself? Or the Government’s utter
subversion of any notions of truth or justice in its "free"
interpretation and manipulation of information, coupled with its
draconian censorship laws? Or even, most cynically of all
perhaps, the Nationalists’ attempted legitimation of apartheid
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through grossly casuistical biblical exegesis? From a libgral
point of view, it is clear that a potent source of opposition,
protest and resistance to this State oppression has been the use
of literature as a means of sustaining and promoting truth. To
submit to a deconstructive randomness of interpretation would
mean to relinquish this mechanism for individual and popular
power against the unjust practices of the present and any fu?ure
government. Given the grim lessons of South Africa’s political
history, such a step would have to be regarded as extremely ill-
advised.

(iv)

In general terms, the liberal approach to literature stands mid-
way between the radical collectivist politics of Marxist
criticism on the left, and the at least potentially conservative
practical political implications of deconstruction on the right.
While liberalism rejects the foundational assumptions and
assertions of Marxism and deconstruction, it ought nevertheless
to be acknowledged that 1liberal critical procedures have
benefited from some of the incidental insights which each theory
has generated. Such evolutionary adaptability, in fact,
constitutes one of liberalism’s greatest strengths. Thus, liberal
literary criticism has acquired from Marxism the need to take
more seriously into account the influence of material conditions
of literary production on meaning, and to make more precise its
own analysis of historical context. From deconstruction, on the
other hand, liberal critics have recognised the necessity to be
more attentive to the problematic issue of textuality and to
reconsider some of their assumptions about the authorial control
of linguistic meaning.

In view of 1liberalism’s assimilation of such insights, it is
important to recognise that 1liberal literary criticism has
evolved and developed since the early part of the century when
the proponents of what was loosely termed, "liberal humanism",
first sought to place the practice of literary interpretation on
a more rigorous academic basis than had previously been the case.
It 1is unfortunately true, however, that many opponents of
liberalism, particularly in South Africa, still strive to assail
liberal literary activity on the ground of practices which have
not been current for many years, or to confuse it with
conservative or apolitical critical approaches which have little
or nothing to do with liberalism as such. It is quite common, for
instance, for critics to refer dismissively to the 1liberal
humanist character of a work without being able or, perhaps,
willing to provide a satisfactory account of what they mean by
the term (Watson 1983, selectively following Trilling 1943, 1951;
Chapman 1984). Alternatively, a number of critics are gquilty of
conflating liberal critical practice with some of the stringently

apolitical approaches of the New Critics or the Practical
Criticism school (Vaughan 1982; Morphet 1990); and still other
critics have sought to associate 1liberal approaches with

illiberal, conservative literary-political positions (Hofmeyr
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1979; Rich 1985).

Virtually by definition, contemporary liberal approaches to
literature are neither conservative nor apolitical: indeed, as
a practice founded upon a political philosophy, it is difficult
to see how liberal literary activity could be conceptualised as
non-political (see Foley 1992b). Neither should it be imag?ned
that liberal-based literary criticism is a vague and untheorised
body of work incapable of engaging with political reality. While
by no means as oppressively theoretical as Marxist or post-
structuralist criticism, liberal critical practice has developed
a distinguished body of theoretical scholarship, which has found
expression in a variety of influential works. As in the case of
liberal politics, it is part of the malleable and plural
character of liberal theory that it should have produced a
complex and diverse range of critical hypotheses and approaches.
Among those theorists whose work is particularly congenial to
liberal thinking are E.D. Hirsch (1967; 1976), especially his
crucial distinction between the determinate verbal meaning of a
text and its non-determinate significance; Charles Altieri (1981;

1990), who develops a compelling defence of traditional
humanistic meaning based on a variety of linguistic philosophical
sources; and Daniel Schwarz (1986), who provides a

crystallisation of the principles of humanistic formalism through
a comparative analysis of twentieth-century Anglo-American
critics. In addition, a number of the most influential critics
of recent times have, partly in reaction to Marxist and post-
structuralist criticism, offered a weighty theoretical and
practical defence of liberal values in literature, including
Wayne Booth (1961: 1988), Frank Kermode (1968; 1979), Eugene
Goodheart (1978), John Gardner (1978), Richard Eldridge (1990)
and Harold Bloom (1995).

Nevertheless, while it is part of the distinctive character of
liberalism to foster freedom of thought and expression and,
hence, a diversity of critical methods and emphases, this is not
to suggest that liberal critics are obliged to accept any or all
conceptions of literature as equally cogent or valid. Despite its
flexibility and tolerance for novelty and heterodoxy, there are
certain 1limits to what 1liberal criticism would regard as
legitimate, and these are set largely in relation to the liberal
conception of the human creature as an essentially autonomous,
rational, individual agent. Given this understanding of human
nature, it 1is obvious that liberal criticism stands opposed to

any form of 1literary theory which rejects the notion of the |
individual subject whether by dissolving the individual into a
social aggregate determined by material conditions (as Marxism
does) or by deconstructing the human subject into a decentred
play of indeterminate signifiers (as deconstruction does). This
does not mean that 1liberal criticism insists on a narrowly
realistic or mimetic understanding of 1literature or on any
concomitant interpretative procedure. It does mean, however, that
at the very least it assumes that it is possible for a rational,
independent authorial agent to convey meaning to an equally
rational, independent reader, however complex the process and |
however complicated the relationship between reader and writer
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may be. It assumes, moreover, the capacity, at least potentiqlly,
of fictional writing to represent reality or to communicate
insights about human life, though again without underestimating

the complexity of the process.

Liberal criticism thus shares with Marxism, and in opposition to
deconstruction, a belief in the capability of literature to
reveal and convey truths about human reality. Unlike Marxism,
however, liberalism does not construe these truths to be limited
to the prescriptive parameters of any particular ideology.

Instead, based on its commitment to the fundamental principle of

individual 1liberty, liberalism encourages writers and readers
alike continually to explore and to refine our understanding of
those truths. It would be self-contradictory for 1liberal
criticism to try to force any author to write from any specific
point of view about any particular subject, even in a context of
extreme political injustice. At the same time, however, the very
condition of such authorial freedom has inspired many liberal
writers to address the subject of the political infringement of
human 1liberty in their work. A significant feature of the
relationship between liberal politics and liberal 1literature
emerges from this phenomenon: namely, that it is part of the

complex and unique nature of 1liberalism to function !

simultaneously as an absolute guarantee of freedom of expression

and as a compelling moral incentive for writers to help extend

to others precisely that same condition of freedom.

(v)

As stated at the outset, the principal intention of this thesis
is to explore the concept of liberalism as it informs, and is
reflected in, the work of Alan Paton and Athol Fugard during the
apartheid period. It remains to outline, in view of the foregoing
discussion of the general liberal approach to literature, the
specific literary critical methods and techniques to be employed
in this study.

It must be pointed out immediately that the purpose is not to
judge Paton’s and Fugard’s understanding of liberalism against
some ideal, preconceived notion of liberalism through a
normative, transgressive reading of their work. On the contrary,
accepting that liberalism is open to a variety of individual
interpretations and shifts of emphasis, it follows that this
study will seek to identify and clarify how each writer has in
his own way apprehended and articulated the values and beliefs
of the liberal tradition. In particular, the idea is to examine
the ways in which each writer has responded, from a liberal
perspective, to the developing and changing dilemmas and
difficulties presented in the course of the apartheid era. An
important aspect of this thesis, then, is to come to an
understanding of the nature and evolution of liberal thought in
South Africa during this time, and to suggest at least some of
the ways in which liberals challenged and helped to undermine the
apartheid system. As such, this study will follow a chronological
approach to each writer’s work in turn, beginning in 1948 with
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the publication of Paton’s Cry, the Beloved Cpuntrv and the
Nationalist Party’s election victory, and ending in 1990 with the
demise of apartheid and Fugard’s most recent published drama,
Playland. In this way, it is hoped to be able to present a fairly
comprehensive overview of the period, and the development of
liberal thinking within it.

