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ABSTRACT 

 

This thesis has been written in partial fulfillment of the requirements of a masters 

programme in intercultural communication. The study focuses on aspects of linguistic 

communication, specifically in media discourse, where “cultural boundaries” are 

determined by sexual difference and where much misunderstanding appears to be 

founded in different conceptions of homosexuality. I have investigated the theoretical 

frameworks within which discursive reflection on homosexuality can be studied from 

an interdisciplinary perspective. The research examines reports in a student 

newspaper that topicalise homosexuality; it also considers reports that are part of a 

discourse in which communication takes place between a heterosexual majority and a 

homosexual minority. Reports that were published across a period of five years were 

examined, in order to determine whether there has been any development in the 

discourse.  

This investigation of a particular kind of intercultural media discourse has been 

augmented by investigating attitudes towards the minority group by means of a 

questionnaire, designed by Kite and Deaux (1986: 137). This questionnaire was 

distributed among 240 students in an attempt to determine whether their reported 

attitudes coincide with those reported in the media. Despite the fact that 

homosexuality was removed from the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 

Disorders (DSM) more than 30 years ago, reports of homophobic violence and 

attitudes in news media reveal that a significant percentage of the population still 

views homosexuality as an illness, a psychological disorder or as sin.  

The aim of this thesis was to examine the possible (re)enforcement of such 

homophobic ideologies in news media, as well as the possible (re)enforcement of 

increasingly tolerant ideologies, by making use of frameworks developed within 

Critical Discourse Analysis, by van Dijk (1998) and Gelber (2002). While the results 

of the media analysis indicate a growing acceptance of homosexuality, the survey 

results reveal that the majority of the heterosexual students surveyed still maintain 



homophobic attitudes. Furthermore, discrepancies in the survey results reveal the 

complex nature of such attitudes. 



ABSTRAK 

 

Hierdie tesis is geskryf in gedeeltelike voldoening aan die vereistes van ‘n 

meestersprogram in interkulturele kommunikasie. Die studie is gerig op aspekte van 

talige kommunikasie, spesifiek in media diskoers, waar “kulurele grense” bepaal word 

deur seksuele verskille en waar dit blyk dat baie misverstand die gevolg is van 

verskillende konsepsies van homoseksualiteit. Ek het die teoretiese raamwerk ondersoek 

waarbinne diskoers wat handel oor homoseksualiteit bestudeer kan word vanuit ‘n 

interdisiplinêre perspektief. Die navorsing analiseer berigte van ‘n studentekoerant wat 

homoseksualiteit as onderwerp aanspreek; dit gee ook aandag aan berigte wat deel 

uitmaak van ‘n diskoers waarbinne kommunikasie plaasvind tussen ‘n heteroseksuele 

meerderheid en ‘n homoseksuele minderheid. Berigte wat oor ‘n tydperk van vyf jaar 

verskyn het is ondersoek om te bepaal of daar enige ontwikkeling in die diskoers 

plaasgevind het. 

 

Hierdie ondersoek van ‘n bepaalde soort interulturele media diskoers is aangevul deur ‘n 

opname oor houdings tenoor die minderheidsgroep aan die hand van ‘n vraelys, ontwerp 

deur Kite en Deaux (1986: 137). Hierdie vraelys is versprei onder 240 studente om te 

bepaal of houdings wat hulle so uitspreek ooreenstem met dié in die media. Ten spyte van 

die feit dat homoseksualiteit meer as 30 jaar gelede verwyder is uit Die Diagnostiese en 

Statistiese Handleiding vir Geestesversteurings (DSM), wys verslae oor homofobiese 

geweld en houdings in die media dat ‘n beduidende persentasie van die bevolking steeds 

homoseksualiteit as ’n siekte, ‘n sielundige steurnis, of as sonde beskou. 

 

Die doel van hierdie tesis was om die moontlike versterking van sulke homofobiese 

ideologieë in die nuusmedia, sowel as die moontlike versterking van toenemend tolerante 

ideologieë, te ondersoek deur gebruik te maak van raamwerke wat ontwikkel is binne 

Kritiese Diskoers Analise, deur van Dijk (1998) en Gelber (2002). Terwyl die resultate 

van die media analise wys op ‘n groeiende aanvaarding van homoseksualiteit, dui die 

resultate van die vraelys daarop dat die meeste heteroseksuele studente wat ondervra is 



steeds homofobiese houdings onderhou. Verder dui die teenstrydighede in die vraelys se 

resultate op die komplekse aard van sulke houdings. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1   INTRODUCTION 

This thesis will report on research done in a programme that focuses on various aspects of 

intercultural communication. The definition of intercultural communication standardly 

accepted refers to communication across cultural boundaries, using a shared language. In 

some cases a lingua franca is used, in others a shared language which is first language to one 

speaker and second language to another. Two of the central features of intercultural 

communication relate to (i) differences among cultures in organizing the discourse of 

particular public institutions, such as media discourse, and (ii) misunderstandings across 

cultures caused by different conceptions of the norms of discourse as well as social norms of 

acceptable behaviour. This study focuses on linguistic communication, specifically as 

reported in media discourse, where the “cultural boundaries” are determined by difference in 

sexual orientation and where much misunderstanding appears to be founded in different 

conceptions of homosexuality. I have investigated reports in a student newspaper that not 

only topicalise homosexuality, but can in fact be considered as a discourse in which 

communication between a heterosexual majority and a homosexual minority takes place. 

