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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to explore possible ways in whiadist ideology and counter positions
to this ideology are played out in discourses albongs-racial adoption (CRA) in the
current post-apartheid context of South Africa.&hfocus group interviews were
conducted with 18 psychology students at the Usityeof the Witwatersrand. The study
adopted a social constructionist approach to kndgdeand transcripts from the focus
groups were analyzed using discourse analysictmbined techniques from Braun and
Clarke (2006) and Parker (1992, 1999). Analysieaded that students’ discussion
focused mainly on the extent to which they thoughatk children raised by white parents
should (or should not) be exposed to black cultline discourses underlying these
opinions appeared to gain social legitimacy foirtbpeakers through three overarching
repertoires, all of which tended to be used todiggention away from the political
ramifications of arguments. Firstly, participantsimed that their arguments were made
with “the best interests of the cHildt heart. Secondly, participants constructedi@aer
meanings of the relationship between ‘race’ andtitheby framing these meanings as
central to knowing who you ate Thirdly, participants distanced themselves from
accountability for their opinions by framing thesraflections of 6ther South Africans’
attitudes” towards ‘race’ and CRA. Overall, the analysis eded that processes of
racialisation show strong persistence in both bk white people’s discourses about
CRA, but tend to be overtly expressed as a valdaa@errance of different cultures and
ethnicities. However, counter voices to these diss®s did emerge in prominent
challenges to the idea that ‘race’, ethnicity antiure are intrinsic and immutable
features of people. Less prominent were the ocoak@munter voices that suggested
these constructs are nevertheless pertinent, becdtise ways in which they may be
used to either challenge ‘racially’-derived ineqgueé between groups, or to fuel the
prominence of racist ideology in society.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides an introduction to the curresearch by providing a brief
description of the background of the study in tbetext of post-apartheid South Africa,
and a rationale for why a study about ‘race’ digses is relevant, based on the
ramifications of South Africa’s history of ‘raceélations and CRA in the country. These
descriptions explain how the aims of the study wa$pect to racist ideology are then
derived, followed by an account of its scope agadificance. Finally a description of

how the report’s chapters have been organizedidged.

1.1 Definitional Issues

This research recognises the scientifically artytreature of the assignmentadlour to

a person to describe his/her ‘race’ and thus acledyyes that the terms “black” and
“white” are derivatives of the ‘race’ construct aae therefore neither intrinsic entities,
nor are they interpreted in consistent ways inetgcilhe use of the words black and
white is therefore used in the research to reféheésocietal configurationshat were and
are formed in South Africa around the idea of ‘tatethe broad sense then, “black
people” refers to those groups of people who wesaldvbe systematically
disadvantaged by the system of apartheid, and é&xgebple” refers to those groups of
people who did and would receive a privileged possiby its principles (Stevens, Swart
and Franchi, 2006). Similarly, this research acKedges that the ideological
appropriateness or ‘political correctness’ of tartcross-racial adoption(which will

be abbreviated to the acronym for@RA) may be challenged by some. However, it will
be used in the research in a descriptive sengdfdoto the joining of ‘racially’ different
parents and children together in family throughmm (Vonk, 2001). In South Africa,
this almost always involves ‘white’ parents adogtiblack’ children (Moos and Mwaba,

2007), so where not otherwise specified, this stemawhat the term CRA will refer to.



1.2 Background

In the Foucaultian genealogical tradition that eagpres the importance of an historical
critique of power dynamics in unearthing the orggaf knowledge or occurrences that
have come to be thought of as ahistorical, naturahiversal, Hook (2004) considers the
point in time when a ‘race’-based organizationafisty first became prominent, and
how this coincides with the political practice afrépean colonization in Africa (HoBk
2004).

In colonial Africa the category of ‘race’, emergasia necessary construct for
European validation of racist ideology. Racist idgy emerged as a meaning-making
system that sought to rationalise the extortioreeburces from, and exploitation of
native Africans by colonists. That is, the motiee €onstructing ‘race’ was to socially
construct native Africans in such a way as to ntaken different and inferior to
colonists, such that colonists’ gain of struct@dVvantage could be ‘justified’. As such,
the African person becamebkack object in need ofvhite people’s control, and Africans’
resources and their derivative profits (from bogdiabour, land, and natural resources)
went towards serving the structural interests ddrtists and their mother-countries
(Hook, 2004). Practices of control over the Africarbject shifted from the so-called
healing of the ‘African body’ and ‘soul’ of missiary conversions in the T7and 18'
centuries, to the supposed containment of disefabe anining industry in the 20
century where black labourers’ bodies were treatedconomic commaodities. Here,
‘modern’ medicine was used as a more sophistidai®d of disciplinary control, and
public health discourse enabled the objectificatibhlack bodies, by constructing them
as containers of disease that were in need of ormitand restriction (Hodk2004).

However, with the increase in urbanization in tBéhZentury, such literal
containment of bodies was no longer possible aaatn-feasibility of surveillance and
governance of intimate activities (e.g. sex, hygiatiets) meant that the ‘African body’,
as a physical-somatic entity, became a less usgéutor control. The ‘African mind’
therefore became an object of knowledge construsgetchst European norms, with
differences in social understandings, behaviour@adtices (i.e. cultural differences)
subsequently constructed as innate abnormalitiedu@&ed as inherently inferior,
qualified as deviant and to be subordinated, t#mel literature on madness in colonial



Africa ... more concerned with a definition of ‘A&iimess’ than with a definition of
madness’(Vaughan, 1991, cited in Hobk2004, p219). In addition, the use of
generalized understandings of all colonial Africauiojects, and the construction of this
collective group as abnormal and inferior to caddiuropeans, meant that forms of
subjugation and discipline that would be appliechtbvidual delinquent subjects of the
colonial Europeans, were applied to the Africanidagon as a whole (Ho8k2004).

MacDonald (2006) illustrates how the subjugatioswth a vast population of
people in South Africa in particular, required angex system of surveillance and
oppression in order for white privilege to be aloigersist for as long as it did. Jan Smuts
(1930) first attempted to justify segregation @ice’ groups by discursively constructing
blacks as primitive and child-like and whites asrarin their (blacks’) best interests as
“trustees”, by presiding over them. While such scdurse sought to justify white
supremacy, another was needed to justify the satioegof whites and blacks and ensure
that blacks could not “mature” into self-directiadults (through education or
acculturation), negating the ‘need’ for white cahiMacDonald, 2006).

The separate development Acts of apartheid (stegnfmam the group areas Act
of 1950 proposed by the white National Party in poat the time), really sought to
formalise and further entrench the segregationtjpescof the earlier twentieth century.
“Segregation ordained blacks to log#erior to whites; apartheid cast them as indelibly
different” (MacDonald, 2006, p11). In 1961, Hendrik Verwodla then leader of the
National Party (NP), enforced the separate devedoprct and declared South Africa a
republic. By nationalising ‘race’, apartheid definthe South African nation as consisting
of white people only, therefore making black pe&ptdaims to equal rights in South
Africa null and void by definition. Racialist argemts were used in that, relative to
European (or Western) norms, African culture wasstmicted as an indelibly different
and immutable feature of all black people, such tinallow black and white ‘race’
groups to co-exist, was to encourage conflict a&iwarring nations. As such the
preservation of ‘pure’ black cultures (even thowgdwed as inferior), and prevention of
conflict due to incompatibility, were used as argunts for keeping blacks separate from
whites. This was further discursively defended pgréheid’s supporters using quasi-

multiculturalist arguments that constructed sepamads being in the best interests of



black people themselves who, by nature, belongéuavid could only achieve intimacy
and self-contentment with ‘their own kind’ (MacDdta2006).

All blacks were classified within black ethnic gpsuso that they could be bound
by obedience to tribal chiefs who were subjechtauthority of the white-run state, thus
indirectly subordinating all blacks, regardlessnafividual aspirations or cultural
orientations, to white rule. Historically then, twrk and ethnicity became important
constructs used in discursive rationalization oftevkexclusivity, and for preventing black
people from unifying under the common experienceaofal discrimination, to challenge
the state’s oppressive systems (MacDonald, 2006MacDonald succinctly explains:

“...separate development appreciated that culturesmarmeable, are
susceptible to mixing, amalgamation, and contanmmatin response,
separate developmepérticularizedthe cultures of Africans, then
nationalizedthem. Once differentiated into nations and encasetiates (real
states for whites, fictional ones for Africans)ltetes became less permeable.
“Blacks” could not become “white” by changing cutes (the fear of all
white supremacists) nor could they transcend ettinisions (the fear of
separate development). Africans were mired in asdparable from
ethnicity, that is, they were tribal”

(MacDonald, 2006, p16).

However, with genetic research’s disqualificatidrirace’ as a useful biological
tool for differentiating between groups of peogad changes in ideological, intellectual
and social thinking that promoted egalitarianisrd arorally condemned practices of
overt discrimination, skin-colour became a les#i®gte marker of group difference or
tool for exploitation of blacks (Malik, 1996). Bdihg on these ideological shifts in
thinking, apartheid became less and less easytoder justification for. In the 1970’s
and 80’s, international condemnation and sanctgoirSouth Africa increased, as did
local political unrest with the rise of protestglarsistance movements against apartheid.
In 1990, F.W. de Klerk, president and leader ofNiireat the time, unbanned liberation
movements and allowed for the release of polificeloners. The 90’s saw a great deal of
political change in South Africa, with constitutedramendments seeking to ensure equal

citizenship for black people in South Africa, alsbing apartheid policies of separate



development (including the 1991 changes to theddbdre Amendment Act which lifted
prohibitions upon CRA in South Africa (Zaal, 1992and introducing policies of redress
and affirmative action to political and economialms. The first democratic elections in
1994 resulted in Nelson Mandela, head of the Afridational Congress, taking the
place of first black president of a democratic &oifrican republic and brought South
Africans into the era gbost-apartheid South AfricdMacDonald, 2006).

Whilst this post-apartheid era has included imprognts in many black people’s
quality of life, it has also involved a great dealisillusionment for those black people
who have failed to reap the benefits of democratinan their everyday lives in any
tangible way. In addition, affirmative action paéis have been met with resistance and
resentment by many white South Africans attemptiingecure for themselves a
‘comfortable’ life in the ‘new’ South Africa (Anskl2004). Much research conducted by
social psychologists has focussed on patterns@f-group contact and segregation
between ‘race’ groups in post-apartheid South Afrraost of which have concluded that,
although inter-‘race’ contact has improved to s@xient, patterns of segregation are still
overwhelmingly prominent (Dixon and Durrheim, 206&)ltman, Louw, Tredoux and
Carney, 2005; Finchilescu, 2005; Dixon, Tredoux @hatk, 2005; Finchilescu, Tredoux,
Mynhardt, Pillay, and Muianga, 2007). HIV and itghh(and growing) prevalence in the
country also creates much concern for the econetallity of South Africa due to the
prospects of a diminished workforce and an incré@spulation of orphans who are
reliant upon government for sustenance (Roby aravSR006).

Within this backdrop of an apartheid past, a caitipe and still relatively
racially-segregated present, and a somewhat untartd worrisome economic future
then, the following study attempts to look at hosut Africans use and are used by
discourses of ‘race’ in talk about CRA, to discuety secure for themselves a relative

sense of social legitimacy and security.

1.3 Rationale

Many steps have been taken to address the effexasism in post-apartheid South
Africa and to build a society that promotes equatius for black and white people.
However a relative failure to question if the idkat a non-racialised integration of all



South Africans is possible or to challenge it @agsirable goal of transformation, has also
resulted in a tendency to gloss over the implicetiof apartheid in discourse, a legacy
that in many ways has resulted in continuing digigarbetween black and white ‘races’
(Bangura, 2002). These lingering effects limit éx¢ent to which non-racialised policies
can be legitimately endorsed, as a need for samoamic redistribution in favour of
blacks is still apparent (Bangura, 2002). It hasnbguggested that that a failure to
acknowledge and address these persistent digsaciiuld result in further regression
into a crisis of racialisation in South African sty (Stevens, Swart and Franchi, 2006).

The current study acknowledges that discours@scbfsiveness and nation-
building often have the potential to construct stycin an idyllic way in which black and
white groups live together harmoniously and in dipaAlthough an ideal, such
discourses are often used in the social domainj@stiéication for diverting emphasis
away from existing ‘racial’ divides, inequalitiesdiracist practices (Bangura, 2002). As
such, Bangura suggests that there is still a n@ek$earcher’s within the social
sciences, to study issues of ‘race’ and racism ¢Bem 2002).

This research recognises that knowledge is batbtitative and productive
(Foucault, 1977) and that discussions about difiege between ‘race’ groups in research
may constitute a re-inscription of processes abtmation. Whilst this may be an effect
of such research, it does not negate the objetdieencurrently provide better
understandings of the ways in which racist ideolsgylayed out in people’s discourses.
As such, research into discourses of ‘race’ angmabopes to identify points of
oppression and stereotyping that exist so as tikecige them, and to promote alternative
meaning-making systems that deracialise societyouitignoring the structural
inequalities within it (Stevens, Swart and Fran@@06). Although a great many studies
have been conducted in South Africa to elicit s of racialisation and racism that
exist and are emerging in discourse, the vast md#s of domains and contexts in which
they occur remain under-explored, and provide gatefor further work to be done in
identifying existent discourses on ‘race’ and atradling those that re-enforce racist
ideology and practice (Stevens, Swart and Fra2€Hie).

Although the social deconstruction of discourse'sace’ could be applied in any

number of areas, this research proposes that hjecswf CRA is a particularly useful



one for a number of reasons. The family unit iteedfy be regarded as a socially
constructed category by which people define themesehnd others, and that the sense of
pride, belongingness, safety and loyalty that aggaomy a person’s membership of this
group may in fact elicit stronger emotional respmnand identifications than broader
social categories (Freud, 2001). Common to alletees is the aim that people emerge
from childhood to become “happy” and “productiveludts, and that parents or parental
figures within a family system play the most sigraht role in socialising children into
what this means and how to achieve it (MatsumotbJarang, 2004). Mkhize (2004)
describes the family as the most fundamental soaidlor group whereby discourses,
culture and worldviews become socialised in peofsdesuch it is considered to have a
very strong influence on how people come to maksesand meaning of the world and
what practices come to be valued or devalued (Mk904).

Historically, marked distinctions have been drawtneen African and Euro-
American (or Western) views of family. Traditionalan African meaning-making
system is seen to conceptualise of the family aminclusive of extended family
members with the elders afforded a great dealsgfeet and contributing significantly to
guidance and decision-making. A strong value is1 $ede placed on bringing up
children to consider the needs of the whole oveir thwn personal desires in order to
maintain harmony and continuity within the famillya@mmunity which continues to
provide for the individual in return (Mkhize, 2004 Western system traditionally sees
the unit to be comprised of a nuclear family or iethate family members (mother,
father and children) with the parents having thenmfluence and ultimate
responsibility for decisions made in the family amgiat children are taught. Value tends
to be placed on individualism in that children eaised in such a way as to prepare them
to ultimately become independent of their parentsencouraged to aspire to individual
achievement and personal fulfilment (Mkhize, 2004).

Typically, family formations are based on biolodicannections (Frasch and
Brooks, 2003), and, as described in more detdiieriterature review, it is the
perception of common ancestry or biological kinghigt allows for the formation of
ethnic groups. Whilst the more ‘accurate’ markdrstbnic commonality are shared

social characteristics such as language, religion, namst®ries, localities and other



cultural practices and beliefs, externally visiateatomical features are the only
immediately available characteristics that can $edun attempting to gaugeological
connections or similarities. As such, skin-colatiit Bolds significant social importance
as a marker for supposed ethnic, and by assocj&imial inclusion or exclusion. In
this way, ‘race’ comes to socially signify both mittity and family (Stevens, Duncan and
Bowman, 2006), and racialisation and ethnicisapimtesses suggest that black people -
by “nature” or “kinship” - should be raised withiamilies that adhere to traditionally
African cultures and meanings of family, and wipiemple should correspondingly be
raised in families that adhere to traditionally fées cultures and meanings of family.
When one then considers families in which both bked white ‘races’ exist, the
amalgamation of these ‘races’ within the familytunay bring about confusion as to
how to perceive, categorize or understand thatlyand may even pose a threat to
people’s beliefs about ethnic configurations andualhow family should be for
different ‘races’. Carmen and Allan (1999) sugdhbat, although interactive with broader
ideologies and state policies around ‘race’ aneéotbrms ‘difference’Jocalisedpower
relations between dominant and oppressed groupsniee the discourses
predominantly manifest in people’s everyday liveagerience. The family unit is such a
local site, and CRA families may be reflective loé broader society’s attempts to
integrate and transform itself in post-apartheidtBdfrica (Carmen and Allan, 1999).
Such families have the effect of destabilizing a@alranging family practices that might
otherwise be considered predictable and normalizéite context of families of a unitary
‘race’ group (Carmen and Allan, 1999).

Because constructs of ‘race’ and family coincidéiscussion about CRA, the
topic creates a site for talk that is likely tocélattitudes and beliefs about ‘race’ at a
more intimate level of social engagement (i.e.famaily unit), than at other levels of
social engagement that have less ‘personal’ imipdica for speaker. People’s stances on
child rearing and family structuring tend to bedamentally formed ones, vehemently
defended, instinctive and less censored in contiersgStevens, Duncan and Bowman,
2006). Carmen and Allan (1999) explain how peappErceptions of CRA families
reveal a great deal about meanings made of ‘rawktlze politics around it because:



“...Interracial families are local moments in the fims of identity and they
add a new and complex challenge for social enquidgntities, relations of
power, cultural practices, and intergenerationahtiouities are
reconstructed and reframed in historically grounded unprecedented
ways...”
(Carmen and Allan, 1999, p223).

In addition, the topic of CRA is still a relativehovel and sufficiently specific
one, that tends to arise less in most people’sydagrtalk than more generic discussions
about ‘race’, so that responses are likely to bs tehop-worn” and less representative of

rehearsed social responses of ‘political correstn&armen and Allan, 1999).

1.4 Aims

This research aims to explore possible ways in whacist ideology and resistance to
this ideology are played out in discourses abou @Rhe current post-apartheid
context of South Africa. The study involves ideyitify discourses that arise in black
psychology students’ talk about CRA and white psyayy students’ talk about CRA,
and looking at how these discourses may be usapédgkers to construct different
representations of ‘race’ in South Africa. It themolves examining the ideological
effects of using these discourses in the contexighich they arise in group discussion in
relation to ‘race’ politics. As such, the reseaicinterested in identifying discourses and
discursive strategies used to legitimate or suppertesults of racist ideology in South

Africa, as well as in identifying discourses andatirsive strategies that challenge this.

1.5 Scope and Significance of the Study

This study looks at the perceptions about CRA atkland white third year and honours
psychology students at the University of the Wiwvatand in Johannesburg. This is a
very particular group such that results cannotdseimed to represent the views of other
populations. These other populations, for exampbey have less formal education, may
have had less exposure to different ‘races’ odiesces of CRA, may consist of
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generally older populations than students (whagareerally in their twenties), and may
study in fields outside of the social sciencessychology. They may also be located in
very different milieus, such as areas historicaligociated with greater racial
segregation, in more rural areas, or in universitiéh less affluent populations.

Whilst the potential for generalization of resuisherefore limited, the
identification of these discourses may still besidared a significant contribution to
research within the social sciences. This is bextusresearch attempts to contribute to
a broader body of knowledge about discourses oé'rim post-apartheid South Africa,
by providing an in-depth critical analysis ssimeof the discourses that may arise when
people talk about issues that pertain to ‘raceé Tike of the topic of CRA to elicit
discourses of ‘race’ is particularly importanttimat it provides a window into how
people may use constructs such as family, iderditjure and ethnicity to talk about
‘race’ in indirect ways in contemporary South A&idn addition, Duncan (2001)
suggests that paying attention to the discourséaad’ used by psychologists is
important because of the strong social and politidluence they claim in society
(Duncan, 2001). As such, psychology students’ iaes of CRA may be particularly
pertinent for anticipating future ‘race’ and racisetated discourses that may influence

society.

1.6 Chapter Organization

The chapters which follow in the report are orgadim the following manner. In chapter
two, the literature review begins by looking a¢idture about ‘race’ and racism. This
involves firstly looking at social constructiondfinitions of ‘race’, racism and related
constructs, contemporary manifestations of raciaseanings made by blacks of
blackness, meanings made by whites of whiteneslsyamous counter-positions to
racism. This is followed by an account of socialgh®logy’s research into ‘race’-related
discourses in post-apartheid South Africa. Fintily review looks at literature and
research in the field of CRA, by considering thendtwant discursive trends in CRA
literature and research, locating CRA in the contéSouth Africa, looking at how the
CRA child becomes a political object in discoused finally looking at research

conducted into people’s perceptions of CRA.
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In chapter three, the methods section first ladkbe research aims followed by
the research questions. The study’s paradigm asigrdare then discussed, followed by
an account of the research procedures followelddrstudy, the participants who took
part in the study, the data collection tools arerttethod of analysis of the data. Ethical
considerations taken in the study are then discdussd finally the methods section looks
at researcher reflexivity throughout the researcicgss.

Chapter four provides the report section of tlielgt Here the discourses
identified in the analysis are presented and dgslisvithin the three encapsulating
repertoires that emerged from the data, namely ‘Bdse interests of the child”,
“Knowing who you are” andOther South Africans’ attitudes”.

In chapter five, the conclusions section of th@orebegins by drawing
conclusions about the ideological effects of disses identified in the previous chapter
and what this says about how black and white SAtribans talk about ‘race’. It then
compares the study’s findings to those of previesearch, after which the implications
and limitations of the current research as weiiggestions for further research in the

field are discussed. Finally the report concludéh & brief summary of the study.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter explores relevant literature and mefeabout ‘race’, racism and CRA in
South Africa.

2.1 Theoretical understandings of ‘race’ and racism

2.1.1 Social constructionism and ‘race’

As does much of the recent literature within sopgtchology (Robus and McLeod,
2006), the current research adopts a social cantigtnist stance to understanding the
meaning and implications of the concept of ‘race’.

In Berger and Luckmann’s (1966) ‘The Social Corsion of Reality’, a seminal
text in the development of the theoretical framdwairsocial constructionism,three
“moments” are suggested as the means by whichlseal#y is constructed. Firstly
externalizations described, whereby different social groupsnaptieto explain or derive
meaning from experience and thereby bring intoterise, the very knowledge or
institutions and constructs that they use to makese of the worldObjectification
describes the processes whereby these construtissitutions that were created
become perceived as essentialised, real, natuiésrthat pre-existed ‘out there’ and
were simply discovered (as opposed to sociallytethaFinallyinternalizationexplains
that subjects are socialized and enculturated¢orhe familiar with this objectified
socially constructed world and take it on as tb&in understanding of reality (Berger
and Luckmann, 1966). Stainton Rogers and Staintmyef$ (2001) suggest that these
‘moments’ resonate with Foucault's ideas almutjugationor the control of human
subjects through the construction of knowledge ahaman beings. (Stainton Rogers
and Stainton Rogers, 2001).

For Foucault (1977) this control is achieved thitoodgjectification in which
generalised ways of understanding certain categofipeople are constructed, and
subjectification in which understandings of indivads become based on this generalised
knowledge and such understandings are taken upebpdividuals they describe. As

such, this knowledge is able to be so effectivéiiacting and controlling people’s
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thinking and behaviour because it comes to be takeas ‘real’, ‘natural’ or ‘true’ by the
very subjects its creation aims to manage (Fouca9it7).

The social construction of categories and ideratifan of subjects with these
categories proves an effective form of social adrds it provides the knowledge and
information that people can use to understand tekms and others. As such perceptions
of “self” or “identity” are constructed within thearameters of discourses allowed by the
various socially constructed collective or groueritities with which people identify or
are identified in society (Freud, 200Dategorization of people describes the
classification of society into social groups asattempt to make sense of the world, and
it arises in order to achieve some social purpbseud, 2001). Social constructionism
would argue that this purpose is always politiaald therefore understanding such
categories as descriptive of essentialised charstits of a defined group, rather than as
public creations to serve a social agenda, is proatic. Sophie Freud (2001) points out
the non-essentialised nature of the parametersidiete categories, in suggesting that
these parameters are often fluid and fuzzy, thatribt always possible to define
legitimate boundaries, and that, as socio-histband -political contexts change, so too
do the defining characteristics of categories (Er@001).

With this in mind, the category of ‘race’ is givparticular attention. Genetic
research has, for many decades, discredited taetsi validity of organizing humans
into racial categories since greater variatioroisfl within rather than between groups of
different skin pigmentation and associated anatahfigatures. This evidence, however,
has not been fully translated into the domain efaanteraction, and ‘race’ —
aesthetically prescribed by external anatomicalifes — remains an area of
classification utilized both formally and, argualphpre informally in recent times, for
organizing society.

For this researchsace’ is considered aocial construct with dynamic
parameters and open to a multitude of interpretafibut regarded as ‘real’ insofar as it
impacts on societal configurations and the way lictv individuals and groups view
themselves and position themselves in relatiorthers (Bangura, 2002Racialisation
then describes the discursive processes that dijagiarticular ‘race’ Through

racialisation meaning is attributed to the definoiglifferent ‘racial’ categories, thus
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bringing into being ‘race’ itself. Additionally, s@lly constructed characteristics or
supposed descriptions of different ‘race’ groupgksas ‘athletic’, ‘lazy’, ‘clever’,
‘primitive’, ‘musical’) become perceived as reatedetermined and even innate
properties of all members of the group they descfiiles, 1989).

It is also important to consider some of the enmgygiiscursive repertoires and
constructs that essentially still perform the fumctof racialisation, but that operate in a
more surreptitious manner in contexts where exghacial’ discourse grounded in
biology has become less socially acceptable. Thetoacts of culture and ethnicity have
come to be used interchangeably at times as suflestifor ‘race’ in everyday talk
(Stevens, Duncan and Bowman, 2006).

As with the construct of ‘race&thnicity is also understood here to be a socially
constructed entity as those elements defining eities are social (as opposed to
biological) ones. Socially derived characterisiosh as language, religion, customs,
traditions and history within a particular sociabgp (Stevens, Duncan and Bowman,
2006), as well as cultures, names and attachmep@rticular areas (Smith, 1986) all
contribute to defining the unique identity of ahrét group. Smith (1986) suggests that
although ethnic groups are defineddmgial elements, and although science has dis-
proven that shared biological features are a cheniatic of any particular ethnic group,
beliefs that an ethnic group’s members share a aimamcestryand therefore are more
closely related than outsiders in the way of kerspst (Smith, 1986). Similarly,
Horowitz (1985) explains that while these sociahe¢énts — one of which he suggests
may be skin colour - are useditientify ethnicity, it is this perception of common decent
and kinship that actuallgefinesethnicity (Horowitz, 1985). For Horowitz thenjstnot
the accuracy of this belief that denotes ethnisitgipact on a society, but the strong
sense of duty that ethnic group members feel tine/to one another for:

“... the idea, if not the fact, of common ancestrkesait possible for ethnic

groups to think in terms of family resemblancesaitd held in common, on

a supposedly genetic basis, or cultural featureguaed in childhood — and

to bring into play for a much wider circle thosencepts of mutual

obligation and antipathy to outsiders that are apable to family

relations” (Horowitz, 1985, p.57).
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Parker (1999) suggests tHatnilial discoursesvhich hold the family unit
(however this is understood to be comprised) asedaand essential for the well-being
and proper socialisation of its members, are prentim most societies (Parker, 1999).
As such, the belief of familial affiliations withiethnic groups, provides a strong sense of
loyalty and duty to the group, so that members sakk to preserve and attain its
security, resources and other forms of social pawtr a vehemence that forces other
groups to fight for this power in response (Horawit985).

Viewing ethnicity as an expression of group cultiieornton (1988) describes
culture as the social information required for human &at&on. This social information
may be considered the common discourse and diseyssactices of a group that are
used to make meaning of the world and make sensepafrience in such a way that its
members are able to communicate about it with shanelerstanding. Thornton also
suggests that social conditions (political, ecormmistorical) may either improve or
limit the availability of such information (Steveri3uncan and Bowman, 2006). As such,
ever-changing socio-political conditions have faaehing effects on the dynamic
constructions of ‘cultures’ and, as indicated ahdwethe subsequent constructions of
ethnicities or &thnogenesis(Bloul, 1999). In social psychology then, ethnestand
cultures cannot be understood independent of thigcabhistory of the context in which
they form and:

“ Analyses of ethnogenesis focus on the politiasodéctive identity, and

often stress changes as much as continuity, whetttbe form of the

transformation of the historical content of thedsaollective identity over

time, or (and very often as well as) through highting the plasticity,

creolisation, hybridity, ambivalence, etc. of secttural contents”

(Bloul, 1999, 9-10).

As such, culture and ethnicity cannot be viewefhxasl, natural entities as they are
dependent on diverse levels of access to sociebdlises, competing prevalent social
ideologies and bounded by the particular matendl@olitical conditions within society
at that time. In South Africa, the constructs dfrétity and culture are frequently used

interchangeably to construct socially derived ltties (such as language and traditions)



16

as essentialised or innate forms of difference betwpeople of different ethnic or
culturalised groups. In this way ethnicity and ardgtcome to objectify the ethnicised or
culturalised subject of which they speak respebtjve the same way that ‘race’
objectifies the racialised subject (Stevens, DurasahBowman, 2006). Furthermore,
ethnicity and culture may be used as replacemeamstér ‘race’ in labelling groups’
collective identities, imbuing already racialisedgps with additional stereotypes that
now essentialise and generalize about their sbeladviour on top of their nature,
particularly when differences in physical traitsraxde with cultural, linguistic and
religious variations (Bangura, 2002). As such #rens are particularly accessible to
processes of racialisation, making them potentiagkgful terms for the justification of
racist ideology and practices (Stevens, DuncanBavadnan, 2006).

In keeping with the thinking of social construcigtrtheorist Michel Foucault, the
statements and practices of social discourse @sichcialisation) actually bring into
being the objects (the construct of ‘race’ and kizolge about ‘races’) of which they are
speaking, and direct subjects in such a way as-toescribe power-relations and
ideological effects (Wilbraham, 2004§leology here is used in a ‘critical’ sense in that it
concerns itself with social power-dynamics andal@gnition is derived from Marxist
origins as dset of social practices, ideas and meanings tlmataeal or obscure social
contradictions”(Hayes, 2004, 172). These ‘social contradictioms’edaborated on by
Foster (2004) who defines ideology as the broagitem of meaning that attempts to
justify power relations of domination and maintaotial inequalities between different
groups of people. It is through discourse and, sgibently its implicated social practices,
that ideology is deployed in society, prescribingjsct-positions for people as dominant
or dominated (Foster, 2004).

The current study’s approach to racist ideologyased on this social
constructionist understanding of ideologacist ideology,or more colloquiallyracism,
describes the broad meaning-system that attemjistity and maintain forms of social
inequality and domination of one ‘race’ group oaeaother/others (Duncan, Stevens and
Bowman, 2004)Racismhas people of one ‘race’, usually white, domingiver people
of another ‘race’, usually black, fdématerial or expressive reasongMacDonald, 2006,

p6). The dominant ‘race’ group asserts that its e are better than those people of a
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different ‘race’ and that they (the dominant ‘rgcafe thus justified in claiming their
supremacy. That 15, .racists do not regard power as the source ofitlseperiority, but

superiority as the source of their powednd subsequently racists would argue that:

“... whites are more powerful because they are supdbgrause nature or

culture has made them better and more worthy; maeavhites are superior

even when they are not more powerful. It is thatpee inferiority of blacks

that justifies the subordination of blacks”

(MacDonald, B0@6).

Racialism, on the other hand, asserts that members of elifférace’ groups are
inherentlydifferent but do not necessarily claim that one group teebéhan another.
The argument that different standards and expeatshould be put in place for white
and black people because they are different andrbae groups should thus be kept
separate and distinct, is frequently based orr#lusilist regard for ‘race’ as the
cornerstone of identity with identity being viewasl central to political organization
processes (Mac Donald, 2006). MacDonald does, hemvewint to the fragility of this
distinction as discourses of racialism are freglyesrnployed to justify racist practices in
lived experience and perceived differences betvraees’ have historically come to
result in the structuring of society such that kéaand whites have been kept separate,
but not equal (MacDonald, 2006).

2.1.2 Contemporary manifestations of racism
Ideologies resist changes in the socio-politicaitert that challenge their dominance,
and therefore generate new forms of discourse totena their prescribed social
asymmetries (Stevens, Duncan and Bowman, 2006)ciVheights movement of the
1960’s in the United States and the democratizaifdouth Africa in the 1990’s, for
example, appeared to have been followed by sédestzursive shifts from what Essed
(1991, 2002) has described as biologicadoialandcultural rationalizations for
discrimination, with the latter two sometimes bedesgcribed as “new” or “modern”
racism (Essed, 1991, 2002).

Sears and Kinder (1971) first introduced the tegymbolic racismto describe the

abstract moralistic reasoning whites use to devemak are essentially anti-black
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sentiments, with childhood socialization processggendering in whites the fusion of a
strong value for equality and democracy and, as#me time, learnt stereotypes about
races that bring about prejudice (Durrheim, 20G&ertner and Dovidio (1986) used the
termaversive racismto explain white people’s avoidance of black pead an attempt
to maintain a sense of themselves as liberal anegpngjudiced. This avoidance is
deemed necessary by whites who value fairness@umality but harbour
unacknowledged negative feelings towards and digres about blacks (Essed, 1991;
Finchilescu, 2005). Balibar (1991) referdifferential racism to explain how
characteristics of groups that are ostensibly aetd¥pto use in describing difference in
supposedly non-racial contexts, provide a moreitipally-correct’ means of dividing
society along what are essentially still ‘raciads. As such, categories such as ethnicity,
culture, language and religion are used in rhetoridefend the separation of ‘race’
groups (and arguably inevitably the hierarchicglamization of these groups) by arguing
that their life-styles and traditions are incompkgtiand a negotiation of their ethnic or
cultural differences is impossible (Painter anddBah, 2004).