This is not to suggest, however, that the present study will take
the form merely of a sociological or historiographical survey.
Instead, given the fact that the primary material under analysis
is creative literature, the understanding of liberalism to emerge
in this study will have to be seen in the 1light of the
individual, subjective and artistic features of the textual
discourse. In some senses, therefore, the approach to be adopted
shares certain affinities with that suggested by the term,
"history from the inside", coined by Stephen Clingman (1986) in
his investigation of the novels of Nadine Gordimer. Clingman’s
comments about the novel (1986:1) have application not only to
narrative fiction but also to drama:
The novel can present history as historians cannot.
Moreover, this presentation is not fictional in the sense
of being "untrue". Rather, fiction deals with an area of
activity usually inaccessible to the sciences of greater

externality: the area in which historical process is
registered as the subjective experience of individuals in
society.

At the same time, however, this study does not share the Marxist
orientation of Clingman’s work, and so will approach issues such
as the historical process, individuality and society from an
unambiguously liberal perspective. Thus, for example, the authors
under consideration here will not be 3judged as inherently
fallible observers whose largely socially constrained insights
need to be refined and completed by the critic; rather, the
writers will be regarded as autonomous witnesses who are capable
of providing an accurate and assiduous account, from their
personal viewpoints, of the experiences of individuals 1in
apartheid society. In this sense, the socio-historical dimensions
of this study are to be treated in a manner which is informed by
the kind of understanding of literature advanced by Lionel
Abrahams (1987:152); his specific reference to poetry may be
extrapolated to other genres:

In a uniquely focused, uniquely intimate, uniquely
articulate way, poetry embodies something of the history of
what humankind has felt .... Poetry has to go where

journalism and historiography do not have to go - into the
core of the individual experience, where the politics, the
economics, the conflict and disruption are not just thought
but undergone and felt. And it has to do what they do not -

it has to involve its matter with beauty in form. Poetry,
the most intimate, truthful and heroic employment of
language, must penetrate the cataclysm, its ironies, its
paradoxes; must articulate (express by shaping) the
inwardness of disaster, and thus triumph over it - that is
to say, convey our humanity through and beyond it.

A crucial aspect of this thesis will involve its endeavour to
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offer a close reading of the work of Paton and Fugard, making use
in a flexible and eclectic way of the various tools of literary
analysis, and explicating the various literary dev%ces uti1i§ed
by each writer in his particular genre. It is a basic assumption
of this study that the literary methods used by each writer to
articulate and convey his message fundamentally modify and shape
the actual meaning of that message. It would be impossible to
come to a full understanding of what Paton and Fugard are
expressing in their work without taking into account the literary
form which that expression is given. More than that, the
effectiveness of the message, whether in terms of personal
emotion and experience, social protest, or universal human
insight, derives essentially from the writer’s linguistic, and,
in Fugard’s case, dramaturgical, skill. As such, this study will
be implicitly concerned with both Paton’s and Fugard’s artistic
achievement, though conceptualised in terms which include the
arena of historical reality.

It is evident that the purpose of this study beyond the purely
artistic involves the attempt to elucidate the nature and
development of liberalism under apartheid, through the lens of
Paton’s and Fugard’s creative work. Clearly, this task will
entail moving beyond the primary texts to a consideration of the
surrounding political context. In this regard, use will be made
of both general socio-historical sources as well as the two
writers’ non-creative work. As will become apparent, it is not
part of the method of Paton or Fugard to present explicit
definitions of liberalism, or to advance propagandistic claims
for liberalism, in their creative writing. Even given Paton’s
involvement in formal politics, and his overt delineation of
liberal principles in his non-fictional writing, no political
pamphleteering occurs in his novels. Similarly, despite his
subtle and informed liberal sensibility, Fugard chooses not to
offer didactic political statements in his drama. It is therefore
necessary to distil from the literary features of their creative
writing their understanding of the values and principles of
liberalism, especially as these are set in relation to the
illiberal and unjust practices of apartheid, and, to a lesser
extent, the anti-liberal aspects of radical opposition.

It will be seen, for example, that both Paton and Fugard are
concerned to understand people as individuals first and foremost,
rather than as members of one or other group. Both writers seek
to demonstrate the innate moral equality of all persons,
regardless of race, creed, ethnic origin or social background.
Both writers are resolute in their opposition to all political
systems or social theories which undermine or violate the primary
value of the freedom of individuals. And both writers are equally
unwavering in their refusal to countenance the use of violence
for whatever reason, even as a means of attempting to combat and
end social injustice. Developing out of their commitment to these
fundamental 1liberal values, there is in each writer’s work a
delight in the variety of humankind, a willing tolerance and
acceptance of difference and heterodoxy, an authentic sympathy
for human suffering and despair, and a belief, in spite of
everything, that apartheid can be defeated through peaceful
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means. There is, thus, a faith in the power of reason, dialogue,
compassion, and the development of mutual co-operation and
understanding, to overcome prejudice and hatred, and to bring
about the establishment of a just and equitable social order.

This thesis hopes to demonstrate that, whatever other tensions
and difficulties there may be in their work, Paton and Fugard
remained faithful throughout the course of their writing careers
to these basic and profound liberal values and principles. In the
face of the relentless oppression of successive apartheid
governments, and the often vitriolic criticism of more radical
ideological adversaries, such an achievement is both considerable
and significant, and merits close and careful examination.
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Introduction

Alan Paton was without doubt one of the leading liberals of his
generation. Internationally renowned for his first great novel,
Cry, the Beloved Country, Paton had been the innovative and
progressive principal of Diepkloof Reformatory for African boys,
a founding member and leader of the South African Liberal Party,
and, throughout his life, a tireless champion of liberal values
and principles in the face of racial injustice and oppression.
Moreover, through his several volumes of autobiography and
biography, and his numerous articles and lectures, his life and
thought have been thoroughly and candidly documented. And yet,
despite this abundance of material, there exists among his
literary critics a great deal of uncertainty and confusion about
the precise nature and value of his achievement as a creative

writer.

The source of this uncertainty may in large measure be located
in a general misunderstanding or - even worse, perhaps - a
partial understanding of the actual character of liberalism and,
more particularly, in a thoroughgoing confusion about the
relationship between 1liberal politics and 1liberal art. In a
context as fraught with political conflict as South Africa, it
is, perhaps, to be expected that Paton’s work has been frequently
misrepresented - at times wilfully - by critics of opposing
political viewpoints, both from the left and from the right.
However, Paton has been ill-served also by critics who share his
general political perspective, but who have failed to come to
terms with, and hence to articulate, the full significance of the
liberal nature of his literary work. Thus, as a writer, Paton has
been scorned by the right-wing as a "sickly liberalist" and
"cat’s paw of Communists" (see Callan 1968b:4), while several
left-wing critics have claimed that Paton is at best misguided
and naive (Mphahlele 1962; Wade 1973; Watson 1982, 1983;
Hutchings 1992) and at worst a covert conservative reactionary
(Cooke 1979; Nash 1983; Rich 1985). These criticisms will be
discussed more fully later, but it 1is useful to note at this
point that such critics almost invariably proceed from very
limited definitions of liberalism, if indeed they offer any
express accounts at all of what they understand by liberalism.
No explicit descriptions of liberalism are provided by critics
such as Mphahlele, Wade, Cooke, Nash or Rich, while others, like
Watson and Hutchings, define 1liberalism in such vague and
nebulous terms as to distort its actual meaning completely.
Hutchings (1992:184), for example, describes "Paton’s liberalism"
simplistically as "a rationally governed sense of decency and
fair play, with little concern for the historical determinants
of that sense"; and Watson (1983:15), selectively following
Lionel Trilling, proffers an equally facile "definition": "a
ready if mild suspiciousness of the profit motive, a belief in
progress, science, social legislation, planning and international
co-operation". However, if unsatisfactory accounts of liberalism
have been presented by its opponents, it is unfortunately true
that liberal critics have themselves tended to be equally vague
and unsure about the meaning and qualities of 1liberalism in
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literary work such as Paton’s. Richard Rive (1983:21), for
example, discussing Cry, the Beloved Country, expresses the
following admission of confusion:
I experience great difficulty in defining what I mean by
the liberal tradition in South African literature, so I am
not going to define it but merely mention what I feel are
relevant characteristics.
If Rive’s efforts seem rather unhelpful, then so do those of
critics 1like Jack Cope (1970), Raymond Sands (1970) and
Christopher Hope (1985). Indeed, even the Dbest of Paton’s
critics, Edward Callan (1968a, 1982, 1991) offers something less
than an explicit and comprehensive explanation of the
specifically liberal core of Paton’s creative work.