Such investigation of intercultural media discourse has been augmented by checking attitudes 

towards the minority group by means of a questionnaire.  

Throughout the course of this study, a reaction I was often met with was “What does 

homosexuality have to do with me?” Sedgwick (1990: 2) refers to such a view that issues 

surrounding homosexuality are of active importance only to a small, fixed homosexual 

minority, as the “minoritising” view of sexual definition. In contrast to this, she proposes the 

“universalizing” view of sexual definition, in which the continuing, determinative importance 

of these issues in the lives of people right across the spectrum of sexualities is recognised. 

Despite the fact that homosexuality was removed from the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual 

of Mental Disorders (DSM) more than thirty years ago, reports of homophobic violence and 

attitudes in news media reveal that a significant percentage of the population still views 

homosexuality as an illness, a psychological disorder or as “sin”. The relative stability of 
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these attitudes over time reveals a minoritising view of sexuality, in which the homophobic 

individual fails to recognise that the problem lies with him/her, rather than with the 

homosexual individual. 

Isaacs and McKendrick (1992: x) report that an estimated one out of ten South Africans has a 

homosexual identity. Gibson (1989: 114) reports that gay and lesbian youths are three times 

more likely than others to attempt and commit suicide, that up to 30% of teen suicides are gay 

or lesbian, and that a third of gay and lesbian youths interviewed report that they have 

attempted suicide. When these figures are brought together, it is revealed that an estimated 

1.6 million South Africans are likely to attempt suicide in their youth as a direct result of the 

stigmatisation they are subjected to because of their sexual orientation. 

In light of these statistics, it is clear that the issue of homosexual tolerance on a university 

campus is not only important to the homosexual community, but to every member of society 

with a vested interest in the safety and well-being of young people. 

This study aims to investigate and report on the works of several theorists who have 

contributed to the understanding of homosexuality and homophobia in terms of the 

relationship between discourse and ideology. The study further aims to conduct a qualitative 

analysis of ideologies expressed in printed campus news media in an attempt to reveal the 

attitudes heterosexual students have towards homosexuality. These attitudes will be 

compared to those revealed in a quantitative survey conducted on campus, which is 

specifically designed to measure attitudes towards homosexuality. 

The aim of the study is thus to explore (i) theoretical work on the relationship between 

discourse and ideology, (ii) media discourse in a student newspaper that confirms or contests 

prejudice in relation to homosexuality among students, and (iii) the attitudes of current 

heterosexual Stellenbosch students toward their homosexual counterparts. Attitudes 

articulated in newspaper reports and in questionnaires among current students will be 

compared and interpreted with a view to establishing first the characterising features of the 

discourse, and second the extent to which stereotyping of or prejudice against minority 

groups is linguistically constructed and perpetuated.   
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1.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESIS 

The research questions of the study are as follows: 

(i) What is the relationship between the discourse surrounding a phenomenon, and 

the attitudes towards that phenomenon? 

(ii) What is the nature of the attitudes shown by heterosexual students to their 

homosexual counterparts in student media discourse? 

(iii) Has there been a development in the discourse across the past five years? 

(iv) Do the attitudes reflected in student news media coincide with perspectives 

reported in current attitude surveys? 

The working hypothesis is that an analysis of student news media will reflect a dominantly 

homophobic student community, but that publications made across the past five years will 

reveal a growing tolerance of homosexuality on campus. Furthermore, it is anticipated that 

perspectives reported in anonymous attitude surveys will be more homophobic than those 

reported in student news media. 

1.3 BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

This study focuses on student media discourse where various aspects of homosexuality are 

topicalised. It has an interest in the use of language related to labelling, defining, stereotyping 

and constructing social identities of minority groups, here specifically a minority in terms of 

sexual orientation. As an introduction to this study a brief exposition is given of social, 

psychological and historical perspectives on the phenomenon of homosexuality in the past 

century. This will serve to determine the context in which reflection on very recent and 

current student attitudes to homosexuals have been developed and articulated. 