These approaches to racism have a common focuseaontradictory attitudes
of white individuals who hold varying degrees ofueafor equality in a democratic
society, yet concurrently express some form oktasce to the policies and personal
changes that would be required for such equalityetoealized. Essed (1991) suggests
that these descriptions of contemporary forms o, reflect various individually-
oriented aspects of the broader-scale discursifeisiocus that racist ideology has
come to adopt following socio-political rejectiof‘ace’-based discrimination. Essed
describes this shift as one from biological- tawal-determinism in what he terms the
“culturalisation of racism” , where thé'...discourse of Black inferiority is increasingly
reformulated as cultural deficiency, social inadaqy, and technological
underdevelopment{Essed, 1991, p14). Essed uses the terms cuhdrethnicity
somewhat interchangeably in asserting — in a simaéan to Balibar (1991) — that cultural
or ethnic “pluralism”, or multiculturalism, comes teplace the ideal of racial-integration,
resulting in more subtle discursive spaces beirgted for the legitimization of racism
(Essed, 1991).
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For Essed, a comprehensive understanding of comi@mpracism includes an
account ofdeology, structur@andprocess ldeologically, ‘race’ and ethnicity are always
seen to be constructed with a particular grougesrests in mind. Structurally, patterns of
dominance and subordination of these groups areedaut at a systemic level in
regulation and resource allocation. Finally racismrocess because everyday lived
experiences and practices of ‘racial’ prejudice disdrimination — what Essed terms
everyday racism —act as expressions of racist ideology and struaguaind concurrently
reproducing these power relations in ever-changowjo-political contexts (Essed, 1991,
2002). Everyday racism therefore describe$. aactive and cumulative process of daily,
familiar and repetitive practices that reproducecia domination in interpersonal and
institutional encounters(Robus and McLeod, 2006, p468).

This understanding is particularly pertinent to tierent research for two
reasons. Firstly, it attempts to bridge the “indiél-society” or “agent-structure” divide
by emphasizing the reciprocal relationship betweeaicro” structures of individual
experiences of racism and “macro” structures ofesacconfigurations and philosophies
about ‘race’. Secondly, the use of language inylegyr talk (or discourse) can be seen as
a significant means of exemplifying racist ideolpmakingdiscoursea useful site on
which to focus attentions when attempting to idgribrms of everyday racism (Robus
and McLeod, 2006).

Therborn (1988) suggests that discourse effectigegbles its underlying
ideology to maintain power in society by creatingease oinevitability, deferenceand
resignationin its subjects. Inevitability describes how digise ‘informs’ people of how
things are such that its constructions are undedsas natural and inevitable. Deference
describes how discourse dictates what is ‘good’*bad’ such that social legitimacy and
morality can only be obtained through submissiowhat the discourse suggests is
‘right’. Finally Resignation describes how discaugecides what is possible and
impossible such that alternative meanings and appities are made to seem out of the
guestion (Foster, 2004). A sense of inevitabilitgference and resignation with regards
to racistideology in particular, allows white dominationdaprivilege to persist in
society unchallenged. Thompson’s (1984) ideologit@tegies of meaning mobilisation

commonly used by dominant groups to maintain theminance, reveal the three
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fundamental ways in which discourse is used togatojustify and perpetuate speakers’
privileged positionsLegitimisationincludes discourses that attempt to justify unéqua
power relations by constructing people and processways that portray inequality as
rational and ‘right’.Dissimulationincludes discourses that attempt to hide, deny or
disguise patterns of domination so that if theyrareidentified, they cannot be
challenged. Finallyseification includes discourses that attempt to naturalizejuale
power relations and imply their permanence, by nangsituations from the historical
and political contexts in which they were formedalé/and Foster, 2007).

Essed’s (1991, 2002) account of everyday racismiges a comprehensive
account of how contemporary forms of racism opet@ichieve the protection,
justification and perpetuation of white privilege fmarginalising, problematising and
containing black people, first through discourse, and segotiabugh structures
organised around these discourses.

Marginalisingdiscourses relegate blacks to the position of #rg different, and
therefore separate, ‘other’. By racialising stauat and social aspects of society such as
technology, resources, modernity and culture, Bed tonstructing white norms as the
standard against which all people should be medsblacks are effectively excluded
from equal social or structural participation imtemporary society.

Problematisingdiscourses effectively construct blacks as noy eaty different
to whites, but inevitably as inferior to whites, togussing disproportionate attention
onto social problems within black communities aggroducing negative stereotypes
about black people. These discourses fail to addousocio-political and socio-
economic histories of inequality between white blatk communities such that ‘black
problems’ are blamed on black people, due to thabiematic nature of blacks’.
Containingdiscourses attempt to limit the extent to whicdckl people can rhetorically
justify their opposition to racism or challenge firevileged position of whites. This is
done through denial, dismissal, minimising or refirag of racism such that anti-racist
efforts are portrayed as unnecessary or hostitkftmmough the construction of redress

and affirmative action processes as ‘reverse-radisssed, 1991, 2002).
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2.1.3 Meanings of blackness for blacks

The above accounts of racism attempt to illustitatenanifestations in terms of white
people’s objectification of and discrimination awgtiblack people. It is equally important
to consider ways in which black people as subjettacist objectification respond to this
racism.

Arguably some of the most influential work on ‘ranethe social sciences is that
of Frantz Fanon. Of particular interest to the eatresearch is Fanon’s description of
how “racial identity” (an understanding of ‘selfedved from one’s membership within a
racialised group), comes to be formed by coloniaicAn subjects (or, in his terms, the
“black man”) under the oppression of colonial Ewgap subjects (the “white man”). For
Fanon, what makes ‘race’ such a powerful categarpppression, is that it speaks for its
subjects before they are even able to speak for @&ny other discourse, that might better
reflect their felt identifications. It cannot bedlden, or not be noticed, but is immediately
visible, making thélacknes®f the “black man” the first and, certainly in oalal
contextsonly identifying label used to understand him (Fanor86)9

Fanon draws on the Marxist concept of alienatiorcivinelates the experience of
the personal to the prevailing social and politmahtexts, to illustrate how racist
ideology comes to be manifest in the psychologesglerience of the colonized or
politically oppressed “black man”. Without dismisgithe significance of the Marxist
conceptualization of alienation (which focuses lom ¢ffects of capitalism), Fanon
focuses on the effects of racialisation and ra@sishemphasises the disconnection of the
colonized subject from his humanness, his body,exeth the social groups in which he
lives due to his estrangement from his own valoesanings, and self-understandings
(Hook®, 2004). As such:

“...To know myself in the oppressor’s terms is tebetinually at the
risk of using racist formulations as a way of urslanding self — of
unintentionally objectifying oneself in terms oédk racist values”
(Hook®, 2004, p97).
In this way Fanon illustrates how a pathologicalsgeof inferiority relative to the
“white man” may come to constitute the perceiveghitty that the “black man” has of

himself, and indeed of other black subjects whoralee comes to objectify. In addition
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the construction of cultural differences as notanferior but also essentialised, means
that any kind of ambition the “black man” has t@aoge or improve his condition
(psychologically, socially, materially, politica)lynay be counteracted by a sense of
resignation to the supposed inherent nature dblaiskness and the negative identity
characteristics it comes to imply (HJoR004). In this way black people may come to
identify with racist stereotypes of blacks and poeithemselves and other blacks as
deserving of little voice, esteem, individual-renggpn or power.

It has been argued that illustrating only blackpges internalisation of negative
stereotypes about themselves and other black$basfect of constructing all blacks as
complacent victims of racism and indirectly blamthgm for the perpetuation of racism
(Hook’,2004). As such, it is also important to considtaraative understandings of
‘racial identity’ formed by black people and hovesie come to offer strong forms of
resistance to racist ideology and practice, pderbuin contexts such as South Africa
which have experienced institutionalised racialreppion and transformation. Bulhan’s
(1980)dialectical theory of reactive identification /cultural in-betweenity considers
the psychosocial processes that may occur in fgatlyr oppressed ‘race’ groups
exposed to Western (or Euro-American) systems o€a&iibn, as they interact with and
confront the forces of oppression. Bulhan (198@ptdies three main patterns of
identification that describe how black people iolsgontexts have responded to the
socio-political demands of competing meaning-malsystems to which they are
exposed. Firstly (although not necessarily in oafesccurrence)capitulationdescribes
a black person’s assimilation into the dominantefofdescribed as ‘Western’) culture and
indirect adoption of it's ideologies, which is acgeanied by a rejection of his/her
‘indigenous’ culture (in this case longstandinglitianal ‘African’ beliefs and practices),
and esteem is perceived to be attained by adojwiiegtern’ ways-of-life Revitalization
in contrast, describes the idealisation of theijedous’ culture accompanied by a
renouncement of ‘Western’ ideals and practices,thadlack person may value only a
“pure”, static and romanticised form of ‘indigenbusys-of-life that rejects all forms of
‘Western’ influence. Finallyradicalizationdescribes a pattern of identification wherein a
black person feels comfortable with his/her ‘raag’a biological feature and, as such

feels adequate and justified utilising meaningesyst and practices of dominant as well
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as ‘indigenous’ cultures to which he/she has beposed and can objectively evaluate
both the merits and shortcomings of each. Of ingra, is the ‘radicalized’ person’s
ability to recognise the injustice of racism anddentify with other black people in a
common struggle against systems of racial oppregdimosa, Moonsamy & Fridjhon,
1997).

This last identification pattern resonates withvBtBiko’s conception of what it
means to be black, in tlBdack Consciousness Movemerthat developed in the late
60’s and early 70’s in South Africa. For both, gant of identification with blackness is
not ‘race’ (either ascribed by nature, culture thinecity), but thecommon experience of
racial oppressiorand aresistance or fight against this oppressi&iko’s black identity
then, can be accessed by any ‘non-white’ persoindags not require them to be
‘African’, and blackness does not exist as an ieatity but rather as a mental attitude
that must be adopted and achieved. Black Consagsgssimed to infuse into black
people a sense of pride and dignity, such thatendtiack on black integrity and
exploitation of their bodies and resources, wowddiewed as unjustifiable and
intolerable. This black identity therefore had siigant political ramifications in that, to
identify with it, wasnot to identify with racist constructions of blacksdaiconversely,
was to fight against racial oppression - a necgsstitude to bring about black
emancipation and a vital discourse that createdesfma alternative meanings of and,

subsequently implications for black existence int8Africa (MacDonald, 2006).

2.1.4 Meanings of whiteness for whites

Steyn (2007) suggests that a dominant focus orkibéss and black identity in academic
literature, has had the discursive effect of déithecprobing and indeed problematisation
of whiteness away from power-imbued white groups @mo already marginalised black
groups (Steyn, 2007). While understandings of wigi$s as a skin colour were
historically validated through apartheid classtfica policies, the reproduction of
whiteness persists in post-apartheid South Afficaugh a variety of discourses (Green,
Sonn and Matsebula, 2007). Broadly speaking, twoidant groups (sometimes
considered ethnicities) of white people are idediin literature on whiteness in South

Africa, namely Afrikaans-speakers (or white Afrilaig) and white English-speaking
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South Africans (or WESSA's). Whilst neither mutyadixclusive nor comprehensive, this
distinction is helpful in identifying ways in whialihite South Africans construct
whiteness in post-apartheid South Africa (Stey&2®alusbury and Foster, 2004).

Steyn (2004), for example suggests that whitekafrers may attempt to re-
secure Afrikaner whiteness by isolating a pureedirand bounded prototypical ‘white’ or
‘boer’ identity, andrepatriotising whitenesby aligning “Afrikanerness” with its earliest
European stock such that emigration can be frammexiée back to a ‘safe’ (i.e. white-
run) country in the face of ‘political persecution’a black-run South Africa.
Alternatively they may assume a ‘natural’ alignmenth all white South Africans
(increase white numbers) or construct an Afrikagpesaking alignment with Afrikaans-
speaking “coloureds” in South Africa, to creatdrarsger white front in the face of black
political power. A tightly knit (white) Afrikanerdentity that can fight for its own ethnic
group interests has also been proposed, and tbvgsalor its subtle positioning as
champion of all South African ethnic groups, towgeshat Westernisation does not come
to homogenize what ‘should be’ distinct ethnic itilees in South Africa. Finally new
constructions of Afrikaner identity as an Africatentity may be used to both
acknowledgement Afrikaans people’s role in Southicafs racist history and seek forms
of reconcilliation, but may also be used to negatuntability and secure a position of
power in the new dispensation through the affiatof African-ness with blackness
(Steyn, 2004).

Salusbury and Foster (2004) suggest that WESSAjsepeate the social
hegemony of WESSA ways of life throughltural evasionjn a failure to recognize
their own culture-based perspectives, thereby cocisng these as ‘simply normal’,
‘devoid’ of ‘race’/ethnic-based cultural assumpsoiihey also suggest tHMESSA
economicsre used in discourse to construct the econoniggges of whites as
ordinary, ‘normal’ entitlements, such that whitgures are allowed to remain blissfully
unaware of their own racialisation which has uryustovided these advantages. Finally
constructions oflobalization and languagmay be used by WESSA'’s to construct their
own whiteness as the ‘universal’ norm by assoagtimvith globalization and

modernization, and concurrently defend their S@ftican patriotism by disassociating
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themselves from ‘other’ white South Africans andistoucting these ‘other’ white South

Africans as racist (e.g. Afrikaans-speakers) (Salagand Foster, 2004).

2.1.5 Counter-positions to racism

In further exploring the implications of ‘race’ post-apartheid South Africa, it is
important to consider discourses that attempt topegie with and oppose racist ideology
and practice. Bloul (1999) suggests that ethnintitiepolitics in literature have tended
to acknowledge only hostile, competitive motiveanalyses, such that the identification
of discourses reflective of solidarity between &aar ethnic groupings has been limited
by a failure to acknowledge the possibility thatisdiscourses may exist. She suggests
that a relative dismissal of the role that empatdy play in allowing subjects
partial/multiple identifications with ‘others’ ofiffierent ‘races’ and ethnicities, has
tended to exclude before considering the possilihit ‘race’ may not be the primary
signifier for social identification and belongirapd that social researchers need to
address this in their research (Bloul, 1999).

Where racialisation attempts to ascribe sociallystaucted attributes (including
culture and ethnicity) to ‘races’ and to constrineise as essentialisetiracialisation
refers to the processes by which constructs oéliaation and the political purposes they
serve are revealed and challenged. As such itvesol

“...uncoupling binaries of group categorization anerarchisation, and

searching for possibilities, ruptures and discoantties in which these forms

of pre-determination do not act as the primary sohdor social relating”

(Stevens, Swart and Frandd@&? pl7).

Such discourse therefore attempts to rearrangenattton about ‘self’ and
‘other’ at social and individual levels so thatéitity’ and its corresponding social
mobility is not constrained by ‘race’ (Stevens, 8veand Franchi, 2006). Such attempts
to ‘de-essentialise’ and ‘de-objectify’ people bdhea ‘race’, ethnicity or culture may
indeed be used in support of anti-racist efforiswever, different notions of what
constitutes anti-racist efforts compete in Southo&h society.

The very defining of anti-racist discourse becomesmplex and difficult task,

one that involves debate about the meaning andlngss of sometimes competing



26

notions of group politics and individualism, of sdaonstruction and essentialism, and
of materiality and idealism.

Taking no account of ‘race’ or adopting a “colouinrtd” approach to ‘race’ is
often used with the overt intention to oppose racifhis opposition is based on the idea
that differentiating between ‘races’ or ‘race’ gpsuconstitutes processes of re-
racialisation that further entrench the perceptiwat white and black people are
intrinsically different, that objectify racialisdzbdies by stereotyping white and black
people, and that ultimately lead to prejudice basethese stereotypes (Ansell, 2004).
Ansell suggests that this second argument frequerdkes use of an ‘idealistic’
construction of racism that:

“...relies more on abstract, universalistic themesl@fining racism as any

and all unfair treatment based on skin colour, gpective of whether the

colour is white or black...(and racism is seen ag)astructural problem in

need of redress but a psychological condition...”

(Ansell, 2004, 12).

In adopting this conceptualisation of racism, Ahsaefgests that while its universal
practice may be vehemently condemned, it ultimételyefits whites when used as an
argument against redress and affirmative actiorpeagns that seek to empower blacks.
Indeed it may be used to ignore the historicala$fef racism and discursively construct
such transformation processes as racist againsesvbii “reverse-apartheid”, and
subsequently justifies the perpetuation of exissitigctural inequalities between white
and black groups in South Africa (Ansell, 2004).

While an overt differentiation between black andte/ipeople can therefore be
conceptualised as anti-racist when it is necedsanurposes of reform, Carrim (1998)
identifies two particularly adverse effects thas tle-inscription has brought about.
Firstly, a bipolarity between whites and blackeaintained such that intra-black
conflicts and discrepancies (e.g. rural vs. uraglthy vs. poor, English/Afrikaans-
speaking vs. African-language-speaking), and thdisequent inequalities, are
inadequately addressed (Carrim, 1998).

Secondly, the constructs of ethnicity and cultuxeehbecome re-inscribed as

essentialised features of ‘race’, particularlybtack people, such that they have become
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prominent discursive tools for racialisation, offeeimed within an overarching discourse
of multiculturalism.Multiculturalism — or cultural and ethnic pluralism - asideal,
promotes inclusivity of and respect for diversenal practices whilst confronting
power inequalities between ethnic and ‘race’ graagbspting different cultural practices,
and in this way may sometimes be used to opposamdbat discriminates against
groups based on social beliefs and practices. Hew@&arrim (1998) suggests that
multiculturalism has tended to be used to perpetratial stereotyping and make
generalized assumptions about black people’s sbelzviour in post-apartheid South
Africa. These assumptions include static expeatatabout black people’s ethnicity and
cultural practices that do not allow spaces forrlayein modernity and traditionalism,
mixed cultural and ethnic heritages, diverse leweélgalue for them, and the uniqueness
of individuals’ experiences and contextual backgasi(Carrim, 1998). Aside from
objectifying black people, Malik (1996) suggestattbultural and ethnic pluralist
arguments stem from colonial policies that sougtittummify ‘native’ culture as a form
frozen in time”"(Malik, 1996, p172). In this way pluralism was udeddiscursively
containing the extent to which black people’s adtucould change with time, justifying
the closing off of opportunities for developmentdachnological accessibility within
black populations, denying the effects of ‘racdifus on lifestyle, and ignoring the
dynamic interaction between Western and Africatucas (Malik, 1996).

Malik (1996) adds a further criticism to discoursésnulticulturalism in suggesting
that they are used to argue for an alternativad¢al equality. For Malik, ethnic and
cultural pluralism, replaces a striving for equalitith a tolerance of difference, such that
economic, social and technological inequalitiesveen ‘race’ groups are constructed as
cultural variations and tolerating such discrepancies eafidmed as an appreciation for
cultural diversity (Malik, 1996).

Carrim argues that‘aritical anti-racism” needs to both maintain a focus on macro
socio-economic and socio-political factors (desgagtien and redress), but also needs to
translate such processes of equality at meso- &rd+hevels of social interaction
(deracialisation). Equality at these smaller stalels of social interaction implies that
blacks do not become identified by ‘race’ as a prijymeans of understanding

individuals and that stereotyped and antiquatedtcoctions of ethnicity and culture are



28

not assumed all-encompassing or even relevanhésetblack people who nevertheless
describe themselves in terms of a particular etroap or culture. For Carrim, it is also
important that blacks not be spoken to and spokentb the assumption that they are all
the same in terms of economic standing, socialstaultural values and practices,
because of a common skin colour (Carrim, 1998).

Thorne suggests that it is less important to idemthich narrative is being
utilized in discourse than it is to a8khy particular speakers choose to invoke or resist
particular narratives”(Thorne, 2004, 364). Painter and Baldwin (2004terate this
point by suggesting that the sagreup labels (such as ‘race’, ethnicity, language,
religion) may be similarly constructed and usedistourse to exclude and discriminate
(that is for racist purposes), or to acknowledgmase and address the effects of racism
(Painter and Baldwin, 2004). What is importantdéosider then is the possibietive
(and indeed multiplicity of possible motives) fohywpeople do and do not make use of
racialisation processes in discourse, and whagffieet of their talk is in a particular

context.

2.2 Social psychology and ‘race’ discourse research

This section of the literature review looks at &acelated research studies in discursive
social psychology, conducted in South Africa att®894. Some of these studies attempt
to identify the ideological systems at play (racisbpposing racism) in discursive
constructions of ‘race’, and others look at howglease these and a number of other
social constructs to position themselves relativether ‘race’ groups and to construct
these groups in ways that serve political agendas.

Duncan (2001) suggests that social scientistsl#gehologists tend to be
regarded as ‘experts’ on inter-group relationshst the discourses of ‘race’ and racism
produced by them should be given significant aidentue to them having such strong
social and political influence. This is illustratedDuncan’s (2001) analysis of 48
racism-related articles by South African psychdatgyin 22 South African journals from
their inception up until the late 80’s. Duncan dowles that, intentionally or not, most of
the articles had the effect of bolstering the danae of racist ideology by diverting

attention away from the concerns and interestdaukis experiencing racism in South
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Africa, and instead emphasising an understandinga$m as prejudiced attitudes, and
by constructing black people as the problematiceot The representations of the ‘black
other’ emerging from the articles were caricatumad discursively destructive in that
they were strikingly similar to images of blacksstructed within explicit apartheid
[racist political discourse. Overtly racist constrans of blacks athe “Inferior” Other
relative to whites tended to be replaced by thdskeo“Culturally Different” Otherin
the latter half of the century with the apparentt$tom crude biological stereotypes to
more subtle cultural stereotypes making it easieligcursively legitimate the
subjugation of blacks by framing it as “social di#ntiation”. Representations of ‘blacks’
asthe “Victims” of apartheid, at first glance acknowledges theémental consequences
of racism to the psychological integrity, socidhtens and material conditions of black
people, but negatively constructs blacks as proffibea, helpless and power-less
victims of apartheid when black responses to raeisuch as resistance and opposition
to apartheid — are not equally accounted for sea@lirse. Duncan also observes that the
‘race’ labels (e.g. “Africans”, “Coloureds”, “Indms”, “Asians”) specified by apartheid
policies for the stratification of black societygrpisted with some variety, little
guestioning and no criticism in psychological diss®, such that the construction of
blacks aghe “Racially” Divided/ “Fragmented” Otherbecame taken for granted as a
description of natural distinctions as opposedwag to express lived social realities.
Another representation of blackstas “Threatening” Otheremerged from texts to
portray the black population as not simply largaumber but as dangerous to social
stability, through the association of blacks’ numsbeith images of war and conflict,
such that their oppression was construed as antegé and understandable means of
protecting (white) society. Finally Duncan suggektg psychologists’ discourses include
portrayals of blacks as not belonging to a “SouthcAn” community — a nation reserved
for whites. As such they are relegated to “thembtands” and “their own areas”,
constructing blacks ake “Alien” Other who can therefore not make claims on the
citizenship and rights that white people can indbentry.

Motsemme (2002) looked at black women’s experigmdeheir blackness in
post-apartheid South Africa and suggests that #s@nimgs made of blackness can never

be understood in isolation as they are stronglyeddpnt on the degree to which
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blackness can be utilised by individuals in a patér context to improve their social
standing relative to those around them. Whilsthkiass is still a significant construct
utilized by black participants to describe thegntity and to position themselves relative
to white people and other black people, the flyidind instability of its meaning - and
indeed its value - was evident, and was used in digerse ways to discursively promote
the political, economic or social power and legéey of the individual and/or her black
group (Motsemme, 2002).

Moosa and Fridjhon (1997) attempted to deterndeatification patterns of black
South African university students according to Bulls (1980) ‘dialectical theory of
reactive identification/cultural in-betweenity’. Mea and Fridjhon’s (1997) research
indicated that most black students favoured a edidation pattern of identification and,
to a smaller extent, one of revitalization, sugiggsimore positive evaluations of black
groups and a sense of mutuality amongst black stadkerived from a common desire
for greater emancipation of black people (Moosa fmdjhon, 1997).

Stevens (1998) attempted to consider the complexitacialisation discourse
within black populations in post-apartheid South Afrigacbnsidering the perceptions of
‘racial’ threat that those black people differetechas ‘coloured’ (from the time of
apartheid categorisation) held of those black pedgferentiated as ‘African’. The
research indicated processes of Othering occuwitign this black population and was
considered a defensive manoeuvre by ‘colouredssponse to continued high levels of
competition for resources. Although the discoursere interpreted as prejudiced due to
‘Africans’ being constructed as threatening to eroit, physical and socio-political
security of ‘coloureds’, Stevens highlights thatisaliscourses are not indicative of
racism as the ‘coloured’ group does not possespdher (social, economic or political)
to control or oppress ‘Africans’. Instead he sugg#sat these discourses of racialisation
may reflect how some ‘coloured’ people resorteButhan’s (1985) identification
pattern of capitulation — an assimilation into tleeninant (white) racist culture- as a
means of discursively attempting to secure for tedaes some kind of social power
through white identification, in the face of thekperience of redress and redistribution

as inadequate (Stevens, 1998).
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In a similar vein, Sonn and Fisher (2003) inteamad 23 ‘coloured’ people who
had immigrated to Australia from South Africa andrid that participants tended to use
their experiences and “cultural scripts” from SoAthca as reasons for emigration as
well as resources for adaptation to settlementustralia. In particular Sonn and Fisher
suggest that ‘coloured’ emigrants discuss ‘colougaith Africans in terms of ways of
responding to a status of “in-betweenity” in SoAthica. Participants’ talk revealed a
belief that ‘colouredsgrow used to imposed labelich that they come to use the same
apartheid-derived terminology to identify themsslamad their communities, that some
‘coloureds’ do in fachold onto the racist-derived meanings that hierarchically
positioned whites above ‘coloureds’ and ‘coloureatsdve ‘Africans’, in order to access
social power and maintain some kind of social penye when faced with feelings of
exclusion from ‘African’ groups that have subsedtyegained political power. Finally
participants’ talk also revealed discursive chajksto the racist meanings underlying
these labels and that therefore imply a move toswadio-political changeleveloping
amongst ‘coloured’ people, one that appears tacbemapanied by a strong tendency to
identify themselves as “South African” in termsaohational rather than ‘race’ category
(Sonn and Fisher, 2003).

Goldschmidt (2003) conducted research with studat@sSouth African
university to ascertain the labels that were pradantly used by the students to describe
their ‘identities’. It was found that those studeokaiming a mother-tongue in an African
language (classified as black in apartheid) wigbedaintain an “African” identity and
identified South Africa as an “African”-ruled nation an “African” continent, with a
newfound prestige associated with being “Africaffiose students of Indian, English
and Afrikaans language mother-tongues (classifeethaian’ and ‘coloured’ and white
in apartheid) indicated a change in their choicelehtity labels from ethnicity to
‘nationality’ in an attempt to be described in teraf a new, inclusive “South African”
identity. Overall, patterns reflected that the imipace of labels or categories for
identification were consistently tied to one’s matlanguage, followed by ‘race’,
ethnicity, religion, socioeconomic status and geri@ldschmidt, 2003).

Stevens, Franchi and Swart (2006), attempteditg bo light the multitude of

ways in which racialisation is realised through tise of group identity labels such as the
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aforementioned. A number of studies were condugyeithese and other researchers
attempting to identify contemporary and more cof@mns of discourse that effectively
justify and perpetuate ‘racial’ prejudice, segrematnd inequality in South Africa. It
was deduced that the construct of ethnicity andstugal practices that describe it (which
include for example culture, language and religianm® commonly used to replace the
construct of ‘race’ in discourse, such that conterapy forms of racialisation are realised
in discursive processes ethnicisation(Stevens, Franchi and Swart, 2006).

Gray, Delany and Durrheim (2005) suggest thasautsive dilemma exists for
South Africans attempting to express dissatisfactwih contemporary South African
society and systems, based on the idea that:

“...In contemporary South Africa, nationalism is geaily equated with
racial tolerance and support for the new democradyile anything that is
anti-nationalistic is seen as tantamount to racism”

(Gray et al., 2005, p135).

As such, Gray et al. suggest that black and wietgple that are seriously
contemplating emigration from South Africa, struggb justify their preference for
another country without feeling positioned as gitabandoning’, ‘running away’ from
or being racist towards blacks and black powerdat® Africa. They suggest that
participants manage this dilemma through shiftohgntification and dis-identification
with the national category, adoptingjlaeral ethic of individual freedoro distance
themselves from this category, and utilising trapparent discursive strategies to do this.
Firstly participants shift their focuisom the collective to the personalich that
individual roles (e.g. as a parent or a profesd)daie on greater importance and enable
speakers to deny accountability to a collectivaeatronal community. Secondly
intervieweessplinter the nationnto different ‘races’ and cultures to suggest thauth
Africa is merely a collection of separate and défd ‘race’, ethnic or cultural groupings
such that a whole South African nationalism isl@vant. Building on this idea,
participants’ third strategy for distancing themesl from the national category is to
refute the collectivand suggest that a South African nation as aadhifihole does not
exist, such that a ‘call for national loyalty’ t@@&h Africa is effectively negated and the

discursive dilemma resolved (Gray et al., 2005).
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Collier (2005) considered how changes in the spoiiical landscape of South
Africa from 1992 to 1999 affect patterns in diss®s about cultural identifications and
levels of privilege utilised by self-identified lolaand ‘white Afrikaner’ people. Collier
suggests that black participants’ discourses shoteer this time, from reflecting little
individual agency or engagement with issues pdrtgito whites and whiteness, to
overtly voicing critiques of white privilege andetilominance of what Collier calls
‘whiteness ideology’ (understood to refer to theadhat ‘Western’/*Eurocentric’ social
standards and values should dictate the hegemohice to which people aspire) and
engaging in discussion about this with white frignolack discourses revealed a great
deal more agency assumed by black speakers inia@@&itioning themselves in
opposition to this ‘whiteness ideologifrough a stronglentification with other blacks
by virtue of their ‘race’, and wehement disapproval of blacks who identify witltevh
standards and valudsy suggesting that they perpetuate racist ideolyggoing so.
Collier suggests that ‘white Afrikaner’ participahtiiscourses tended to reveal both
persistence and changes, in that overt affirmatdrshiteness ideology’ in 1992
seemed to shift to ambivalence-laden and qualifiden talk that still effectively
promotes ‘whiteness ideologyr 1999 throughindividualism-oriented discoursesd
positive and negative constructions of ‘us’ (whitasd ‘them’(blacksyespectively
(Collier, 2005).

Ansell (2004) noted an “ideological bifurcatiom’ how black and white people
talk about ‘race’ and ‘racism’ in post-apartheicu8oAfrica and shows that, in viewing
this from a structural perspective, such discoursttect both these social groups’
strivings for economic improvement and better resest Ansell suggests that discourses
that eithedenounce the recognition of ‘racer thatpromote multiculturalismare
frequently used by white South Africans to disntisgorically-derived inequalities
between ‘race’ groups and thereby discredit redaaslsredistribution, whilst claiming
the moral high-ground. Conversely, black South @dns’re-inscription of ‘race’as a
tool for social categorization is frequently useditaw attention to ‘racial’ disparities
and to voice their dissatisfaction with inadequaarethe advancement of transformative

processes of redress (Ansell, 2004).
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Durrheim (2005) considered how desegregationpereenced differently for
white and black people in post-apartheid Southcafand how their different discursive
representations of socio-spatial changes with cetgafrace’ reveal how...places are
used, racially, in interaction, to preserve pattewf exclusion and hierarchy”
(Durrheim, 2005, p446). black constructions of Egegation’ suggest that with black
entry into previously segregated spaces, whitedstlease spaces in an attempt to run
away from black people and abandon blacks to thimeseNhite constructions of
‘desegregation’ suggest that whites are displagdaldcks, and that ‘their’ space has
been invaded by black people attempting to takevdy from them and push them out.
As such, Durrheim suggests that white people intdishis discourse effectively
stereotype blacks dpushing themselves in, aggressive and unmanndpy57) and
blacks utilising the aforementioned discourse ¢iffety stereotype whites aacist
(Durrheim, 2005).

Sennet and Foster (1996) compared the extentihwhite English-speaking
South Africans utilized ‘race’ and culture to camst their social identities in 1975 and
1994, and found a shift from little investment nogp identities in 1975, to increased
investment in constructs of ‘nationality’ and ettity (meant here to include cultural
background, ‘race’ and ‘class’) to define identiygeneral, as well as greater ethnic
identification with other white, English-speakingush Africans than their predecessors.
It was suggested that ‘nationality’ and ethnicitgre/perceived as more positive and
legitimate group distinguishers in 1994 as theyeness likely to be attached to
understandings of whites as oppressive, morallgtiaad racist, than in 1975 ( Sennet
and Foster, 1996). As such the authors suggesaedutither research attempt to
scrutinize:

“... the ways in which elites in general, ... have niged the complex
burden of ambivalence, disaffection and estrangémesing out of the
undesirability of belonging to a high status graupler conditions of
perceived illegitimacy”

(Sennet and Foster, 1996, 211).

Painter and Baldwin (2004) suggest that the eofitpnguage can be a useful

construct for identifying power dynamics betweetiabsed groups of people in South
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Africa. By making “language diversity” the objedtdiscussion amongst learners at a
South African high school in 2001, the researchense able to elicit discourses that
reveal how racist agendas can be veiled in a lilbkedoric of ‘choice’. The research not
only illustrates how the use of liberal ideas ik Bnables speakers to distance
themselves from apartheid, construct redress psesess ‘reverse’-racism and
subsequently reproduce patterns of white supeyjdsiit also highlights how easily
discussions on language come to overlap with dssens on ‘race’ and racism. Painter
and Baldwin suggest that white English-speakingigpants in particular justify the
standing of their own first language (and subsetiyémeir social group standards) as
dominant and hegemonic, byiversalising EnglishFirstly this involves constructing it
as a part of the public domain (spoken everywheo#) globally and nationally, and that
it is the only language that can be consideredifging agent for all ‘races’ in South
Africa. Secondly this is done by distancing whitegish-speakers from apartheid and
responsibility or racism by implying that Afrikaaheth as language and culture is the
identifier of white racism (and subsequently onlyite Afrikaans-speakers were and are
racist). Conversely these participardsialise isiXhosarelegating it to the private
domain (spoken in a particular household or exekigiXhosa community), and
construct it as divisive, excluding of others, evacdist, such that its social relevance is
devalued, its prominence silenced, and its speak#rs vast majority of whom are black
— discursively cornered into adopting English asrthrimary medium for
communication (Painter and Baldwin, 2004).