The purpose of this chapter, then, is to provide a clear and
precise account of Paton’s liberal thought and to demonstrate how
this informs and is expressed in his imaginative writing. More
particularly, the fundamental argument which will be advanced is
that Paton’s liberal position, as communicated through his
literary work, is neither naive nor inadequate, but instead
constitutes an important, valid and relevant response to the
social and political circumstances of his time.

In terms of focus, it may be noted that this study will
concentrate primarily on Paton’s fiction, since it is principally
through his novels and short stories that his liberal thinking
is most ably and thoroughly articulated, but cognizance will
nevertheless be taken of his poetic and dramatic work.

Moreover, part of the method to be pursued in this study will
involve a careful examination of Paton’s own political, religious
and other non-fictional writing, in order to discern how Paton
himself formally understood liberalism. As will be seen, in this
writing, much of it often ignored or neglected, Paton proves
himself far more capable of providing a lucid definition of
liberalism and describing its salient features than his
detractors. There will also be an endeavour to place Paton’s
fictional texts accurately within their specific temporal
contexts. This will be done not so much to trace the development
over time of Paton’s liberal thinking per se, for it remained
fairly stable in essence from the mid 1940s onwards, but rather
to see how Paton responded, as a liberal writer, to the changing
socio-political challenges presented by post-war South African
history.

It is necessary to clarify at the outset, however, that it is
mistaken to regard Paton as some implacable ideologue
relentlessly pursuing a political programme through the guise of
creative fiction. Indeed, a major limitation of many readings of
Paton’ work, both radical and conservative, is that they have
tended to focus almost exclusively on what they have perceived
as the political message in the text, subordinating balanced
literary critical procedure to the promotion of specific
political agendas. Such readings yield a very narrow perspective
on Paton’s work and, in fact, implicitly reject Paton’s own
claim, as a novelist, to be first and foremost a creative artist
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who chose to focus on some of the central problems and dilemmas
of his society at various stages of its development. He makes the
point explicitly in Towards the Mountain (1980:272-273):
I tried to make a story, not a denunciation or a sermon or
lesson .... [I]f you want to preach you must go to the
pulpit, if you want to teach you must go to the podium, but
if you want to tell a story you must go to the desk and
obey the rules of the craft. If your story also expounds
some moral truth because of the kind of person you are,
that is acceptable so long as it is the writer and not the
preacher or the teacher who tells the story. If the
preacher or the teacher intrudes, that will mean the end of
the story.
This is not to say, of course, that Paton 1is advocating a
stringently apolitical approach to literature. Quite obviously,
his writing is at its very core political. What he is asserting
is that his fiction involves the techniques, methods and
characteristics specific to the fictional mode, and these must
be taken into account in appreciating fully the meaning and
significance of the work.

In this study, then, an attempt will be made to read Paton’s
fiction on its own terms, rather than through the restricting
filter of an externally imposed ideological paradigm. The aim is
to treat Paton’s fiction not as if it were merely a special form
of political propagandising or as a vehicle for espousing
theoretical abstractions, but instead as authentic 1literary
expression which renders through its own coherent terms of
reference a legitimate response to the issues and concerns of
South Africa’s unfolding social history. Paton’s literature is
at all times concerned not simply with overall social formations
and political structures, but with the experiences, feelings,
hopes and fears of individual human beings. It is, indeed,
precisely this concern, not solely with abstract notions of
social justice, but specifically with individuals and individual
liberty as the basis of any understanding of social justice, that
distinguishes Paton’s fiction as quintessentially liberal in
nature, and that constitutes a central part of its value and
meaning.
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Background

Although Paton’s status as a pre-eminent liberal and _his
unwavering commitment to the liberal cause are beyond questlon,
it is important to realise that he neither came from a liberal
background nor did he appreciate the attraction of liberalism as
a specific political philosophy during his early adulthogd. It
was only in his mid forties, not too long before the writing of
cry. the Beloved Country, that he came to understand and accept
formally the central tenets of liberalism and to devote himgelf
fully to the 1liberal enterprise. It would be instructive,
therefore - not least for the light that it sheds on Cry, the
Beloved Country - to chart his development towards acceptance of
the values and ideals of liberalism.

As he has recounted in his first autobiographical volume, Towards
the Mountain (1980), Paton was born into a devout Christadelphian
family. From an early age, however, he began to reject the
strict, even authoritarian, rule of his father, and to
differentiate between what he later termed "the lesser and the
greater moralities" (1980:32). As such, while Paton remained a
practising Christian all his 1life, he possessed always an
ecumenical temperament, seeking to establish common ground with
those who cherished similar ideals rather than emphasising
sectarian differences in dogma. His Christianity, moreover, was
based firmly on the principles of love and tolerance rather than
judgement and force. A gentle and even quiet boy at school,
Paton’s leadership qualities began to emerge clearly at Natal
University College (now the University of Natal) where he became
president of the Students’ Representative Council and was
selected to represent his fellow students at the first Imperial
Student Conference in England in 1924. It was also at university,
chiefly under the influence of an older student whom he greatly
admired, Railton Dent, that Paton came to adopt an axiom which
he upheld throughout his 1life, namely "that 1life must be lived
in the service of a cause greater than oneself" (1980:59). After
qualifying as a teacher and taking a post at his former school,
Maritzburg College (following brief stints at Newcastle and Ixopo
High Schools), Paton joined the Pietermaritzburg branch of Toc
H (the Talbot House charity organisation), which first led him
to feel '"responsible for society" (1980:111), and he made a
substantial contribution to its work.

From this brief account of Paton’s early life, it is clear that
he was a decent, moral young person, concerned about his
neighbour, and eager to serve his community in whatever way he
could. However, he could not at that time be termed a liberal
because he had not as yet comprehended the importance of what he
later identified as the defining characteristic of liberalism in
South Africa, "its particular concern with racial justice"
(1958a:6) . As he points out in Towards the Mountain (1980:105):
I must record that in those days of the 1920s it never
occurred (to my knowledge) to any member of Toc H to
consider opening the organisation, whose supreme aim was to
create a new spirit between man and man, to any person who
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was not the possessor of a white skin. . '
And he goes on to admit candidly (1980:111) that in his own Toc
H activities, .
the society for which I was beginning to feel responsible
was a white society. I have no doubt that I knew there were
other societies, but I felt no responsibility for them. The
realisation that all these societies were interdependent
was hidden from me. Least of all did I accept the belief
which was later to become the driving force of my life,
that all these societies were in fact one society.
Indeed, in his autobiographical article of 1971, "Case History
of a Pinky" (1971; in Paton 1975:235-236; see also Paton 1957a),
Paton relates his experience directly to that of Arthur Jarvis
in Cry, the Beloved Country (reported in Jarvis'’s essay, "Private
Essay on the Evolution of a South African"), where it is claimed
that one can grow up as an English-speaking South African and yet
know literally nothing at all about other ethnic groups in the
country. Jarvis notes:
I was ... brought up by honourable parents, given all that
a child could need or desire. They were upright and kind
and law-abiding; they taught me my prayers and took me
regularly to church; they had no trouble with servants and
my father was never short of labour. From them I learnt all
that a child should learn of honour and charity and
generosity. But of South Africa I learnt nothing at all
(p.150).

The first significant event which served to precipitate the start
of Paton’s "learning" about South Africa was his contraction of
Enteric fever (Typhoid fever) and his subsequent long and grave
illness. When he eventually recovered, he began to take serious
stock of his life. He was thirty-two years old, had been a
schoolmaster for eleven years, and he now decided that he wished
to do something quite different. Inspired by his reading of cyril
Burt’s The Young Delinguent (1925), and with the help of his
friend, Jan Hofmeyr (then Minister of Education, and a keen and
regular participant at the Student Christian Association boys’
camps launched by Paton and his friends, Reg Pearse and Cyril
Armitage), Paton applied for the post of Principal at a
reformatory. He did not want that of Diepkloof Reformatory for
African boys - a deeply problematic institution - but that is
what he got and what he accepted, despite serious opposition from
his wife, Dorrie. Speaking of himself in the third person in
"Case History of a Pinky" (1971; in Paton 1975:238-239), he
comments:
It opened his eyes. For the first time in his life ... he
saw South Africa as it was .... During those years at
Diepkloof Reformatory he began to understand the kind of
world in which Black people had to live and struggle and
die. I won’t say that he overcame all racial fear, but 1
will say that he overcame all racial hatred and prejudice.
In fact, he likens this turning point in his life to that of St
Francis of Assisi when he came down from his horse to embrace the
leper in the road on the Umbrian plain, and he feels that the
saint’s famous words could be applied with equal validity to
himself (in Paton 1980:169):
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The Lord himself led me amongst them, and I showed mercy to
them, and when I left them, what had seemed bitter to me
was changed into sweetness of body and soul.