“Homosexuality” is the word coined by Hungarian theorist Karl Maria Kertbeny in 1869 to 

refer to sexual orientations to persons of the same sex (Weeks 1981: 76). Although 

homosexuality as a distinct category of sexual orientation was only conceptualised in the late 

1800s, there is strong evidence that distinct homosexual subcultures existed as early as the 

late 1600s. By the mid 1800s, there was a bubbling of “debate, notation and classification” 

associated with theorists such as Casper, Tardieu and later also Freud, who sought to 

categorise what was then known as the “contrary sexual instinct” (Weeks 1981: 82). 
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The growing discourse surrounding this topic, coupled with the scientific research of the time 

and the coinage of the word “homosexual” lead to the emergence of the medical model of 

homosexuality (Weeks 1981: 82). The medical model conceptualises homosexuality as a 

“condition”, “abnormality” or “disorder”, and represents a shift from condemnation based on 

notions of sin to condemnation based on notions of illness (Weeks 1981: 86). 

In 1884, a well-respected medical doctor in Britain, Sir George Savage, wrote an article about 

homosexuality, and wondered whether “this perversion is as rare as it appears”. By 1908, the 

developments in the discourse related to this topic was remarkable, to such an extent that 

Edward Carpenter noted “the subject has great actuality and is pressing upon us from all 

sides” (Carpenter 1908: 9). 

Upon review, the history of homosexuality reveals an intricate relationship between the 

medicalisation of homosexuality and the discourse related to various aspects of the 

phenomenon. Post-modern theorists such as Mead, Derrida and Foucault propose that 

historically produced stigmatising concepts such as those used to define homosexuality are 

reflected in and reinforced by dominant discourses in societies (cf. Mead 1974: 164; Derrida 

1988: 18). In his controversial 1948 publication “Sexual Behaviour in the Human Male”, 

Alfred Kinsey calls for abolishment of the term “homosexual” in favour of the more 

descriptive “individuals who have had a certain amount of heterosexual experience and 

certain amounts of homosexual experience” (Kinsey et al. 1948: 663). 

Kinsey was one of the first theorists to make reference to the negative impact of labelling 

individuals as “homosexual”, and wrote that one of the factors that materially contributes to 

the development of exclusively homosexual histories, is the ostracism which society imposes 

upon one who is discovered to have had perhaps “no more than a lone experience” (Kinsey et 

al 1948: 663). Although he was not a sociologist, many theorists credit Kinsey with 

foreseeing what came to be known as the “labelling perspective” in the 1960s (Plummer 

1981: 17). 

In 1965, Michael Schofield, writing under the alias Gordon Westwood, produced the 

following theory of labelling: “Homosexuality in itself has only a minor effect upon the 

development of the personality. But the attitudes, not of the homosexual but of other people 

towards him create a stress situation which can have a profound effect upon personality 
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development and can lead to a character deterioration of a kind which prohibits effective 

integration with the community” (Schofield 1965: 203). 

The labelling perspective allowed a shift away from questions of the aetiology (cause) of 

homosexuality, to questions of the aetiology of society’s response towards homosexual 

individuals. This conceptualisation of the homophobic individual, as pathological, rather than 

the homosexual, and the subsequent self-labelling of homosexual individuals as “gay” had a 

similar but opposite effect to the medicalisation of homosexuality nearly one hundred years 

previously (Weeks 1981: 82). For the first time, character traits of homophobic individuals, 

such as authoritarianism, cognitive restriction and gender anxiety could be satisfactorily 

identified and addressed, and the oppression of homosexuals has come to be considered as 

pathological, rather than the homosexuals themselves (Plummer 1981: 62). 

This study aims to conduct a qualitative analysis of ideologies expressed in campus news 

media, in an attempt to reveal the attitudes heterosexual students have towards 

homosexuality. Tools from the field of Critical Discourse Analysis will be implemented in 

the ideological analysis of media publications. Critical Discourse Analysis represents an 

outgrowth of the works of British and Australian pioneers of Critical Linguistics, such as 

Fowler and Kress, in convergence with the works of British discourse analyst Fairclough, and 

Dutch text linguist van Dijk, and has become the standard framework for studying media 

texts in linguistics and discourse studies (Bell and Garret 1998: 6).  

Within this framework, discourse is not viewed as an “intervening variable” between media 

institutions and an audience, but as a central and manifest cultural and social product through 

which meanings and ideologies are expressed or (re-)produced (van Dijk 1985: 5). 