Robus and Macleod (2006) analysed discoursesafffastd students in 2002 and
2003 from particular historically white and blachkiversities in South Africa that were
amalgamating at the time. Robus and Macleod hightize complex interaction of
macro-level processes (structural changes to wities) with everyday discourses on
‘race’ by suggesting that there is persistencééndttribution of racialised identities to
institutionalspaces and that a subsequent discoursehdte excellence/black failure’
ensues. As such, racialised white institutionscarestructed as objects of desire and
choice that achieve excellence in higher educatiad,racialised black institutions as
objects of avoidance or last resorts that achielagive failure in higher education in

comparison to their white counterpart. The implmas of this discourse provide a
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myriad of ways in which to bolster what is ultimigteacist ideology because the
attainment of competence for both individuals amsliiutions is equated with ‘being
white’, and whiteness is concurrently associateith Waving access to urban modern
spaces. As such black institutions are discursigehstructed as reliant upon a
movement into white urban spaces or an inclusiontofe students in order to overcome
‘black failure’, and black individuals (staff orustents) are constructed as reliant upon a
movement to a white institution, along with excesdiard work and a renouncement of
black identity in order to overcome personal ‘bléaikure’. Effectively then, not only is
whiteness constructed as superior to blacknessrbaspiration to whiteness as the only
means of rescue from ‘black failure’ through whisdack people and institutions can
hope to achieve competence and success (Robusaricebtl, 2006).

Leibowitz, Rohleder, Bozalek, Carolissen and Sevg2007) looked at online
interactions between fourth year psychology andasewrk university students from
diverse racialised and classed backgrounds in S&futta, and identified ways that these
students referred to group differences in discauBsene black and white students
frequently referred tplaceandprivilege/ lack of privilegeo describe how segregation is
lived out in spatial patterning as well as dispesiin social and economic status. An
apparent intentional silence about the relationbleigveen ‘race’ and these variables is
seen as an attempt to adopt a neutral tone sa &s appear challenging, and to avoid
describing difference in emotive and political way¢hile the'us /them’discourse was
seldom observed in the study, the researchers sutjge use of the personal pronoun
and personal adjective in discourse are pervasesnsiof Othering used by white
speakers that enables them to homogenise and aksfa@mselves from black people and
from responsibility for their well-being. The uskioverted commas and the tefso-
called’ was sometimes used to reveal an awareness oisttwslvely constructed nature
of ‘race’, and was used by black more than whitelsihts, as werdirect references
made to ‘race’ and aparthejguggesting that white students feel uncomfortahté
avoid discussion about South Africa’s racist higtdeibowitz et al. also observed a
number of discursive strategies used by studernisdgotiate these differences. Denial of
difference (and of the current implications of @adheid past) is seen to operate through

‘colour-blind’ approaches to ‘race’ which are sommets used to defend anti-affirmative
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action sentiments. Expressing appreciation of tremgths of marginalised people may
be used to validate their power, but also to pasear to dismiss their complaints about
wrongs done to them. Some students’ attemptedkisoadedge the past and, when not
met with resistance (form of denial), responsegedrfrom defensive positioning to
empathic relating with a resigned and helplessesehguilt, and occasionally to
empathic relating with a sense of agency and joasponsibility for change (Leibowitz
etal., 2007).

Wale and Foster (2007) looked at ways in whichlthgavhite South Africans
utilise discourse to protect, justify and perpetuahite, and subsequently their own,
privileged positions. Firstly Wale and Foster sugidkat interviewees focus their
attentions ordefending white privilegan South Africa. This is done through the
discourse otlenial-that ignores the ways in which apartheid-derisgstems continue to
structure society along ‘racial’ lines — and thecdiurse o& just world— that suggests
people get what they deserve in life, such thai@pants enjoy upper class living
“...because they possess traits valued by the pantestork ethic’(Wale and Foster,
2007, p56), and that poor black people are to bifmtheir poverty due to individual or
cultural features that they posses. Secondly paatits resist the re-distribution of power
and subsequently wealth in South Africad®¢legitimising black poweiT his recognises
the idea that:

“Where white South Africans continue to hold raceifege in the economic
and cultural realms, they have lost their privilagehe political
realm...Politics represents a realm where black Sédtitans have gained
power, and economics represents a realm wheredteegttempting to gain
power”

(Wale and Foster, 2007, p57).

As such, participants de-legitimise black poweotigh the discourse tifie
undeserving ANCThis uses constructions of the current politreglime as corrupt,
greedy and incompetent to diminish the legitimatthe change in status quo that
brought blacks into political power. The discouos®usiness over politids also used to
devalue the political realm of government (andrplication black government) by

illustrating how it fails to address issues of pyeand arguing that the economic realm
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(and by implication wealthy whites) should be giygeater power to influence the
country’s policies. Thirdly participants protect mehprivilege through the deterring of its
construction as racist and the subsequent detesfisguctural transformation, by
championing individualismThis is done through the discoursélté good white
Samaritanwhich allows participants to distance their we&tthm the poverty of other
people by ignoring the role of the systems thaeHaenefited them at the expense of
others. Instead whites are imbued with a natuna¢sarity and power by being
constructed as advanced and rich in binary oppwosit backward, poor and helpless
blacks, who are reliant upon the benevolence ofenteople to ‘rescue’ them from
themselves. Championing individualism also useslibeourse of‘‘reverse-racism’

vS. non-racialisnto locate racism within discriminatory attituddsaay individual (black
or white) and devoid of context. It ignores struatiand economic inequalities between
‘race’ groups that are derived from apartheid hstt tisers’ structural advantage and

economic privilege is protected (Wale and Fost@072.

2.3 Literature and Research into CRA

This section of the literature review looks atritieire and research in the field of CRA,
by considering the dominant discursive trends irAQiRrature and research, locating
CRA in the context of South Africa, and finally loking at how discourses of CRA

construct the CRA child as a political object.

2.3.1 Dominant discursive trends in CRA literature

Most of the writings about CRA approaches the stifjem the perspective of
considering the ‘best interests of the child’. Sbscientists have tended to focus their
concerns on the psychosocial development and adgums$tof cross-racially adopted
children, with various measures of these areas gelfyesteem, self-concept, educational
attainment, peer relationships and behaviour progjegenerally being used to argue for
or against the practice of CRA, or with the intentlevelop supposed ideal practices for
families that have adopted cross-racially. Multigiews of empirical investigations
predominantly based on adoptions of “African Amanitchildren by white parents in

the United States, concur that most of these sduztiacluded that CRA is a viable means
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of providing homes for orphaned children in thatss-racially adopted children
presented with psychosocial adjustment and overdltbeing achieved as successfully
as that for children in same-race families (Coojeans 1998; Vonk, 2001; Bradley and
Hawkins-Leon, 2002; Frasch and Brooks, 2003; Ratady$haw, 2006).

However, many of these studies have been critldisecontaining marked
methodological flaws, being outdated and for thimited exploration of and significance
attributed to concepts of ‘racial -, ‘ethnic —'dafcultural identity’ in psychosocial
development and adjustment. This may account fgr iebults about how these
properties exist in cross-racially adopted childaed how they affect their overall well-
being have been relatively inconsistent (FraschEnodks, 2003; Roby and Shaw,
2006). The lack of clarification on what is meagttacial —', ‘ethnic — * and ‘cultural
identity’ and how to ‘measure’ them is a prominggature of much of the literature and
reviews of CRA studies, many of which utilise, fait to define these and their base
terms of ‘race’, ethnicity and culture. Insteadytlappear to be used somewhat
ambiguously, and even where some attempts are toatédine these terms, with no
critical evaluation of their validity and meaningss such, concepts 6&thnocultural
heritage and identity{Vonk, 2001, p3);ethnoracial identities” (Frasch and Brooks,
2003),"“racial identity and cultural identity” (Bradley and Hawkins-Leon, 2002; Roby
and Shaw, 2006),arfdthnic identity” (Hollingsworth, 1999), are frequently used
interchangeably, portrayed as essentialised enbfi@¢ace’, and the term ethnic often
used as a direct substitution for ‘race’.

In general, these studies and reviews suggestithss-racially adopted children
tend to adopt Eurocentric cultural beliefs and pcas and prefer spending their time
interacting with people of similar cultural orietitan, most of whom are white. Some
researchers suggest that this results in a greassibility of adjustment problems due to
difficulty establishing a secure and/or positivaseof ‘racial —'and ‘cultural identity’,
particularly when cross-racially adopted childreperience shame or discomfort about
being black (Cooperstein, 1998; Vonk, 2001; Bra@dleg Hawkins-Leon, 2002; Frasch
and Brooks, 2003; Roby and Shaw, 2006).

These studies have led to various theoretical ftatimns about what constitutes

the “best interests” of black children who are @péd. Liberal (as opposed to overtly
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racist) arguments opposing and criticising CRA ioaged in 1972 when America’s
National Association of Black Social Workers (NAB$®ggested that black children
should only be placed in black families. They pregubthat:

“Black children belong physically, and psycholodlgaand culturally in

black families in order that they receive the tatahse of themselves and

develop a sound projection of their future... Blabkdren in white homes are

cut off from the healthy development of themselsddack people”

(cited in Hollingsworth, 1999, p2).

This proposition, although lacking in empirical popt, is based on the
assumptions that society is racist towards bladplee that there is a black culture that is
distinctly different to that of white people, esjadly in that it provides knowledge that is
essential to surviving in a racist society; thatack person cannot develop a healthy,
positive psychosocial identity without encultueatiinto this way of life; and that only
black families can socialise children into thistawg (Hollingsworth, 1999; Bradley and
Hawkens-Leon, 2002), due to them belsgnilar in their African heritage and in their
experience with racism and oppressigifollingsworth, 1999, p3).

In response, literature that supports CRA as alsi@itmeans of placing orphaned
children, has tended to focus potential challenigékis particular argument on the latter
two assumptions (Frasch and Brooks, 2003; Bradieytéawkins-Leon, 2002; Vonk,
2001). These challenges do not dispute that theucoent social assignment of a black
‘racial —, ‘ethnic =" and ‘cultural identity’ toross-racially adopted children is “proper”
and “natural” practice, and instead the equatirdjessentialist construction of ‘race’,
culture and ethnicity in both academic and legitaliterature on CRA appear to be
taken-for-granted as real and right in South Afriead international discourses, whether
or not they advocate for CRA (Szabo and Ritchk@022.

Instead these challenges questionsiingremacyof ‘race’ as a determinant of
identity and suggest that ‘ethnoracial identityhis a unitary fixed ending point (Frasch
and Brooks, 2003). Instead it is suggested thasboald, “...not assume that a strong
Black-focused identity is the desired goal or npmsitive outcome, or that Black identity
is a single trait” (Frasch and Brooks, 2003, p4).
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Vroegh's (1997) longitudinal research conducteatimss-racial adoptees in
America, found that most had developed a sensdeotity for themselves, that 88% of
them chose to identify themselves as black or aféwehrace’ in almost equal proportions
to same-race black adoptees (90%), and that they ageequally well adjusted in terms
of self esteem (Vroegh, 1997). As such, the generatl in literature about CRA is to
suggest that white parents can help their bladklen to achieve a positive and healthy
black identity and to adequately prepare to negotacism, and proposes that this is
done by parents committing themselves to psychoatatun about black people’s
histories and cultures, and to practices that confissues of ‘race’ (Vonk, 2001; Bradley
and Hawkins-Leon, 2002).

2.3.2 CRA in the South African context
Very little research exists that attempts to coeistie more broad-scale structural
influences on and implications of CRA, specificaltySouth Africa. In order to
contextualise South Africans’ perceptions about CRA necessary to consider the
localised social conditions that have resultedtuasions whereby black children become
available for adoption by white parents. In Souftiod, these conditions cannot be
understood independently of ubiquitous ‘racial’pdigties between blacks and whites in
economic standing, resource availability and trevalence of HIV/AIDS. UNAIDS,
UNICEF and USAID (2004) findings indicate that tmiar, poverty and disease in sub-
Saharan Africa have led to an escalation in orpth@hddren with numbers projected to
rise to 18,4 million by 2010 (Roby and Shaw, 200%)South Africa AIDS is the leading
cause of death accounting for an estimated 309 déaths, and HIV prevalence is
though to be increasing with an estimated 18.8%daits (15-49 years) being HIV
positive (Schroeder and Nichola, 2006). SchroeddrNichola (2006) suggest that the
death of young adults:

“...not only destroys human capital but also deprigk#dren of parental

care, knowledge and the capacity to finance théircation, i.e. their

requirements to become economically productive”

(Schroeder and Nichola, 2006, 174).
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The risk of HIV is found to be highest among bl&duth Africans (understood
here in apartheid classification terms), and pgvevhich is much higher in black
communities, has also been found to increase oiskXposure to HIV. Therefore, the
above effects impact most on poor black communggethat the vast majority of
children made orphans by the HIV/AIDS pandemicldaek from under-resourced
environments (Schroeder and Nichola, 2006; RobySiraiv, 2006). Traditional
‘African/indigenous’ norms have approached therditea of orphaned children by
incorporating them into extended family systemsl iadleed the vast majority of such
children in African counties are believed to beeckior within these systems without the
need for formal adoption procedures (Freeman araidk 2006). Freeman and Nkomo
(2006) conducted research on a sample of Soutkakfradults from historically
predominantly black urban and rural areas of tpreginces that were noted for having
high HIV infection rates. They found that the vastjority (about 90%) of parents or
parental figures with children in their care be&ewthat another family member (i.e. other
parent, grandparents, uncle or aunt, older silwingther family member) would take
care of their children if they died and, indeed ldoarefer it to be so (Freeman and
Nkomo, 2006). However, the large and increasinglmemnof black orphans in Southern
Africa has resulted in many extended family mempeist of whom live below the
poverty line already, being unable to support adidigl children. This is due to
constraints of already overstretched resourcee{epy financial, although also social
and emotional) and due to the depletion of famédfworks with modern migration,
Westernisation and AIDS (Freeman and Nkomo, 20@&yfand Shaw, 2006).

In South Africa there are also large numbers ofdsmtyho are abandoned every
year, and although accurate national statistichese figures are not available (Luhanga,
2008), the numbers are believed to be both highraardasing (Luhanga, 2008; van
Schalkwyk, 2008), and is also believed to be styorejated to growing economic stress
placed on already poor populations of mothers veed they will be incapable of
providing for the needs of their infant (Mbuyazd(8). The Western Cape Provincial
department of Social Development estimated abodithé®ies under the age of 3 being
abandoned in the district in 2007, and around 43@e first six months of 2008 alone.

The Johannesburg Child Welfare Service reportedirdewith 926 cases of abandoned
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newborn babies in Gauteng in 2007 alone (Luhan@@8R The overwhelming majority
of these abandoned infants are black and relatfeghypeople from black populations
apply to adopt abandoned babies/children thatthed way into the care of these
institutions. Conversely, few white babies are e for adoption and a waiting lists of
white parents to adopt white babies is long (SzbRitchken, 2002).As such the
number of black infants available for adoption ough Africa far outweighs the number
of white infants available for adoption.

Although under-researched, this difference betwsack and white populations
applying to adopt abandoned babies is possiblye@l® historically-derived black
disadvantage. Limitations of monetary security tamdily network structures may cause
hesitancy from black families to take on the addiéil economic and social
responsibilities of raising an extra child, partacty when these economic and social
resources are already strained because of the a@deahds placed on family systems
due to the effects of the HIV/AIDS pandemic, whare worse in black communities
(Freeman and Nkomo, 2006). In some cases, whenedé#ibels are significantly valued,
the unidentifiable descendency of abandoned béiest of whom are black in South
Africa) may defer families from perceiving themgasgential kin, thus decreasing their
chances of adoption.

As such, although various attempts have been nmauianal, organizational
and community levels to address the orphan issgesa deal more financial and
material resources, as well as ongoing commitmemgeded to do so sufficiently. Some
may argue that the institutionalization of blackleined children with children of their
own ‘race’ is preferable to CRA as a means of angwr improving black children’s
sense of ‘racial —', cultural — and ‘ethnic ideyitivhen no black adoptive parents are
available. However, this view has been stronglylehged on the grounds that increased
mental health problems, posttraumatic stress, dpuental delays and inadequate
preparation for adulthood have been strongly aasettiwith institutionalization (Roby
and Shaw, 2006). Although this may, at least toesertent, be due to a lack of funding
and resources in such institutions (Zaal, 1992;yRotdl Shaw, 2006), both international
and local social work organisations appear to predantly adopt the position that,

where ‘same-race’ placements are not possible, giRéements are preferable to
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institutionalisation since the benefits of growingin a family are seen to outweigh the
benefits of ‘same-race’ enculturation (Szabo artdiRen, 2002). With this in mind,
from a structural perspective, it has been sugdabkte CRA provides a viable
alternative to the depleted resources black childre likely to grow up with in
institutions that must accommodate ever-increasurgbers of black orphans. Not only
are demands made on governmental resources footggereased, but the access of
black children to more stable upbringings and enun@dvantage than they would
otherwise be likely to have, is concurrently inaeé (Roby and Shaw, 2006).

2.3.3 The CRA child as a political object
Competing notions of racism and anti-racism are &dsnd in literature and research into
CRA, and Dubinsky (2007) identifies two predominaatratives within CRA discourse
that use the topic of CRA as a vehicle for theulisiwe realization of ‘race’-related
political agendas. The narratives oéScu€ and “kidnap” have tended to be polarised,
discursively set up in binary opposition to onetapo such that the actual children,
biological and adoptive parents’ involved, disappdezhind symbolic representations of
CRA. Dubinsky (2007) suggests that social fearsvast ardently expressed in
discourses abowhildren whose young bodies have come to embody whattgocie
deems natural and pure (i.e. “right” and valuahlej what society deems most
vulnerable (i.e. in greatest need of protectiors .séich, children are symbolic carriers of
the beliefs, rights and resources that are mosbitapt to people and concurrent carriers
of the social anxieties about threats to thesetslrights and resources. Social
groupings vary in the entities they choose to nrakst important depending on socio-
historical and socio-political milieus. A group herefore invoke discourses about
children that represent the aspects of their grdaptity or group well-being that they
feel are most vulnerable to social attack, soshah discourses increase the social power
they can claim to assist in protecting the groumpterests (Dubinsky, 2007).

Although she draws on the example of internati@alptions within Canada in
the 1950’s to illustrate her point, Dubinsky (200@mes discourses of the “rescue”
narrative that may be utilised in talk about CRApolitical agenda in any context where

egalitarian values that include ‘racial’ equalitydaintegration pervade.
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“When... a liberal, integrationist discourse of intacial adoption developed

in Canada in the late 1950'’s, which positioned iirdgeially adopted black

children as innocent bearers of racial reconcila@tj Canadians looked

through the...baby and saw, vicariously, a hopefyh sif cross racial

tolerance, an unfortunate to be rescued by tendetevcare, or a measure of

the superior social values of Canadians”

(Dubinsky, 2007, p143).

In “rescue” discourses, black orphans attain spaiitical value due to thethild-
nessandblacknesseing sources of political legitimacy for whitesid therefore sources
of power in democratic societies. Child-ness makess-racial adoptees representatives
of white people’s supposed nobility in “rescuingétvulnerable and needy orphan
(inadvertently constructing whites as capable dadks as helpless), and “blackness”
makes cross-racial adoptees miniature icons ofevdatiety’s anti-racism and attempts
to racially integrate (allowing whites to immunibemselves from responsibility for
racism). In addition, Dubinsky (2007) calls attentto the way in which such discourses
allow white speakers to gloss over or ignore theial’ disparities existent in society that
contributed to their birth-parents being unabledce for them (Dubinsky, 2007).

The opposing dominant narrative of CRA suggesteDiyinsky (2007) is that of
“kidnap”, where black children adopted by whites eonstructed as stolen and damaged,
to their own detriment and to the detriment of ‘tlhee’ group to which they supposedly
belong. In the National Association of Black Sosébrker’'s (NABSW) resolution of
1972, the concept otultural genocidéwas introduced to describe CRA of black
children by white parents as a means of culturplregsion that is racist in that it
effectively dis-empowers black groups by disconimgcblack people from each other
and from “black culture” (Hollingworth, 1999). Tmeeaning of black culture here takes
on a political tone as it is used as means of ifightvhite domination. In the NABSW's
(1972) resolution orphaned, adoptable black childmease to be neutral individuals and
become valuable political bodies that can be ‘kbptblacks to strengthen their causes as
a social group, or ‘lost’ to whites by assimilationo Euro-American/Western culture,
inadvertently strengthening the dominance of wpdpulations. Indeed the NABSW

(1972) quite patently constructs black orphansoasces of political capacity in a
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polarised society of black and white “nations”, gamdsupposes black society’s
entitlement to them by stating that their positiooppose CRA is based 6n.the need
of our young ones to begin at birth to identify with Bdgeople in a Black community
...(and)the philosophy thate needour ownto build astrong natiori (cited in
Hollingsworth, 1999, p444, emphasis added).

The idea that ‘racial’, cultural and ethnic sogebups have greater, more
legitimated claims on children whose skin colous hestorically been associated with
such groups, appears to have somewhat ambiguaigisaied the South African Child
Care Acts of 1991, 1996 and 2005, which requiré ‘daane-race’ adoptions be given
preference over CRA where the option is availaduhel that cultural/ethnic properties of
the child (supposedly identified by birth parerftliations) be given consideration
(Ferreira, 2006). Zaal (1992) questions the legitiynof such preference and
consideration, citing a clause about adoption feattion 40 of the 1991 Child Care Act
that attempts to outline procedures for matchingpéers and adoptees:

“(In the) determination of custody of children ...e&d shall be had to the

religious and cultural background of the child cenged and of his parents as

against that of the person into whose custody he lie placed or

transferred”

(cited in Zaal, 1992, p372).

Zaal (1992) however argues that, in a country tlaatbeen segregated by ‘race’,
the most salient divides are likely to be assodiatih the previously ‘racial’ ones. As
such, notions of culture and religion are conseddas innate properties of a child
predetermined by his/her pigmentation. Zaal suggéstt boundaries to CRA are
increased due to the myriad of interpretation$esé constructs and categories, resulting
in continuously more refined classifications andaen opportunities for complimentary
groupings of adopters and adoptees. Thus, wittivelg few black parents applying to
adopt in South Africa (Szabo and Ritchken, 200&)ltural — or ‘ethnic — matching’
has been framed as a form of ‘racial’ discriminatiio that it decreases orphaned black
children’s opportunities for access to the econgeuicational and emotional
advantages of belonging to a family unit, basetheir ‘race’ (Zaal, 1992). In addition,

‘racial’ matching in adoption has been criticised fnaking black orphans in particular
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carry the responsibility of upholding some blac&ugs’ political agendas, to their own
developmental disadvantage (Hollingsworth, 1999).

The literature on CRA therefore suggests thahsiom exist between athics of
humanitywhich transcends ‘race’ and athics of ‘race'which transcends humanity. In
contrast to the latter system, the former meaniaging system suggests that belonging
in a family is of much greater importance to beloaggn a ‘race’/ethnic group, and
emphasis on supposed universal developmental meedslued over supposed ‘racially’
specific ones. In a similar vein, but not alwayalagous, a tension exists between
individual and collective interestidividual-rights stancesprioritise individuals’ access
to equality and freedom from discrimination abadve $ocio-political interests of social
groups, and aaqual-rights stance for ‘racial’/ethnic groupslue the empowerment of
previously disadvantaged ‘race’ groups above thieqmal empowerment of individuals
even within these groups. These ethical positimashauman-rights stances all hold some
social legitimacy and therefore may be used inoearidiscourses about CRA to claim a

social/moral high-ground for the speaker.

2.3.4 Research into perceptions of CRA
Of interest to the current research then, are #ngswn which both black and white
people take on the aforementioned positions anmtesaby utilising, contesting or
ignoring various arguments around CRA in South@srito position themselves as
individuals, as representatives of ‘races’ and ambers of other social groups in the
current post-apartheid milieu. Research into pareep of CRA held by populations not
specifically linked to its practice have been miaipas most CRA studies have focussed
on the opinions and experiences of social workseents and children directly involved
in CRA (Frasch and Brooks, 2003) or on the socimemic contexts in which it occurs
(Roby and Shaw, 2006). However, some studies htempted to quantify beliefs about
and attitudes toward CRA and to make inferences fitese.

Whatley, Jahangardi, Ross and Knox (2003) lookeshagrican students’
attitudes towards CRA, and results were seen teatafverwhelmingly positive attitudes
towards CRA, such that it was suggested that ctiday university students tend to have

liberal views about the acceptance of people fr@aoes’ different to their own. In



48

particular, women'’s attitudes were found to be npwsitive than men’s, and people who
were open to adoption in general, people opentésracial dating and people who had
experienced interracial dating, were found to beemalling to adopt cross-racially
themselves (Whatley, Jahangardi, Ross and Knox3)200

In South Africa, Freeman and Nkomo (2006) considi¢ne perspectives of 1400
adults (both current and prospective caregivechiidren) from areas in the Free State,
Gauteng and Kwa-Zulu Natal noted for being histdhycpredominantly black areas.
Although not specific to CRA, when asked how theyuid feel about their child being
adopted either within or outside of South Africahiéy and their family and friends could
not take care of the child, the majority of the péarwas extremely unhappy about the
prospect. It was however found that the people saitondary and tertiary education
gualifications (minority of the sample) were sigegintly more open to accepting the
prospect of adoption than those with little or shaoling (Freeman and Nkomo, 2006).
Moos and Mwaba (2007) looked at the beliefs antudts about CRA held by a sample
of mostly black psychology students at a Southo&fmi university. A scale was
developed for the study, which took into accouetd¢bntentious issues of ‘racial’ and
‘ethnic identity’ as well as the socio-politicalrdext of a racially segregated history.
They found that the vast majority of the samplerapgd of CRA and did not believe it
was emotionally harmful for the child. Not only ditmost all of the participants indicate
a belief that black children adopted by white pgsemuld not lose “their culture”, but
most of them also believed that CRA could helprammte “racial and cultural
tolerance” in South Africa. Moos and Mwaba sugggshat their findings indicated the
possibility that black South Africans viewed CRAesdence of white people’s rejection
of racism and of changing race relations in thenbtgu(Moos and Mwaba, 2007).

Although research into CRA reflects themes arowade’” and racialisation, these
have tended not to be critically analysed in teofnsnderlying ideologies and power
dynamics. The way in which discourses of family addntity’ might reflect
racialisation and/or deracialisation processesbadeen sufficiently deconstructed and
this is manifest in the lack of clarity in many angents for or against CRA which make
use of constructs such as ‘race’, culture and eitiyrand their respective “identities”,

without defining the parameters of such terms ec#ping them as being perceived to
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be socially constructed or innate. Aside from adnfee more critical engagement with
the topic, the vast majority of the research getredran CRA stems from European and
American contexts, and relatively little informatibas been obtained in South African
settings. Thus it may be considered importantitccally analyse themes emerging from
discussion around CRA in South Africa, in ordeg#in a better sense of the underlying
ideologies about ‘race’ that are competing for poinehe post-apartheid milieu, and of

how these are currently acted out in discourse.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS

This chapter looks at the methods, procedures ailihg theoretical principals used by
the researcher to conduct the study. It includegcaount of research aims, research
guestions, study paradigm and design, researcleguoes, participants, data collection
and analysis, ethical considerations taken intoaaet; and e section on the researcher’s

reflexivity.

3.1 Research Aims

The aim of the research is to identify possible svawywhich racist ideology and counter
voices to this ideology are played out in discosi@igout CRA in the current post-

apartheid context of South Africa.

3.2 Research Questions

McLeod (2004) suggests that research’s theoredindlideological stances are reflected
in the ways that research questions are posed tlBathkocial constructionist endeavours
should attempt to ask questions that explore speiibical processes and ideological
issues affecting the topic at hand (McLeod, 20@4}h this in mind, the research
attempts to achieve its aforementioned aims, l®giting to answer the following

research questions:

. What racialised discourses arise in black psychostgdents’ talk about CRA?
. What racialised discourses arise in white psychp&igdents’ talk about CRA?
. What are the ideological and social effects andtions of these discourses?

3.3 Study Paradigm and Design

As indicated in the research’s introduction anertture review, the current research
adopts asocial constructionisepistemological position with regard to knowledge
generated about ‘race’ and racism. While this fefigpostmodernism in asserting that
this knowledge as absolute, or universal ‘trutlifapendent of a social system, cannot be

attained, social constructionist schools of thodugtt the relativism of postmodernism
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problematic in that it detracts from the politieglenda of knowledge (Stainton Rogers
and Stainton Rogers, 2001) and underestimatesstlyer&al implications that contextual
factors such as materiality and history have ogetseration (Foster, 2004). As such,
social constructionist approaches to knowledgeraee concerned with thaurposes
underlying the making, maintenance and utilizabbknowledge, and the ways in which
such knowledge might empower or subjugate certangs of people (Hook, 2004).
Burr (1995) identifies four assumptions that shdaddused when approaching
knowledge from a social constructionist perspecties include acknowledging the
Firstl, a critical’ stanceis taken towards knowledge, because in accepteigttrs
socially constructed, one then acknowledges thatgt serve a social function and that
it can therefore be utilized strategically to et maintain or challenge certain power-
relations in society (Burr, 1995). Indeed Foucéif77) insisted that knowledge and its
political implications (or power-dynamics) cannet iinderstood independently of one
another, that:

“...power produces knowledge...power and knowledgeyrenply one

another;... there is no power relation without theretative constitution of a

field of knowledge, nor any knowledge that doepnesuppose and

constitute at the same time power relations”

(Foucault, 1977, 27).

Secondly, social constructionism recognizes kinatvledge implicates actidn
that its consequences are played out in peopless in very real ways, stipulating laws,
norms, standards; providing opportunities for sopneyenting access to ways of being,
to resources and to influence for others (Burr,5)9With the above two assumptions in
mind, the current research presupposes that tbemation people provide to explain
their perceptions of or validate their argumentaiad CRA in South Africa, is not
merely descriptive or politically neutral. Instethds information is considered to
ultimately reflect the politics of ‘race’ being pad out from macro- to micro-levels of
South African society.

Thirdly, social constructionists view knowledgelasng bothcreated and
sustained by social processagch that it is considered to be “discoursed ogimg” and

sustained through “discursive labour” (Stainton &sgand Stainton Rogers, 2001) These
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discourses are the systems of meaning that infawmndur lived experiences are
interpreted and understood and include extensitterpa of talk and groups of ideas that
lie beneath what people say or communicate. “Dissmus frequently used
interchangeably with “language” in social constintist analyses and Collins (2004)
asserts that the languages our cultures utilipedweide interpretations of the world may
be broadly understood to include not only wordg,alusymbols, myths, customs, rituals
and other meaning-making systems that are colkgtivnderstood by a group of people
( Collins, 2004). For the current research theis, fitot the individual participants that are
the focus of study, but the societal structuresgowler relations that the participants’
discourses reflect. As such, knowledge gained aftodients perceptions of CRA is
viewed as a reflection of the coherent system®&aoafs meanings that underlie their use

of language and communication in discourse (Teltaa@&e and Durrheim, 1999).

Finally, Burr (1995) suggests that social constamsts view knowledge as
history-, culture- and domain-specifior in other words, as being meaningful and
socially useful only within the context in whichistgenerated and upheld (Burr, 1995).
With this in mind, the current research emphasizesmportance of considering both
immediate and broader social contexts when inténeliscourses. This would take into
account ‘same-race’ or ‘mixed-race’ interactionswidents with tertiary level education
in the field of psychology (that is, the immediatentext), and the broader historical,
political, economic and social context of livingpost-apartheid South Africa 15 years
into democracy.

With these four assumptions about knowledge in prpadticipants’ talk about
CRA in South Africa is viewed as context-boundjd|walue-laden and subjective. As
such, the ‘knowledge’ generated from their disaussi(in the form of discourses, their
meanings and their ideological purposes) are ingggd within the context of the
interviews conducted, rather than viewed as unallyrgrue for all black and white
people, or used for generalizations, predictionsomttrol through quantification. Such an
approach to knowledge therefore lends itself mogutlitativemethods of research.
Qualitative methods of research generally focutherprocess as opposed to the
outcome, with the researcher acting as a humantaraglinstrument. This means that the

validity and reliability of the research cannotdueantified (both in terms of what is
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selected as important for analysis, and how dat#espreted). Indeed the content of the
research is more descriptive than predictive anphasis is placed on the meanings and
understanding of the ‘data’ collected (Bhana andj&a, 2001).

Parker (1999) suggests that using qualitative austlof research are particularly
important when attempting to gain insight into sloeial significance of discourses. This
is becauseneaningis not fixed or self-contained within words or pkes that can be
guantified (for example through content analydi&)r do the constructions of similar
ideas hold the same meanings or fulfil the sampgaes for speakers in different
contexts. As such Parker suggests that thactivity of construction and assessment is a
profoundlyqualitativeissue” (Parker, 1999, p2). As such, the gathering andyaisabf
discourses about CRA and their social constructtdnterpretation with regard to racist

ideology, appeared to be best suited to a resel@silgn that adopts qualitative methods.

3.4 Research Procedures

The researcher initially asked permission from Bezdschools within faculties of
Science, Humanities and Commerce at the Univeo$itlye Witwatersrand to approach
students about participating in the research (Agpe@). Some refused this permission
due to other research being conducted with thedesits, others failed to respond
timeously, and only the school of Human and Comiyubevelopment approved access
to students within the psychology department agesigd. As such, time limitations
necessitated that the researcher approach onlhaleygy students after having gained
permission from the relevant lecturers to do se fdsearcher explained to these classes
that the she wanted to conduct focus group intewwi® explore students’ perceptions of
CRA in South Africa and asked that students intecks participating provide their
names, contact details and (optionally) their ‘ai@ategory.

Following these initial requests, the researcitengted to plan focus groups
around times that were suitable for participants #uat allowed for the organization of
these participants into a black focus group, aevititus group and a black and white
focus group according to the ‘racial’ categoriegisnts had written down with their

contact details. These three focus group interviges® then conducted in the
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Emthonjeni centre at the University of the Witwatand, where participants received
information sheets about the research (Appendiarid)were given time to read through
these before signing informed consent forms (AppeRy the details of which are
discussed in the section on ethical consideratiefsny.

Before commencing with the group discussion, pgdints received three short
vignettes pertaining to CRA-related issues to teaolugh, after which tape-recording of
the focus group discussion commenced and intervi@stsd between 1 and 1 %2 hours.
Once the interviews were complete, they were trémsd verbatim by the researcher and

transcripts were analysed using the data analysikads discussed below.

3.5 Participants

Participants were comprised of 18 third year amiblios psychology students at the
University of the Witwatersrand. Although this isery particular group such that results
cannot be generalized to other populations, thecditine research to explore discourses
that exist (rather than quantify these discoursgsexdict their usage) allows for
information derived from the sample to be considergeful.