However, despite his experiences at Diepkloof, Paton (1980:240-
241), like many other well-intentioned white South Africans, had
by 1941 still not grasped the full implications of the South
African issue:
One loved what was right and good and just, but one did not
yet understand that these things could not be had except at
the cost of a change in one’s whole life and situation.
From a personal perspective, Paton’s 1life seemed quite
satisfactory and fulfilled (Paton 1980:241):
The land of my birth was beautiful, my home 1life was
satisfying, the success of Diepkloof was established, so
that one could easily deceive oneself that the future was
safe and secure.
But two crucial events occurred in his life at that time which
brought him to full liberal consciousness: firstly, the Anglican
synod of 1941 on which Paton served under Archbishop Geoffrey
Clayton; and secondly, Paton’s attendance at the remarkable
funeral of Edith Rheinallt-Jones. While it 1is clearly too
simplistic to reduce Paton’s development as a liberal to these
two incidents only, it 1is useful to highlight them as crucial
stages in that development. :

Firstly, as Paton has delineated in Apartheid and the Archbishop
(1973a) and elsewhere, the Anglican synod of 1941 decided to

establish a Diocesan Commission under the chairmanship of the
then Bishop of Johannesburg, Geoffrey Clayton, with the task of
attempting to define "what it believed to be the mind of Christ
for South Africa" (1973a:116). Paton (1973a:117) has commented
that his involvement in the Commission was for him like coming
from the darkness into the light as he began to understand at
last that one could not be a Christian in South Africa and claim
to love justice and truth without becoming actively concerned
about the socio-political problems of the country. As he
trenchantly remarks in Towards the Mountain (1980:248), "the
bishop’s commission ... didn’t change the heart of the nation but
it changed me."

The second seminal event that Paton stresses is his virtually
epiphanic encounter at the. funeral of Edith Rheinallt-Jones,
recalled in his essay, "A Deep Experience" (1961). Paton had met
Edith and her husband at the South African Institute of Race
Relations, and had driven her on some of her frequent visits to
girls’ Wayfarer troops in the rural areas where she helped to
provide them with a sense of significance and purpose in their
activities - one such episode is described in Paton’s poen,
"Black Woman Teacher" (Songs of Africa p.85). While Paton was
very impressed with Edith’s work, as well as with her
relationships with blacks, whom she treated as absolute equals,
his real revelation came at her funeral in 1944 at st George’s
Presbyterian Church in Johannesburg: scores of people of every
colgur and creed "had come to honour her memory - their hates and
their fears, their prides and their prejudices, all for the
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moment forgotten" (1961:24). For Paton (1961:24) the experience

was profoundly significant:
In that church one was able to see, beyond any possibility
of doubt, that what this woman had striven for was the
highest and best kind of thing to strive for in a country
like South Africa. I knew then I would never again be able
to think in terms of race and nationality. I was no longer
a white person but a member of the human race. I came to
this, as a result of many experiences, but this one ... was
the deepest of them all.

By the mid 1940s, then, Paton had come to understand and accept
the fundamental precepts of liberalism. He had, in fact, begun
to express some of these beliefs in a series of articles on crime
and punishment, published in the 1liberal journal, The Forunm,
during 1943-1944 (see Paton 1943a-c, 1944a-c). These pieces
propounded the basic message, as one of their titles suggests,
that the "real way to cure crime" was for society to "reform
itself" (1944a); 1in particular, a society should provide its
members with a sense that they were "socially significant"
because "to mean something in the world is the deepest hunger of
the human soul" (1944a:24). Paton continued to enunciate such
sentiments in a number of other articles written during the 1940s
(see Paton 1944d; 1945a-c; 1946b; 1947; 1948a-c), by which time
his liberal thinking within the civil service had become more or
less settled.

This is not to say, however, that Paton had never considered a
career as a writer. As Peter Alexander (1994:109-117, 178-179)
has disclosed, Paton in fact completed in the earlier part of his
life a number of books: three novels (Ship of Truth, c1922;
Brother Death, ¢1930; John Henry Dane, c1934), a play (Louis
Botha, ¢1932), and two works of non-fiction (Religion and my
Generation, c1933; The Afrikaner, c1941). None of these works was
ever published, but they serve as an early indication of the
literary dimension of Paton’s temperament. Moreover, his
correspondence with Jan Hofmeyr throughout the 1930s and 1940s
reveals Paton’s political ambitions, though Hofmeyr offered him
no assistance in this direction (see the Hofmeyr Collection,
University of the Witwatersrand; the Alan Paton Centre,
University of Natal, Pietermaritzburg; and Alexander 1994:99f) .
Nevertheless, despite these literary and political pretensions,
Paton seems by the mid 1940s to have accommodated himself to a
career in the civil service, in which he was looking forward to
imminent advancement. Indeed, he undertook a tour of the penal
institutions of Europe and America mainly to qualify himself "for
the eminent post of Director of Prisons" (Paton 1980:254).

However, two further events of seminal significance were going
to change his life forever: the first was the writing (during
that same tour), publication and overwhelming international
acclaim of his first novel, Cry, the Beloved Country; the second
was the victory of the Nationalist Party in the general election
of 1948.
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Crv, the Beloved Country

(1)

It is important to realise that when Paton wrote Cry, the Beloved
Ccountry, it was at a time when South Africa appeared to be set
to move steadily away from racial injustice towards a more
equitable social system. A variety of circumstances, both within
South Africa and abroad, seemed to have coalesced to produce
conditions conducive to progressive political change.

By 1945 the war against Nazism and Fascism had been won and the
world - the western world, at least - looked forward to an era
of peace and freedom from tyranny. The preamble to the United
Nations Charter - written, indeed, by South Africa’s Prime
Minister, Jan Smuts, and even ratified by Parliament on 7
February 1946 - encapsulated the pervasive mood of liberal
democratic hope of the times: ‘

WE THE PEOPLES OF THE UNITED NATIONS DETERMINED

to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war,

which twice in our lifetime has brought untold sorrow to

mankind, and

to reaffirm faith in fundamental rights, in the dignity and

worth of the human person, in the equal rights of men and

women and of nations large and small, and

to establish conditions under which justice and respect for

the obligations arising from treaties and other sources of

international law can be maintained, and

to promote social progress and better standards of life in

larger freedom,

HAVE RESOLVED TO COMBINE OUR EFFORTS TO ACCOMPLISH THESE

AIMS (in Boyce 1974:91).
Many white South African servicemen, recently returned from the
war, were filled with an invigorated sense of justice as well as
with a new internationalist perspective, having seen and
experienced a world far less hidebound by racial prejudice than
South Africa. Moreover, this flowering of liberal attitudes
seemed set to be reinforced by the South African government. In
the first place, Smuts had begun to take certain steps towards
addressing the inequities of the country: the appointment of the
Fagan Commission in 1946, for instance, to look into the question
of various African grievances (see Davenport 1987:340-345).