This conceptualisation of discourse as a social product facilitates the socio-political agenda of 

Critical Discourse Analysis, namely to discover and bear witness to unequal relations of 

power which underlie ways of talking in a society, and to reveal the role of discourse in 

challenging socio-political dominance. The analysis of media publications is a particular 

interest of Critical Discourse Analysis, because of the manifestly pivotal role of the media as 

a discourse-bearing institution (Bell and Garret 1998: 6). 
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1.4   CHAPTER LAYOUT 

Chapter one serves as an introductory chapter, in which the research questions and working 

hypothesis are stated. In addition to this, a background to the study is sketched, and a 

terminological clarification provided. Chapter two reviews the theoretical work of two critical 

discourse analysts, namely van Dijk and Gelber. These scholars’ work provide the main 

theoretical framework for the analysis of the media texts. Chapters three to five provide a 

review of various theoretical perspectives that interdisciplinarily situate the discourses related 

to homosexuality on university campuses. Chapter three gives an overview of the theoretical 

work of four symbolic interactionists, namely Mead, Blumer, Derrida and Foucault. Chapter 

four introduces the debate between essentialism and constructionism, and reviews the 

theoretical work of four queer theorists, namely McIntosh, Weeks, Plummer and Ault. 

Chapter five provides an overview of the theoretical work of three linguists, namely 

Goffman, Butler and Sedgwick. Chapter six provides an overview of the methodology used 

in this study, in terms of aims, sampling, participants, procedure, instruments and credibility 

and ethical considerations. It already anticipates the analyses that are specifically presented in 

chapter seven. Chapter seven presents a discussion of the findings of the study. The core of 

the study focuses on a linguistic analysis of media reports. Additionally, the results of a 

questionnaire are presented as a means of assessing the findings of the media analysis. 

Chapter eight concludes the study by referring to general significance of the findings and 

pointing to further research possibilities. A significant portion of this study focuses on the 

works of theorists who have conceptualised homosexuality as a social product, and attitudes 

towards homosexuality as being constructed by and reinforced through discourse. This 

conceptualisation provides the basis of the study, as ideologies reflected in student news 

media are taken to be both reflective of and formative in the attitudes of heterosexual students 

towards their homosexual counterparts. 

1.5  TERMINOLOGICAL CLARIFICATION 

Deconstruction:  This term refers to the poststructuralist theory of Jacques Derrida, who 

suggested that language is an unstable medium which cannot in any sense carry meaning or 

truth directly (Jary and Jary 1995: 148). 

Discourse: Used as a mass noun, “discourse” means roughly the same as “language use”, or 

language-in-use. As a count noun, (“a discourse”), it means a relatively discrete subset of a 
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whole language, used for specific social or institutional purposes – as in “the medical 

discourses of the middle ages.” Occasionally, the “count” usage becomes “massified” – as in 

“Aristotelian scientific discourse” or (ambiguously) “the discourse on childhood”. The 

second usage carries the implication that discourse is a way of constructing categories of 

thought and knowledge, echoing the “ordinary” meaning of “a discourse” as a kind of text or 

treatise. In some critical branches of philosophy and semiotics, the term “discursive” carries 

with it the sense of “textually or linguistically produced”. Thus madness, for example, may 

be referred to as “discursively constructed”, to show that it does not exist as a “real 

condition” in the world but is fabricated within certain forms of knowledge or “disciplines”, 

often for particular political purposes (Mesthrie 2001: 134).  

Discourse Analysis:  The domain of discourse analysis encompasses the study of language 

used in units larger than the sentence, i.e beyond the level of sentences and utterances. 

Discourse Analysis focuses on the coherence of texts, and considers them in relation to social 

or societal context (Turner 2006: 145). 

Discrimination:  This refers to a social practice that organises prejudicial attitudes into 

formal or informal segregation of social groups or classes stigmatised and isolated by the 

collective prejudice (Turner 2006: 146). 

Dramaturgical:  This refers to an approach within Symbolic Interactionism particularly 

associated with Erving Goffman. The idea is that people put on a “show” for each other, 

stage-managing the impressions that others receive (Abercrombie et al 1984: 118). 

Homosexuality:  This refers to the desire for sexual relationships with persons of the same 

biological sex. A distinction is made between homosexual behaviour, which is found in most 

known societies, and homosexuality as a particular role around which individuals construct 

identities (Jary and Jary 1995: 293). 

Ideology: Generally used to point to the ability of ideas to affect social circumstances, the 

function of ideology has been described as the capacity to advance the political and economic 

interests of groups or social classes, or, alternatively, the capacity to produce cohesion and 

resolve social strain. Within the constructivist framework, consciousness and ideology are 

understood to be part of a reciprocal process in which meanings given by individuals – in 

transactions with others – to their world becomes patterned, stabilised and objectified. These 
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meanings, once institutionalised, become part of the material and discursive systems that 

limit and constrain future meaning making (Turner 2006: 278). 

Prejudice:  The term prejudice refers broadly to systematic and durable subjective assessments 

of groups, or members of those groups, in unfavourable terms (Turner 2006: 470). 