To a large extent, these participants were gaimedanvenience sampling which
is a non-random sample that is chosen for praatgzdongMcBurney, 2001). This was
because the researcher is a student at the sawersityi and therefore has easier access
to its population, the final participants drawnrfréhe list of interested students was
determined by student availability to meet at thepppsed times for interviews, and time
constraints around data gathering influenced theareher’s choice to limit the sample to
students from the psychology department only (dised in the section on research
procedures above). To some extent the samplinglsagpurposeful (a non-random
sample chosen for a trait it possesses) (McBur2@d1), because the researcher felt that
third year and honours students may be more ingesteontributing to academic
research than first and second year students. WWhédsallocation of participants to black
or white focus groups was obviously constrainedrdge’, within these ‘racial’
categories, the allocation of participants to eithésame-race’ or ‘mixed-race’ focus

group was done randomly.
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Whilst admittedly contentious, the decision to saf@the sample into ‘same-
race’ and ‘mixed-race’ focus groups was based endéa that black and white people
may talk about issues pertaining to ‘race’ andsmcvery differently in ‘same-race’
groups than they may in ‘mixed-race’ groups. It ie@sthat significant discourses may
be censored or fail to arise if the study was kahito only ‘same-race’ or only ‘mixed-
race’ groups. As such, the use of both ‘same-racd ‘mixed-race’ groups hoped to
create more diverse scenarios for identificatioth dis-identification both between ‘race’
groups and within them.

The three focus groups were comprised of equal ataaf black and white
students, both male and female, all of whom wetéeir early to mid-twenties, save one
participant (in the late forties/ early fifties)h@se students attend an historically white
university in urban Johannesburg that, relativenémy universities in the country, is

comprised of an affluent to middle-class population

3.6 Data Collection

For this research focus group interviews followangemi-structured interview guide and
using CRA-related vignettes were used to geneiatie d

In qualitative research, interviews are usuallgroended, loosely or semi-
structured interactions between interviewer anerinéwees that allow participants
considerable room to talk about a topic. This ptesiaccess to understandings, attitudes
and values that quantitative methods find diffi¢almeasure and therefore allow for a
greater level of depth and complexity in data (Byr2004). More specifically, interviews
conducted in a focus group setting (rather thanamene) allow individuals to interact
at will, and should a participant not wish to shaggerspective they are given the
opportunity to remain silent and let others spéeksuch participants may be less likely
to produce false accounts that they think will beially pleasing than they would in a
one-on-one interview where they may feel pressdrieespeak (Byrne, 2004). This is
particularly important for the current study beaattse topic of CRA invokes discourses
about ‘race’, children and family which may be ddesed areas of sensitivity, and which
people may feel compelled to produce politicallyreot views on when expected to

respond to each question as is custom in a onaiennterview.
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Focus group interviews are also suitable to theectiresearch because people
articulate and justify their thoughts in relati@ndathers. Social and cultural processes that
influence people’s talk and shape their opinionsvaryday natural social settings, are
more likely to be reflected in data generated feogroup interaction (Tonkiss, 2004).
This is especially important for the current stulgcause the research is interested in
‘raced’ discourses that arise in everydagial conversation (rather than private thoughts
and attitudes), and how ‘race’-related ideologied power dynamics are played out in
social interactions.

In semi-structured interviews, the researcher giewiparticipants with a degree
of direction as to what to discuss so that dathasitiress the research questions.
However this direction is minimal so that partiaigmcan generate their own
conversation, questions for each other and ideagisoussion, a process which also
allows the researcher to observe the dynamicstefilewees’ interactions with each
other (Byrne, 2004). As such the focus groups cotadlifor this research utilized two
kinds of ‘structuring’ or ‘directing’ tools to fosuconversation around CRA, but allowed
participants a relatively large amount of freedonmibve conversation where they
wanted within this area. Firstly 3 vignettes abO&A-related issues (Appendix A) were
given to participants to read at the start of titerviews as a means of priming
participants so as to focus their ‘raced’ thoughthie field of CRA, and to provide
participants with a means of entering into conv@rsawith greater ease and comfort by
being able to distance themselves somewhat frormpdhsibly contentious subject of
CRA by commenting ontherpeople’s perspectives. Secondly the researchea sathi-
structured interview guide at hand (Appendix B)hdirly open-ended questions about
CRA-related issues. This was utilized differentgteeen groups depending upon the
direction discussions took and whether or not &searcher felt that a group had not

addressed a particular area of interest suffigrentl

3.7 Data Analysis

In attempting to answer the aforementioned reseguelstions a pragmatic approach was
used in data analysis that combined Braun and €&(R006)hematic discourse
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analysisand Parker’s (1992, 1999) recommendations foitigal discourse analysjsn
analyzing transcripts from the focus groups.

Braun and Clarke (2006) suggest that a thematiysinattempts to capture
important themes or clusters of coherent meanirage & data set, that can be related
back to the research questions, and it is theseofateaning that come to form the
‘discourses’ described by thematic analysis witbhcus on identifying discourses.
Thematic analysis of this kind tends totheoreticallydriven — where the researcher’s
specific theoretical interest areas focus his/nahyis on eliciting themes that relate to
these particular areas, and it tends to be condemth identifyinglatentthemes — where
analysis does not just attempt to describe themésey appear on the surface of the
data, but to examine possible underlying meaniagsmptions, strategies and
ideologies at play (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Ojpregdtom a social constructionist
position, thematic analysis used to identify disses:

“...does not seek to focus on motivation or indivicagychologies, but
instead seeks to theorize the sociocultural costetd structural conditions,
that enable the individual accounts that are given”

(Braun and Clarke, 2006, p85).

These descriptions are pertinent for the curresgarech which is concerned with
identifying latent themes (or discourses) in tddkbat CRA, and illustrating how these
relate to racist ideology in particular which hagb theorized from a social
constructionist perspective.

Parker (1992) proposes 20 ‘steps’ involved ina@lisse analysis that make up 10
criteria for identifying discourses. These criteara that a discourse “is realized in texts”,

" ” "

“is about objects”, “contains subjects”, “is a cotm@ system of meanings”, “refers to

”

other discourses”, “reflects its own way of spegKiriis historically located”, and that
discourses “support institutions”, “reproduce powetations” and “have ideological
effects” (Parker, 1999). However, when viewed iatien to Parker’s (1999) relation of
three levels of discourse analysis comprisecoboitradiction constructionandpractice
(Parker, 1999), the researcher felt that for puepas this research, Parker's (1992) 10
criteria (and 20 ‘steps’) for identifying discouss&ere more succinctly accounted for

within the descriptions of these three levels dlgsis.
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‘Contradiction’ looks atvhatdiscourses are used. As sucimiolves the
identification of meanings within texts that attertgpportray the world in particular
ways, and how these meanings contradict otherfgigtions of the world. As such the
researcher is required to identify both dominananmegs that form part of the “cultural
myth” or ideology, as well as subordinate meanthgs resist this ideology and compete
with it for discursive expression. ‘Constructionbks athowdiscourses are used. It
involves considering the ways in which meaningsehiasren socially constructed in texts
to make “sense” to people utilizing and understagdl. As such it requires that the
researcher take nothing for granted and shelvacatbunts of what is ‘real’, in order to
identify discursive strategies and techniques @& phd how these are used to bolster
particular discourses. Finally, ‘practice’ looksaty discourses are used. It involves the
researcher considering the ideological effectssfalirses and identifying what the
contradictory meaning-making systems are doinglation to ideologies. As such, an
account of issues of power are central to thisllef/analysis and the researcher’s
observations should open up spaces for agencgy&ak where people can and/or do
resist dominant meanings to construct alternathnesdParker, 1999).

Therefore, keeping Parker’s (1992) 10 criteriad 28 steps) in mind, the
researcher attempted to analyse transcripts dsle¥eontradiction, construction and
practice. Braun and Clarke’s ‘phases of thematadyeis’ (Braun and Clarke, 2006) was
used to assist in the identificatiamat discourses were at play in talk about CRA, and
thus formed part of the discourse analysis whisb attempted to identifiyow
participants used discursive strategies and teaksitp bolster these discourses, as well
aswhy participants might be using these discoursesfey stipport for or resistance to
racist ideology. Although discourse analysis is hsosted to the study at hand due to the
research’s social constructionist theoretical&ait is important to acknowledge that
this form of analysis is limited in the degree afcuracy’ it can guarantee, of the
representation of participants’ talk. This is besmanalysis is entirely dependent upon
the skill of the researcher, on the researche€erttical orientation and his/her
subjective interpretation. As such, the researoegived insight and guidance from a
supervisor regarding this process in the hopestimtvould ensure that results depicted

portray a reasonable reflection of the data gathere
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3.8 Ethical Considerations
[Ethical Protocol Number: MACC/07/002 IH]

In an attempt to conduct research that is resgedittihe confidentiality and well-being
of its participants, the following ethical considgons were taken.

Students were asked to participate in the studyaere informed that this was of
a voluntary nature, that doing so (or not doingwgollld in no impact upon their
academic progress within the psychology departraedtthat they could freely withdraw
from participation at any point of the study. On\al for the focus groups, participants
received an information sheet about the researppéAdix D), and having read this were
asked to sign three informed consent forms (AppeRdli if they still wanted to take part
in the interviews.

The first consent form aimed to ensure that pditts understood that
participation was voluntary, that they may withdrainany time or refuse to answer any
guestions they did not want to, and that there wierdirect risks or benefits to partaking.
It also sought to ensure that participants knewttigy may be directly quoted in the
report, but that no identifying details would acqany these quotes or any other part of
the report such that the researcher would uphaticgzant confidentiality throughout
the report. Finally this consent form made it clémat the researcher could not guarantee
complete confidentiality due to this being reliantfellow group participants upholding
it. As such, the second consent form sought to mpakicipants aware of their mutual
obligation to one another not to divulge any peatamformation emerging in the group
to anyone else at any time after the interview.

The third consent form aimed to ensure that paditis understood that
interviews would be tape-recorded, and that albréings and transcripts would be kept
in a secure location in the researcher’'s home, agttess to them made possible only for
the researcher and her supervisor. It also madeat that recordings would be destroyed
upon the researcher’s qualification, that no idgmg details of participants would be
present in the transcript or research report, hatlany direct quotes from these texts
would not include identifying details. In the foogi©ups, the researcher also provided

participants with a reference to the Counsellind @areers Development Unit at the
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University of the Witwatersrand, should the topioye sensitive and any problems arise
from its discussion for which they wanted counselli

The researcher was also aware of the fact thatpamts may be studying under
her supervisor within the psychology departmentthiati this may result in a relative
censorship by participants around what they said,td a concern that this might
influence the supervisor’s dealings with them. Asls it was made known to the
participants that no identifying details would bade known to anyone except herself,
and the researcher made sure not to inform hemngspeof who took part in the study or
of who the speaker was when discussing quotations.

Finally the researcher provided an email addresshath participants could
contact her to request a one page feedback foroompletion of the research, and they
were also informed that a formal research reportld/be made available from the test
library in the psychology department of the Univgrsf the Witwatersrand should they

wish access it.

3.9 Researcher Reflexivity

In attempting to gauge the extent to which theaeseer may have impacted upon the
data collected, the results reported, and the tsffgeated by the research, the following
concerns were noted.

Firstly, ‘race’ may still be considered a contenipawkward and even conflict-
inducing social issue. As such, the presence ofabearcher as a white person in a what
may have been perceived as a position of auth@#yhe focus group facilitator), may
have impacted upon the extent to which black padits in particular felt comfortable
or even safe to share their perspectives freely.

Secondly, the researcher is cognizant of the feattthe nature of the analysis
means that results are highly dependent upon Heareher’s subjective interpretation.
As such, the researcher attempted to identify tpessonal features and experiences that
may be likely to bias her analysis ( that is, beanghite South African; having
immediate family members who are cross-raciallypaeld), and to reflect upon emotive
responses to the data in an attempt to separate tésponses from how the data is

reported.
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This was patrticularly difficult for the researchertwo ways. Firstly, when
participants’ talk about CRA challenged the motileekind white South Africans
adopting black children, the immediate responsetwasterpret these discourses as an
attack on the integrity of both the researcherlardarents. Secondly, when
participants’ talk construed black CRA childrensasnehow abnormal, incomplete or
deviant from what they ‘should’ be, the immediasponse was to interpret these
discourses as an attack on the personhood of &ek biblings. Both these responses
invoked a reflexive desire to either counter-argudismiss the relevance of these
discourses, and therefore required a great desdlbfeflection on the part of the
researcher in order to look beyond her personaisitn and identify the social effects
and political purposes underlying these discourseaddition, the presence of a research
supervisor to review this analysis is likely to yicee some degree of objectivity that
lessens the chance of researcher bias and thetsdinealysis in ways that provide a
reasonably ‘accurate’ account of the data.

Thirdly, the researcher is highly aware of howwkey conduction of the
research, provides a means of contradicting it$élifs is because much of the research
involves highlighting processes of racialisatioattbffectively support a racist ideology,
in order to challenge them. However, achieving tiverarching objective involves re-
inscriptions of ‘race’ that continue to separaté smnciety and distinguish between groups
along lines of skin-colour. This is evident thee@xher’s choice to conduct focus groups
organized by ‘race’, and throughout the researpbnten what may be thought of as the
researcherswndiscourses about CRA, ‘race’ and racism.

Having explained the methods adopted in the reke#re report section will now

look at the results found and provide a concurdestussion of these results.
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CHAPTER 4: THE REPORT SECTION

This chapter presents an analysis and discussitvarafcripts from the white and
black (groupl), all white(group2), and all blackdigp3) focus group interviews. The
analysis of these interviews revealed that no @petnts expressed overt disapproval for
CRA, and instead the underlying question that aygoet pervade conversation in all
three groups wasiow important is it that a black child be raised enblack culture?

This question also highlights the fact that pgpteits’ assumptions about CRA in South
Africa almost always included the supposition tii# involves the adoption of black
children by white parents. This assumption maydaydally grounded in popular
knowledge that CRA in South Africa is nearly alwagsstituted in this way (Moos and
Mwaba, 2007) and reinforced by the vignettes prieskto participants in the interviews
(Appendix A). However, it is important to acknowtgdfrom the outset that this
assumption has the stand alone effect of focusdiegtion towards blacks in positions
of relative vulnerability (i.e. as children andaphans), and whites in positions of
relative power (i.e. as parents and adopters).ush the very topic of CRA may both re-
inscribe and reveal dominant discourses of whigsdmore powerful than blacks.

Three overarching repertoires appeared to emeogetfie data as participants
attempted to answer and justify their answers e¢autiiderlying question of whether or not
it is important that black children be exposedlaxk culture. Firstly the repertoire of
“The best interests of the child’looks at participants’ child-centred discourse§ade’
and adoption. Secondly the repertoirékdfowing who you are” looks at participants’
essentialising and non-essentialising discourséaoéd’ identity. Thirdly the repertoire
of “ Other South Africans’ attitudes” looks at the discourses participants use in
reflecting upon discourses that they thatkerpeople use when thinking about CRA. In
this way CRA becomes a discursive object througlthvparticipants represent their
perceptions of South African society. As such, aisses elicited from the interviews
will be presented and discussed according to teégminant repertoire of the three from
which they operate, although this does not impét these are mutually exclusive, and
discourses may indeed utilise more than one appraag call on discourses from other

approaches to bolster their impact.
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4.1 “ The best interests of the child™:

Child-centred discourses of ‘race’ and adoption

Discourses operating within a repertoire of “thsetheterests of the child” were
identified by their primarily individualistic conoe with the well-being and integrity of
the CRA black child. By suggesting that their argumts for or against exposing black
CRA children to black culture were based upon aéds concurrently defend the
child’s best interests, participants were abledsitpn themselves and their subsequent
opinions as socially legitimate. This allowed papants ‘safe’ space to express what
may be socio-political opinions about ‘race’, withdaving to acknowledge the socio-
political motivations that may underlie these opirs, or to justify their possible

discursive effects of racialisation or the bolstgrof racist discourses.

4.1.1 Exposure offers choice

The discourse of “exposure offers choice” was & yeominent one, particularly for
some white participants in groups 1 and 2. Paditip utilizing this discourse suggested
that in CRA, white parents shoutatpose their black child to black culture and
explained that doing so provides the child withdlp&on to choose the culture he/she

wants to follow rather than forces the child to adopt a ‘whitdue'.

Grpl:

P1: “So as parents you have to decide, “Ok | amgytm learn about this culture so that | can
give my child the knowledge or expose them enowgthat they can make a decision
personally”

P3: “...you're getting a mixed, a more sort of braagrview of things. | think in that way
you can still say, ok well, then it's more of a aweothan a live-with-what you're-
growing-up-with ... like, um, “this is the way we'ggowing up, and if you would like to
see how other people live then...(interrupted)”

Grp2:

P1: “Just by, you know, allowing them to “go to theuntain” and have their own practices.

You know, don't say that they have to pick. Giverthboth, maybe they must integrate
both things ... Ya raise them as both, give themaiceh Get them exposed, you know”
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Such discourse usediberal rhetoric of ‘choice’, also used by white English-speaking
learners in Painter and Baldwin’s research (2084 }hat speakers can position
themselves as not only respectful of an individuabnstitutional right to choose the
cultural beliefs and practices he/she wishes toviglbut concurrently implies that
speakers are attempting to adopt a non-marginglegaproach towards black culture
itself. It therefore also draws on a broader dissewfmulticulturalism that Ansell
(2004) suggests is popular amongst white Soutrcafis in particular in post-apartheid
South Africa, and is indeed most popular amongstengarticipants in the study. While
the intention of this may be to provide said speakéth political legitimacy by their
‘inclusive’ approach towards black culture, thesainoticeable absence of discourse
suggesting white children should be exposed tostse black culture to offer them the
same choice. This sets up a contradiction in thabnly individuals whose rights are
seemingly under consideration are black ones anslieh, ‘race’ already comes to
signify what culture one ‘should be’ exposed toisTias an essentialising effect in that it
constructs the CRA child as a racialised objechuimg in him/her an inborn affinity for
black culture that is determined by his/her blackne
An indication of the underlying contradiction inkat in this discourse, shows
itself up in a relative silence, a vagueness alaglaof consensus about what it actually
means for white parents to expose their black dbilolack culture. In attempting to
explain this, speakers utilizing the discourseegosure offers choice” appeared to
ultimately become reliant oequating exposure with knowledge acquisition and btk
culture with specific languages and social customs
Grp2
P3: “It's also family sort of duty, even if it's hto promote a culture, to say, “Listen you are
a different culture — well technically to societywre viewed differently — so you must
be really prepared for this.” And that will realtglp them accept their culture | think;
saying, “Ok I'm not perfectly white, I'm born inwahite culture, people will treat me
differently.” And it's their choice in future if ty wanna follow their culture. The family
should be open, “If you wanna go learn Zulu, younmago do this, that's fine. You

wanna go to the mountain, if you want.” Um, thegwdld really promote, well they
shouldn’t hold them back...”
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P2: “...let's say you've got a black boy-child, wiadtout initiation? | mean that’s a big thing.
| know these days boys are sometimes saying they dant it, but then they go back
later and say no they do want it. You know thirige that it's very hard for a white
family to organize...Mmm, and marriage for that chllét's say he finds a nice black
girl he wants to marry, now he’s gotta come up Wathola, or nowadays its cash, but |

mean this what they're taking on if they do adoph#d that is from a different culture”

The use of participant 3's terntheir culture” (researcher emphasis added) further
entrenches the notion that a black culture is borim characteristic of black people, one
that cannot belong to the “perfectly white” paremésause of indelible differences
between blacks and whites. It therefore draws erdtbcourse of “identity, family and
culture are immutable” discussed in section 4.2 Addition white is inadvertently
constructed as the standard of perfection and angy#ise (i.e. ‘blackness) as less than
perfect, and therefore feeds into Robus and Mackg@006) proposed discourse of
white excellence/black failunghich constructs white as desirable and black as
undesirable. Similarly the phrases “in future éyhwanna follow their culture” and “they
go back later” suggest that black people have pearsity to seek out rituals and
practices and, indeed intimate relationships webgbe (such as a “nice black girl”), of
this same supposed culture. Again, although cough# rhetoric of being in the best
interests of the black CRA child that he/she isomeal to black culture, the failure to
problematise a lack of such exposure for whitedrhit, results in thee-construction of
black and white people as essentially different only now it is framed adifferent by
culture, reminiscent of Essed’s (1992) culturalisationrate’.

The discourse of “exposure offers choice” suppBuibinsky’s (2007)
observation that the CRA child sometimes becomse@discursive object of political
positioning for white speakers who use a “.liberal, integrationistdiscourse of
interracial adoption...to claim social morality and legitimacy (Dubinsi&Q07, p143).

In this discourse the CRA black child comes to espnt the non-threatening enactment
of white liberalism and multiculturalism by “bridgy the gap” between ‘races’ in a way

that does not challenge the social dominance oitéadulture’.
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Some speakers utilising the discourse relied meawily on the multicultural

suggestion that exposure to more cultures not prdyides one with choice, but may

indeed be in the best interests of the black CRM &3 it makes him/her more “multi-

faceted” and provides a “wider range in life”.

Grp2:
P4.

P2:
P4:

P2:
P4:

“But on that point, | know a coloured guy, iage Town, and he was adopted by a
Jewish family. They very Jewish. But he was adopleihg apartheid so he wasn't
allowed to go to the white school, because ofithe.tSo he went to school in the
coloured community and enculturated with the cadsrthere, and he went home and he
got enculturated with the Jews, and he lived hifrisddoth arenas, and he’s quite
comfortable with that cos then he, if he feels liegng Jewish and he wants to go to
Roshashana, he knows what's going on and he partaikcehe wears his yami and
everything, and he had a Barmi, everything. Butmihe wants to go to the coloured part
of the world he goes there and he’s coloured argbbaks like a coloured — well he
speaks like a coloured either way (laughing) —laadoes there and he’s part of
everything and he doesn't feel like being adopted & white family is bad for him. He
sees it as a huge advantage because he can gddarwving family and he's got all

this extra stuff that his coloured friends didrét.gThat stuff not being material, but ...
Extra social

And ya. It's so something different becausedwdd see what was happening at school
and could be a part of it. And he could beat peaplé he wanted to, get beaten up if he
wanted to, whatever, he was all into that schoat.\Bhen he went home, he had a
different life and he was comfortable in both

So what you're saying is it made him more ialteted

Ya. | guess it can give you a wider rangefe’li

Although the above example uses a liberal notiomwaficulturalismin an attempt to

paint a picture of the CRA child as an object atial’ and cultural integration in South

Africa, its unintended effect of highlighting thecsal and structural gulfs between black

and white communities in Cape Town is striking.tark distinction is drawn between

“couloured” and “Jewish” communities and althoubk black (“coloured”) group is

referred to in terms of historically-based ‘rackissification systems, the white group is

referred to in terms of religious classificatiodgWwish”). This is significant because the
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speaker constructs the differences between thespgas beingulture-based. By
describing the white family culture in terms of dghwpractices (e.g. Roshashana, having
a Barmitsva), the material privilege and securaingd by living in a white community
are evaded, and indeed intentionally evaded by patticipants 4 and 2 in saying
“...That stuff not being material, but... extra social”

However, the revealing contradiction lies in theaer being unable to describe
equivalent ‘cultural’ distinctions unique to theotoured” group. Instead the only distinct
‘social differences’ identified, are that “coloufqueople speak in a particular way and
that going to school in the “coloured” communitglides beating people up or getting
beaten up. By attempting to use humour to portragtwehe means by “coloured” the
speaker is tries to avoid accusations of racisestgping. In addition, by constructing
these ‘social attributes’ as cultural featuresadfldureds”, the compounding psycho-
social effects (e.g. linguistic adaptations, higlegels of community violence) of ‘race’-
based forced poverty and social marginalizatiaatands of whites, are avoided.

In this way white speakers in particular are abledmpare black and white
communities, without acknowledgement of the pditimderlying what are essentially
‘racial’ divisions between the two — implying theaicial differences exist naturally due to
inherent cultural differences rather than havingrbfermed around years of segregation
and structural inequality. This offers further saggdor the idea that discourses of
multiculturalismanddenial of the effects of racism and apartheid, are usedtoie
speakers in ways that effectively protect whiteipgge (Ansell, 2004; Leibowitz et al.,
2007; Wale and Foster, 2007).

It is thechild’s choice, thechild’'s responsibility to learn about black culture, the
child’s best interests to integrate and negotiate theseae black and white “worlds”.
As participant 4 above says,.when he wants to go to the coloured part of tleeldy he
goes there antle’s coloured” (emphasis added by researcher). As sucmibtisvhite
society’s responsibility to account for or chanige dlifferences between ‘races’ amat
white society’s responsibility to integrate and otgfe the black “world”. Instead
“‘integration” means whitesllow black people to ‘keep’ ‘their’ black culture (i@on’t

force ‘white culture’ on them), arallow black people access to white “worlds”,
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provided black culture does not take from/ intexfemith the privilege of whites or
require social adaptations from whites.

By couching the essentialisation of ‘race’ withifiteeral rhetoric of choice and
drawing from the broader social discourse of multiaalism, as well as strategically
positioning oneself as speaking on behalf of thesthnterests of the CRA child’, the
discourse of “exposure offers choice” allows iteagers to deflect accusations of racist
remark. It enables them to avoid confrontation wiist and current political and
structural inequalities between ‘race-groups’, tianfing ‘race’ differences asultural
differences, which is possibly why it appears tpegd more to ‘white’ speakers, whose
moral integrity, and subsequently material secuntgy be felt to by under threat were

this to be acknowledged.

4.1.2 Black seeks out black

The discourse of “black seeks out black” was arotbey prominent discourse that was

occasionally used by white speakers in groups 12abdt predominantly utilized by

black speakers in group 3. While similar to thecdigse of “exposure offers choice” in

that it argues thdilack CRA children should be exposed to black cultte, the

motivation for this argument differs in “black deseout black”. Here speakers suggest

thata black CRA child will naturally identify with and seek out the company of

other black peopleby virtue of their same ‘race’, and that they eiél left out,

excluded or ostracized by these “other black péapiéess they interact with them in a

manner consistent with black culture.

Grp2:

P2: “...underlying the facade of Westernisation, ¢hierstill a black culture ... which is one
thing you need to be very aware of in cross-raagption

P6: But why? Like | don't think (interrupted)

P2: Because, if the child’s with other black kigsy know, they'll come up with something
of black culture that the child might not — I'm mising here — might not know. And
they'll laugh at them for being stupid, like, “Daryou know that?! You're black!™
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Grp3:

P6: “...When you are brought up in a certain waywben a black baby - or a white baby is
brought up in a black family - they will not lodat they won't be given a certain thing. |
don’t know if that makes sense.

P1: Ya. Ya you know as a black child, you know thiile things you get taught —like don’t
sit in the middle of a door, address your elders @ertain way, it's those kind of cultural
differences that are so essential. They are vamysmall, but are quite essential if you
live in a black community. When you raised in at@ldgommunity, you, | don’t know,
you divert from that, you don’t know what thatlisteraction becomes a bit difficult”

The above quotations suggest that a fundamentadsdipn occurs when black children
are not taughtsomething of black culturedr “those kind of cultural differences that are
so essential’ The idea that CRA black childréwon’t be given a certain thing’brings
with it the intimation that that “certain thing” something they’re supposed to have by
virtue of their ‘race’. Although ambiguously labedl above, for purposes of discussion
the term black culture is used in an attempt tonbkisive concerning the “something”,
the “differences” and the “certain thing” that skeis struggled to pinpoint. As such
black culture is concurrently constructed as an esstial feature of ‘race’, as the use
of the word“divert” to describe a black CRA child’s lack of knowleddmut black
culture in a white community reveals, as it suggasthange in ‘cultural’ direction from
an original point of black cultural origin.

The contradiction here lies in speakers’ reluctanagpenly construct black CRA
children as somehow abnormal, pathological, dedrareincomplete, which is what they
discursively become when compared with the ‘natwraer of ‘race’ pre-determining
culture. As such, speakers attempt to justify thegument that black children are
supposedo have black culture by saying that this is beeanlack society wikkxpeciit
of them, and that black society will respond negayi if their expectations of black
people are not met, an observation that correspant<Collier’s (2005) suggestion that
black peoplalisapprove of blacks who identify with white staigdaand valuesAside
from needing to construct black society as someWwbstile to ‘outsiders’ and intolerant
of cultural differences or divergences among blanksrder to make this argument, it

also relies heavily of the assumption that blaakgbe — regardless of whether or not they
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were raised by white parents in white communitiegl-always end up interacting with
black people or living in black communities.

‘Race’ politics (as opposed to neutral considerafar the best interests of the
child) may underlie the great extent to which sdifaek participants invest in ensuring
that the notion that blacks will universally dedinebe with blacks in spite of being raised
by whites, is upheld. A gredesireto be with, belong with, to seek out and to pusl
identify with black people in “black settings” isggestive of greatocial desirabilityof
blacks as a ‘race’-group Conversely, to have no desire to be with blacky be seen as
threatening to the ‘race’-group’s social statug &stentionally or unintentionally) may
effectively construct black society as undesirablés idea draws on Group Psychology
concepts from Social Identity Theory in suggestimag if the identity of a group is
perceived as ‘desirable’ then it (and by defautthemember assuming the social identity
of the group) gains improved esteem, better setélis and subsequently greater social
power in relation to other groups (Stets and Bugk®0). In response to challenges to
this discourse, participants using the discoursblatk seeks to be with black” tended to
position themselves as speaking on the CRA chiddislf by saying it is important to
the ‘best interests of the child’ that he/she ni@tk society’s expectations of blacks,

because he/she will naturally desire to be inclualadi participate in this black society.

Grp3:

P1: “...the child starts being ostracized by the sataek communities that he should
be identifying with or maybe even learning thesecklvalues from ... Trust me, a black
child raised in a community that does not identifth her, if | was raised by her parents
and then | come here and there’s a whole lot afkoteeople, | would love to interact

with people who are like me. | want that comforyant to be part of it

P3: | don’t know. | don’t know so much. I'll sayish my sister’s friend’s raised by
white people but by default because she, she gpevhar mother worked for the white
people. She, according to her, is quite comfortahld happy with the fact that she
doesn’'t have very many friends — one friend, miesis who are black. But the rest of

her other friends are white. | don’t see her esaiinalways seeking out that black world
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P1: Ok, but just listen, seriously, on a seriowgleBlack children who were raised in a

white family, most of them feel they would lovelie in that black setting

P6: Maybe that black girl doesn’t have black frigtecause she doesn’t know how to relate
P3: But do you think shwantsto have black friends?
P6: | honestly and personally, | think she will.dAhthink | speak on behalf of all the girls

when | say that.”

Participants 1 and 6 in the above conversatioregisaggest that it is not only black
culture that is an essential feature of being hlack also a desire to be with and a feeling
of greater comfort with blacks and in a “black seft that black people universally
experience. Participant 1 dogudeto political processes that may cause black CRA
children to prefer the company of black people wélea refers to a white community
being“a community that does not identify with hef*her” being the black CRA child).

This coincides with Collier’s (2005) findings thaltcks identify strongly with
other blackdn order to position themselves in oppositionuwditeness ideology”
(Collier, 2005). However, rather than acknowleddimg anticipation of ‘racial’
exclusion from whites as reason enough for a bpeckon to seek inclusion in black
society, the speaker appears to require more (bapsother) than political motives for
explaining why black peoptevant that comfort, want to be part of it* i.e. to be with
black people. As such she constructs ‘race’ asaaeand essential determinant of
where one belongs by referring to black peopl®asple who are like me This
speaking in the first person (“me” as opposed &r'hseems to be a strategy for
bolstering support for the argument participantdppses. She positions herself as
speaking on behalf of the CRA black child, revegline child’s ‘true’ desires, with the
speaker’s blackness seeming to be the common éctitat that she feels entitles her to
do so. As such the discourse is used to suppogestigns thamulticultural planning
(Vonk, 2001) that ensures black children are exppdsdlack culture is in the ‘best
interest of the black CRA child (Hollingsworth, 9/onk, 2001).

However, when another black speaker — participarnttllenges the argument,
participant 6 reverts to speakitmn behalf of all the girls”to dismiss the challenges of

participant 3 - the only male in the group - andhtereby use an internal group
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positioning strategy to silence the counter-vostgygesting some possible anxiety about
the discourse’s ability to provide a stand-aloneccete explanation for it's argument.
This is significant when one considers the ideaabeffects of utilizing the discourse of
“black seeks to be with black” as it suggests stwmhe black speakers invest a great deal
in upholding the discursiveesirability of blackness.

It is possibly important for black participantsparticular to defend black ‘race’-
group desirability because of a history of beingstoucted negatively as the ‘undesired’
or ‘less desirable’ ‘race’-group by whites (Dunca01; Collier, 2005; Durrheim, 2005;
Robus and MacLeod, 2006; Wale and Foster, 200@hstructions that attempted to use
the ‘natural superiority’ of whites as justificatiéor white privilege and for control over

material resources as well as black society inSéifitica.

4.1.3 White family trumps black culture

This discourse of “white family trumps black cukliproposes that a black child having
a family, even when that family means being raisgdnhite parentsin a ‘white culture’
(i.e. a white family)js always better for the child than having no famy at all. As

such, the ‘resources’ a black child can accessnhite family are more important for the
child than raising him/her in a black culture. Agls it supports discourses within CRA
literature that suggest that the benefits of faraiyweigh the benefits of ‘same-race’
enculturation when the two cannot coincide (SzaimbRitchken, 2002; Roby and Shaw,
2006). This discourse was used predominantly byeagarticipants from both groups 1
and 2, although black participants from groups d &udid use it to a much lesser extent,

and even then with different emphases.

Grp2:

P5: “... like can’t you really weigh out like puttirychild in an orphanage for the rest of
their lives or letting them be adopted. So liketigysing their culture worth them
actually having, you know, like parents who canetfi@m. That's just what | think.

P1: Building on from that. The end can kind of safrjustify the means. They not really;
leaving your culture; everyone to a certain degue®, mixes with other cultures, you
know, yes it effects your identity but its also hayoo much of, it's not such a good

thing that we're all so focused on our culture andidentity, its just “I'm a white
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person, I'm a black person”. Um, you know as loagpeaople are getting loving homes

and that, | think that's far more important”

No direct counter-discourses arose in oppositigdhédadea that having white parents and
belonging to a family is better for a black chitdih growing up in an orphanage, which
is perhaps a comment on participants’ negativegpdians of orphanages in South
Africa, but more importantly for the current resggra comment on the high regard held
by all participants for the role that ‘family’ (eweavith its varying meanings) plays in a
child’s life. The strategy used to bolster the digse is to compare family inclusion to a
‘dreaded’ alternative — an orphanage or complesemate of parental figures — which
draws on a pervasiviamilial discourse(Parker, 1999) that holds the family unit as
sacred and vital for the well-being and psychosa@aelopment of its children, above
any other social group.