Even more promisingly, Hofmeyr seemed due to take over the
leadership of the government and to put into practice the liberal
ideals which he had been articulating in a number of speeches and
articles at that time. In one such article, entitled "Faith, Fear

and Politics", and published in the first edition of Forum in
1938, Hofmeyr (in Paton 1964a:294-295) called on white South
Africans to abandon the delusively "realist" approach of

resorting to "a policy of repression which is based on fear",
and to embrace instead the position of "the much-~abused liberal",
who particularly ‘"asserts the essential value of human
personality as something independent of race or colour". This
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article, which Paton (1964a:294) felt "was as clear an expogition
of liberal philosophy as could have been had 1in thoge tlmgs",
argued powerfully that "the way forward", to be takep in "faith"
and not "fear", was the liberal way. Such sentiments were
repeated with equal conviction in Hofmeyr’s famous "Herrenvqlk"
speech when he was deputy Prime Minister. In this speech, given
in his address as Chancellor of the University of the
Witwatersrand in 1946, Hofmeyr (in Paton 1964a:42%—423)
explicitly compared South Africa’s dominant racist mentality to
that of Nazi Germany and called on white South Africa to rid
itgself of "the lie in the soul" and "the greatest evil of all" -
"the tyranny of prejudice".

Outside the ranks of those in power, a similarly strong liberal
spirit appeared to be abroad. In the African Natiopal Congress,
for example, its president, A.B. Xuma, upheld its llberal—mlpded
tradition, inherited from its forerunner, the South African
Native National Congress. Indeed, the A.N.C.’s Bill of Rights,
published in 1945, owed a great deal to the Atlantic Charter of
1941, and although its objectives were rather more far-reaching
than those laid down in the S.A.N.N.C.’s original constitution
of 1912, it remained a transparently liberal document. Its demand
for a universal suffrage, by way of illustration, seemed quite
in keeping with the liberal mood of the post-war period. In fact,
as Janet Robertson (1971:33-34) points out, the leaders of the
A.N.C. were generally optimistic that many of their more
reasonable demands - such as the abolition of some of the most
discriminatory legislation - would be met quite shortly.

On the opposite side of the political fence, it appeared that
many Afrikaner nationalists, too, were beginning to soften their
tone in this new era. Paton himself, for example, firmly believed
that the Afrikaner was about to move away from extreme
nationalism towards a more liberal stance. In an article
published in July 1946 in the journal, Common Sense, Paton (1946;
in Paton 1975:26-27) makes the following judgement:
The world is obviously a changing world, and world opinion
has never been so sensitive to the rights of minorities and
voiceless majorities. The Afrikaner who intelligently
understands his own development and who knows how conquest
confirmed him in his own struggle, clearly - and probably
very painfully - sees the inevitability of a similar non-
European struggle. He sees clearly too, for no one today
follows international events more thoughtfully, that world
opinion hardens against repression.

The Afrikaner intellectual is forced too, on moral grounds,
to re-examine such consoling phrases as "hewer of wood and
drawer of water", and to compare the contention that God
made the races different with its shaky corollary of white
domination. I think that one may expect that Afrikaner
religion, which is inevitably and quite understandably shot
through and through with extreme nationalism, will be
progressively purified as the supports of extreme
nationalism crumble; and that there will be more and more
searching Christian examination of the view that it is

47



right to secure one’s advance by denying advance to others,
as well as more searching intellectual examination of the
view that such a programme is possible at all.

This optimism of Paton and other liberal-minded people was, of
course, to prove quite unfounded when the Afrikaner-dominated
Nationalist Party came to power in 1948 and immediately set about
entrenching and extending apartheid legislation. Despite a number
of warning signs, which will be discussed later, such a prospect
in 1945 or 1946, certainly to Paton, was quite unanticipated
(Paton 1980:254):
Smuts as Prime Minister and leader of the United Party, and
Hofmeyr as his deputy, were in a position of great power.
No one could foresee that three years later they would be
defeated by Dr. Malan, leader of the National Party. I
certainly did not foresee it, and I made plans for a future
the realisation of which would depend totally on the
continuance of the United Party.
One of such plans was the tour of European and American penal
institutions during which he came to write Cry, the Beloved

Country.

As has been well documented (Paton 1980; Callan 1968a; 1982;
1991; Alexander 1994), Paton began the novel in Trondhein,
Norway, which he had visited not on business but out of a
curiosity to see the land of Knut Hamsun’s darkly realistic
novel, _Growth of the Soil. This novel may have been an influence
on parts of Cry, the Beloved Country in its descriptions of
landscape and in its social realist mode, but generally the books
are dissimilar. More importantly, Paton’s time overseas, in
Norway especially, gave him a sharp critical distance from his
country and enabled him to think objectively about its problens.

Cry, the Beloved Country is, thus, as Paton (1980:272) has said,
"a cry of protest against the injustices of my own country". But
it was also written out of a deep sense of loneliness and
homesickness, and hence it may be seen, too, as a moving
evocation of Paton’s much adored land and as an expression of
hope for its social and political amelioration. As Paton
(1969:82) has also commented:
It is a song of love for one’s far distant country, it is
informed with longing for that land where they shall not
hurt or destroy in all that holy mountain, for that
unattainable and ineffable land where there shall be no
more death, neither sorrow, nor crying, for that land that
cannot be again, of hills and grass and bracken, the land
where you were born. It is a story of the beauty and terror
of human life

From this brief discussion, it should be clear that while the
specific time in which, about which, and for which, Cry, the
Beloved Country was written was certainly a troubled and
difficult one, it was also one in which real hope for future
justice and peace seemed possible. Hence, the novel Paton wrote
was one in which - as its sub-title suggests - some "comfort" is
indeed offered in the midst of the "desolation". Far from such
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optimism being a sign of political naivety, as some critics have
arqgued, it reveals instead how Paton in this novel embodied and
expressed the hopeful, liberalising mood of the times. It 1s to
a more detailed examination of how Cry, the Beloved Country
functions as a seminal liberal document that this discussion now

turns.

(i1)

Oone of the underlying purposes of this study is to suggest the
full significance and value of Cry, the Beloved Country as a
novel of social protest in South Africa. Although it is true that
several novels up to that time had dealt with what was rather

loosely referred to as "the native question" - most notably
William Plomer’s Turbott Wolfe (1925) and Peter Abrahams’s Mine
Boy (1946) - none had done so in as comprehensive, insightful and

moving a fashion. Christopher Hope (1985:41) has rightly termed
Ccry, the Beloved Country "the great exemplar" of protest novels
in South Africa, of "powerful works which lay bare the evil of
apartheid". Jack Cope (1970:13), moreover, has claimed that Cry,
the Beloved Country in fact ushered in "a new period" in South
Africa’s literary history and that "with this book, South African
fiction really came into its own", not least of all because
"there is a new awareness in it of the man on the other side of
the barbed wire, a true fellow-feeling between white and black
as we had never had before".

It was, indeed, part of Paton’s express intention, in writing the
novel, to "stab South Africa in the conscience" (in Callan
1982:29), and to effect this he set out to portray the country’s
social ills with uncompromising candour. Thus, in the "Author’s
Note" that precedes the novel, Paton observes that his book is
a work of fiction rather than fact in its primary aspects, but
he goes on to stress that in terms of its social analysis of
South Africa it is both valid and accurate:

In these aspects therefore the story is not true, but

considered as a social record it is the plain and simple

truth.
If such claims seem rather large ones to make, it is important
to see that Paton’s situation and background had put him in a
very advantageous position to write a novel of this kind. In the
first place, Paton’s experiences, over ten years, as principal
of Diepkloof Reformatory had placed him personally and directly
in touch with the effects of racial discrimination in South
Africa, at the level both of the individual and of the society
at large. Furthermore, as a social analyst and commentator, he
had over a long period of time wrestled with the question of the
underlying causes of these effects, and had frequently presented
statistical and other evidence before various public and private
bodies (see Callan 1968a:52).