Queer Theory:  This refers to an approach to issues of sex and gender which has primarily 

arisen out of post-modernist thought. Queer theory aims to rehabilitate the pejorative term 

“queer” in order to denote non-conformist sexualities, which serve to subvert and confront 

the conventional categories of gender and sexuality. In emphasising the “performative” 

aspects of gender and sexuality, Queer Theory emphasises their unnaturalness. From this 

perspective there are no fundamental identities underlying maleness or femaleness, 

homosexuality or heterosexuality (Jary and Jary 1995: 538 ). 

Social Constructionism:  This refers to a set of theories and concepts that seek to explore 

and explain social phenomena and occurrences on the basis of their historical context and 

social framing. Constructionism thereby traces how seemingly natural occurrences are 

constructed through a history of human actions and interaction (Turner 2006: 569). 

Speech Act:  A speech act is defined as any social act that is accomplished by virtue of an 

utterance and that is used in linguistic communication (Jary and Jary 1995: 644). 

Stigma:  Goffman described the concept of stigma as involving a deeply discrediting 

attribute or “mark of social disgrace” that is likely to become the focus of others’ attention 

and concern, making it difficult for a person to engage in smooth or pleasant interactions 

(Turner 2006: 610). 

Symbolic Interactionism:  This refers to the study of how we use and interpret symbols, not 

merely to communicate with one another, but to create and maintain impressions of 

ourselves, to forge a sense of self, and to create and sustain the reality of a particular social 

situation (Johnson 1995: 159). 
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CHAPTER 2 

CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSTS  
– THE DISCURSIVE CONSTRUCTION  

AND REINFORCEMENT OF IDEOLOGIES IN NEWS MEDIA 

2.1    INTRODUCTION 

The following section will examine the theoretical works of two theorists within the field of 

Critical Discourse Analysis, namely Teun van Dijk (1985, 1991, 1998) and Katherine Gelber 

(2002). 

Van Dijk examines the nature of the relationship between ideology and dominant discourse, 

and develops a framework which aims to demonstrate how ideologies come to be represented 

in discourse. He also proposes a five-step process for conducting an ideological analysis. 

Gelber (2002: 7) examines issues surrounding hate speech by employing Austin’s (1975: 51) 

speech-act theory and Habermas’s (1984: 316) validity-claims framework. She further 

identifies four perlocutionary effects of prejudiced speech-acts, and proposes a strategy of 

“speaking back”, in which the victim utilises Habermas’s validity-claims-framework in 

his/her formulation of responses to hate-speech-acts. 

2.2 VAN DIJK 

Teun van Dijk (1998: 21) embeds his socio-cognitive approach in a critical discourse 

analytical framework, as he believes that ideologically based opinions are expressed through 

textual devices in news media. 

Van Dijk describes critical discourse analysis as having “an explicit socio-political agenda” 

in which unequal relations of power can be examined. The approach aims to examine the role 

of discourse in reproducing or challenging socio-political dominance. 

In his extensive studies on racism and news media, van Dijk redefines the nature of the 

relationship between ideology and dominant discourse. According to him, the media convey 

public knowledge, as well as expressed or implicit opinions about minority social groups and 

events that most majority group members have little direct knowledge about (van Dijk 1991: 7). 
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For this reason, mass media are in a position to provide an ideological framework for the 

interpretation of these groups and events. Van Dijk claims that such ideological frameworks 

serve to reinforce and reproduce prejudiced interpretations of minority groups. 

Van Dijk (1991: 45) further proposes that the surface forms of media texts (in other words, 

the syntax, style, word formation and graphical representations), along with the underlying 

meanings, constitute social acts known as speech-acts. This conceptualisation of discourse as 

social acts echoes the works of Austin (1975: 51), Habermas (1984: 316) and Goffman 

(1961: 21), all of whom conduct pragmatic enquiries in order to investigate how social acts 

are performed through discourse. 

In his article “The Discourse Structure of News Stories”, van Dijk (1998: 21) proposes a new 

definition of the term “ideology”, and further proposes that the ideologies of journalists 

influence their opinions, which in turn influences the discourse structures of their articles. He 

develops a framework which aims to demonstrate how ideologies come to be represented in 

discourse, as well as a five-step process for conducting an ideological analysis. 

Van Dijk (1998: 21) notes the problematic nature of the definition of the concept of 

‘ideology’. He proposes an integration of cognitive and social perspectives of opinions and 

ideologies. A cognitive perspective reflects the fact that opinions and ideologies involve 

beliefs and mental representations, while the social perspective recognises the political and 

institutional origin of certain opinions and ideologies. Van Dijk terms this “socio-cognitive 

theory” as it deals with shared social representations, their acquisition and their uses in social 

contexts. Van Dijk’s (1998: 23) theory of ideology is made up of three main components, 

namely social functions, cognitive structures and discursive expression and reproduction. 