Perhaps what is more important than agreemensagdkement with this
argument then, are the varying ways in which piiats approach the second part of the
discourse which compares white family resourcdddok culture. Although the above
extracts focus on promoting the idea that the wes® of having parents is more
important/ advantageous than having black cultarefy one particular child, there is a
possible simultaneous ideological effect that cofr@a® this discourse. The discourse
intimatesa relative dismissal of the importance/ advantagefdlack culture for
societyin general, which correlates to Collier’s (2008servation thablack social
norms were constructed negatively by whitediscourse. This suggests that the white
speakers of the comments above have little invaatathintaining the construct of black
culture as either an important entity or a distmdture in South Africa (The idea that
whites are less concerned with constructing ardisand socially significant black
culture than blacks are, is discussed in more Idataection 4.2.3).

Another apparent difference between white and bépaakers comparing white
family resources and black culture, appears tthbevays in which they construehat
these resources are. For white speakers, a feat daferences were made to the
improved structural and material advantages a CR&klchild may acquire through

adoption, but this was infrequent and generally enaccomparison to living in an
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orphanage without reference to ‘race’. Instead @ghiended to focus more on how the

CRA child’s access to family brings with it accésselationship-related resources

Grpl:

P4.: “I'd like to look at it at more of a very bas@vel and say that | think it's a very very
good thing. Because you're taking orphans off thees and you're providing them with
things that all kids need at the end of the dayckvis love and positive regard, safety
and security. And that, in itself will change sagiesSo instead of having a generation of
kids who have none of that, better to have kids e what they need”

Grp2:

P5: “Well it's different | think between them ifély were in an orphanage or in a home, |
think, because then you get like the adult-chitébres considerably better. Say like two
parents to one child, whereas if you go to likeogshanage — like | just went to one in
Dobsonville, there were four volunteers and sittjdren. So there’s no like individual
attention there. You have to like do group ac&tiSo there the child would get more
attention. Another affect would be, you know, bestecio-economic conditions, the child
would be healthier. And like parental affections,|yhink that would be a big factor. So
| think the children at the end of the day wouldninach better off”

There appears to be trend for white speakers ukiagliscourse to describe resources as
the relationship-based advantages of belongingaméy — that is as...love and

positive regard, safety and securitghd“individual attention...(and) parental

affection”. Although it seems that speakers are suggestatgttis thefamily unitas
opposed to thavhite race’that provides these relational resources, somerappa
avoidance of (and possible discomfort with) talkatithe financial/material advantages
of family membership may indicate an underlying same&ss of the fact th&amily unitis
likely to be thought of as ‘ahite family unit in the context of discussion on CRA.

When this underlying association is taken into aotpthe discursive effect is to
construct white parents in a positive light asrdtte, nurturing and indeed as rescuers of
a whole“generation of kids who have none of thaBy the same association, these
“kids” are more likely to be envisioned bBlackchildren in the context of discussion,

who are subsequently constructed as socially dedramd helpless without the
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assistance of white adopters. Indeed this “ bldgldedeprivation and white-rescue”
discursive effect is extended to broader societhi@suggestion that providing these
relational resources wifl..in itself...change society”

Firstly it draws on what Dubinsky (2007) calls thescue” narrative of CRA so
that white parents tend to be portrayed as theVodeat and all- powerful saviours of the
helpless black children they adopt — a discoursielwtonstructs whites positively and
blacks negatively in the same way that the dis@suadblacks as “Victims”(Duncan,
2001),white excellence/black failu®obus and MacLeod, 2006), attie good white
Samaritan(Wale and Foster, 2007) do.

Secondly, white speakers’ relative quietness atfmifinancial/material
resources that a child may gain through adoptiggests a degree of avoidance from
white participants when it comes to speaking aBoato-economic factors and
‘race’. This may be a strategic maneuver akiddnialthat previous studies suggest
detracts from socio-economic disadvantages of blackl/or advantages of whites that
were illegitimately derived from a racist systemgahereby protects the social integrity
and economic privilege of whites (Ansell, 2004;h@witz et al., 2007; Wale and Foster,
2007).

By emphasizing relationship-oriented resourcesdasepsychologies of
individualism, this discourse results in a relatilevaluing of black culture, a positive
construction of ‘whites’ as rescuers, and a detvadtom the structural/material
inequalities that have afforded ‘whites’ the prages than enable them to be in an
economic position to adopt.

In contrast, on the few occasions when black ppeitds did use this discourse of
“white family trumps black culture”, they tendedftrus more particularly on perceived
‘racial’ disparities ineconomic-based entitiesvhen considering the advantages of

resources gained by the black child in a white fami

Grp3:
P6: “...they not missing out on anything per say.ylpmbably would have grown up better

in a white family in the sense of like better edimaand stuff like that you know. But
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what I'm saying is, do they lose a sense of; yoovkiike sometimes in um, you find a
child, um” (interrupted)

(at another point in the interview)

P1: “l saw a show, | was watching a documentanyais two homosexual men, two white
homosexuals who adopted two twin girls who werell&nd everyone there from
where they had come from were just supporting thelevthing because the mother
could not take care of them. The mother was inwbinehe girls’ lives. The men made
sure the mother was there and the girls knew waartbther was and the girls were
exposed to the fact that they were Xhosa and tagedrom that. And the whole society
around the girls and the extended family and treevgupportive ‘cause they knew the
kind of situation the girls would have been in dddhey have been raised by that
mother. So | think it probably differs from variosigcieties depending on how they see
things. Some people may just accept it becausearidial constraints, you know. They

might have reservations with the whole culture gramd what-not...”

These black speakers seemed less concerned witratiageor devaluing resources
gained in a white family, than with upholding timeportance of black culture, even when
they felt that CRA is better for a black child thaot being adopted. In addition, they
reveal a much greater comfort with acknowledgings@conomic discrepancies
between white families that adopt and black comtnesii...from where theyi.e. the
black children)had come from..,”since acknowledging this is not threatening axkl
entitlement to improved socio-economic conditiam&outh Africa. This supports
Ansell’s (2004) observation that black people teme-inscribe ‘race’to draw attention
to persistent structural disadvantages of blacksréquire redress.

While it may have the effect of discursively consting black communities as
helpless and dependent on whites to rescue blgtians, this “helplessness” is
suggested to be financially/materially based whamigpant 1 says...the mother could
not take care of them’and later indicates that this is duéfinancial constraints”.
Similarly “rescue” appears to be demarcated tddhm of structural provision (such as
education), which is seen as advantageous andoppssen more important for the
black CRA child than growing up in a black commuyniiut not asegatingthe

advantages and importance‘thfe whole culture thing” Participant 6 begins to draw on
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essentialist constructions of black culture indithg to the idea that, in spite of having
“...grown up better in a white family.. ih terms of financial/material provisions, these i
something other than this (i.e. by exclusion séekdtional resources) that is “lost” to
the black CRA child that makesl@ss“better”. Similarly participant 1 is careful to
include in her account of black people’s approeald case of CRA, the points that the
girls “knew who the mother was...and were exposed to ttelifat they were Xhosa...”
As such, it appears that black participants udimgdiscourse settled for a
position of resignation (rather than an approvedjarding CRA, where white families
may be providers of necessary socio-economic fa¢toblack adoptees, but not as
providers of necessary social/relational resoutitasonly a black culture can provide to
make their upbringing ‘ideal’. As discussed in gat#.1.2 above and in more detail in
sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.3, this suggests a greagel for black speakers to endorse the
distinctiveness, significance and exclusivity cddk culture as means of social power,
than white speakers need to for ‘white culture’atidition, this distinction between black
and white speakers of the discourse reveals aggrease with which black participants
referred to the material advantages of whites blaaks — an acknowledgement that

serves black group interests of resource-redigtabu

4.1.4 The CRA child is an individual not a ‘race’

The discourse of “The CRA child is an individuat @orace™ was used by a minority of
participants in each of the three groups and chgdld the above two discourses in a
number of ways. Overall, it suggests that, in CR@ge’ should not be the determinant
for what culture a child is raised in or exposed to, and parents should consider their
children’s individual needs rather than prioritetéempts to expose them to black culture.
Firstly a few participants challenged the esseastiabf ‘race’ by questioning the idea

that children who are adopted ‘cross-racially’ dddue treated any differently to children

of ‘'same-race’ adoptions.

Grp2:
P6: “I've always sort of thought it was maybe hieiglt not to divulge too much about the
birth parents. Like adoption facilities, agencieften keep their identity a secret. Am |
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right? And so | mean, I'm sure there’s sort of lotadoptions where that, that, | mean if
you think of each family has it's own culture, whét's important for the development of
the child that the birth is kept, that the charasties or just identity of the birth parents
are kept secret. So, when you think about crogastradoption, um, does that change all
of a sudden? Do we want to now tell the child ashmas possible about their cul- or

their birth parents’ culture? | find that interestithat it would be different, if it is.”

The above speaker’s self correction in sayingheir cul- or their birth parents’

culture” reflects the ease with which culture is constrdiete intrinsic in discourse even
with people who are acutely aware of it being adpot of socialization. The speaker’s
correction also highlights her emphasis on the ttzatt she differentiates between the
culture of an adopted child’s biological parentd &mat of the child him/herself. As such,
this aspect of the discourse of “the CRA childndradividual not a ‘race™, suggests that
there isno innate property of a person that predeterminesheir particular culture ,

and that the CRA black child should therefore roviewed as a object of black culture
because of his/her ‘race’. Stemming from this igesaticipant 3 (group 3) below
challenges the idea that there is something innattack people that will ultimately
result in them “returning” to black communities d@naing comfort and a sense of

commonality with black people when older.

Grp3:

P3: ... I'm just asking then, you know, will then yhalways be necessarily interacting with,
or at the end of the day assumed that they gonttagjoto the black culture and that's
where the problem’s gonna come... | feel like thatghhat the black people will reject a
black kid raised by a white family is first of alhe black kid might not even want that
acceptance or seek it”

(later in the same conversation)

P3: ...So the reason you'd revert to her and speghtin own language ‘cause then she’ll
understand you, don't forget that that child’s laage is the same as other white people.
So therefore firstly, if she was to try to spealda in her language, she might feel that
white people understand her more. And secondiygifook at what makes friends. It's
people that share commonality and interests andewbathe case may be. If she was
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raised exclusively, exclusively by white people,yda not think that she will find more
comfort in relating to another white person becatis¢hat white person that's gonna
share

(at another point in the conversation)

P3: ...the point that | was trying to make is thaty tispelling the assumption that as a black
person brought up in a white family, you will hathés innate thing of wanting to go with

blacks”

This aspect of the discourse challenges the diseair“black seeks out black” by
suggesting that the social groups people identifly and seek to socialise with are
predominantly determined by the ways in which pe@pk socialised. As such it
suggests that the social norms and cultural peirstilled in black children growing
up with white parents will not be overridden by“aninnate thing of wanting to go with
blacks” at a later stage, because no such “innate thinigtex

Based on the idea that culture is not an essebglerty of ‘race’, some
participants suggested that exposing a CRA blag#l thblack culture effectively
objectifies and racialises the child, and that eipi&arents should focus on addressing
their child’s individual and unique concerns as dinige, rather than pre-supposing these

because of the child’s blackness.

Grpl:

P4 “For me what | would be aware of if | was adiogtmulti-racially, is just take it day by
day. And see what comes up. So rather than pirthigge assumptions on my child, to
just say, “you know what, I’'m gonna love them”, amlden they say they require
knowledge, and philosophy and understanding, | d/itel willing to provide it for them.
And | think these questions, whether | have my dahy, or a black baby or whatever,
these questions are going to arise...

P6: Ya, | think you're right. By telling them fromhen they're little that “you are different,
let me teach you about your culture” we then imragdy putting in something, that “you
are different, and I'm bringing you up, you arefeliént to me”

P4.: For me it would be about highlighting the sarities, and that is that we are both people,
and we both have feelings and we operate in the seay, and when you bring

guestions, | will answer”
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The above quotations reveal how some patrticipatiiigeuthe discourse of “the CRA
child is an individual not a ‘race™ to suggestthehite parents should not oyt
attempt to expose their CRA child to a black cdtuut that no account should be taken
of ‘race’ when considering how to raise their chagecept for occasions when the child
him/herself presents with particular questions adoit. This use of the discourse
operates from a ‘colour-blind’ approach to ‘raceéthathe intention being to de-objectify
and deracialise the CRA black child and to chakedigcourses that construct people of
different ‘races’ as essentially different. It ddesvever mean that a focus on the
intrinsic ‘sameness’ of people - or what Ansell (2004) calienouncement of ‘race’
discursively detracts from the broader scaeial andstructural differences between
‘race’ groups derived from a history of racismlie tcountry.

As such, it is important to note that some pgytiots did attempt to acknowledge
how ‘race’ may have significant social implicatiahat are unique to CRA black
individuals (that are different to children in ‘safrace’ families) because of the

meanings society makes of ‘race’.

Grp2:

P5: “Well, if you consider the fact that it migtduse problems, like at some stage. Like at
school where they might say, ok, “why do you havétevparents?” and whatever. They
must consider that and what you can do, do it. Lilkeether it's like debriefing your
child before they start school, being supportivewthey come home from school and
are like “look we don't really understand this, wday | black and you're white?” and
then, sort of like if need be, send them for thgraipinstall a sense of pride so that it
doesn’t bug them

(and later)

P3: ... do we teach them that, “ok, you have to lepared to be attacked by white people

because of you colour” or something like that?

A few participants then, utilized the discoursétbe CRA child is an individual not a
‘race”, to intimate that part of addressing theACRack child’s individual needs

includes addressing their very particular expeesicbeing a black person with white
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parents in a highly racialised society, and thepegience of being a black person in a
racist society. This discourse is supported imditere about CRA which suggests that
“racial socialization”is necessary for black CRA children to form pesiti
internalizations of blackness and to be adequateyared for dealing with racism
(Bradley and Hawkins-Leon, 2002; Frasch and Bro2k8g3).

It may be argued that participant 5’s suggestidimiahow white CRA parents
can address these concerfwgh@at you can do, do it...send them for therapy ctaf a
sense of pride..)” and participant 3's portrayal of what these @ns are*(..be
prepared to be attacked by white peoplg,.dre somewhat simplistic. This is revealing
about the limited extent to which many white peppleen those willing to acknowledge
problematic ‘race’-relations, have had to think @e@hat it means to be black in a
racialised society or to face racism at the haridghites in everyday experiences.

Finally it is interesting to note how very few peipants considered possible
differences in what constitutes ‘the best interesthe child’ when a CRA black child is
adopted in infancy and when he/she is adoptedilathildhood. Those that did,
suggested that culture and languageuldbe taken into account by white parents
adopting a black child, when the child is older &g been raised in a culture or with a

language different to his/her adoptive parents.

Grpl:

P3: “I think um, if the child is older it's morefficult. So especially if they’ve grown up with
a different language. | think it does lie on thepgtive family to try and learn a little bit
of that child’s language, just to help them sorinbégrate more sort of easily into their
new family and surroundings”

Grp2:

P2: “...Are we talking adoption from birth or are tedking at any age? ‘Cause if you adopt
a child that’s older, obviously their culture dassne with them”

This idea still operates within the discourse dE*CRA child is an individual not a
‘race”, as it suggests that it is not the ‘racétloe CRA black child that makes it
important for their adoptive parents to accountddference’, but the child’s individual

experience of having been socialized with a languagl/or cultural norms and
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expectations that are different to his/her adoppi@esnts. As such, the suggestion
supports the notion that black culture is not arate feature of blackness, but argues that
it is significant for those raised within a blaaktare, such that white parents adopting an
older black child that has been raised within Zlbleulture, should not dismiss its
relevance and should attempt to introduce it ihtartlifestyle as a means of assisting the
child with integration into the family.

As such, most speakers utilizing the discoursighaf CRA child is an individual
not a ‘race” attempted to impart the idea thatCiRA, ‘race’ should not be the
determinant for what culture a child is raised irewposed to. These arguments
effectively de-racialise blackness by uncouplingith black culture. Instead they
suggest that parents should consider their chilgiaedividual needs (which, for some,
included addressing the social implications of gearCRA ‘black’ child living in a
racialised and racist society) rather than prizgitattempts to expose them to black
culture. Whilst this discourse may be used to dklvanialisation processes that objectify
the black CRA child, its association with a sometsnsupreme regard for individualism
can have the discursive effect of dismissing ‘raxea socially relevant entity. Used in
this way, speakers can therefore discursively disrttie prevalence of racism (discussed
in more detail in section 4.3.1) and subsequerghate the need for anti-racist discourses

or policies of affirmative action.

4.2 “Knowing who you are”:

Essentialising and non-essentialising discourses ‘cdice’
identity

Discourses operating within a repertoire of “knogvimho you are” were identified by
their attempts to construe thrie nature’ of ‘race’, culture, family and subsequently
identity, to justify positions on the importance of expgsimack CRA child to black
culture. As such, most participants attempted tcadefrom the socio-political origins

and purposes of various constructions of ‘raceugrdifferences, and from their

ideological effects, by portraying them as simptiséng naturally in these ways.
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It is important to emphasize the inconsistenclyaw the ternblack cultureis
used, and uncertainty about its meaning, partiuaithin discourses operating from the
repertoire of “knowing who you are”. This ambigugiyggested that the construct of
black culture cannot be spoken of independentlyt, @svays draws on other constructs
of group identity to describe itself. This obsemattherefore concurrently suggests that
these other constructs of group identity are atsmwith inconsistency in and
uncertainty about their meaning. As such, and config observations of Stevens,
Franchi and Swart (2006), terms such as “race’lttice’, “ethnicity”, “language” and
others, are frequently used to refer to one anatheiscourses that address issues of
‘race’. This is reflected in the following exceliptwhich the researcher has highlighted

some of these terms.

Grpl:

P6: There’s a serious difference | think betwesse andculture....and | think that's what
the whole American thing is. They may be multiméan, South Africa’snulti-racial
andmulti-cultural whereas America, | think, like their cultures aleser together than
here. And | don't think they’'ve got as much of atgrs off) | mean we’'ve got, what, |
think nine officiallanguages|, they, ya

P2: You'll find in South Africa, among the differetibes they have, um, different
behaviours and customstc etc. In America most, most people m@dern and
(inaudible) and less ofvernacular difference

P1: | think you've gotta draw a distinction betwesayculture, religion, ethnicity, you
know. These words with a lot of different connaiai. So when you make claims like

this you gotta look at what it actually means”

However, participants tended not to take up pagdict 1's suggestion to..look at what

it actually means...”and for this reason, the following discussiongioet attempt to
isolate a meaning for black culture other thardemitify it as a social construct. Instead it
will allow for some ambiguity in definitive meaninim a similar way to how speakers
tend to use it, with the assumption that its megimuoludesthe above constructs, but at

times will discuss the more specific meanings thditvidual speakers attribute to it.
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4.2.1 ldentity, family and culture are immutable

The discourse of “identity, family and culture amenutable” was utilized by both black
and white participants in all three groups, bunhsed to be more prominently used by
black speakers. In relation to CRA, this discour&s to justify arguments for exposing
CRA black children to black culture, by attemptitogconstruct the ‘true nature’ of
identity, family and culture such that this exp@sig merely in alignment with the
‘natural order’ of things. The terms “identity” aficulture” tended to be used somewhat
ambiguously and interchangeably at times to defwat@ and what” a person is, but the
pervasive meaning behind the discourse more clgartyayed by considering it in two
parts.

Firstly this discourse suggests tbhae’s ‘true’ identity and ‘real’ family are
defined by one’s ‘race’(in terms of skin colour and associated biologfeatures)
and/or blood-line (biological ancestry), such thatv one understands oneself and whom
one identifies with should be determined by thdsgacteristics. Secondly this discourse
suggests that people havenatural’ affiliation for practicing a particular culture and
that this too is predetermined by their ‘race’ andbr blood-line, such that what one
believes, practices, knows and values should igeddb be determined by these
characteristics.

In effect, the discourse of “identity, family andlture are immutable” constructs
adoption as deviant from how families ‘should’ ithgde composed (i.e. of the ‘same
blood’) and CRA as additionally deviant in thatgratis and child share neither the ‘same
blood’ nor the same ‘race’. While this deviancagsepted as tolerable in comparison to
the alternative of not having parents, ‘same-race ‘same-blood’ families are

constructed as superior to and better off than éakirace’ families.

Grpl:
P1: “I think it's ok if you adopt someone with difent races, | mean it's better to have
parents than to not have parents. | don't think thawean, of course it would be better if

people of the same race adopt children that arsahes race, um, ya...”

This reference to sameness of ‘race’ being a beftgon for family construction draws
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on puritan ideas in suggesting that ‘ideal’ fansiligould not be ‘racially-mixed’

families. The phraseof courseit would be better...(researcher emphasis added)
indicates the speaker’s assumption that her staiecaenot be contested, that it is
somehow fundamentally oaturally true that ‘better’ families have a single or ‘pure
race’ constellation, and as such ‘same-race’ istaoted as an essentialised feature of
family. In the conversations below, participantuggests that the implication of this for
the black child adopted by white parents is araeggement from his/her ‘true’

identity (“...who and what you arg’and an estrangement from the people with whom
he/she ‘truly’ belongs‘(..my fellow black...} which she suggests can only be attained

by growing up in a ‘same-race’ family.

Grp3:

P6: “l don't; | honestly don't think that if you gw up with people — | won't say “race” —
people of the samdénd as you, you grow up differently ... | don’t thinkygrow up
knowing who and what you are if you grow up in fiedent racial family background”

(and later)

P3: “So do you think this person would then re&dgl like, “oh my word, this world that I'm
living in, I'm lost!"?

P6: | think that living in that body you would. Yauould have that feeling of “I'm not

identifying with any of my fellow black studentsYou would”

In attempting to manoeuvre around the social tadfabrectly constructing black and
white people as essentially different by statiraf ghe'won’t say “race”...” , the

speaker effectively highlights how she does indeednsame ‘race’ when she refers to
“...people of the samlend” . For participant 6 then, “who” and “what” a pengs, is
primarily determined by his/her ‘race’, and ‘racethe determinant for ‘sameness’ even
before family group membership. This has two pranirideological effects. Firstly
personal identity is fused with a ‘common race gralentity’ such that black is used to
describe a person before anything else. Secordlge™is considered as innate in that
differencebetween black and white people is constructedrestaal (rather than socio-

political) occurrence, that includes differencepaychological and psychosocial
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attributes. As such the discourse suggests thatsGlomidt's (1996) observation that the
label of‘race’ is prominently used to express identityby South Africans persists.

The discourse of “identity, family and culture amenutable” entrenches the
notion that black and white people are essentally immutably different by

emphasizing ‘differences’ without accounting foeithorigins.

Grp3:
P5: But | think that, don’t you think to a certartent that's assuming that as a human being

you are your colour...I'm not sure if that makes sefmit it's like saying you are your

race
P6: But realistically speaking we are different, ave different
P5: No no no of course

P6: We do behave differently in certain ways irtaiaerareas of life. You have to get that,
you have to understand that

P5: Well not necessarily. That also depends orl,were were you raised in the world. You
can't say that the black people in Africa, or ti&ck people in South Africa are are the
same as black people in the Congo or Egypt or iraa or in Sri Lanka

P6: Exactly so if you can't compare a black persoanother black person in Africa, now

take that and try and compare me to a white peisomin South Africa

The above account of ‘difference’ between black @hde people locates this within
a rather ambiguous behavioural domain. This amtyiguiows the speaker to make the
sweeping statement of..realistically speaking we are different.., as failure to specify
what behaviour it is exactly that is different mgdmat listeners cannot refute thaty
behaviours areverdifferent betweemanywhite and black groups. In addition, the
ambiguity makes it difficult to identify a causeangin for difference, with the result
that it is portrayed as naturally existing that wigr participant 6 in fact, white and
black are considered such polar opposites thatftraeythe identifiers of sameness and
difference before even context or nationality. Tisablack and white people ase
different that it is difficult to even find similarategorical markers with which to compare
them.

The discourse of “identity, family and culture aremutable” constructs
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further‘innate differences’ between black and wipg®ple by equating identity with
culture.

Grp2:

P1: “l was just thinking about um, effects on idgntight actually be affected, but if | can
remember Franz Fanon wrote ‘Black Skin, White Maakd how you those (interrupted)

P2: how you sort of become ‘cocoa-nuts’

P1: Ya (interrupted)

P2: Sort of dark on the outside light on the insideu know ‘cos we talk about us being
urbanized and all sort of having a similar cultbe still my black friends are different to
me. For example they don't think twice about shagth red light. If I'm going through a
red light, even late at night, | think “oh my Gaddhope nobody sees me”, | wait ‘til
there’s no other cars around. You know and jui lihings. Like a lot of black families
still do the labola thing. We don’t — well our ldas a big diamond ring on our finger —
but they still do it. And underlying the facadeWesternisation, there is still a black
culture. | saw a very well dressed yuppie blackpteat Sandton City and she was breast
feeding the baby quite openly. Whereas white wotead to like hide behind blankets
and things like that. And those are just supeffioigtural differences, what about the
deeper cultural differences?

(and at another time)

P6: ...Is there something innate in you becauseetdttour of your skin? You know, are
you born with a culture or is your culture instillan you by your parents?

P2: Well if you believe in Jung you're born witttalture”

Although participant 1 attempts to introduce tloétal relationship between ‘race’ and
identity to the discussion by referring to Fanoni#tings on the subject, participant 2
manages to sidestep the conversation by shiftomg the term “identity” to that of
“culture”. Rather than viewing differences betwdxack and white people as
historically located in the politics of division &mequality — a view that inevitably
highlights an unjust domination of white over blg=ople — participant 2 detracts

from this and the implications of this for a blI&€RA child’s identity, by constructing
particular behaviours (froffshooting a red light”to “breastfeeding the baby quite

openly”) as cultural practices that juete different for white and black people.
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This indicates a persistence in discourse thattagets blacks as what Duncan
(2001) termedhe “Culturally Different” Otherwhereby a ‘black race’ comes to signify
a black culture that is inherently different tottbawhites. This supports suggestions
such as those of Essed (1991, 2002) and Stevenrg;titrand Swart (2006), that the term
“culture” has indeed become a proxy for the terac&” in more current discourses
around ‘race’, as it is less likely to be met watttusations of racism than direct
reference to ‘races’ as being innately different.

While the intention is to suggest that black cudtis still very prominent and has
not been replaced or over-powered by ‘white cultdriereby protecting the social
integrity of whites — the effect is to constructhite culture’ as the bearer of
“westernization” and “being urbanized” and a geeuntack culture as devoid of these
properties, implying that they someh&elongnaturally to white people. The phrase,
“underlying the facade of Westernisation, therstifi a black culture”,pre-empts the
same speaker’s later ‘Jung-bolstered’ position‘thatou’re born with a culture”,by
suggesting that black people who are “urbanized@sternized” are simply putting on
a front, presenting an outward image of culturé ihacongruent with the inborn black
culture that is “still” inside of them. This consttion is reminiscent of Robus and
MacLeod’s (2006) discourse wfhite excellence/black failusghich includes the
construction of thingmodernandurbanas belonging in white spaces.

The discourse of “identity, family and culture amenutable” was used in a way
that encompasses all three constructs (‘identiymily’ and culture) in primarily black

participants’ discussions dimeage

Grpl:

P1: Like if the child is born a Zulu, or their Birparents are Zulu, and you adopt the child,
you have to take the personal initiative to say lagoing to learn about this culture?” so
that when the child grows up and starts to questiat) “ok, | am black, | see people who
are like this, | see different black cultures, what 1?”, ‘cause at some point the
individual is going to question, “what am 1?”...



Grp3:
P1:
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“l think exposure. Expose the child to blaak, know, variables and society. Make sure
that they know, “yes these black people do thid, mg black people do this” and just

make them aware

F: My black people? Tell me more

P1: Like, make them aware that “I'm Xhosa, | wasnbghosa. My mother or my father was
Xhosa”, make them aware that, “my lineage is Xhbsaay be in a white family but my
lineage is Xhosa”

F: Ok, thanks. So tell me why now, why is thatreportant?

P1: It's important — exposure — because it meaatsytbu can actually identify and be able to
tap into society and know, “you know I'm from hekdy parents are white and | grew up
in a white family, but | know who | am. And | caméract with her when she starts
telling me her clan animal is a leopard | canhelt that mine is a lion. And it boosts my
self esteem ‘cause | know who | am”

(and later)

P3: “What makes you Zulu?

P1: What makes me Zulu is that | know that I'm Zulmd my blood is Zulu. And my
history. And my ancestors

P3: Ok so say a Xhosa person was taken to Madagasew up there and grew up in the
Madagascan culture and he knew nothing about béioga, he didn’t even know it
existed. Are they still Xhosa?

P2: No

P1: Yes. | think so. ‘cause the fact that your atars are Xhosa

P6: You know why she says that. ‘cause even ifdida’t know what your ancestors were,

just one — if you had to actually trace back whereame from — it will lead to Xhosa

land...”

Although the term “ethnicity” is not directly uség participants in the above quotations,

the social categorizations of “Xhosa” and “Zuluy, definition (Horowitz, 1985;

McDonald, 2006) refer to ethnic groupings. Usingnét labels, speakers of the discourse

argue that a CRA child’s biological lineage nededss that they be exposed to cultural

practices and knowledge of the ethnicity to whiokiit genetic ancestors subscribed.
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As suggested by Hollingsworth (1985), speakersidengthnicity to be partially
described in terms of a group’s shasedial experiences, “history”, location and
practices (e.g. “Xhosaland”, “culture” and knowitegan animals”). However, the
underlying ‘sameness’ that determines these sas&iciations is seen to stem from a
sharediological component that people of the ‘same’ ethnic groogspss. There
appears to be an understanding that a geneticigifsbwever remote, is included in the
meaning of an ethnic category as indicated by @pént 1's response in group 3, to the
guestion about what makes her Zulu, thdt.isny blood is Zulu...and my ancestors”
As such ethnicity is constructed as an innate ptgpand because @sodescribes social
properties, the construct forms a discursive brigggveen biology and social features,
such that social experiences, history, locatiormsgactices of an ethnic group
essentially belong to all its ‘descendents’.

This enables speakers to justify their hierarchicghnization of ethnicity above
whom-one-grows-up-with as a marker of ‘true’ idgntireal’ family and ‘correct’
culture for CRA children. The CRA child’s ‘true’édtity is suggested to be ethnic for
example, when patrticipant 1 (group 3) speakind slse were a CRA child says,. I'm
Xhosa, | was born Xhosa ... my parents are whitel gmelw up in a white familyput |
know who | am”(researcher emphasis added). The choice of the Yat” instead of
“and” indicates the mutual exclusivity of ‘Xhosasseand ‘white-family-ness’ for the
speaker. “Knowing who one is” does not oirlgludeidentifying oneself as “Xhosa”, it
involvesexcludingoneself from the category of white — the CRA blabkd should
know his/her ethnic identitin spiteof his/her white family rather than in additionito
Similarly, one’s ‘real’ family is suggested to betermined by the ethnic group of one’s
ancestors when she suggests thatny black people’(researcher emphasis added) are
identified by the fact that..my mother or my father was Xhosd’astly the CRA child
is considered to be practicing culture ‘correctl§ien cultural practices correspond to
those of the ancestry-defined ethnic group thaghee/belongs’ to, and when he/she has
social knowledge about this group, as indicatethlbysuggestion td,..Make sure that
they know, “yes these black people do this, andblaagk people do this” ...”

Ethnic labels appear to be used to distance speakers fromidtnaality racist

constructions of black and white groups as biolayadifferent, by focusing on genetic
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ancestryrather than ofrace’ as the indicator of group ‘sameness’ and ‘diffeen
However, the overlap, if not replacement of ‘raeéth ethnicity in constructing
identities, families and cultures is reflected owhand when speakers use ethnic labels.
Ethnic concepts appeared todiscussed predominantly in relation to black people
and the only ‘ethnic groupings’ brought up in dission about lineage were those
historically-categorized black ethnic groups. Tieedrsive effect is to construct
ethnicity as gropertyof black people such that, by virtue of their @gdlacks are
ethnicised more than whites. This correlates withfindings of Painter and Baldwin
(2004) which suggest that the langu#gEhosa— a characteristic of an historically black
ethnicity —is racialised in discoursevhereas the language of English — a characteristi
of an historically white ethnicity — is universas

Whilst such this effective ethnicisation of blackay be used by white groups as
a more socially sanctioned form of racialisatidmg more prominent use of the discourse
by black speakers is possibly due to the constiuethnicity being a discursively viable
means of bolstering the construct of black iden(iigcussed in more detail in section
4.2.2). So black CRA children come to be constaiete biological holders of black
identity and black culture by virtue of their ‘racand as biological holders of a more
specific ethnic identity and culture by virtue bétr ‘ethnic genetic-lineage’, which is
ultimately constructed as a property of their ‘fatethis way, Stevens, Franchi and
Swart’s (2006) observation that racialisation comadse realized through ethnicisation in
contemporary discourse, is confirmed in discouadesit CRA. Similarly it appears that
Goldschmidt’s (2003) finding that ethnicity is apprinent label for describing identity,

persists in contemporary discourses on CRA.

4.2.2 Distinct black/ethnic cultures can be ideintid in South Africa

The discourse of “distinct black/ethnic cultures te identified in South Africa” was
used by many black and white participants in adlugis but more prominently utilized by
black speakers as with the previous discourse. Memwéere the emphasis is shifted
from the individual as a ‘carrier’ of culture, toet social parameters that distinguish
cultures, and in particular that identify blacktoué and black/ethnic cultures — (Note:

the term black/ethnic cultures will be used to rédeeither or both of these).
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This discourse proposes that in contemporary Safrtba, one can isolatdistinct
black/ethnic cultures that are currently practicedand subsequently socially
relevant, and that it is therefore important that thesébeserved’ in the sense that they

continue to be practiced/known by black people fama generation to the next.

Grpl:

P3: “l think, ya, | agree with that, | do. But thealso think of like the Khoi San culture, and
how that’s disappearing and how sad that is. Aed tou think, ok shouldn’t we be
telling people about where they come from or is titd important anymore?”