By way of example, shortly before the writing of Cry, the Beloved
Country, Paton had published an article in The Forum (1945c:7-8),
entitled "Who is Really to Blame for the Crime Wave in South
Africa?", which deals critically and objectively with many of the
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issues raised in the novel; indeed, the novel itself contains an
oblique reference to the article in the title of one of Arthur
Jarvis’s speeches (p.72). In this article, Paton offers a liberal
alternative to the prevailing official view, embodied, for
instance, in the 1943 committee under S.H. Elliott, chief
magistrate of Johannesburg, which with gross insensitivity
recommended simplistically that the way to combat the increase
in crime was merely through stricter enforcement of the pass laws
(see Davenport 1987:340). Paton, in contrast, warns that the
causes of the crime wave are to be found not Simply in the fact
of the rapid urbanisation of the post-war period - though this
is certainly relevant. Rather, he asserts that the more important
underlying cause is the alarming disintegration of traditional
African SOClety under pressure of the impact of Western social
and economic forces. This decay in the moral and spiritual
support structure of African society, both in the tribal reserves
and in the cities, which had for some time been gradually
worsening, had now reached crisis proportions and required urgent
attention. Typically, though, Paton is not content to suggest a
facile or partial solution along abstract economic lines.
Instead, he maintains (1945c:8) that ultimately "moral and
spiritual decay can be stopped only by moral and spiritual
means", and that social regeneration can only occur if the
conditions are created where morality and social responsibility
can flourish:

Men obey the laws when they are pursuing worthy goals,

working for some good purpose, making the most of their

seventy years, using their gifts.
He makes the further telling point that the real reason why white
society denies blacks opportunities to develop these gifts is out
of blind, irrational "fear", a fear which obscures the causal
connection between African social frustration and its criminal
consequences (see also especially Paton 1943b, 1944a, 1945a).

It is authentic details such as these of "the social record" with
which Paton was directly familiar, and which he sought to portray
in his novel, Cry, the Beloved Country.

The novel’s structure falls naturally into two main movements,
each of which will be dealt with in turn: the first involves the
parallel experiences of Stephen Kumalo and James Jarvis as they
come to understand the nature and extent of their society’s
problems more fully; the second then turns to the possibilities
of the restoration of that society. It is in the first of these
movements, in particular, that Paton provides a deeply disturbing
yet lucid account of South Africa’s dismal "social record".

To begin with Stephen Kumalo, the initial circumstances which set
off the dramatic conflict correspond closely to the situation
described in Paton’s Forum article discussed above (1945c).
Kumalo, a humble village parson in Ndotsheni in rural Natal,
receives a discreet yet urgent letter from the Reverend
Theophilus Msimangu in Johannesburg briefly stating that Kumalo’s
sister, Gertrude, 1is "sick" and needs his help. Some time
previously, Gertrude had gone to Johannesburg to look for her and
Stephen’s missing brother, John, and had never returned.
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Gertrude’s sickness is of course moral rather than physical and
has, as it turns out, infected not only Gertrude, who has become
a loose and dissolute woman, but also John himself, a politician
who is a corrupt self-serving opportunist. Most disturbing of
all, however, is the case of Stephen’s son, Absalom, who, in turn
having gone to 1look for Gertrude, has become caught up in
criminal activities, and is, by the time Stephen finally finds
him, the confessed murderer of Arthur Jarvis.

The first part of the novel charts Stephen’s quest to locate the
members of his family and to re-unite the family structure, a
quest which forces him into a greater understanding of himself
and his society. It must be noted that Stephen is not a bad man;
far from it, he is a kind and decent old parson who has led a
quiet, uneventful life in the Natal rural interior. His failings
and limitations, therefore, are not those of morality but of
knowledge and comprehension. He has simply never been fully
confronted by the fundamental problems of his society at large
and has no experience of how to deal with them. He now embarks
not merely on a physical journey but also on a spiritual journey
of discovery and learning. In an important sense, Paton positions
his readers so that they share the journey and 1learn, with
Kumalo, the often brutal facts about their own society, facts of
which they too may well have been ignorant.

In Johannesburg, then, Kumalo is brought face to face with the
poverty and squalor of the townships; he is appalled by the
descent into crime, wrongdoing and corruption of so many people,
including his own relatives; he is confronted everywhere in the
city by the fact of white oppression, racial inequality and
injustice; and he is horrified by the infrastructural
inadequacies of African life in the city as a whole. These
realities are given immediate expression in the first of three
choral chapters in the novel, where the voices of the townships
clash and mingle to speak directly of the crushing misery and
frustration suffered by thousands of black South Africans daily.
This chapter (chapter 9) serves the purpose both of widening the
perspective of the novel beyond that of Kumalo alone to include
the society in general, as well as of providing a form of
objective confirmation of Kumalo’s alarmed personal response to
what he sees.

What Kumalo is fundamentally compelled to understand is that (as
Paton suggested in his Forum article) the root cause of all this
degradation and corruption 1lies in the disintegration of
traditional African society. Furthermore, Kumalo’s failure to re-
unite his family and restore the traditional kinship structure
suggests, symbolically, the impossibility of restoring the former
Fribal system generally. It is Msimangu, Kumalo’s physical and
intellectual guide in Johannesburg, who makes the point
explicitly and draws the relevant conclusion:
The tragedy is not that things are broken. The tragedy is
that they are not mended again. The white man has broken
the tribe. And it is my belief - and again I ask your
pardon - that it cannot be mended again. But the house that
is broken, and the man that falls apart when the house is
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broken, these are the tragic things. That is why the
children break the law, and old white people are robbed and

beaten (p.25). o _
Kumalo does eventually accept the validity of Msimangu’s

assertion:
Yes, it was true, then. He had admitted it to himself. The
tribe was broken, and would be mended no more (p.79);

and he begins to recognise that this reality is as relevant to

Africans 1living in the rural areas as it is to those in the

cities, his words echoing the narratorial description of the

rural waste scene of the opening pages of the novel:
The tribe was broken and would be mended no more. The tribe
that had nurtured him, and his father and his father’s
father, was broken. For the men were away, and the young
men and the girls were away, and the maize hardly reached
to the height of a man (p.79).

However, even in this moment of dark despair, there is already

forming in his mind an incipient thought about the possibility

of a way forward in restoration:
He turned with relief to the thought of rebuilding
After seeing Johannesburg he would return with a deeper
understanding to Ndotsheni .... One could go back knowing
better the kind of thing that one must build. He would go
back with a new and quickened interest in the school, not
as a place where children learned to read and write and
count only, but as a place where they must be prepared for
life in any place to which they might go. Oh for education
for his people, for schools up and down the land, where
something might be built that would serve them when they
went way to the towns, something that would take the place
of the tribal law and custom. For a moment he was caught up
in a vision ... (p.79).

Thus, already present at this point in the novel - barely a third
of the way through - is the implicit faith in the potential for
the regeneration of society. Indeed, it is part of the general
liberal ethos of the book that, no matter how desperate the
situation might seem, the world is never wholly bad any more than
it is or can ever be wholly good. Paton makes just this point in
Towards the Mountain (1980:122), explaining that he distrusts
both total pessimism and utopianism since "the battle between
good and evil is perennial" and "the purpose of the good life is
not to win the battle, but to wage it unceasingly". The world of
Cry, the Beloved Country is, to be sure, a complex admixture of
good and evil, as a few scattered examples confirm. Although
Kumalo is cheated and robbed by a stranger when he arrives in
Johannesburg, he is also assisted by Mr Mafolo to find Msimangu’s
house. Though the city is full of decay and despair, it is also
ministered to by the church, as at the Anglican mission of
Sophiatown, and especially by priests like Msimangu, described
by Kumalo as "the best man of all my days" (p.194). While Kumalo
is repelled by the immorality of women 1like Gertrude and
Absalom’s various dissipated landladies, he 1is also highly
impressed by the goodness and kindness of those such as Mrs
Lithebe. Horrified as he is by slums like Claremont, "the garbage
heap of the proud city" (p.27), he is profoundly moved by his
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visit to Ezenzeleni, "the wonderful place" where the blind "had
eyes given to them" (p.80). And if he is deeply disturbed by the
number of young African criminals and delinquents, not least of
all his own son, he is thankful for the work done at the
Reformatory (based to some extent, in fact, on Diepkloof itself).

Because of the presence of goodness and generosity even in the
very midst of evil and despair, it is possible for there to be,
at least potentially, in the words of the novel’s sub-title,
"comfort in desolation". Even in his bleakest moments, Kumalo is
comforted and sustained by Msimangu and Father Vincent, and finds
succour in sources unimagined:
Who indeed knows the secret of the earthly pilgrimage? Who
indeed knows why there can be comfort in a world of
desolation? (p.56; see also p.187 and p.224).
The implication is that this principle applies with equal
validity at the level of the social and political. So, in one
sense, the novel records the extent of the problem:
Cry for the broken tribe, for the law and the custom that
is gone. Aye, and cry aloud for the man who is dead, for
the woman and children bereaved. Cry, the beloved country,
these things are not yet at an end (p.66);
but it also suggests that there 1is enough humaneness and
practical good-will in the world for the beloved country to be
restored. For example, although Kumalo is confronted continually
by the injustice of a political system of white oppression, so
too does he meet several instances of white men who have
dedicated themselves to fighting that system and aiding the
oppressed: the Afrikaner official at the Reformatory; Father
Vincent at the mission; Mr Carmichael, the lawyer who takes
Absalom’s case pro deo; the white motorists who help the bus
boycotters; and, of course, Arthur Jarvis himself.