In terms of the social functions of ideologies, van Dijk makes three claims. Firstly, he 

proposes that all social groups need an ideology, therefore ideologies are not limited to a 

dominant class. Secondly, he proposes that ideologies are not wrong or right, rather, they are 

more or less successful in promoting the interests of the group. Finally, he proposes that the 

main function of an ideology is the coordination of the social practices of the group members 

for the effective realisation of group goals, and the protection of the group’s interests (van 

Dijk 1998: 23). Van Dijk further brings attention to the fact that many ideologies are 

developed precisely for the purpose of sustaining, legitimising and managing group conflicts 

as well as unequal relations of power and dominance. 
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According to van Dijk (1998: 24), the cognitive structures of ideologies need to be 

specifically tailored to effectively sustain the social functions discussed above. According to 

him, “what people do as group members should reflect what they think as group members”. 

For this reason, he claims that social practices presuppose vast amounts of socio-cultural and 

group-specific beliefs. Van Dijk describes ideologies as the “axiomatic basis” of the mental 

representations shared by members of a social group; in other words, they represent the basic 

principles that govern social judgements of what is right and what is wrong. 

He further identifies the main cognitive function of ideologies as one of organising specific 

group attitudes, and claims that these attitudes are reflected in the basic criteria that constitute 

social identity, and define the interests of the group. 

In addition to this, van Dijk (1998: 25) also brings attention to the polarised nature of 

ideologies, in which positive self-presentation and negative other-presentation influence the 

opinions that individuals have of other individuals or groups. He claims that ideologies are 

socially shared through discourse and other social practices, and for this reason individuals 

acquire slightly variable versions of these shared social representations. A final point made 

by van Dijk on the cognitive functions of ideologies is that individuals typically belong to 

more than one social group, and therefore have several ideologies influencing their social 

practices at any given time (van Dijk 1998: 26). 

Van Dijk’s (1998: 26) theory of discourse analysis identifies “mental models” as the interface 

between social representations and their enactment in discourse. A mental model is made up 

of a person’s representations of their own personal experiences and evaluations of a certain 

phenomenon, and is therefore personal, subjective, and context-bound. He proposes that the 

personal and specific opinions expressed in discourse are derived from both socially shared 

opinions, and individuals’ mental models. Van Dijk (1998: 27) recognises that while mental 

models are personal and specific, they do have a social dimension in the sense that they are 

internalisations of socio-cultural knowledge and group opinions. 

Schematically, van Dijk’s proposal of the process by which ideologies come to be enacted in 

discourse can be represented as follows: 

IDEOLOGY – organised into – GROUP ATTITUDE – internalised into – PERSONAL 

OPINION – expressed in – DISCOURSE. 
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Mental models therefore control the content of discourse, as they determine which 

components of group ideologies individuals internalise and express (van Dijk 1998: 27). 

Van Dijk (1991: 32) incorporates the notion of ‘reproduction’ into his theory of ideology and 

critical discourse analysis. He proposes that groups can only remain dominant for as long as 

they have the resources to reproduce their dominance. For this reason, the ideological 

reproduction of homophobia can be examined by analysing the content structures of 

ideological reporting in the press. This examination entails the study of news reports as a 

particular type or genre of discourse, rather than as simply “unanalysed messages” (van Dijk 

1991: 44). Such an analysis aims to show how social and political structures are manifest in 

the meanings and organisation of news reports, and that such reports in turn contribute to the 

reinforcement or change in the social cognitions of the readers. 

The five steps of conducting an ideological analysis suggested by Van Dijk (1998: 61) are the 

following: 

1) Examine the context of the discourse. 

2) Analyse which groups, power relations and conflicts are involved. 

3) Look for positive and negative messages about different social groups. 

4) Spell out the presupposed and implied messages. 

5) Examine all formal structures that (de)emphasise polarised group opinions. 

These five steps, in conjunction with Gelber’s (2002: 61) adaptation of Habermas’ validity 

claims framework will be employed in the analysis of ideological reports published in the 

Stellenbosch campus’ news media. 

2.3 GELBER 

Katharine Gelber is a social scientist that examined issues surrounding hate speech by 

employing Austin’s (1975: 51) speech-act theory and Habermas’ (1984: 316) validity-claims 

framework. Gelber (2002: 1) argues that hate-speech based on race or sexual orientation is 

particularly harmful, as it contributes to a climate of hatred and violence towards already 

marginalised and disempowered groups. 
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Gelber (2002: 7) uses a validity-claims analysis framework developed by Habermas (1984: 

316) in her analysis of hate-speech-acts. These validity-claims are the rules by which 

agreement may be reached on the meaning of a communication, and are raised by a speaker. 

Utilising a validity-claims framework makes it possible to understand what kind of act is 

performed when an utterance is made, and provides a comprehensive, multi-layered approach 

to understanding the illocutionary force of an utterance (Gelber 2002: 63). Such an 

understanding enables the development of a model within which it is possible to identify 

prejudiced speech-acts. 