Because this discourse draws heavily on the prewiligcourse in that it relies on the
construction of black and white cultures as beiogststently and essentially different for
black and white people, it is used in conjunctiathwidentity, family and culture are
immutable”, to argue that CRA black children goiatly responsible, by virtue of their
blackness, for being ‘co-preservers’ of black/ethmi culture.

As previously mentioned repertoire 4.2.1 a lacklafity or consensus about how
to identify black/ethnic culture was observed intlalee groups and even alluded to by
some participants. However, speakers using th@udlise continued to attempt to
construct it as a distinct entity using differetnategies. Firstly, speakers seem to rely
upontraditional customspassed on from previous generations within bladikack
ethnic groups to describe black/ethnic culture. Ewosv, when confronted with the
suggestion that modernity and multiple culturaliehces havehangedhese customs
or the significance of them for many black peoplack participants in particular using
the discourse, seemed to negotiate these changesaws that discursively ‘preserve’

the distinctiveness and relevance of black/ethaltuce for present-day black people.

Grpl:

P1: “But you don’t have to draw the line betweeosth two, seeing it as not changing or
changing. | mean I'm very glad that | come fronaaly, how can | say, culturally stable
background, that within my family my mother hast &frpassed on all cultural traditions,
the meanings of what we do, how we do it. I'm ohthe few people | know that go to

temple on a weekly basis, | mean | don't know ahmyp friends who do it. So to me I'm



Grp3:
P3:

P5:

P3:

P5:

P1:

P3:

P1:

P3:

P1:

P5:

P6:
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glad that my mother has taught me that cult-, tietfs part of me, is static and that
doesn’'t change and | choose to do it and folloBitt it's also in my culture, | mean I'm
an Indian girl who's allowed to go to universitynean I'm independent, and that, that
changes within the two different cultures

“...And | think it's, at the best of times us &fin people, sometimes we like to take both
sides of the fence. We don’t want to be sidelirgd/au know “we’re back in the day

and non-modern”,

Ya, ya

but we also just want some of the benefitstidtvused to happen back in the day. So we
kind of take certain elements of “well we stilldiaonal, but we’re not archaic”

But | think like that's more a recognition tltatture does change

It does change with time

Ya, and then what is this (pointing to vignette) based on? Which one? Today’'s
culture? Is this based on today's culture, ne’'?

It's just based on culture, every culture thasts. | mean culture adapts with time. Let's
take for example the process of getting a wife

Sure

In African culture. Remember in those days witlvs and, you know, chickens, now the
guy pays labola and still, the meaning behind tiranthe parents for raising this
daughter is still there. The meaning is kept

The meaning doesn’t change

| think that maybe it's the ethics that stalye same. Things may change, like from

culture, urbanization, what-not, but ethics doesri't

In group 1 participant 1 preserves the distinctesmof her ‘Hindu culture’ (which she

identified at a previous point in the discussiopbnstructing it as separateentity that

is detached from her concurrent ‘cultural practioésgoing to university” and “being

independent”. She makes of herself a ‘holdefteb different cultures” from which

she draws on — one ‘traditional’ and one ‘conterapgr— rather than an integrator of the

two, and thus keeps the traditional ‘pure’ by cortpantalizing it, saying... that's

part of me, is static and that doesn’t chang&% such, ‘Hindu culture’ itself is
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constructed as an unchanging immutable objecindidtom ‘contemporary’ social
practices. In group 3 participants negotiate chdragga ‘traditional’ black/ethnic cultures
slightly differently by suggesting that althoughrs®‘black/ethnic’ traditional customs
may not be practiced in the ways they used to lge labola”), the"...meaning doesn’t
change”and"...it's the ethics that stays the samd3y reverting to more generic
constructs such as “meaning” and “ethics”, speaktextively make it difficult for
others to challenge the current relevance or prenda of traditional
customs/beliefs/practices, as these are discuysjieén a morabstractcontinuity.

When considering why the construction of a contusiand significant
black/ethnic culture is important for many blaclkeakers, Social Identity Theory (SIT)
provides useful conceptualizations of group dynarthat reveal the possible politics of
such constructions. SIT posits that stronger ifieation with each other amongst in-
group members, and dis-identification with out-grsuultimately promotes a more
fervent defence of the in-group and support foimterests (Stets and Burke, 2000).
Steve Biko proposed that the re#ntifying feature of a black group is the common
experience of racismand its effects and a desire to resist this tfh& a consistent ‘black
group identity’ can only be defined in termspaflitical processes) (MacDonald, 2006).
However some black participants seem to feel thpatralypolitical base of ‘racial
difference’ does not create sufficient groundsgotent black group identification.

This may be due to the current context of postthpad South Africa where it has
been suggested that blacks have greater politicéiims of legislature and policy)
power, increasing but still less economic powed still less social power and esteem
than whites (Wale and Foster, 2007). In additiemrent forms of racism and
marginalization of blacks tend to be far less otleah they were prior to
democratization. As such, the experience of raeisthits effects may be less tangible
and therefore less prominent an ‘identifier’ foad#s than it was during apartheid, and
the opportunities for resistance to inequalitylass necessary in termspaflitical
power, and may be very differently prioritized thfferent black people with regards to
socio-economicontext. It is possible then that black particiggautilizing the discourse
reflect current concerns witkqualizing thesocial status of blacksin South African

society, and that doing so involves discursivelplaigsshing a cultural group identity’
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that is unique to black people. This supports mewifindings that black people-
inscribe ‘race’in discourse in order to draw attention to ‘racigparities that they wish
to challenge (Ansell, 2004).

The persistence amongst black participants in coctstg black/ethnic cultures
in terms oftraditional customs, indicates a possilbliéemma for black people living
modern lifestyles one that participant 3 (group 3) alludes to whersays;we don'’t
wanna be sidelined...and “...So we kind of take certain elements of “well stié
traditional but we’re not archaic” What the speaker fails to address are the pessibl
socio-political reasons for black people to retitmaditional identity’ whilst striving for
mastery in the contemporary modern world. Becalhkek group identity’ is established
here through a black/ethnic culture describedragitional customs, ‘preserving’ these
traditions may be perceived as the means througthvdurrent black people show
solidarity with past and present black societyggtung for equality. There appears to be
a sense of “loyalty-to-black-causes” attached &'pineservation’ of traditional customs,
as it represents resistance to forced assimilationthe dominant white culture — a
culture that both black and white speakers terassmciate with modernity. As such, the
‘preservation’ of that which is traditional for lokes, is equated with opposition to how
whites have, through racism, come to define theelmsmic culture for South African
society ( as discussed in more detail in secti@BJ, Thus the polarized construction of
black culture as traditional and white culture asdern may be more problematic and
difficult to negotiate for black people who wishlde resistant to racism and loyal to
black society, but whose lifestyles involve contemgpy social practices and beliefs and

who enjoy access to modern structures.

Grp3:

P1: “...Imean I'm not much of a traditional perséim not very traditional, but should it
happen; you know some people believe that youakhgs from ancestors and certain
things ...So you need to know these things. | nedahdov. | may not believe in it — |
don'’t believe in it, | think it's just a way thaepple keep order in society, or the way
people identify — but, it does happen. And | acklealge that usually a person gets sick,

a person starts experiencing certain hallucinatésrsyou go somewhere to consult and
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they say your ancestors are calling you to be ga@aa... | think it happens, | believe

that it does happen

It appears that for the study’s group of blackélhgentsia” in particular — that is, these
black university students — negotiating the somesicontradictory meaning-making
systems of traditional black/ethnic culture and d@nt paradigms within their schools
of tertiary education, becomes a complex task. {Ster¢ with Moosa and Fridjhon’s
(1997) findings, the discourses of black studemthis study suggest that they
predominantly use Bulhan’s (1980) identificationtpens ofrevitalisationand/or
radicalizationwhilst negotiating what it means to be black inteomporary South Africa.

Of importance to the current discourse is the i@lahip between black and
ethnic culture, as many speakers appear to chaose éabels (e.g. “Xhosa”) to
illustrate what they mean by black culture, andstéfiectively construct ‘ethnic culture’
as amspectof black culture such that its meaning is assutaedhply a specifically

black ethnic culture (as discussed in section 4.2.1).

Grp3:
P4 “... we didn't get to stay with my father’s fagih the village and all of that. And now
as I've grown up I'm now realizing that there’'soa &f things that | missed out on. For instance
as Xhosas, | know that um, your clan names areiwgpgrtant, and at the moment, I've suddenly
realized that actually | don’t even know my clammgcos actually | wasn't raised up like that.
And I'm finding that now I'm at a stage where I'mlating with people who are Xhosa, and you
have to know your clan name and it's difficult. Abwh trying now to actually learn that...”
Keeping in mind the socio-political motives for sbructing a distinct black
identity described by culture (discussed in seddigh2 of the report), the construction of
black ethnic cultures may be considered a necegsacgss when black groups are
discursively confronted witbhangein current South African contexts. Speakers seem t
struggle to define a contemporary black culturé esspossibly too diverse and diffuse
amongst black people, and cannot be consistergtinduished from contemporary
cultural practices of whites, as both involve pices of modern living, technology,
urbanization, westernization, western derived systef politics, economy, education,

media and popular culture. As discussed in seeti@r3, it is indeed probable that many
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whites and blacks may have more in common than rbkatks and blacks. As such,
subscription and loyalty to a black group can akgively be attained through
subscription and loyalty to ‘one’s’ black ethniogp through value for a black ethnic
culture. This ethnic culture can be more distindiyined than a general black culture
because it allows speakers to draw on assumedjtaldkinship, history, locality and
language, as well as to refer to identifiatoelitional beliefs and practices that are
historically different to those of white groups,describe it.

The implications of this discourse of “distinct tké&ethnic cultures can be
identified in South Africa” for CRA are inadverténhaddressed by the following black
speaker’s statement:

Grp3:

P4 “...1 think, ok this black child is raised by w&ium people, but then as they grow up they
not gonna be interacting, um, only with white pegphey gonna be interacting with
black people as well. And as they grow up thegoisna be that distance between them.
Um, so there is a difference between being raiyed tdack family or a white family.

And | think there’s values there that are differeifit

The speaker implies that this black/ethnic culthed is the responsibility of all black
people to uphold for the benefit of black sociegn only truly be instilled by other black
people, because in a white family,. there’s values there that are differentdWhen
considering the ‘race’ politics underlying the ctastion of a distinct black/ethnic
culture, it appears that doubts exist about whatrepts’ ability or even desire to instil in
a black child a black/ethnic culture, as doingseden as a uniquely black agenda aimed
at improving the social status of black groupssAsh, the CRA black child discursively
becomes a ‘vessel’ dtultural genocidé which supports the NABSW'’s (1972) fear that
CRA is a means through which white society operttedilute’ black group identity by
instilling in the child a white culture (Hollingswit, 1999).

The discourse supports Dubinsky’s (2007) suggestianCRA black children
become political objects in discourse becausesdare, his/her body represents a

weakened political body in black society’s strugiglecultural — and subsequently social
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— equality. In a similar way, it is possible tha&® & black children in white families may
represent many contemporary black people negagiatiodern lifestyles (constructed as
white lifestyles), such that these children combédaliscursive carriers of black peoples
fears of disloyaltyto black society or assimilation into a white oudt.

White speakers portraying black culture, althougimetimes also relying on
traditional customs and ethnic labels to constituseemed to useferences to socio-
economic factorsmuch more than black speakers as additional madéerhat is and
what isn’t supposed black culture. This effectivebystructs wealth as the natural
property of whites, and poverty as the natural priypof blacks, by failing to account for
the unjust racist history that did not allow blagksess to the resources whites enjoyed.

Grp2:
P5: “...I know black people who are like “abpk at that ‘f'-ing, “f-ing”
black”, and its like, they've chosen to be more i@ty and they go to Rodene, and they

all like, sort of like upper class. So | mean yould lose your culture like that in any

case...
(and later)
P3: | think just also on your point (participant @yur perspective on what's ‘poor’ and what

black people’s perspectives on what's ‘poor’... ‘Calisnean if we, our perspective
would be, “oh | can’'t buy bread today”, but ourldrén might be important that you go
to school no matter what. But that may also bexgoitant view for a black person. But
just thinking about it now, | would probably, | wida't be surprised if a black man might
say “listen you can't go to schooal, it's cool, doworry about it, you can still help around
the house”, but they won't give it up just becalisevon’t have an education. Because
they, you know, like poor to us would mean you tafford to, you can't get an
education. Poor to them would mean you can'’t eaa fmonth. So it's also expected of

what is ‘poor’ in being unable to support your dhil

Such use of socio-economic status as an identiifagrisadditional or secondaryto
‘race’ in discourse, inadvertently offers suppait the notion that black culture and
‘white culture’ exist naturally and independentlyegonomic structures in South Africa

and independently of past and current politicatwginstances that organized such
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structures. Instead a distinct black culture isstautted as one that is devoid of capitalist
aspirations or privileges of the upper-class , #tnednorm’ to be that black people
inevitably, even ‘naturally’, belong to a lower sm@conomic class than white people.

This is illustrated in participant 5’s suggestibattyou“...lose your culture...”
(assumed to be a black/ethnic culture) by beingéuglass”, and participant 3's
comment that “poverty” may be identified at comelgdifferently levels of resources
depending on if you're black or white. Conversdigrt, wealth, formal education,
modernity and success within a capitalist systezrsdently assumed to be the ‘normal’
domains of whites. This alludes to similar condiinrts of white institutions being the
spaces for urban, modern entities and educatioaakss in the discoursewhite
excellence/black failuréRobus and MacLeod, 2006), and reveals how diffaen
between ‘races’ continues to be referred to in seofprivilege/lack of privilegeas found
by Leibowitz et al. (2007).

Such constructions ultimately confine the paransefi@r black participation in the
social and economic domains: one may either hdlack cultureor have access to
wealth and modernity. These supposed options ateaged as distinctly different
identities even. As such, black people’s attemptsctupy these spaces simultaneously
are subtly constructed as somehow being fraudugptpitative even of the current
improved political esteem of being black, andfnstructed as being disloyal to ‘one’s
own’ ‘race’, ethnic group, or even family, by aspg to the advantages of the upper class
(e.g. "Rhodene” private school education).

The powerful positioning effects on black peoplewd from the discursive
equation of black culture with a low socio-econostiatus, are well exposed in the
hesitations, confusion and ultimate contradictiboree black participant who indicates
that her family is “well off”. The speaker seemddel that she has to defend her “well
off” status in order to retain her ‘Indian-nes$iat if socio-economic status determines
identity or culture, then being “wealthy” involvéssing her ‘black-Indian identity’ or
‘-culture’, implying that the two cannot co-exis eomplimentary entities. This
constructs ‘Indian identity’ and ‘Indian cultures aaturally’ excludingthe possibility of
being “wealthy” or having access to “opportunitié&eé “university”, as initially

indicated by her use of the word “but” rather thand” in the third line:
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Grpl:

P1: “...I think that's saying that your economic ggatletermines your identity. Is that what
you're saying?... | don't think so. | mean | knoange Indian people who are very well
off, but they are still very culturally in tact. &h still have all their values and norms.
They still go to temple. They still, you know, resptheir parents, and with that respect,
well | know, well to me it's a big deal with respemnd to this family it's a big deal, so |
don’t think that your economic status determines igientity. | think it does play a part
to a greater extent, because the more well offayetthe more you're exposed to, um,
how do | put it? If you well off you more exposeddifferent scenarios, like if | was a
very poor Indian girl and | was expected to si@me, and to marry someone and, like
you're not; what would happen is | would be expédtesit at home and my parents
would find someone to marry, whereas if | was wéil | would be given the
opportunities like | have now, to go to universitymake my own life decisions. And in
that way, because you're allowed to make your oacisions, you sort of lose your

values, no, | don't know — | sort of lost the plbére!”

4.2.3 Difference is socially constructed

The discourse of “difference is socially constraétemerged in general opposition to
4.2.1 and 4.2.2 above, and was used in diverse agsany participants — both black
and white. Many patrticipants utilized the discoursmnsistently, overtly agreeing that
biologically significant differences between diet ‘race’ groups do not exist, but then
utilizing contradicting discourses that constrwntity, culture and group-identification
as essentially different for black and white peapid/or as being innately defined by
‘race’ for the individual. A few participants, howear, drew on the discourse throughout
their interviews to suggest that a person’s idgntitilture and group identification are
products of experiencethat the parameters defining ‘difference’ betw&ane’ groups
arefluid and dependent on social contextsand that real difference between groups
results from socio-economic divides stemming frootitical processesAs such,
“difference is socially constructed” supports tihguement that CRA children do not have

anygenetic characteristics of ‘raceéhat make them inherently dissimilar to their
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adoptive parents by way of identity, culture orgisposition for a particular group

identification.
Grp3:
P3: | just feel like we're assuming that a persoharn into a particular race. When a black

child, when a black child is born, there's an agstion here that he’s born into a race.
When you are born | don't think you have any wakmdwing, or predisposition to any
kind of racial construction. Because race in myhapi is a social construction. We
socially construct race. Therefore, this meansgfoee this idea that because you're born
a particular race, if you're not raised within thatu know, initial race, then there will be
an incongruence or discomfort or dissonance in s@ayas you're growing up

(interrupted)”

(and later)

P1: “l think you seek comfort as a human being

P3: Ya and where does that comfort come from? Wtees that relation come from?

P1: and your identity is black

P3: Your identity, now don'’t forget identity is acdally constructed thing. If you were
brought up in a white family, your identity is whitAnd therefore you wanna identify
with white people. How would you want to identifytivsomething that you don't know?

Grp2:

P6: “l, I'd also be interested in the second vigmeivhat kind of research is it that concludes
that.

F: Mhmm, what do you think about it?

P6: Um (pause) Well | think it just sort of relatesvhat | said before about your, your

identity being shaped by your family environmentdésort of what's the difference
between identity and culture maybe. And why issitessarily healthy for your identity
development if it coincides with your sort of ‘ratgroup’. Why is that healthy

development? | don't see it as that”

(and at another point in the interview)

P6:

“I'm interested in the idea that you are boithim a culture. | mean isn’t culture just
possibly how you develop, and what home you'résimt that what becomes your

culture?”
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The above quotes illustrate the speakers’ disagpaiessentiatonstructions of ‘race’
and subsequent racialisation of identity, culturd group identification for CRA
individuals. Participant 3 (group 3) focuses on hoeanings of “race” and “black/white
identity” areobjects of social constructionand participant 6 (group 2) focuses on
“culture” as an experientially-derived entity invddopment and through family
environment. The primary effect is to challengerd@alisation of black people that
imbues in them black identity or black culture aseicondly, by de-essentialising ‘race’,
identity and culture, the door is opened to consitilen for how ‘difference’ reallys
constructed between black and white groups — thab i consideration for socio-political
motives underlying it. In addition, participant Budes to the equating of the terms
“race’, “identity” and “culture” and how she firglthis problematic, when she says,
what's the difference between identity and cultmeg/be. And why is it necessarily
healthy for your identity development if it coiresdwith your sort of ‘racial group’”’

This question highlights the discursive persistasfoshat Frasch and Brooks (2003)
identified as a problem with literature on CRA, reythat various ‘identities’ (e.g.
‘racial identity’, ‘cultural identity’ and ‘ethniadentity’) have been poorly and
inconsistently defined as have the ways in whigy tére measured.

As such, using the terms interchangeably in dismbas a circular effect that
makes it difficult to isolate a point for interjem to challenge essentialising effects:
Because a person is black, he/she has a blackiigemid so should automatically have a
black culture which is what gives a person a blaehtity which is what makes him/her
black

Although most participants appeared to use thesécuture” and “identity”
uncritically in interviews and with an apparentasgtion that the meanings they
attributed to these constructs would be known dradesi by their fellow participants,
some attempted to unpack the meaning of “cultiary to subsequently question
whether a particular culture ever remains a fixetityeover time, and to question its
usefulness in describing a person’s identity.



Grpl:
P4:

P6:
P3:

Grpl:
P5:

P2:
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“l think for me what’s coming up at the momexnthow culture is seen, and for me
culture is salient and transient. That cultureig¥er changing. My culture is gonna be
different to my kids’ culture, regardless of whéney come from, purely because we
have a generation gap. I'm not in the same culiarey parents were in, and that's the
nature of all culture

Ya and there’s so many other factors influeméat culture and change

So | guess what we're saying is it dependd goui see culture as changing and moving

or as a static object in time

“...Self-identity | think is something that | cstruct as a person, ya, so whether growing
up in black or white family, | don't think it hasmainfluence, ‘cause now, ya I'm a black
person but my identity as a person, its differeotf the identity of my parents and my
siblings ... And sometimes, even my parents and avweniblings, they don’t understand
me. And even the community where | grew up, peopteat community, they don’t
understand me because my identity is differentnBEkieugh we share cultural identity.
So cultural identity and self-identity are diffete¥a

So you're saying, um, you belong to more thaa social category...’cause it's the same
thing with me. Like | don't identify myself as onbyblack person or Congolese,
Congolese, um, I'm very versatile. Most of the tihton't just take one thing into
consideration. Like, if somebody asks me who | Bm not going to just have one

answer for them...

The above conversations do not directly refer ttuce or identity being products of

social construction, but rather allude to this tigio their suggestions that both are

mutable Culture is constructed assotial construction’ when portrayed &s.salient

and transient; as it is then considered a social reflection b&atis most important to a

society/group at a certain time, that it servesnapiorary purpose and will therefore

change as the needs of the society/group change'chlhngeable-ness’ of culturenas

the concurrent effect of discounting ‘black/whitdtares’ as reflections of biological

predispositions of different ‘races’ for ‘their s culture’, as the parameters of any and

all cultures are considered by speakers to be Bistamt even over a single “generation”.
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Similarly, identity is constructed as social construction’ as it can be defined in
different ways depending on the social referengetpParticipant 5 suggests that he may
share “cultural identity” with people from the comnity where he grew up, but that this
iS not an encompassing or consistent representatibow he sees or understands
himself or what he calls his “self identity”. Buifdy on this, participant 2 suggests that he
cannot describe his identity only in terms of onewen two social categories (“black or
Congolese”), but that he is “versatile” with mamgwaers to questions about who he is.
Both speakers allude to social constructionistamatiofmultiple positioningto suggest
that identity is not a fixed, consistent or unitentity that is wired into their biological
make-up in accordance with their ‘race’, but a wagescribing oneself relative to other
people in a particular social context. This cotesavith Motsemme’s (2002) observation
that themeaning of being black is fluid, inconsistent aad Hiffering levels of
importancefor black people depending on the contexts in Wwiey find themselves.
Similarly it supporthallenges to the supremacy of ‘raes a determinant of identity
(Frasch and Brooks, 2003).

Building on an understanding of cultures as samalstructions and that any
particular culture is therefore mutable, a few iggrants applied this to the concept of
black culture to suggest that its meaning is neitimeversal for all black people over

time and place, nor practiced in a homogenous dadby all black people.

Grp2:

P6: “I think that what I'm thinking about now istaally; um, we've been talking about a
black culture as if there’s one culture and thatstrue. | mean there’s countless
hundreds of cultures and each sort of tribe or #aerand eacfamily has its own
traditions, its own customs.”

Grp3:

P3: “I think one thing, what you guys are saying hot necessarily opposing, especially
when you say it’s traditional culture. It's traditial yes, but one has to understand that
we taking today and today’s society, no? And asaimay supervisors actually spoke
about a, a lot of assumptions are thought to i stathink also if we look at issues
such as social immigration, like in migrants, peogbming to work in, work in urban
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areas, um that has to be factored in, in the stiasewell, perhaps then nucleic family or
that “traditional” family no longer exists any maxetake people in, you know...

(and later in the same conversation)

P3: ...do we live in a village?
ALL: No
P3: So we cannot assume that our interactionsaaedbon this Western concept of a village

...I'm not disputing the fact that villages exisiml’'not disputing the fact that black
people live in villages. What I'm disputing is thhe assumptions that by the world and,
at times, by us, that we are governed by villagesrwhen we don't even live there”

Participant 6 (group 2) attempts to illustrate Hbe argument for exposing a black CRA
child to black culture is problematic in that ities on the assumption that a single
collective black culture exists for all black pesphat can be identified and ‘taught’ to
black CRA children. By highlighting how multiple @al groupingswithin black
populations — right down “eadamily’ unit as a group — bring with them as many
different “traditions” and “customs” as there aoeisal groupings, the speaker also
effectively challenges the notion that black cuétig a biological characteristic of
blackness, as a consistent culture is not sharedl biack people.

In a similar vein, participant 3 (group 3) challesghe idea that a “traditional
culture” is shared and practiced by all black peaulch that black orphaned children are
always taken in by their extended family. While §peaker does not dispute the
suggestion that traditional ‘African’ cultural ptaces may be identified and may describe
a dominant way of life for certain groups, he dokallenge the idea that migration
patterns, modernity and urbanization have not arfteed the cultural practices of current
black people and their family formations. For papant 3, constructing culture as
dynamic and changed from ‘traditional culture’ foany black people, appears to serve a
strong political purpose. This purpose is to chgkethe idea that contemporary black
people, regardless of their contexts, ‘aregoverned by village rules when (they) don’t
even live there’and that the meanings made of the ‘traditionalcal that dictates these
rules are based on‘a.Western concept of a village”

Together these phrases allude to how “Westerniv{ote or ‘colonial’)

constructions of ‘traditional African culture’ asbaunded and static entity, and black



106

people as inherently disposed to this universatlitronal African culture’, have
historically been used by whites to marginalizeckéa(Malik, 1996). The exclusion of
black populations from structures such as capitetimmerce, democratic politics,

formal education and access to technology, has jost@hed by constructing these things
as “Western” and therefoleelongingto whites and conversely constructing black people
as bound by a black culture that is primitive, quéited and incongruent with these
aspects of ‘modernity’ (Malik, 1996).As such, peigant 3 draws on the discourse of
“difference’ is socially constructed” to discursgily unhinge black people from
marginalizing constructions of a ‘traditional cukttthat exclude them from current

social structures and advantages.

Apart from suggesting that a current distinct klaclture cannot be defined,
some participants proposed that this in itselfnglaith dwindling knowledge and
practice of distinct ‘ethnic cultures’, could besseas an accurate social reflection of the
biological “truth”, “...that fundamentally we are the same”

Grpl:

P5: “l wanted to say, you know, | as a black pemod a South African, there’s a
fragmentation about, you know, the history of blaelople. Like the norms and values of
black people are scattered, so, like as a Peddpgerslon’t know like all the Pedi things.
Even like the people in Limpopo, they don’t knowaball the Pedi history. And even in
books, so its only like a short story about like Bredi culture. So like, even in the black
community, this thing of culture, it's no longeetie. And I'm thinking, it's all because
of right now we are coming close to the truth. Tiuth that fundamentally we are the
same

P2: Ya, we're supposed to be the same

P3: Ya | think it comes down to, like how importéstulture for our society. Is it important.
Is it important to stay close to your roots or areleaning towards, um, sort of a general
culture of humanity where

P6: Ya, | agree with that. Sort of like a generdture where we're all like capitalist

P4 Ya | think, you know, homogeneity”



107

This discussion suggests that if the formation @ralution of cultures follows a social
recognition of “fundamental truth”, then the soaahstruction of cultures will ultimately
result in oné'...general culture of humanityas more people come to realize that
humans are essentially “the same”. This notion @aha@mogenous and universal culture
transcends ‘race’ and ethnicity supports the prabibsit ‘difference’ is not ‘real’ but
only socially constructed, but by adoptingaour-blindapproach to ‘race’, its very
‘real’ social implications are ignored. Howeverygi@apant 2’'s comment thét..we're
supposedo be the same(researcher emphasis added) highlights that althaligpeople
aresupposedo be the same in terms of gendi@llogical make-up, thetructural make-
up of society reveals that thisnstthe case.

Some participants suggested that ‘real’ differermstgseen groups of people are

determined by socio-economic status as opposeathte ‘race’ or ethnic characteristics.

Grpl:

P4: “...I don’t think it's so much the race thing amgre as for me socio-economic cul-, um,
status...That's more of a determinant of who or whay are than what colour skin they

are”

(and at another point)

P5: “...I'm thinking that fundamentally, uh, idenét are all the same. The only difference is
socio-economic status, and culture, culture isingtht only brings people particular
things in a particular place... for example, middkss and high class people are the
same. Taking like a high class black woman, astme time, a white woman, the only

difference is colour”

While these patrticipants challenged the essentiads‘'race’ ‘differences’ and cultural
‘differences’ between ‘races’ by suggesting thatice@conomic status is in fact the most
salient indicator of group differences, it was setdacknowledged that socio-economic
differences have historically been formed arouadét with whites being more
privileged than ‘blacks. This supports previousliimgs that suggest aodlour-blind’
approach diverts discussion away from the unjusgbhical and cumulativeconomicand
structuraladvantages of white populations (Ansell, 2004aldb detracts froreocial

differences — such as different values and presitt that some call ‘cultural differences’
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between black and white populations, that may leweloped due to differing
economic/structural demands placed on the two pdipuls.

Some participants challenged the essentialismagg’rand cultural ‘differences’
by suggesting that socio-economic standings aterbatlicators of differences between
groups of people. However, such arguments selddkmoadedged that these group
formations (historical and present) occur in acaa#® with racial distinctions. Only one
novel voice directly referred to thmstorical relationship between race and socio-
economic statusand eloquently portrayed how the politics of raesulting in structural
inequality between whites and blacks, may reallgeutie what people now consider

‘natural’ cultural differences between ‘races’.

Grp2:

P2: “...coming back to the first vignette, well ify@an’t take care of your child someone
else will. | think it sounds harsh to say it, buéy seem to be more pragmatic about these
things. The child must be taken care of. Educasgaramount. Go without in order to
give your child an education. You know, it's a difént set of values around culture. We
can’'t understand, ‘cause it's not sort of big tinve,ve got a few black friends, sort of
wow we're inter-racial. But we don't really undexst that whole sort of culture

P1: There could also be a socio-economic dimeresionnd that as well. Because
structurally blacks were discriminated againstaut® Africa and socio-economically,
what you're probably also going to see is maybefeethat are poor from black society
and people that are poor from white society anddyptobably get that same effect, that
value for education. You know that pragmatism migtually be a response to socio-

economic stress more than an actual just blacikhdewulture”

Participant 1 above de-essentialises “pragmatisd matural cultural feature of black
people by highlighting a politically-based reasdmywblack people mageedto be
pragmatic. That is, different levels of pragmatisetween black and white populations
may exist, but if they do, they are not naturaledt#nces but adaptive responses to the
snowballing effects of longstanding structural asdnomic inequalities between the
‘races’ (e.g. in terms of differences in locatieducation, employment, access to
technology, security, health, and the psychosaidfatts of being wealthy/poor).
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In addition to this singular voice highlighting tpelitics underlying supposed
‘cultural differences’ between ‘races’, another albwoice (participant 6) attempted to
highlight howpolitics, again,underlies the difference in emphasis that different

‘races’ place on culture

Grp2:

P1: “Sorry, it could almost be like white peopletsaf have no single set of culture. We are
so diverse, there’s America filtering in there iouh Africa, it's like: what is your
culture? You can’t say I'm Zulu or I'm Sotho. Cukuis not as big a thing for us white
people as it would be for like (interrupted)

P6: | think that’s because it's the hegemonic,dbminant. We’re not the minority so we're
allowed to be (interrupted)

P1: Ya there’s sort of lots of lots of constantrfead, um, of protecting a sort of minority
identity, a minority culture... | mean like | thinkeé continuation and non-
marginalisation of different cultures is importamdit for, for any one particular child,

um, | don't know if it would be that important”

Participant 6 above introduces to the discussiendba that black and white people may
value the construction of distinct racial/ethnidteres differently because of the
longstanding power dynamics between the ‘races’.refgponse is to participant 1's
observations thdt..white people sort of have no single set of cd@tuf’ , and that
“...culture is not as big a thing for us white peaplé. She suggests that white people do
not need to uphold or protect the distinctivenddbair beliefs, values or ways of
making meaning of society, due to their culturaim® and standards having pervaded
South African society and becorhe.the hegemonic, the dominant..through a history
of white political, economic and social control @k 2004). This discursive highlights
why black people may value the construction of distblack/ethnic culture more than
whites — that is, they afe..protecting a sort of minority identity, a minoyitulture...™™
rather than portraying this value for culture asgural ‘race’ difference by omitting
political motives. As discussed in section 4.2.2iore detail, a distinct ‘black/ethnic’
group identity (which may be described by blackietltulture) allows black people to
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locate ‘their’ group relative to whites, and tordiere make claims on resources and
power for ‘their’ group.

Participant 1 also reveals how this becomes a gis®@moral dilemma when put
in the context of CRA. It may be legitimate for ttasociety as a collective to fight for
black interests through t#fe.continuation and non-marginalisation.. 8f distinct
black/ethnic culture. However, enforcing that blatknic culture is upheld by black
CRA children as ‘part of this collective’, makestbé black CRA child and his/her white
parents, political objects that represent blackppes concerns about being re-subjugated
by whites through assimilation into the dominan&e$érn’ or ‘white culture’. Doing so
places “the best interests of black societyi éthics of ‘race) ahead of the best interests
of “...any one particular child”(an ethics of humanity. When placed in binary
opposition to each other like this, speakers hieséad reveal uncertainty.-. um, |
don’t know if it would be that important{researcher emphasis added) - as positioning
oneself as either ‘for the individual's interests*for the group’s interests’ involve®t
positioning oneself in the opposing camp, thergbsning oneself up to attack for being

either racist or not caring about the interestsdividual children.

4.3 “Other South Africans’ attitudes™:

Discourses about discourses of CRA in South Africa

Discourses operating within a repertoire GtHer South Africans’ attitudes” were
identified by participants’ attempts to distancerttselves somewhat from actively taking
up stances on the extent to which black cultureportant for CRA children. This was
done byreflectingupon possible discourses of CRA that either amo$ige group, or that
they believed were prominent in South African stycigVithin this repertoireCRA
becomes thdiscursive objectthrough which representations of ‘race’-related/go
dynamics can be expressed. Concurrently then, R¥% &hild and his/her parents
become politicized objects for constructing ‘racelations in South Africa in ways that
serve speaker’s ‘raced’ agendas. As such theseutses use the topic of CRA in South
Africa to either detract from or highlight ‘racedlitics, and to construct black and white
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South Africans in purposeful ways whilst maintagnia degree of distance from

responsibility for these constructions.