It is, indeed, clearly part of the novel’s main purpose to make
plain that the large proportion of blame for the social ills of
South Africa is to be laid squarely at the door of the whites,
and so it is in large measure their responsibility to make amends
and aid the restoration of the country. Msimangu, in affirming
that the tribe cannot be mended, makes this clear:
It suited the white man to break the tribe, he continued
gravely. But it has not suited him to build something in
the place of what is broken. I have pondered this for many
hours and must speak it, for it is the truth for me. They
are not all so. There are some white men who give their
lives to build up what is broken.

But they are not enough, he said. They are afraid, that is
the truth. It is fear that rules this land.

They give us too little, said Msimangu sombrely. They give
us almost nothing (pp.25-26).

Msimangu’s speech raises two vital issues in the novel: the
responsibility of whites to take action to restore society; and
the pervasive fear which militates against their doing so. If the
chorus of African voices in chapter 9 serves to confirm the
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extensiveness of the frustration and hardship suffered by black
South Africans, then the corresponding chorus of white voices in
chapter 12 emphasises the ubiquitous fear and confusion in white
society generally:
Have no doubt it is fear in the land. For what can men do
when so many have grown lawless? Who can enjoy the lovely
land, who can enjoy the seventy years, and the sun that
pours down on the earth, when there is fear in the heart?

There are voices crying what must be done, a hundred, a
thousand voices. But what do they help if one seeks for
counsel, for one cries this, and one cries that, and
another cries something that 1is neither this nor that
(pp.67-68) .
Paton’s response is to provide a portrait of one white man who
does manage to move beyond his own prejudices and fears towards
a greater understanding not only of the fundamental problems of
his country, but also of the urgent necessity of attempting to
solve them.

Like Stephen Kumalo, James Jarvis is a basically decent man
living a sedentary farmer’s life in the Natal hills. His quiet,
comfortable world is shattered, however, by the news of his son’s
murder in his home in Parkwold, Johannesburg. As a result, he is
led, again like Kumalo, on a quest to Johannesburg for his son,
which becomes a voyage of discovery and learning about himself
and his society. Although his son is already dead when he begins
his journey, his search is to understand his son, through his
writings and achievements, as he had never done when he was
alive.

Jarvis readily admits that "my son and I didn’t see eye to eye
on the native question" (p.119), but he is led into a re-
appraisal of his son’s views and devotion to the cause of racial
justice partly as a result of his son’s writings which he
encounters in Johannesburg and partly because of his realisation
of the extent of his son’s reputation and accomplishments. His
son’s brother-in-law and friend, John Harrison, pays tribute to
his standing in the community, and this is confirmed by the
extensive media coverage and the many and diverse sympathy notes
which follow his death, but most especially by the numerous
guests of all creeds and colours who attend his funeral. As a
result, in a way reminiscent of Paton’s "deep experience" at
Edith Rheinallt-Jones’s funeral, Jarvis undergoes his own
spiritual and political enlightenment and comes to question and
eventually reject his previously held conventional and
conservative views. This process is subtly but effectively
conveyed by Paton through the series of conversations Jarvis has
with his son’s father-in-law, Mr Harrison, at whose house he
stays in Johannesburg. Initially, Jarvis allows Harrison to
expound his obtuse and racist views at length (pp.120-123). After
the funeral, however, Jarvis politely yet firmly cuts him short
by retiring to bed and, in parting, wishing aloud that he could
have heard his son counter Harrison’s arguments (pp.131-132).

Jarvis finds his own attitudes challenged and changed to a large
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extent by reading his son’s articles and essays. His son’s study
itself, where he does the reading, with its pictures of Christ
and Abraham Lincoln and its great variety of books, gives an
initial impression of the quality of his son’s character - broad-
minded, tolerant, enlightened, compassionate and deeply concerned
about his fellow man - an impression which is substantiated by
his son’s writing. Jarvis reads three pieces, in particular,
which affect him profoundly. The first, a fragment which he finds
on the desk, deals with the very same issue of the broken tribe
that Msimangu had broached earlier. In essence, Arthur’s piece
focuses on the way in which the whites who came to South Africa
conquered the black peoples, and then proceeded to exploit them
both politically and economically. It distinguishes carefully
between what is "permissible" and what is not, or between what
was once considered permissible but which is no longer "in the
light of what we know":
It was permissible to allow the destruction of a tribal
system that impeded the growth of the country. It was
permissible to believe that its destruction was inevitable.
But it was not permissible to watch its destruction, and to
replace it by nothing, or by so little, that a whole people
deteriorates, physically and morally (pp.126-127).
Like Msimangu, Arthur concludes that whites have "an inescapable
duty" (p.127) to make appropriate reparation for the harm they
have wrought on African society. Indeed, this commonality of
concern between Arthur Jarvis and Msimangu is not an
insignificant point. For if the ineluctable interconnectedness
of the white and black communities in the novel is affirmed in
a negative way by the fact that Kumalo’s son kills Jarvis’s son,
then the similarity of Arthur’s and Msimangu’s views suggests in
a positive manner the actual common ground that exists between
the two communities as well as the potential for eventually
establishing a single common society in South Africa.

The second article, entitled, "The Truth About Native Crime" (see
p.119), embodies once more many of the arguments which Paton
himself advanced in his Forum articles of 1943-1945 discussed
earlier. In it, Arthur Jarvis highlights the fact that native
crime is frequently a result of African social frustration which
in turn arises out of the hypocrisies and prejudices of a white
community which refuses to allow blacks the opportunities to
better themselves and achieve advancement. He goes on, in some
of the last words he ever wrote, for he was busy with this
manuscript when he was killed, to expose the mendacity of so-
called white South African Christian society in so far as it
condones, even by its silence on the matter, the practice of
racial discrimination:
The truth is that our civilisation is not Christian; it is
a tragic compound of great ideal and fearful practice, of
high assurance and desperate anxiety, of loving charity and
fearful clutching of possessions (p.134).
"Deeply moved", James Jarvis begins to comprehend the validity
of his son’s argument, and to move towards the adoption of his
son’s views and attitudes.

The final turning point occurs when he reads the third piece,
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"private Essay on the Evolution of a South African", which it was
noted earlier Paton felt was directly applicable to himself.
James Jarvis is at first "shocked and hurt" (p.150) to read his
son’s comment that although he had learned from his parents the
values of "honour and charity and generosity", he had learned
"nothing at all" about South Africa (p.150). But having
recovered, he reads on and recognises the truth of what his son
has written, and that it is he, indeed, who must "learn" about
South Africa from his son. In particular, he is "moved" by the
closing paragraphs, which include Arthur’s dedication to the
cause of justice and truth in his country:
Therefore I shall devote myself, my time, my energy, my
talents, to the service of South Africa. I shall no longer
ask myself if this or that is expedient, but only if it is
right (p.151).
Jarvis walks out of the house into what he now realises has been
"a strange country" to him, determined that "he was not going
that way any more" (p.152). The implication is that his
conversion is complete and that he has decided to take up and
pursue, in his own limited way, his son’s goals. As such, he
finds guidance through reading one of his son’s heroes, Abraham
Lincoln; in particular, Lincoln’s famous Gettysburg Address, a
speech mentioned though not actually quoted in the novel (p.127):
It is rather for us to be here dedicated to the great task
remaining before us - that from these honored dead we take
increased devotion to that cause for which they gave the
last full measure of devotion; that we here highly resolve
that these dead shall not have died in vain ... (in Callan
1982:39).