Habermas (1984: x) views language as a medium of communication that has structures or 

rules by which agreement may be reached regarding the meaning of an utterance. This part of 

his work is linked to the performative theory of Austin (1975: 51), and relates to the analysis 

of successful speech-acts as discussed above. In his theory of communicative action, 

Habermas (1979:1) argues that when a person speaks, s/he does more than simply produce 

grammatical sentences. He claims that with every utterance, a speaker intends to say 

something comprehensible to listeners who will comprehend it, in a meaningful way. 

Habermas sought to examine the structures or rules by which understanding is reached 

between speakers and listeners, and termed these structures “validity-claims” (Gelber 2002: 

61). According to his theory, in every utterance three claims are raised simultaneously, 

namely claims regarding the truth of an objective world, claims regarding the rightness of 

inter-subjective norms and values, and claims regarding the sincerity of the speaker’s 

subjectivities. According to Habermas, understanding and agreeing upon all three claims 

raised in an utterance means understanding the utterance. 

The first claim refers to the fact that a speech-act may be assessed according to its “truth”, in 

the sense of representing knowledge that is shared by the speaker and listener. This “truth” 

represents a state of affairs in the objective world, and can be assessed via empirical 

investigation (Gelber 2002: 65). The second claim refers to the fact that a speech-act may be 

assessed according to its “rightness”, in the sense that the speaker and listener agree on 

shared and recognised norms and values. The rightness of these norms and values may either 

be assessed in terms of whether they exist within the community being appealed to, or in 

terms of whether they are appropriate in the context in which the utterance takes place. The 

third claim refers to the fact that a speech-act may be assessed in terms of its “truthfulness”, 
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in the sense that the speaker represents what s/he intends. Because the speaker’s subjectivities 

are taken into account, this validity-claim is the most difficult to assess. Regardless of the 

speaker’s claimed intentions however, the first and second claims remain assessable (Gelber 

2002: 80). 

Gelber (2002: 69) employs Habermas’ validity-claims framework in her analysis of 

prejudiced speech-acts, as she believes the illocutionary force of such speech-acts to be 

derived from the validity-claims raised by them. According to her, the validity-claims raised 

by a prejudiced speech-act are as follows: The first claim is that inequality exists between 

members of different social groups. A prejudiced speech-act can therefore be seen to have the 

illocutionary force of claiming inequality to be “true” in a manner that reinforces and re-

inscribes the inequality. The utterance is thus performative in that it brings about the 

inequality that it names. The second claim raised by a prejudiced speech-act is that it appeals 

to the “rightness” of inequality, by referring to norms and values that support inequality. The 

final claim raised by a prejudiced speech-act is that the speaker subjectively agrees with the 

inequality that s/he names in the utterance (Gelber 2002: 118). 

Gelber (2002: 75) concludes that “employing a validity-claims based analysis enables the 

utterance to be categorised as one that makes claims which support inequality, and therefore 

constitute discursive acts of discrimination”. 

Following her discussion of the illocutionary force of prejudiced speech-acts, Gelber (2002: 

82) turns to the perlocutionary effects of such speech acts. She identifies four effects of 

prejudiced speech-acts, namely that they limit the personal liberty of the victim, that 

discriminatory messages become internalised by the victim, that further acts of subordination 

are perpetuated, and that the victim is silenced by the speech-act. 

Matsuda (1993: 17) agrees with Gelber’s claim that prejudiced speech-acts limit the personal 

liberty of the victim, and proposes that this is a result of a process whereby the victim begins 

to view all members of the dominant group with suspicion, and therefore avoids interaction 

with them. 

Delgado (1993: 90) echoes Gelber’s claim that discriminatory messages are internalised by 

the victims, and proposes that a society as a whole subconsciously learns, internalises and 

institutionalises the messages conveyed by prejudiced speech-acts, including the victims 
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themselves. Related to this is the third effect named by Gelber, the perpetuation of discrete, 

subsequent acts of subordination and discrimination after the utterance of the speech-act. 

The final perlocutionary effect of prejudiced speech acts is the silencing of its victims. Gelber 

(2002: 83) argues that of all the debilitating, marginalising and disempowering consequences 

of prejudiced speech-acts, silencing is the worst, as it prevents the victims from engaging in 

counter speech, and thus reinforces the inequality named by the speech-act. Delgado (1993: 

95) also maintains that silencing is the most damaging effect of hate-speech, and argues that 

many victims of such speech-acts choose not to speak back, as a response may provoke 

further attack. 