4.3.1 CRA is not contentious because ‘race’ is sohtentious

The discourse of “CRA is not contentious becauaeetis not contentious” was less
prominent than the following discourse (4.3.2 “CiRAontentious because ‘race’ is still
contentious”), with those utilizing it being almastclusively white participants with one
exception. The discourse suggests that CRA isowmaky problematic or received as
threatening to any groups in South Africa, becaliferences between ‘races’ are
minor or insignificant, and because racialised thinking and racisnatitedes that

are merely the responsibility of those individualsadopting them. Speakers of the
discourse appeared to use the topic of CRA to tldiscussion away from ‘race’-
relations as contentious, and direct it towardséetaelations as ‘transformed’ and
‘harmonious’, drawing on an overarching discoursmalticulturalismto explain ‘race’-
differences ointegrationisnmto dismiss cultural concerns.

Grpl:
P1: “l think it's only a problem because we maka firoblem... ‘Cause like listening to what
everyone’s saying, it's like, ‘cause we place s@memphasis on race and difference it

becomes a problem that everything is different”

Participant 1's suggestion that ‘race’ is only gesbatic when peoplé..place so much
emphasis on race and difference.iniplies that problematic differences between ‘frace
groups are only created throutgliking about ‘races’ as different. Aside from settingaup
discursive contradiction that reveals the speal@t/s acknowledgement that.
everythings different” (researcher emphasis added), suggesting thatetiffes are only
problematic because of what peop#s; effectivelynegates the possibility of
identifying real forms of structural difference between ‘races’ as a problem of
inequality.

As the only black participant to use the discouitsmay be significant to note

that participant 1 (groupl) suggested she belotged'well off” family and that she
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appeared to have difficulty negotiating this soeamnomic status with a ‘black Indian
identity’ (discussed in section 4.2.2). As suchaaknowledgement of structural
differences in South Africa as problematic, mayenbeen felt to be threatening by
creating openings for discursive attack on the lspésawealth and/or social group
alliances.

In a similar vein, some participants attempt tostorct ‘race’ and ‘difference’ as
unproblematic through illustrations of their owrspitve experiences with people who

have adopted cross-racially or &reinvolved in this kind of issue...”

Grpl:

P4 “...I'au pair for a family and their domestic wer's son, he’s very much involved in this
kind of issue because he’s being raised by theawhihily and by the black family at the
same time. And so straddling two worlds. And atdaisool, if | go and take him, most
people are so comfortable with him ... and it's vietgresting because in his school
there are many many people doing multiracial adopth\nd they're actually fine with it.
And the general pervasive sense is that, thisisittim, and that, you know if you got a

white mom or a black mom, you just, it's just thaywife is”

By providing aparticularizedexemplar as backup for her argument that CRAhis “
nornt, is not contentious and fs..just the way life is’ participant 4 is able to avoid
contradiction from other group members, and furtigge to discursively manoeuvre to
construct this as a more generalized conclusiayutiir phrases such ‘as.the general
pervasive sense...As such it appears that it is not enough forsieaker that the single
family she works for or just the CRA families aetbchool aréfine with it” , but that this
sense of comfort and normalcy with CRA should hestmicted as pervasive so as to
dismiss the possibility of contradictory evidenefdoe it arises.

In addition to constructing ‘racial’-differenceshCRA as unproblematic or non-
contentious, some participants attempted to disdiggsursive fears about aultural
genocidé of black/ethnic culture occurring in CRA, by gesting that black nannies
have provided a similar means of ‘cross-racial &éacation’ through their care of white

children in South Africa.



Grpl:
P4:

P2:
P4.

P5:

P3:
P1:

P4:
P1:
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“What about nannies though? Cos that would/dae know, where does that intersection
come in? There you've got white children essentibdling brought up by what is an
African nanny

Butin the white house

Well it's the domestic worker... | know it's nexactly what you're getting at but | think
that that is where everybodyexposed to the African culture in a way. Well not
everybody, but people in that situation

Ya, ok, | think that during apartheid we hackldblack maids in white families, ok, but
still if we look at children who grew up during thtame, seventies, eighties and early
nineties, most of them they still have that periceptl’m white, and they are black”
because they looked at the black nanny as ‘jushayi

Ya

| disagree. |, we had a domestic worker whdkemifor us for something like twenty-five
odd years. She left about five years ago and ssieddly brought my brother, my sister
and | up. And everything, | mean | could tell thiatence, she was starting to teach me
Zulu and things

Mmm

| could tell the difference between a Zulu parand a Sotho person. She would take me
places. She would, she was actually like anotheninee of our family and | don't think
that my parents; when she left our entire familgitally cried for a week ... because,
you know, | don't think our family looked at her jast a domestic worker. She even
lived; she had a room in our house that she limedind she would eat at the table with

us on some days. So, ya”

In the above conversation participants 4 sugghatsixhites are exposed to “African

culture” through black nannies and that this caedpgated to CRA adoption. When the

difference in power dynamics between a black namorking for white people and white

parents raising a black child is highlighted, pap@énts 4 and 1 attempt to dismiss this

power differential as significant by reframing tfaeial stratification of society into

different classes as a means of multicultural exposimilar to how discourses of

multiculturalismare used by whites to detract from ‘racial’ inddies (Ansell, 2004).
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Apartheid-based structuring of ‘races’ is usechdivertently highlight how
many if not most of the working-class positiongy(énannies”, “maid”, “domestic”) in
South Africa, are still reserved for ‘African blagleople in particular. However those
participants benefiting from these structures neggtio ‘African black’ people (such as
the above white and ‘Indian’ speakers), may cogstihis societal organization as
positive for ‘African blacks’ by drawing on an oaeching discourse of multiculturalism
to suggest that it allows ‘African black/ethnic tcuge’ to be ‘integrated’ into white, and in
this case ‘Indian’ households. In addition, speakdéithe discourse overlook how the
employer/employee relationship limits the nanny/dstit’s freedom to “raise” her
employer’s children in any way she sees fit, how t&lo is exposed to the culture of the
‘white/Indian family’ for whom she works only she in a position of less social power to
challenge it, and how the job may be necessaryémme but limit her availability to her
ownfamily and children. As such, speakers’ constardiand omissions negate the
racist-based structures that created these poWeratitials and therefore discursively
protect their privileged economic status that aidivem the convenience of a live-in
nanny or domestic worker. The use of the discobysa ‘black Indian’ participant in
particular, suggests that Bulhan’s (1980) iderdiiien pattern o€apitulationis still used
by some black speakers who were attributed greaitelege than ‘African blacks’ in
apartheid, to hold on to racist-derived meaningsaufial’ classification in order to
secure a degree of social power relative to ‘Afribéacks’ (Stevens, 1998; Sonn and
Fisher, 2003).

When confronted with the idea that ‘racial’ diffaoes are prominent and that
‘race’-relations involve conflict in South Africapme participants attempted to dismiss

these comments by portraying ‘race’-relations ipasitive’ light only.

Grp2:

P5: “I think it's safe to assume though that SoAififica is a boiling pot of like racial tension
and cross-culturalism and (interrupted)

P2: | think that we’re one of the most liberal nas in the world! We really are

P1: You, you're using Wits as an example, and shabt (interrupted)

P2: No, I've been to UJ as well, and | know what'sund

P1: Like I think it's quite different, like Oranje
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P2: Oranje, that's an extreme... | have a friend whietently immigrated from India, and
his is a thriving Indian community... here they'rdl steeped in tradition. It's a very
traditional Indian community. So yes there may tras Western influence but it's still
very traditional, and | think we all adapt a bithdéick culture, like we all say “Yebo”

when we answer the phone”

For participant 2 above constructitggod’ ‘race’-relations necessitates a reference to
South Africa as a “liberal nation” such that a téleconstitution may be used to negate
the fact that this may not be enacted or followedugh to people’s everyday lives. In
addition the speaker draws on an overarching disecof multiculturalism to suggest
that “Western influence” has not overpowered thepnence of tradition in black
communities, and conversely to argue thatve all (referring to whitesadapt a bit of
black culture...” Although the speaker’s portrayal of a ‘good’ SoAfrica — as
involving blacks beind...steeped in tradition...’and whites sayingY'ebo”— may be
considered confining and patronizing towards bladkaming these constructions as part
of a “liberal nation” strategically directs thenterpretation to being a positive one. As
such, the moral-social status of whites is diseetgiprotected through the construction
of whites as non-racist (supposedly non-imposiny\stern culture’) and as agents of
transformation (supposedly adopting black culture).

Some patrticipants appeared to direct conversatiouit ‘race’-relations and
‘racism’ towards docus onattitudesheld by individuals such that racialised thinking

and ‘racism’ are constructed as the responsitlitynly the person adopting them.

Grpl:

P4.: “... even if for instance say | don’t adopt adkl&hild, | still wanna change perceptions,
or make sure that my children are raised understgritlat it's ok.

(and at another point in the interview)

P3: “But when somebody looks at us, the first thitttey notice is, “ok what race is he
from?” Then what gender you are, then (interrupted)

P4.: Maybe you should own that and say that’s tts¢ ing thatyounotice

P3: I do, |
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P4 ‘cause that's not true for me... I've been braughmy whole life that race is this big
taboo, that for me has been sort of eradicated Lknow, and I've been taught
personally, that | must accept people for who thiey.. And so race isotimportant for
me when | look at the kid. And when | look at theople here

(and later)
P2: “But like is it more or less the majority thike accept that stereotype?
P3: Are we talking about individuals or are we itadkabout general society?

P4.: Well | think general society’s made up of indials, so let's say that, | think multiracial
adoption kids are gonna be interacting with indingil$ more than a group, so | think let’s
talk about individuals”

(silence)

Participants 3 and 2 above suggest that in Soutlaghkf society, ‘race’ is still used as a
prominent identifier of people, and that many peailll operate according to racialised
and ethnicised stereotypes of blacks and whitasicRant 4 however, repeatedly
discredits these suggestions that racialised thgnig a joint-societal problem that needs
addressing at a structural (rather than simplwiddial attitudinal) level. She does so by
firstly attacking the social-moral integrity of piaipant 3 to discredit hef (. maybe you
should own that and say it’s the first thing tlgati notice...”). Secondly, she implies that
non-racism is simply constituted in an acceptariqgeeople using acolour-blind’
approach to ‘race’, such that speakers adoptimglaur-cognizant’ approach, are
constructed as ‘racist®l(ve been taught personally, that | must accepople for who
they are...so race is not important for me when klabthe kid...}. Thirdly, she decides
for the group that discussion should only focushenindividual as the object of interest
regarding ‘race’ and CRA (..general society’s made up of individuals...multiedc
adoption kids are gonna be interacting with indiats more than a group, so | think
let’s talk about individuals.. ). It is noteworthy that participant 4’s decisiantalk only
about individuals is followed by a silence in theyp. Ultimately such a focus
effectively silences voices that would like to ravand acknowledge those race
differences and inequalities that do exist.

Locating problems of ‘race’ within individuals’ d@ttdes negates the significance

of inequality between ‘races’ in political and eoamic structures as well as social
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discourse, and allows speakers to refuse respbtysibr inequality or for transformation
in society by constructing their own personal atté as ‘non prejudiced’. This confirms
thata liberal ethic of individual freedorfGray et al., 2005), or discourses tbhampion
individualism(Collier, 2005; Wale and Foster, 2007) that proteetstatus quo of white
dominance, persist in discourses about CRA, amahatiély serve to bolster the power of

racist ideology.

4.3.2 CRA is contentious because ‘race’ is stilhtentious
The discourse of “CRA is contentious because ‘réstill contentious” was fairly
prominent in the talk of both black and white papants in all three groups. This
discourse suggests that racialisation and racisnstdr prominent in South Africa such
that society continues to viewhite and black people as ‘different’and thatacist
ideals and occurrences persistAs such, it suggests that CRA causes strongiosact
from people regarding ‘race’ because it confroheseé persistent fissions, and reveals the
fears of black and white groups in a supposedhsfaaming and integrating post-
apartheid South Africa.

The first main way in which participants appea@donstruct ‘race’ as
contentious in South Africa was to refer to whatyrha thought of as “discourses of

difference” to illustrate how South Africans stitlink dichotomously about ‘race’.

Grpl:

P3: “...well take for example my sister; she’s gadbcoed children and | know its quite hard
for them, at school, often people like say to th&thmt can’t be your mother”.

(and at another point in the interview)

P3: “...Um, so lets consider this: if we're talkiagout a white family adopting black children
we still using those old terms, you know, whitegdi. That just shows that we're still
thinking in terms of colour

P2: Subconsciously, black/white economy, poor rich”

Grp2:

P5: “But also like, it's interesting that they saioin, by adopting a black child shows that we
are changing, we not just like an apartheid couatrymore. But like, in so many ways

people are still like, you know, “that’s a blackrt to do, that's a white thing to say,
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that's like a black shop to shop at, that's a wpieson’s shop”. Like | catch taxis and
from black and white people, they're like “Are yotazy?!” or like “Why do you do
that?” So like why do we have to be like so masg-like separate?”

Grpl:

P5: Um, maar the majority of white people are stifjregated and the majority of black
people are still segregated. And Indians, like agiso, there is a section called like
Ennerdale ...And only Indian peoples stays there. thed Kagiso the other section,

black people stay there. Segregation. So stillegggion of black, white, Indian.

The above speakers portray the country as staakiglised, with people’s expectations
as to what constitutes ‘normal’ South African sogigeing thought of as separate for
black and white people, as well as being sepafatditer along the lines of apartheid-
based ‘race’ classifications. Participants sugtiedtthese expectations of separateness
pervade many areas of society, including familyctrres {...often people like say to
them, “that can’t be your mother’y;, ways of classifying peoplé.(.we still using those
old terms, you know, white, black),.economic statuses. (.black/white economy,
poor/rich”), general way of life“(..people are still like, you know, “that’s a blatking
to do, that’s a white thing to say.)."and ‘normal’ spaces to occugy.(that’s like a
black shop to shop at, that’s a white person’s Shapd”“...So still segregation of black,
white, Indian”). This shows how people continue to refer to défece in terms gblace
privilege/lack of privilegeand'race’ (Leibowitz et al., 2007) and how the social group
label of ‘race’ continues to be prominent in dissau(Goldschmidt, 2003).

While not absolute, there did appear to be a patiEwhite participants using
this discourse to focus on these “discourses ¢érdice” more than they did on
“discourses of racism” which were mainly alludedtoblack participants. While many
white speakers are willing to acknowledge that Ba\ftican society is still divided
along ‘racial’ lines, they may be loathe to highligvays in whichracismpersists. This
again highlights a pattern denialof the effects of racism identified in white discse
(Leibowitz et al., 2007; Wale and Foster, 2007)chisuggests that they fear being
positioned as joint perpetrators of racism throsgth an acknowledgement.

The second main way in which predominantly bladkip@ants construct ‘race’

as contentious in South Africa then, is to illustravays in which racism persists and to
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suggest that white discourses of racism and bledodrses of disassociation with white

in response to racism, have been passed on toxtgererations from their

predecessors.
Grp3:
P5: “...I'd like to go back to your point you knowh@ut racial construction, the construction

P1:
Grpl:
P3:

Grp3:
P4.

of race and that sort of thing. And say that, titige, the only reason that these things are
important is because we've been raised in a wohdre;, you know, race is a very
important thing. So the truth of the matter isesen if, you know, even if the child is
very comfortable with white people and so on, th@live in a world that will see them
as black, whether they think of themselves as btaaiot. Race will definitely come in to
play, even in their interactions with people, sfiped or not. Because even superficial
interactions with people, you know carry some aggions and what-not. | mean for
instance, | know having worked in a book storegtaf white people who approach me
would assume that | wouldn’t be able to help themauld assume that I'm stupid or |
speak to them and they, you know they sort of nedpo a very, what, patronizing way
or that sort of thing. So your race definitely &esr you know the colour of your skin

It carries a lot”

“Ya, and we are getting better, | think, esalgiooking at children now. But we have
still got to consider that the parents of thosédcbih who've still got, you know that way
of looking at things, to consider that parentsstileteaching their children those views.

And yes, it's up to the child whether they acceptrinot, but it’s still getting said”

“um, | was gonna say that a lot of the ideas We have about blackness, about, and on
the other end about white people, come from mylfamind | was thinking about our
apartheid past. A whole lot of us were not evempor when we were small little
children at that time, but we still have this irdbtbat a white person is, ag, you don’t
relate to that person the same way as a black pdrsgause those ideas from the past |
carry through from generation to generation. Ikhirmean | was reading a book, it's
um, white people have been in a superior positidslack people from decades, a whole
lot of years! And black people the opposite fromtele lot of years. And that has been
carried through in the family generation and geti@neand generation. And | mean that’s
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why right now, | mean I'm sure it's difficult for ite people as well to sort of think as

themselves as equal. I'm sure there is that thiaggomehow “I'm better™

Participant 5 (group 3) suggests that althoughe’ratay be a social construction (as
opposed to a biological entity), racialised thirkjmervades society to such an extent that
the individual cannot evade the meanings and pgdions that others will assign to
them because of their skin colour‘asthey still live in a world that will see them as
black, whether they think of themselves as blagtott. As such, the speaker highlights
the power of ‘race’ discourses to position blackpde, regardless of whether or not they
identify with such a position, as illustrated by fpeaker’s experience of being ‘placed’
in a position of inferiority by white customers iacf on racist constructions of blacks as
“stupid” or unlearned in literature.

In a similar vein, participant 3 (group 1) and apiant 4 (group3) highlight the
power offamily to entrench beliefs about ‘race’ and attitudesatas different ‘races’
through intergenerational discourse. They sugdpst in spite of current younger
generations being less influenced“byr apartheid past”than previous generations,
South Africa’s history of racist division and th&sequent organization of South
Africans into rivaling black and white groups, dowies to influence how children think
about their ‘own’ and ‘other’ ‘race’ groups througlhat their parents teach them about
‘race’. More specifically, it is suggested thatisae towards blacks has resulted in black
children being taught that they will be able tatelto other black people better than to
white people, and in white children being taughthiok of themselves as being better
than black people.

Drawing on constructions of South Africa as saltially divided and still fraught
with racist ideals and practices, participantsnagiied to explainwhy CRA is therefore
contentiousfor many South Africans as it is viewed gsdditical ‘racial’ eventthat
confronts the fears of white and black groups ur frominent ways, supporting
Dubinsky’s (2007) suggestion that CRA ‘black chéidrbecome political objects in

discourse.
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Firstly, participants suggested that CRA may lesveid as political statement
by white liberals wishing to gain for themselves a social moral hggbund with regards
to ‘race’ in post-apartheid South Africa.

Grp2:

P6: I just find it quite interesting, like how ysay, “is it a good thing?”. Like there’s a kind
of, a kind of moral judgement attached to it, goodbad. | mean like when a couple is
desperate for a child, they want a child and tlegypanon-cross-racially, it's not seen as
a ‘good thing’, well | don’t think as much. Like #&mngelina Jolie thing saving the world.
And it’'s interesting that there are those kind afrafs”

Grp3:

P3: | think another thing that may come acrossass, a romanticisation of “ oh well, I'm

white. And if | adopt a black kid I'm all for thainbow nation”, you know

(little laugh)
P4: Ya. Points!
P1: Points to me!

P3: Let me take them shopping and put them thdrat'Sjust one other social thing that may
come across

P1: Like trying to be nice. In society, in sociébybe looked at as a Samaritan

P3: Like a liberal type of, “eh, check it out! Blkapeople, I've got black babies too!”

P1: Yeah, like “I've got black friends!”

P3: Like, “I'm not like those white people! I'm het”

Participant 5 (group 2) addresses how discoursatdbRA often has...a kind of moral
judgement attached to it, good or bad..irf comparison to discourse about same-‘race’
adoption which seems to be approached in a morelipoeutral way. This comparison
suggests that it is the inclusion of the ‘race’gmaeter with adoption in CRA that
provokes people to take an approving or disappgpstance towards it, and highlights
how CRA then becomes a vehicle through which tHeigoof ‘race’ acts to construct
white and black people in various ways.

The above two extracts consider how CRA may begderd as a way for white
people to construct themselves in a positive ligigarding ‘race’-relations in South

Africa. Participant 5 (group 2) alludes to one prthis ‘positive’ construction being
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“...Like an Angelina Jolie thing saving the world,.Whereby white adopters of black
children are portrayed as the children’s savioaltsading to an awareness of the
“rescue” narrativein CRA discourse (Dubinsky, 2007). THrescue” narrative
effectively makes of CRA a whiteumanitarianeffort, and black orphans are constructed
as helpless and hopeless without the rescue dble aad caring white adopter to ‘step-
in” and help with this ‘black problem’ (as discudsa more detail in section 4.3.3).

In group 3, participants suggest that white pegphedtives for CRA of a black
child may also include a desire to be socially peted as progressive in terms of ‘race’-
relations in South Africa, such that they wisheoeive social applaud for ‘integrating’
with another ‘race’. Participants suggest thatéHpssitive’ constructions of CRA white
parents may be used by them (and by extension magdd by all whites approving of
CRA), as what Moos and Mwaba (2007) suggestidence of whites rejecting racism
Many of the current participants challenged thisstanuction as an accurate portrayal of
whites motives, and suggested that whites may ddagss-racially’ (or approve of
CRA) to set themselves apart from other whitesauat® Africa —“...Like, “I'm not like
those white people! I'm better This effectively allows them to disassociate thelves
from responsibility or accountability for racismai@ing the moral high-ground over
other whites and discursively aligning oneself witiitically powerful blacks in these
ways, may be a means by which white people in gpattheid South Africa address
their social fears of assailment by black peoplestriibution for white people’s
oppression of black society.

Secondly, it was suggested that some black pengaleobject to CRA for reasons

of jealousy or resentment.

Grp3:

P1: “Ya | think most black people that | have enteved, the outlook that they have of a
child that's been raised by a white family is ttiety have an unfair advantage, like in
economical background and backing that they hadedrad most black children have not
had. It's, “why should this specific black child bkeosen to have the advantages, while
there're so many dying, and so many that are liuingpe streets of Jo’burg? Why does
this specific one get all these advantages?” Aatighwvhen the child starts being

ostracized by the same black communities that beldtbe identifying with...”
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Although seldom brought up by participants in thieiviews, it was occasionally
suggested that some black people may feel that RIRZ children have an “unfair
advantage” in terms of economic advantages madessitde to them, over other
orphaned black children. Although it was suggesitatithis discourse compares black
CRA children to black orphans, when consideredhénlight of current structural
contexts in South Africa, it is possible that thecdurse ultimatelypoints to the
unfairnessof socio-economic patterns of inequality between \aéthy and poor black
groups in South Africa. When this is taken into accouhg discourse may highlight the
difficulty that the majority of black South Africarhave experienced in trying to access
economic advantages for themselves (Ansell, 2004).

As such, it alludes to possible black fears of bégft out of or left behind
processes of redress and black economic upliftnasnfany of these processes are
perceived to have provided what were historicalhtevadvantages to only a minority of
black people — people who are no more “specialieserving of them than other black
people in South Africa. In a similar way, CRA blattildren may be seen to be given
access to advantages through being adopted inite'f@milies’ when they are no more
deserving of them or more “special” than other blelildren. This politicization of CRA
by equating CRA black children with wealthy bladciety, and black orphans with the
majority of the black population who lack econoradvantage, is illustrated in the
speaker’s last line where she points out thatnbistheorphanswho ostracize the CRA
black child, but the black community as a wholepvaine concurrently constructed as the
same and therefore as equally deserving of advenbygsuggesting that the CRA black
child should bedentifyingwith them.

Thirdly, participants suggested that some whitelaladk South Africans perceive
CRA as strange or threatening to what they consideormal’, ‘natural’ and ‘correct’
way of life, according to an understanding tihate’ and culture are essentially
different for whites and blacks.
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Grpl:

P4 “...it's the same thing with adoption. It's likedl very good and well, but people do get
offended for some very bizarre reason. ‘cause“likgy would you wanna go and do
that?”. That's the response that a lot of peopterdeen they say “oh we're adopting a
black kid”, “but why?”, “like can’t you have youmm?”

P2: “Have you put requests in at the white orphafidg

(and at another point in the interview)

P3: “...you do get those, kind of right- wing whitegple, you know, who wanna beat up any
black person they see. They might be even moratémed by a black child in a white
family, so they might, | mean this black child migjet beaten up. | mean it's not just a
case of, “oh you have a black mother, ag shanmt, itis “you threatening our
lifestyles! You intervening in our, our culture, va@ould you?!" and get beaten up and
all that. And also from the other side, black peamuld say, “no you the wrong
culture!”...

Grp3:

P5: “To the extent though that | would even say, thl, black kids will at times be rejected
by black people, if they've been raised in whitenes. They'll be rejected you know by
black people ‘cause they're sort of seen as havirgprt of these white values and not
as, like respecting their elders, you know theydeen raised in a culture you know very

different to a culture that a black child, you kn@shkould have been raised in”

In group 1 participants 4 and 2 suggest that sommtewweople consider CRA to b a last
resort for white parents who want to adopt a cbilvho cannot give birth themselves.
This suggests that a discourse of CRA exists thiastcucts a black child as something
less than a ‘perfect’ or 'ideal’ son or daughtarvidhite parents and that something must
be ‘wrong’ (such as an inability to conceive orttivhite orphans are not available for
adoption) for whites to ‘settle’ for a black chilarticipant 3 (group 1) and participant 5
(group 3) suggest that social discourses of CRAtekat construct it as deviant or going
against the natural order of things such that peomy feel that the ‘proper’ ways of
living for black and white people (that is, as sepely and/or with different cultures) are
disturbed when CRA takes place. These discoursas gipon constructions of identity,
family and culture being defined by biology (dissed in section 4.2.1) and imply that

many South Africans may fear that their ‘own’ ‘rageoup or racialised perception of
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culture (both black and white) is somehow taintechfsinged upon when black children
are raised by white parents.

This third fear pre-empts the final fear particifgareferred to when discussing
South Africans’ discourses of CRA, but is more sipeadly a fear held by black groups,

that CRA results in acultural genocidé of black culture.

Grp3:

P2: “...And a lot of people are against — okalot of people — some people are
against that because they're like “oh, just ‘caiheg’re white they think they can just
flash their money and just come to Africa and tdieeblack kids!”, or, “why are they
taking them?”, like they kind of don’t agree”

Grp2:

P1: “I think as well like we have take cognizané¢he context, like of a certain racial group.
Like what would it look like if we were cross-raltygexperiencing that kind of adoption.
From the vignette it says white people adoptingklao; you know you have to put
yourself in their shoes. You know, sometimes itiite} you feel like you feel like you
maybe being assimilated into a dominant cultureteovd would it feel for us, like let's
say, China comes over and starts changing our émyeguand starts adopting children and
you start feeling you're losing your sense of sghfjr identity”

Grp3:

P2: “Ya, wouldn’t you say that this is a presslik& social pressure, that being expected

like, ‘cause you're a Zulu, to know this and thigldahat... Therefore if you're raised up
by a white family, nobody in that family knew abahibse things to begin with so
nobody taught you those things... | just feel igaf, it's more like fear of losing the
blackness

P5: Mmm, ya

P2: of the South African people’s blackness. Wiy see a child with like white parents,
they think, “oh my goodness! Now, like minus ondha black!”

P5: Exactly”

(and later)

P4. Ok, the one thing that I've realized about kl&outh Africans is that thing that, it's
fighting against being Westernised. This wholedhbf, we're losing our culture, our

African culture, and we now have this thing thatsféen culture is better than African
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culture. And um | think that in society there Wikt that notion that our culture is being
distilled now because of cross-racial adoptionl féel like society, especially on the
side of black South Africans, um they feel that ouiture is just being taken away from
us, you know. Everything is just being Westerniaed this idea that Western is better
than African, and people actually wanting to gokoaied say, “actually that's not the

case”

The above extracts illustrate participants perosgtthat some black South Africans
disapprove of CRA because of a view that it is amsethrough which the dominance of
“Western culture” over “African culture” is perpetied by raising black children in a
‘white culture’, suggesting that concerns abautltural genocidé mentioned in the
literature about CRA (Hollingsworth, 1999), mayjilitnate black South Africans’
discourses about CRA too. Participants suggesstrat black people see black children
as ‘belonging to Africa’ or to black communitiestorblack society as a whole ‘race’,
such that CRA is constructed as a political assauthese groups and their endeavours
for equality through the “taking away” of ‘black dhes’ from them. This discourse of
CRA reveals black fears that black/ethnic cultuilve overpowered by Westernisation
as black people come to adopt modern ways of itethat whites may use their
historically-based discursive association with ‘Yées culture’ and modernity, to dismiss
any differing values of black groups or to dismasy claims that they may make on
structural resources as a distinct group (discussatbre detail in section 4.2.2 and
4.2.3).

4.3.3 The black response is big but the problerbigger

The discourse of “the black response is big buptiedlem is bigger” was used almost
exclusively by black participants, with one exceptito suggest théack people do,
and have respondedo a great extent, to the needs of orphaned dhidétiren in South
Africa. However, this discourse also suggeststtimimmense number of children
becoming orphaned — sometimes referred to as tiphdo crisis” (Roby and Shaw,

2006) in South Africa — confounded by structuramfies to black communities and
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family networks, has come to result in theseds far outweighing the resources
available to these communities and networks, witictvto assist them.

This discourse presupposes an underlying discair€®A that was only once
alluded to in the three interviews through questipased in the group of white

participants only.

Grp2:
P2: “...it's interesting what you say when black pleagee white couples adopting black
children; if they've got a problem with that, whgrdt theyadopt more black children,

why are black orphanages so full then?”

The discourse of “the black response is big buptioblem is bigger” is therefore a
response to this anticipated question which constais blacks as perpetrators of the
“orphan crisis” in South Africa. The responses to this anticipéedusation’ involved
a discursivalefenceof black populations in the face of the “orpharsisti. Whilst this
was predominantly achieved through teeconstruction of black people’s roles in this
issue that emphasized the great extent to whiakldegphans have been incorporated
into the households of their extended familiegas also done by highlighting the

minimal extent to which whites have in fact adoptesks-‘racially’.

Grpl:

P5: “Um, ok, maar | see with segregation and adapiivhat is happening is onbnewhite
family goes out and takes ordyeblack child (*gore), amoungst ten families only one
family adopted a black child, so that thing witlysgation is still there. Unlike if it was
like seven families out of ten and it was like thlack children, ya, that would be

different”

Although the above speaker’s immediate intenticio smphasize how little CRA has
impacted upon patterns of segregation between l@ladkvhite people in South Africa, it
concurrently highlights the fact that vdegwwhite people have addressed South Africa’s

“orphan crisis” by adopting black children.
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By reconsidering the definition of adoption to ¢ non-formalized ways of

taking-in or taking care of children, participahtghlight the ways in whicmanyblack

orphans have in fact been supported by black corirasior their extended black family

in a variety of ways.

Grp2:
P6:

Grp3:
P6:

P5:

P1:
P5:
P1:

P5:

“l was like thinking... About sort of formal adign and sort of an idea of adoption, and
the first thing is, there’s traditionally, in, infAcan cultures, almost like a fluid kind of
natural adoption process that takes place. Notofpdtoesn't go through social services.
A child who'’s in need of looking after and food ahds a next door neighbour, would go
over there. So it would be interesting to, sonvben we talk about sort of formal
adoption, how do South Africans understand adoptidn

“Back at home, thank you, you find that chitdeze being taken in. you don't call it
adoption or the orphan, there’s no such in traditid\frican culture. If you lose a
mother, ‘cause I'm your sister or I'm your auntyill take you in, and that's how it's
been working long ago and now and now

Ya | mean definitely | think | agree with yduhink that this first part (vignette one)
does have a point to make. Um, I'd even say thait af black people still to this day
don’t believe in adoption. | mean just speakingpown parents,, they'll tell you that
um, we, | mean, as black people you know thatiietining happens to your brother, or
to your sister or whoever else, then you, thenwibiutake care of their kids anyway. Or
even if, you know, even if the parents are alrahdye as is the situation in a lot of
homes where, maybe the parents are unemployether,efou know, that sort of thing,
parents usually will take, you know, are alreadyrtg care of sort of the extended family
members and children anyway. So, ya

It's almost like automatic

Exactly, it is automatic. It's not somethingttlyou have to think about

You don’t think about, just do it

| think that’s the problem right now, right. dhthink that's the point that they're trying
to make here (vignette one). That it seems thahibt really possible anymore. People

are still doing it, but I think it's not possible & greater degree because so many adults
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P5:
P6:

P6:

P1:
P6:

P3:

P1:

P3:

P6:
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are dying. That's why then, that's why we have smynorphans, what? 6 million? |
think 11 million AIDS orphans? You know, so

| think that then that, that’s the crux of thatter, that as you're saying, perhaps it's not
happening today. In such cases

Well it's still happening but not to as great

Not to the extent of the needs

...You sometimes find that, um, children who hnaniseholds and what-not, fine there
may be no adults in the house, but the communitywakole, maybe the next door
neighbour, will be the one looking over the houselamd will come themselves over to
the house sometimes or something like that

There is some kind of support

So they may not be taken in like they comelinder my house or my roof, but there is a
community as a whole of sorts, and the neighbotin@aunt who lives in the next
township will always come every weekend and chetkem. ‘cause sometimes you

find that in one house

It's too much to take in

There’s absolutely no way that you'll find timt& black community, children heading a

household and no-one actually helping out. Thatigdssible

| just wonder then why so many children ofati€aded households then are forced to

work and quit school, as is the current state

You have to look at it realistically. Just beg@ I’'m your aunt or I'm your neighbour and
I’'m helping out, doesn’t mean I'm rich or I've gethough money to help everyone in the

household

Although speakers tend to refer to ‘traditionaliédn culture’ to describe how black

populations have managed the care of orphanedrehild anon-formalized way, the

immediate intention is not to focus on whether air ‘traditional African culture’ is

prevalent or relevant in modern or urbanized castéas was the concern of participant

3 group 3 discussed in section 4.2.3), but totilaie how black populatiorigave

historically andcontinue toaddress the needs of orphaned black childrergteat

extent, even if this has not been called “adoption”
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These illustrations refute constructions of blaekge as disinterested in and
unsympathetic to the needs of black orphans, amdaok orphans as reliant upon the
‘humanitarian’ efforts of white people to have theeeds met. This is done by
illustrating ways in which black peopt® take care of black children without parents,
such as participant 5’'s commeht, as black people you know that if something happens
to your brother, or to your sister or whoever eldeen you, then you will take care of
their kids anyway...’and participant 6’'s commerit,. children who run households and
what-not, fine there may be no adults in the hobaethe community as a whole, maybe
the next door neighbour, will be the one lookingrahe household and will come
themselves over to the house sometimes or somdikerigat”.