Significantly, before Jarvis leaves to return to Natal, two
incidents occur which reveal how his attitudes have changed. In
the first, he coincidentally encounters Stephen Kumalo himself
at Springs, where he had gone with his wife to visit her niece,
Barbara Smith. Kumalo in turn is there to look for Sibeko’s
daughter as he has promised to do. Kumalo, in great distress,
reveals to Jarvis that it was his own son who murdered Jarvis’s
son. Despite his shock, Jarvis treats the o0ld man with kindness,
unlike Smith’s daughter, and the mutual respect shown by the two
bereaved men foreshadows their closer contact later on. In the
second incident, Jarvis gives John Harrison an envelope
containing one thousand pounds for the Claremont African Boys’
Club, whose letter to Arthur, their president, Jarvis had come
across in his son’s study. He expresses the hope that the club
might be renamed the "Arthur Jarvis Club", though he does not
make this a condition of his donation. :

These incidents immediately and directly raise the issue of what
sorts of solutions the novel proposes to the problems which it
has identified. For the particular purposes of this study, it is
necessary to consider in what sense these solutions correspond
to a specifically liberal perspective, and, further, whether such
solutions constitute a valid, practical and adequate response to
the socio-political circumstances described by the novel in South
Africa at the time.
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(iii)

In addressing the question of the nature and form of the
solutions which are advanced in Cry, the Beloved Country, it is
useful to begin by considering some of the various criticisms
levelled against this aspect of the novel, especially those by
African nationalist and Marxist critics. Most of the criticism
directed against Cry, the Beloved Country is of two kinds: in the
first place, the novel is accused of embodying a paternalistic
attitude towards Africans; in the second, it is condemned for its
political naivety and the ideological inadequacy of its vision
for the practical transformation of South African society. Since
such remarks have frequently been made about liberalism in South
Africa, a discussion of this criticism will help to focus the
examination of the novel’s specifically liberal perspective which

follows.

The tone for the first form of criticism - that of paternalism -
is set by an anonymous writer for the Times Literary Supplement
in an article called "South African Conflicts" which formed part
of a "Special Insert" on "Modern Literature" (1957:xxxvi). After
disparaging liberal politics in South Africa in general, the
writer goes on to assert that because the political situation
has changed so much since Cry, the Beloved Country was published
in 1948, the novel has come to be "regarded by many who would
have praised it then as an old-fashioned, paternalistic book,
which portrays Africans in a sentimental and unrealistic light".
This line of attack 1is picked up by Ezekiel Mphahlele in The
African Image (1962) and developed in some detail by Paul Rich
(1985), who, writing from an aggressively Marxist position, tries
to use the novel as an example of the failure of liberalism in
this country. He argues, for instance, that the novel 1is 1in
essence a nhostalgic pastoral romance with 1little sense of
historical reality, and he claims that
the novel completely bypasses the emerging black culture of
the townships and slums of the Witwatersrand, which are
seen only through the deadening lens of Paton’s
paternalistic moralism that had been fortified by his
experiences as Warden of the Diepkloof Reformatory for
"delinquent" African boys outside Johannesburg (1985:56).
The give-away phrase in this quotation is "delinquent", placed
in emphatic inverted commas in an attempt to imply that Paton
himself patronisingly regarded his charges as "delinquents". Such
an attempt reveals that Rich is either alarmingly unfamiliar with
Paton’s attitudes and work at Diepkloof (Paton deliberately
replaced the title "Warden" with "Principal", and strove to
transform the institution from a corrective to an educative one)
or he is deliberately distorting the facts to suit his theory.
Rich’s entire article is, unfortunately, shot through with such
inaccuracies and distortions: to take but a couple of examples,
he confuses Paton’s short story "Ha’penny" with "Death of a
Tsotsi"; and he utterly misrepresents the well-known debate
between Hoernlé and Clayton, discussed by Paton in Apartheid and
the Archbishop (1973:106-112). In his comments on this debate,
which revolved around liberal hope, Rich tries to make Hoernlé
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seem a covert conservative who abandoned liberalism for a version
of apartheid - a claim made earlier in White Power and the
Liberal Conscience (1984:48f) - all of which Phyllis Lewsen
(1987:100~101) has demonstrated is "absurd". Such lack of rigour
or candour, or both, as Harrison M. Wright has revealed in The
Burden of the Present (1977), has tended to mar a great deal of
Marxist writing since the 1970s, writing which has frequently
placed the achievement of particular political goals above
balanced and responsible scholarship. Indeed, similar strictures
could be levelled against the Times Literary Supplement writer,
who seems quite mistaken in stating that Paton knew little of the
"African struggle" before writing Cry, the Beloved Country and
only became familiar with South African politics much later
(1957 :xxxvi); as well as against Mphahlele (1962:157), who makes
several disturbingly inaccurate assertions such as that Stephen
Kumalo in the novel "remains the same suffering, child-like
character from beginning to end" when the novel is clearly
concerned with his maturation and development. Nevertheless,
despite the evident limitations of many of these critiques of
Cry, the Beloved Country, the charge of paternalism against the
novel continues to be made, and so it will be addressed shortly.

The second line of criticism has centred around the view that
Paton’s liberal outlook is jejune and inefficacious in dealing
practically with South Africa’s real social problems. Once more,
a good deal of such criticism often seems unjust and inaccurate.
Mphahlele (1962:159-160), again, for example, seems very far from
the mark when he claims that
because the message keeps imposing itself on us in Cry, the
Beloved Country, we cannot but feel how thickly laid on the
writer’s liberalism is: let the boys be kept busy by means
of club activities and they will be less inclined to
delinquency; work for a change of heart in the white ruling
class (Jarvis’s final philanthropic gesture and his son’s
practical interest in club activities together with his
plea to South Africa indicate this).
Nevertheless, Mphahlele is quoted approvingly by Stephen Watson

(1982) - before he renounced Marxism - who goes on to maintain
(1982:35) that Paton in Cry, the Beloved Country
advances the solution of 1love .... Of course, this is

useless; the problem has not been caused by a lack of love

in South Africa and therefore to prescribe an antidote of

love for it is simply naive and beside the point.
Watson alleges, moreover, that Paton appears unaware that the
social problems in the novel "are quite explicable in terms of
the man-made reality and historical conditions in South africa
in the first half of the century" (1982:33), and therefore he is
quite wrong to be "preaching for a revolution of hearts
rather than for a revolution in social and economic structure"
(1982:37). This argument represents one of the classic Marxist
critiques of liberal texts, namely that their understanding of
political and economic realities is deficient and that their
proposed solutions in terms of "personal love" (Watson 1982:44)
are inadequate. It should be clear from our foregoing discussion
of Paton’s background as a social analyst and reformer that
Watson’s aspersions on his experience and understanding are crude
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and unfounded. Similarly, Watson’s assertion that Paton’s
proposals for social transformation may be reduced to a plea for
increased personal 1love reveals that Watson has failed to
comprehend what the term, "]love", means in the context of the
novel. Nonetheless, the charge of political naivety against a
liberal writer like Paton is a grave one, however clumsily it is
presented, and it will be treated seriously in the following

discussion.

Edward Callan (1982:38) has pithily labelled Book Three of Cry,
the Beloved Country "the Book of Restoration”, and there does
indeed seem to be in it a shift in tone and mood, as well as in
content, beyond an unsettling portrayal of social distress
towards a vision of restorative possibilities for the beloved
country. Far from being paternalistic and/or naive, however, this
section of the novel offers a variety of valuable, feasible and
acceptable short- and long-term solutions to the problems which
have been identified earlier, as well as providing informed
theoretical debate about many of the most difficult dilemmas of
the time. These proposed solutions may, in fact, be sub-divided
into at least four different levels at which they operate: the
level of basic material resources; the physical restoration of
the land; the spiritual; and the political. Each of these will
be discussed in turn, though naturally, as will be seen, a
certain degree of overlap exists between them.

Firstly, in what has often been misrepresented by antagonistic
critics as a series of empty paternalistic gestures, Jarvis
provides help in the form of resources at a basic material level.
As has already been noted, he donates one thousand pounds to the
Claremont Boys Club, a huge sum of money in those days, and by
no means an exiguous portion of his reserves. Back in Natal,
he provides milk to the black schoolchildren of Ndotsheni when
he learns of their shortage from his grandson. And he supplies
the materials to repair Kumalo’s leaky church, whose dilapidation
he notices during his visit there. It is important to see that
these actions are not de