These examples portray black people taking actidretp when others are faced
with adversity such that black families and comntigsiare constructed as having a
strong sense of social responsibility for one aeoth does however appear that a
possible distinction is drawn between the actikenao assist fellow orphaned or
struggling community members and the action takeassist orphaned or struggling
relatives. This distinction is created by particifgasuggestion thdt,..If you lose a
mother, ‘cause I'm your sister or I'm your auntyill take you in ...} whereas the same
is not assumed to be an “automatic” process fonamp who are not a part of the
extended family. That is, neighbours and the comtyp@s a whole may assist “child-
headed households”, but they are not automatieajpected to be taken in or held
responsible for their care, as‘anaunt in a neighbouring village...fnight be. This
suggests that laelief of biological relatednesgreminiscent of the value for common
ancestry discussed in section 4.21By still be an important marker of who may be
understood as a part ofamily unit.

In addition to constructing black society as\adii addressing the needs of black
orphans, this discourse also addressed the undleitfect that the number of black
orphans in South Africa has steadily grown to aganount over the last few decades.

In contrast to participant 2 (group 2) who implieédt this amount may berasult
of black people not adopting black orphans, thésalirse suggests that the “orphan
crisis” persistsn spiteof black people’s attempts to address it. As shehdiscourse

effectively directs blame away from black peopletfe large numbers of orphans and
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considers hovbroader social problems and structuregsuch as HIV/AIDS, poverty
and the effects of social migration and urbanizgtimave come to result in a depletion of
available extended family networks to absorb orglaniack children into, as well as a
limited amount of resources with which to provide these orphans. These observations
allude to the idea that it is ultimatgbpvertythat diminishes the ability of black families
to take in their orphaned relatives, as suggestdatiéjoint discursive effect of the
following two statements'...People are still doing it, but I think it's notogsible to a
greater degree because so many adults are dyingnd®... Just because I'm your aunt
or I'm your neighbour and I'm helping out, doesmiean I'm rich or I've got enough
money to help everyone in the householdiese constructions of the “orphan crisis” in
South Africa therefore suggest a discursive awaenéfindings by Schroeder and
Nichola (2006) and Roby and Shaw (2006) which rethesd poor black communities are
most adversely affected by HIV/AIDS such that moféheir adults die from it than in
wealthy and/or white communities. Not only does tigisult in more orphans arising in
poor black communities, but it also means thateremsmmunities and extended family
around them are likely to be poor as well, anchayafore have the least amount of
resources at hand for their care. In this way trplian crisis” ige-constructed as a
result of the cumulative effects of socio-econodeéicit that have most adversely
affected black communities due to apartheid ancefgercussions, rather than as a result
of callous attitudes held by black people towangshans.

As such the discourse provides a novel voice astastfer discourses about
CRA, through which black speakatemonstrate opposition to negative constructions
of blacks, by countering them with constructions of bladksttare positive and that
imbue them with power. As such it reveals how béadspond to racist ideology through
the strategy ohgencythat is also identified by Collier (2005) and Leitz et al. (2007).

This chapter on results and discussion has presémedindings from the analysis
of the three focus group discussions on CRA. Inf@élewing chapter conclusions will

be drawn about these findings in relation to tls2aech aims.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS

This chapter begins with presenting the conclustrag/n from the results and
discussion chapter about the ideological effecdisfourses found, followed by a
description of how these conclusions can be cledtand compared with those drawn
from other research discussed in the literature. ilifplications, limitations and
suggestions of the research are then discussedwdfich a concluding summary is
provided.

5.1 Conclusions drawn from Report

In order to draw conclusions about what the dissesiidentified in chapter 4 may reveal
about South African society, this section highlgytite main ideological implications of
these discourses with regards to ‘race’ and racism.

Firstly the prominent use of the repertoire thfe’ best interests of the cHiloly
both black and white participants indicates a p&xeaconstruction of childhood as
valuable and vulnerable, such that ‘good’ or ‘stigiegitimate’ people will prioritise the
needs of children above other social concerns.Kspgan behalf of the CRA child
therefore seems to be frequently used to negatenhiecations that a speaker’s opinion
may have regarding ‘race’-relations and racist iogpin the country, because (on the
surface at leasthildhood is given greater social significance thammace’. This makes
of the CRA child a useful discursive object throwghich ‘race’ can surreptitiously be
commented upon.

White South Africans in particular appear to chotmseouch aressentialisation
of ‘race’ within a liberal rhetoric of choicethat draws omulticulturalist discourses.
In this way white speakers may use the discoursexgiosure offers choice” to deflect
accusations of racism by constructing themselvémamg a high regard for cultural
diversity. They also appear to rely uponeamphasis on white familiesrelationship-
oriented resources that are based on psychologiekindividualism, to defend the
discourse of “white family trumps black culturehi$ selective emphasis results in a
relative devaluing of black culture, a positive staction of whites as rescuers of blacks,
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and a detraction from the structural/material irsdigies that have afforded whites the
privileges that enable them to be in an economsitjonm to adopt.

Black South Africans also appear to use the repertd “the best interests of the
child” to construct culture as an essentialisedliesof ‘race’ and detract from ‘race’-
based agendas, but the discourse of “black seeksank” seems to serve a very
different purpose to that of “exposure offers clbdidnstead black speakers appear to be
much more concerned witlpholding the social desirability of blacknesgo maintain
social power. In this waseconstructing black asnot inferior to white concurrently
implies that blacks are deserving of equal powerstatus in South Africa.

Of significance within the repertoire of “the baserests of the child”, were the
presence of counter voices that emerged in resmordgepposition to the
aforementioned discourses. These appear to bebyszdhinority of South Africans —
both black and white — to suggest tmate’ should not be the determinant for what
culture a child is raised inor exposed to and therefagfectively to de-racialise and
de-culturalise blackness

Secondly, participants used the repertoirekofotving who you afego construct
particular meanings of personal identity in relatio ‘race’ and of its role in an
individual’s sense of well-being. By presentinggéeneanings of identity as
representations of how identities ‘naturally’ exad placing an abstract moral
responsibility on parents to make sure their childnowthis, speakers are able to
detract from the racialised histories and politmgéndas that may underlie how they
choose to view identity.

The discourse of “identity, family and culture arenutable” was used to justify
arguments for exposing CRA black children to blaagkure byconstructing the ‘true
nature’ of identity, family and culture as products of ‘race’ and ethnicity. It is
possible that the topic at hand (CRA) made it dififi to distinguish discourses of
essentialising and non-essentialising from discsidf identity, and in fact it is possibly
both that are explored in discussion. The dis@appears to be used less by white
speakers who may be more hyper-vigilant about mggasting that black and white
groups are biologically different in any regardtlasis can easily invite accusations of

racism. However, some white participants’ may ti$e constructvhite and black
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social ‘differences’ as naturally rather than politically derived, allowing them to
sidestep accountability for the marginalizatiorbtzficks based on culture. It also
discursively excludes blacks from current econoamd social structures that may have
originated with Westernisation, by intimating thia¢se are incongruent with black
people’s culture.

The noticeably more prominent use of the discohysklack participants
suggests that constructing identity, family andunél as innate properties of ‘race’ and/or
ethnicity, may serve a politically-motivated blagdoup agenda. With the construct of
family being revered in all societies, it is po$sithat thesupposedfamilial
relationships of ethnic groups, allows such groupaccess to greater legitimacy,
loyalty and subsequently greater social power, thathe category of ‘race’'which has
lost legitimacy as a biological marker of groupritigy. By constructing black and white
people agssentiallydifferent through ethnic heritage, a more compgllilack identity
is defined in order to unite black people into a ldck group — that is, personal
identity becomes defined by the social identity dface’. This black identity may be
used by black South Africans to position themselsea strong and united force relative
to whites, in order to argue for equal social (atiothately economic) status. Similarly,
the discourse of “distinct black/ethnic cultures && identified in South Africa” may
attempt to preserve this politically powerful const of a black identity by describing it
in terms of black culture. This appears to be dondescribing black culture in terms
of traditional customs that are historically located in black comunities, thereby
resisting assimilation into Western culture asgedavith white oppression. White
speakers on the other hand, appeaietrribe black culture in terms of lower socio-
economic statuswith the possible political agenda for doing sduiding a desire to
protect white privilege by constructing black pdyeas a natural, inevitable consequence
of black culture, and ultimately of blackness.

Within this second repertoire, however, a strorgistance to essentialsed
constructions of ‘raced’-identity and ‘raced’-cukappear to be present in counter
voices suggesting that “difference’ is socially swacted”. These counter voices may
operate in a variety of ways. Firstly, individuaéntity and culture may be seen as

products of experienceand socialengagemensuch that they ameot biological
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characteristics of skin-colour or family-genetigcondly, they suggest that, because
culture is socially constructed, its parametersigeawith contextual changes such that
different cultures in South Africa are neither static nor absolutely distinct from one
another. And thirdly, (although far less frequently), theyggest that salient
‘differences’ between black and white populatioleexist, but are due to the cumulative
effects of racism in socio-political and socio-egomnc inequalities, such thaupposed
‘cultural differences’ between ‘races’ may really eflect adaptive responses to their
differing political, social and economic statuses

In the third prominent repertoire, participants eged to attempt to distance
themselves from accountability for the social ahebiogical effects of their ‘race’-based
opinions, by framing them as reflections otffer South Africans’ attitudestowards
‘race’ and CRA. In the discourse of “CRA is not tamious because ‘race’ is not
contentious” for example, predominantly white spaakor speakers from historically
more privileged group than black ‘African’ Southrisiins e.g. ‘Indian’) magonstruct
race-relations as much improved and positive in Sdh Africa. As such, ‘race’-
differences and ‘race’-group concerns are insigaiit, andacialisation and racism
are attitudinal problems of only the individuals acdopting them. In such a society, the
status quo need not be challenged, and whitesmaedae called upon to contribute to
any structural transformation/ integration, so lasghey show an attitude of “colour-
blind” acceptance towards people of all ‘racesmigirly, by constructing society as
comfortable with CRA, ‘race’ is dismissed as beimgortant to South Africans, such
that ‘race’-differences are discursively evaded @whde privilege remains out-of-the-
radar as a target for change.

Conversely, the discourse of “CRA is contentiousase ‘race’ is still
contentious” provided counter voices to those aoicihg ‘race’-relations as innocuous.
Participants using it construct&duth Africa as a country that is still divided alag
lines of ‘race’ in many aspects of lifeBlack participants in particular placed a greater
emphasis on constructing it as fraught with radisals, hostility between ‘races’ and
occurrences of racism, revealing a relative sileamengst whites on the topic. By
operating through the repertoire aither South Africans’ attitudes” towards CRA,
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speakers are effectively able to have what mayheewf their own fears and concerns
expressed in discourse.

Based on these impressions, participants refeoréalir major ways in which
CRA is therefore contentious for black and whiteitBoAfricans, each of which revealed
an underlying fear or concern about the plightré or both of these ‘race’ groups in the
current post-apartheid context. Firstly it was segigd that ‘liberal’ whites may approve
of CRA as an ‘humanitarian’ and ‘racially-progres&siact, in order talistance
themselves from ‘other’ whites who are consideredacist, and thereby protect
themselves from being held accountable for the imjglations of a racist history.
Secondly it was suggested that some blacks magtdioj€€RA due to their resentment of
the CRA black child’s ‘unfair economic advantagesoother black orphans, and
possibly alluding to the way in whicledress and black economic upliftment have
only markedly benefited a minority of black people such that the majority are still at
an ‘unfair’ economic disadvantage. Thirdly it waggested that some people from both
black and white groups in South Africa persisthait understandings of ‘race’ and
culture as essentially different for black and wipeople, such that thggrceive CRA
as an aberration of sorts, one that threatens thenatural’ order of how families
should be constituted and children should be raisedith regards to ‘race’. Finally it
was suggested that black people in particular nisgpgrove of CRA when it is
perceived as a form 6€ultural genocide” in that black/ethnic culture loses social
prominence when black CRA children are raisedwhée or Western culturegvealing
blacks’ fears that they will concurrently lose soal esteem and power as a distinct
group in South African society,

Finally, the discourse of “ the black responseigsiut the problem is bigger”,
appears to provide a novel counter voice to thesvilayvhich discourses of CRA
constructe whites as powerful and benevolent, #ackb as helpless and callous,
regarding black orphans. Black South Africans mayehfar more invested in using this
discourse at it effectivelgesponds to an anticipated discursive attack on btk
society for ‘not adopting’ enough black children This discourse was used to
reconstruct black people as socially responsiblegsponsive and compassionate in

the face of South Africa’s “orphan crisis” by showing how they have responded (to a
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much greater extent than white society) to the s@&dblack orphans. In addition it was
used tadeflect blame away from black societyor the large amount of black orphans in
the country, by highlighting how the “orphan crisisay be seen as a result of the
cumulative effects of poverty which persists inngemost prominent in black
communities.

When one views the different discourses (withgirtdominant repertoires) in
relation to the pervading questionhaiw important it is that a ‘black’ child be raiséad a
‘black culture’, the following conclusions may be drawn. Thereegpgo be two
overarching “camps” of discourse, with most speskscillating somewhere between
the two with varying effects on the bolstering ballenging of racist ideology,
depending how they are used. These camps are bagdehlsin that they reflect
primary ideological thinking in what people may swer a “natural” world or way to be.
The one camp suggests that ultimately, ‘race’fea#ure that delineates intrinsic, vital
and even sacred differences between whites anlid)land the other camp suggests that
the only meaning ‘race’ has is through it's sociahstruction. Whilst this second camp
was certainly prominent in a variety of the moreafic critical discourses that
participants engaged with, it's weighting was sligantly less in comparison to the

multitude of discourses that seem to continue és¢mt ‘race’ as essentialised.

5.2 Findings in relation to Existing Research

This section of the conclusion organizes the cachs drawn from the results and
discussion into patterns of discursive and idedalgeffect, and relates the discourses,
discursive strategies and ideological effects ifiedtin perceptions about CRA, to
findings from social psychology’s previous researtb ‘race’-related discourses in
post-apartheid South Africa.

Firstly the current research correlates with presibndings that suggest whites
(and occasionally those blacks constructed as mugerAfrican blacks’ by apartheid
classification systems) continue to use discoursairreptitious (and even self-
unacknowledged ways) to promote constructions dfestas liberal, avoid accusations
of racism or the illegitimacy of white privilegen@to subsequently protect a privileged
white status. The current research identified ikeutsive use omulticulturalism
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(Ansell, 2004)]iberal rhetorics of ‘choice(Painter and Baldwin, 2004), promoting
individualisticideals (Collier, 2005; Wale and Foster, 20@&nouncement of ‘race’
recognition(Ansell, 2004) avoidance/deniabf the effects of racism and apartheid
(Leibowitz et al., 2007; Wale and Foster, 2007) ‘ardcue” narratives(Robus and
MacLeod, 2006; Dubinsky, 2007; Wale and Foster,72@dd thus indicating their
perpetuated prominence in discourses about CRA.

Secondly the current research supports previod#igs that suggest blacks are
concerned with protecting a ‘black group identityorder to oppose racism, and
promote the improvement of black standing in soaral structural realms. This study
found that many black discourses suggestsiricang identification with other blacks
accompanied bglisapproval of blacks who identify with white stardb and values
were used by blacks in discourse to resa@atk agencyn operation to oppose
“whiteness ideologies” (Collier, 2005). It also falthat black students appear to adopt
Bulhan’s (1980) patterns oévitalizationandradicalization(Moosa and Frijhon, 1997)
in attempts to negotiate what it means to adoptemdirban spaces and positive
features of ‘Western culture’ without being assated into it as the dominant culture.
Regarding discourses utilized by blacks to consthe meaning of being black, the
current research also observed how Mmotsemme’§AGlings thathe meaning of
blackness is fluid, inconsistently defined and wadéid by its social usefulness in
particular contextslt should however be noted that some black ppérds resisted this
idea in an attempt construct black culture andridg as consistent so that they may be
used for group organization relative to whites. Theent research also suggests that the
racist meanings attached to ‘different’ black greupapartheid, may be used by
participants an attempt to secure for themselvesedand of social power through an
association with white€Stevens, 1998).

Thirdly the current research correlates with prasifindings that suggest that
discourses of racialisation persist in contempo&uoyth African society, and that a great
deal of these are now realized throughetimicisation and culturalisation of ‘race’

This suggests that social characteristics thahdedthnic groups and the social norms,
beliefs and behaviours that define particular ceduhave become significant markers of

‘identity’ that come to replace the term “race"discourse (Essed, 1991; Stevens,
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Franchi and Swart, 2006; Painter and Baldwin, 2@4rheim, 2005; Goldschmidt,
2003; Robus and MacLeod, 2006; Duncan, 2001).

Finally the arguments and points of interest plervawithin the literature about
CRA, correlate with the prevalent discourses al@i& in South Africa that were
identified in the current study. Similarities aevealed in an emphasis on the well-being
and psycho-social development of the CRA ‘childd avhich make arguments the
best interests of the chilés with the current research these argumentsttendntre
around the importance of black culture for the bIERA child, with similar variations in
constructions of identity relative to ‘race’, asllas similar inconsistencies in the
meanings made of ‘group identities’ being noticeglilooperstein, 1998; Vonk, 2001,
Bradley and Hawkins-Leon, 2002; Frasch and Bro2@83; Roby and Shaw, 2006).
Similarities are also revealed in discussions emigireg the socio-economic conditions
underlying the prevalence of black orphans in Aff8outh Africa (Roby and Shaw,
2006; Freeman and Nkomo, 2006; Schroeder and NicB6D6). However the current
research’s emphasis on socio-economic conditioegpéain the social phenomenon of
CRA was predominantly used by black participantstetating with Ansell’s (2004)
finding that black speakers’ highlight structuraqualities more than whites (Ansell,
2004).

Similarities between literature on CRA and findiredshe current research are
also found in the ways that the CRA black childdiees a socio-political object that
reveals black and white social fears and aspirat{fPubinsky, 2007). Most prominently,
both identify CRA narratives of “rescue” that camst white parents as the saviours of
their black children (Dubinsky, 2007), and CRA madifres of “kidnap” that construct
CRA as a form of ‘cultural genocide’ that ‘stediéack bodies from black groups
(Dubinsky, 2007; Hollingsworth, 1999).

The current research, however, diverges somewiat firevious research into
people’s attitudes towards CRA which suggestedhtzatks with higher education are
more accepting of the prospect of adoption by peopltside of their extended family
(Freeman and Nkomo, 2006), that university studexwsaled overwhelmingly positive
responses to CRA (Whatley, et al., 2003; Moos ambé, 2007), and that black South

Africans view ‘CRA’ as white people’s rejection i@gicism and as ‘race’-relations being



140

positively transformed in South Africa (Moos and kflva, 2007). Discourses identified
in the current research suggest that, althoughipesittitudes towards CRA may exist
for both black and white students, this patterin iso way overwhelming as many
discourses reveal a problematisation of CRA and i®yractice reveals ways in which
whites and blacks are still divided in society.

Another noticeable divergence (rather than comttimeh) of the current research
relative to previous research, is that the curseuidy attempts to place a great deal more
emphasis on identifying possible counter voicesranel counter voices to prominent
discourses that racialise or support racist ideoldg such it highlights how discourses
of deracialisation, non-essentialism, acknowledgiregpolitics and economics of ‘race’
and culture, acknowledging the persistence of gggi@ and racism, and reconstructing
blacks as bearers of social responsibility and egeare also present in current

discourses of ‘race’ and ‘race’-relations, evendf as prominent.

5.3 Implications, Limitations and Suggestions

The current research therefore allows for the ifleation of discourses, discursive
strategies and their subsequent social and idesa@beffects relative to ‘racist ideology,
that are prominent in South African student’s tabtout CRA. It reveals that processes of
racialisation appear to persist in both black ahitevSouth Africans’ talk about CRA

and that both groups utilise constructolture and ethnicity to do this.

White people appear to be more preoccupied withiculduralism and
constructions of whites as ‘liberal’, to positidremselves as non-racist. However they
continue to enforce racist ideology primarily thgbudiscourses that detract from the
structural inequalities between ‘race’ groups, #rad allow them to sidestep
accountability for the prevalence of racism or ¢basequences of apartheid. Black
people on the other hand, appear more preoccuptbctonstructing blackness as
socially desirable, positive, and in no way infetio whiteness, as indicated by a greater
attachment to constructs of black culture and ithetiiat seem to be useful discursive
tools in a political striving for equality. Signifant counter voices to these discourses did

emerge in prominent challenges to the idea thae'rathnicity and culture are intrinsic
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and immutable features of people. Less promineng Wee occasional counter voices
that suggested these constructs are neverthelgsgepg because of the ways in which
they may be used to either challenge ‘racially’ndenl inequalities between groups, or to
fuel the prominence of racist ideology in society.

As such, the findings unmask some of the surrepistways in which racist
discourses operate in society to re-inscribe raeitdbn and/or protect patterns of
inequality between whites and ‘blacks. By also haitting the counter voices that exist
which deracialiseandoppos€racist’ ideology, the research also points tadisive
spaces in which both black and white people cahdigency for resistance to racism,
rather than be confined to roles of ‘victim’ anefpetrator’ respectively.

Whilst the research does attempt to provide agejpih and comprehensive
account of meanings the three focus groups of mdggh students made of ‘race’,
racism and CRA, the extent to which these mearongseir patterns of organization
may be viewed as a reflection of discourses in ggseciety, is limited. This is because
the group of psychology students who participatethe study represent a very distinct
‘group’ with exposure to tertiary education as vaslwell as principles of psychology —
both of which may affect the discourses used bglsgrs. In addition, (and as discussed
in more detail in section 3.9 on researcher refigy), the findings and conclusions
presented in this report are limited by the spedifierests of the researcher and the way
in which they were organised. Issues of languaggion, education, urban versus rural
upbringing, and xenophobia for example were perinam® prominent in the discussions
than was able to be accounted for in the currgmrteAs such, the current research does
not adequately address the myriad of ways in wthiese constructs and conditions
intersect with issues of ‘race’, identity, racisndaCRA in South Africa.

As such, it is suggested that future research'iat®’ and ‘race’-relations should
focus their attentions in the direction of otheu®oAfrican contexts by including
participants from other disciplines, with differdavels of education and from less
urbanised areas. It is also suggested that thiesgiahs focus on patterns of
racialisation, ethnicisation and culturalisatioriside of the topic of CRA, so that social
scientists may continue to identify (and subsedueallenge or re-enforce) how these

are used by people to protect white privilege @npote the improvement of blacks’
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social and structural conditions. Such researcthtatso attempt to account for the ways
in which the aforementioned constructs (e.g. laggueeligion, education) intersect with
South Africans’ understandings about self, idenfaynily and ‘race’. In particular this
research would also benefit from a greater explamaif the ways in which black and
white people make meanings of the concept of “fghmil relation to the concept of
“ethnicity” in South Africa, and what the implicahs of these meanings are for ‘race’-
relations in the country, as well as for relatibesween different ethnic groups in South
Africa. Finally it is suggested that further resgainto CRA needs to be conducted in
South Africa as the current literature on CRA esgly based on European and
American contexts and therefore cannot accourth®unique historical and structural

conditions that underly CRA in South Africa.

5.4 Concluding Summary

In conclusion then, this study aimed to exploresgae ways in which racist ideology
and counter voices to this ideology are playedmdiscourses about CRA in the current
post-apartheid context of South Africa where, isveaplained, racialisation and racism
persist. Understandings about ‘race’ and familyeretplained from social
constructionist perspective in the literature reyi®llowed by an account of the
progression of discourses about ‘race’ over timég@country, as well as of research into
these discourses in South Africa after aparthene. [iterature then discussed the
individual-, economic-, and socio-politically-oriewl discourses about CRA that are
prominent in literature as well as some of theasdedone into perceptions of CRA.
Following social constructionism as an epistemalagposition, the next section on
methods looked at how qualitative methods and tecies of focus group interviews and
discourse analysis were used to collect and andfserespectively, from black and
white psychology students and following what theesecher considered to be ethically
sound procedures. The results of this analysis ywe®ented in the report section and
centred on the pervasive question about the impecetaf black culture for a black CRA
child that was found to be underlying most of theups’ discussions. These discourses

tended to be formed within three overarching repess: arguing for the “best interests
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of the child”, “knowing who you are” based on varsomeanings of ‘raced’ identity, and
commenting ondther South Africans’ attitudes” towards CRA and ‘rageSouth

Africa. The analysis revealed that while discoursescialisation persist in the
ethnicisation and culturalisation of ‘race’ by bdlack and white students, counter
voices to these emerge in prominent challengdsa@s$sentialism and immutability of
‘race’, ethnicity and culture, and in occasiondtramvledgements of the political purpose
and utility of these constructs. Finally conclus@bout the social and ideological effects
of these discourses were drawn, revealing how wiaippear more preoccupied with
appearing non-racist and with detracting from aat®of racism, and how blacks appear
more preoccupied with constructing a distinct anclaly desirable black identity that
allows them position themselves against whitedriisgs for equality. The researcher
then attempted to compare these conclusions toquesgtudies’ findings, followed by a
discussion on the implications and limitationstof tesearch, as well as suggestions as to

what directions future research in the field mitgtie.
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APPENDIX A: Vignettes



Vignettes:
(1) (Roby and Shaw, 2006)

In traditional African culture there were “no orpisd, as parentless children were cared
for within kin systems. Throughout sub-Saharandsfiioday, extended families are
caring for more than 90 percent of orphaned childHowever, with the death of so
many adults, few can afford to support extra ckidrand those who take in orphans face
worse poverty and challenges in meeting even lesads. The once seemingly limitless
network of extended family... is depleting becaofsmigration, Westernisation,

demographic changes and AIDS.

(2) (Hollingsworth, 1999)

The NABSW indicated that African American childreould receive a total sense of
themselves and develop a sound projection of thaire only in African American
families. The organisation also asserted that lrhuman beings are products of their
environment and develop their sense of valuesudés, and self-concepts within their
own family structure... black children in white heswould be cut off from the healthy
development of themselves as black people... linttiwidual is to develop an African
American self-identity, it is necessary that itdeguired in a family in which African
Americans are present.

(Hollingsworth, 1999)

(3) (Moos and Mwaba, 2007)

The argument that black children adopted by wlateifies may be at risk of losing their
culture was rejected by the majority of particigart may well be that, for most black
South Africans, who until recently suffered the hiiation of racial discrimination,
transracial adoption represents rejection of panaftist practices among whites. The
adoption of a black child by a white person magéen by black South Africans as the

most convincing evidence of change regarding ralaions in the country.



APPENDIX B: Interview Guide



Proposed questions to be asked of participants im€us groups:

* Do you have any thoughts or opinions about theaetdrjust read?
* What do think are the upsides and downsides of @R2outh Africa now?
- Effects on individual development
- Effects on identity
- Effects on socialization
- Effects on family systems
- Effects on various communities
- Effects on culture
- Effects on society / economics

* What should parents who have adopted cross-racatigider when raising their
child? Are there any particular things they shadakk into consideration? If yes,
what and why? If not why not?

* How important are ‘race’, ‘culture’, ‘ethnicity’ iIiCRA? Do they play a role? If so
what role? If not why not?

» If a person was in a position where he/she hadmsider adopting cross-racially:
What do you think he/she might worry about or migiatke him/her
hesitate/reconsider? What do you think might makeidea more appealing to
him/her?

* How do you think a person might feel if a family miger of his/hers had a baby
that they could not keep for some reason and wantkdve the baby cross-
racially adopted? What might be difficult for theily? What might be

comforting for them?



APPENDIX C: Head of School Permission Request



UNIVERSITY
[;D OF THE
A WITWATERSRAND,
W JOHANNESBURG

~a School of Human and Community Developn
Private Bag 3, Wits 2050, Johannesburg, South &
Tel: (011) 7174500 Fax: (011) 71-4559
Email: 018lucy@muse.wits.ac

Dear Head of School,

My name is Victoria Hall, and | am conducting reséaor the purposes of obtaining a psychol
Masters degree at the University of the Witwaterd

My study hopes to address a need for more res@awhace and racialisation in ft-apartheid South
Africa. | am interested in understanding some efghrceptions students have towards «-racial
adoption in the country and | would like to do thislooking at opinions of students from groups:
were disadvantaged by apartheid those that were privileged by it. | will be loogiat what peopl
think about cross racial adoption in general, hiogytthink this impacts on society, and w
implications they think it may have for ‘identit

| am requesting your permission to invite studéms your school to participate in this stus
Although | would prefer to approach third year ospgraduate classes, | am also willing to ac
access to first or second year classes shouldghertones not be possible. Participation in my rese
will entail being interviewed in a focus group ofd10 students of the university by myself, anaet
and place that is convenient for the student aadther group members. The interview will laor no
more than two hours. With their permission thigimatew will be recorded in order to ensure accur
Participation is voluntary, and there are no direstts or benefits to participating in the studymiBarly
no one will be advantaged or disantaged by choosing not to. Students may refuaaswer an
questions they would prefer not to, and may cheosathdraw from the study at any point with¢
consequence. It is not anticipated that they witlezience any distress as a result of titerview, but
participants will nevertheless be debriefed atathe and referred to the CCDU for free counselir
necessary.

Because the interview involves group discussiortjgigants cannot remain anonymous. | w
however commit to keeping theresponses confidential, and no information thatdalentify them
will be included in the research report. Becausdidentiality is also reliant on the members of
focus group upholding it, participants will be régd to sign a form before the erview agreeing to
not divulge any personal information shared. Therinew material (tapes and transcripts) will nei
seen or heard by any person at any time otherrttyaelf and my supervisor, and will be kept i
secure location in my home, to destroyed upon my qualification.



The results of the research will be reported iaseearch report, which will be given to my research
supervisor. Should participants require feedbactheroutcomes of the research, my email addres$s wil
be provided to request this and | will provide fieack to interested participants when the research i
complete in the form of a one-page summary. A fémegort on the research and its outcomes will also
be available from the test library in the psychgldgpartment of the University of the Witwatersrand

Please feel free to contact my supervisor or melghgu have any further enquiries. Your permission
to address students in your school and the namié oélevant course coordinators | should contact
should this be given would be greatly appreciated.

Kind Regards,

Victoria Hall
hallv@science.pg.wits.ac.za

072 229 1302

Supervised by: Garth Stevens
Senior Lecturer — Psychology Department
University of the Witwatersrand
(011) 717-4535
Garth.Stevens@wits.ac.za
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UNIVERSITY
[;D OF THE
A WITWATERSRAND,
W JOHANNESBURG

~a School of Human and Community Developn

Private Bag 3, Wits 2050, Johannesburg, South &
Tel: (011) 7174500 Fax: (011) 71-4559
Email: 018lucy@muse.wits.ac

Hello,
My name is Victoria Hall, and | am conducting reséaor the purposes of obtaining a psychol
Masters degree at the University of the Witwaterdr

My study hopes to address a need for more res@ahace and racialisation in p-apartheid South
Africa. | am interested in understanding some efgghrceptions students have towards «-racial
adoption in the country and | would like to do thislooking at opinions of students from groups:
were disadvantaged by apartheid and those thie privileged by it. | will be looking at what pee
think about cross racial adoption in general, hiogytthink this impacts on society, and w
implications they think it may have for ‘identit

| would like to invite you to participate in thitusly. This will entail being interviewed in a focus g
of 6 to 10 students of the university by myselfadime and place that is convenient for you am
other group members. The interview will last formore than two hours. With your permission
interview will be recorded in order to ensure aecyr Participation is voluntary, and there are mead
risks or benefits to participating in the studymiarly no one will be advantaged or disadvantagg
choosing not to. You may refuse to ansany questions you would prefer not to, and you oteyose
to withdraw from the study at any point without sequence. It is not anticipated that you
experience any distress as a result of the intenbait participants will nevertheless be debrir at the
end and referred to the CCDU for free counselingeidessar)

Because the interview involves group discussiortjgiants cannot remain anonymous. | w
however commit to keeping your responses confiderand no information that could ntify you will
be included in the research report. Because cartfaly is also reliant on the members of the f®
group upholding it, participants will be requireddign a form before the interview agreeing to
divulge any personal informationared. The interview material (tapes and transgripi not be seel
or heard by any person at any time other than rhgsel my supervisor, and will be kept in a sec
location in my home, to be destroyed upon my qgicalifon.

The results of the reaech will be reported in a research report, whidhbe given to my researc
supervisor. Should you require feedback on thearnés of the research, my email address has
provided to request this and | will provide feedb&z interested participas when the research
complete in the form of a orage summary. A formal report on the research tnolitcomes will als
be available from the test library in the psychgldgpartment of the University of the Witwatersri



10

If you choose to participate in the study pleasgtact me via e-mail dtallv@science.pg.wits.ac.za
You can also leave me your contact details andl lcantact you if you have further enquiries.
Your participation in this study would be greatfypaeciated.

Kind Regards,

Victoria Hall
hallv@science.pg.wits.ac.za

Supervised by: Garth Stevens
Senior Lecturer — Psychology Department
University of the Witwatersrand
(011) 717-4535
Garth.Stevens@wits.ac.za
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Focus Group Consent Form

(Interview)

I cons@atrticipating in a focus group
interview with fellow wits students conducted byckdria Hall for her study on
‘perceptions of cross-racial adoption in South édti

| understand that:

- There are no direct risks or benefits to partakmthis study

- Participation in this interview is voluntary.

- That I may refuse to answer any questions | wotddiep not to.

- I may withdraw from the study at any time.

- No information that may identify me will be includién the transcripts or
research report, and my responses will remain denfial.

- Direct quotes from the focus group may be useti@résearch report but that
these will not include identifying details.

- The researcher cannot guarantee complete confaigntiue to this being reliant
on fellow group members upholding it.

Signed
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Focus Group Consent Form

(Recording)

I conséne tmcus group interview with
Victoria Hall for her study on ‘perceptions of csasmcial adoption in South Africa’ being
tape-recorded. | understand that:

- The tapes and transcripts will be kept in a semgation in the researcher’'s home
and will only be heard and seen by the researaiésapervisor, and not by any
other person at any time.

- All tape recordings will be destroyed upon quaéfion of the researcher.

- No identifying information will be used in the tisoripts or the research report.

- Any direct quotes from the focus group materidl mot include identifying
details.

Signed
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Focus Group Consent Form

(Participant Confidentiality)

I agreenadiphe participant
confidentiality expected of me regarding the fogusup interview with Victoria Hall for
her study on ‘perceptions of cross-racial adopino8outh Africa’. | understand that:

- I will not divulge any personal information emgrg in the group interview to
anyone else at any time after the interview.

Signed