Gelber (2002: 121) extends Habermas’s validity-claims framework to incorporate a strategy 

of “speaking back”. This strategy suggests that the victims of prejudiced speech-acts should 

consciously make use of the three claims made by an utterance in order to challenge the 

objectivities, norms, and subjectivities raised by hate-speech-acts. She proposes that once the 

validity claims raised by prejudiced speech-acts no longer truthfully represent an objective 

world suffused with inequality, the force of such speech-acts will no longer be the same 

(Gelber 2002: 87). 
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CHAPTER 3 

SYMBOLIC INTERACTIONISTS  
– THE SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION  

OF REALITY 

3.1     INTRODUCTION 

This chapter focuses on the theoretical works of four post-modern theorists belonging to a 

school of thought known as Symbolic Interactionism, namely Mead, Blumer, Derrida and 

Foucault. The work of these theorists is introduced because of the social and philosophical 

foundations they provide for critical linguistics. 

Firstly, Mead (1974: 164) examines the social nature of the constitution of the “self”, and 

proposes that each individual creates a sense of self only through interaction with others. He 

further claims that discourse is at the heart of the constitution of the self, and that symbols are 

the main way in which humans communicate with one another. 

Secondly, Blumer (1962: 180) proposes that the assignation and interpretation of meaning is 

primarily a property of behaviour, and only secondly a property of the intrinsic character of 

the meaning object itself. 

Thirdly, in his theory of deconstruction, Derrida draws attention to the supplementary nature 

of the homosexual definition. He questions binary definitions such as homosexual/ 

heterosexual in which one term is constituted as the privileged norm. Derrida asserts that in 

this way, hierarchies of meaning are set up and then socially institutionalised through the 

dominant discourse of the society (Jary and Jary 1995: 148). 

Finally, Foucault proposes a conception of society as a struggle of discourses in which power 

relations are shaped. It is these discourses, claims Foucault, that constantly seek greater social 

control and domination of individuals and collectivities (Elliot 2001: 83). 

3.2     MEAD 

George Herbert Mead is considered to be the father of a tradition of thinking known as 

Symbolic Interactionism (Elliot 2001: 24). The central argument of symbolic interactionists is 
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that individuals construct an externally observable and agreed upon social order, as well as 

their own identities (Hepworth 1980: 1). Mead examines the social nature of the constitution 

of the “self”, and proposes that each individual creates a sense of self only through interaction 

with others (Elliot 2001: 25). He further proposes that no divide can be made between the 

individual sense of self and the selves by which the individual is surrounded (Mead 1974: 

164). 

Mead considers discourse to be at the heart of the constitution of the self. He further 

considers symbols to be the main way in which humans communicate with one another, and 

therefore maintains that they have a universal quality which lends a certain commonality to 

the experience of being a self (Elliot 2001: 25). Language is thus the connection between an 

object symbolised in one’s mind and that same object in the mind of another. Without 

language, according to Mead, there is no access to the symbols necessary for “becoming, 

thinking and acting as a self in a structured world of symbolic meaning” (Elliot 2001: 25). 

Elliot describes Mead’s view of the self as “at once individuality and generality, agent and 

recipient, sameness and difference” (2001: 26). This underscores Mead’s assertion that the 

self is both the agency through which individuals experience themselves in relation to others 

and an object for the individual to deal with as s/he sees fit (Elliot 2001: 26). Mead proposes 

that to possess a “self” necessarily implies the ability to view oneself from the perspective of 

significant others, and that the individual’s surveillance of the territory of the self is always 

carried out with reference to the anticipated reactions of these significant others (Elliot 2001: 26). 

Mead coined the term “the conversation of gestures”, which he used to describe the ongoing 

dialogue between the self and others, through which he believes individuals understand and 

create the self.  He also emphasised the importance of childhood development in his theory of 

the self, and considered the symbolically defined social roles that children adopt in their play, 

which he termed “taking the role of the other” an illustrative example of how the self 

becomes sensitive to and defined through the demands of the society (Elliot 2001: 26, 27). 

A crucial distinction is made by Mead between the “me” and the “I” of the self. He describes 

the “me” as the socialised self, made up of the internalised attitudes of others, and the “I” as 

the un-socialised self, made up of personal desires, needs and dispositions (Elliot 2001: 27). 

This distinction removes the deterministic label from Mead’s theory, as it allows for the 

individual to distinguish between the “me” and the “I”, and thus to distinguish between their 
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personal desires and the demands of society. In sum, Mead (1974: 198) contends: “the 

attitudes involved are gathered from the group, but the individual in whom they are organised 

has the opportunity of giving them an expression which perhaps has never taken place 

before”. 

3.3     BLUMER 

Herbert Blumer (1969: 1), a student of Mead and later a teacher of Erving Goffman, agrees 

with Mead’s claim that human interaction is mediated by the use of symbols, and that these 

symbols are then used to refer back to the self, and thus to construct the self. 

Although Mead is credited with conceptualising the field of Symbolic Interactionism, it was 

Blumer who coined the phrase. He described his social theory as follows: “The term 

‘symbolic interactionism’ refers, of course, to the peculiar and distinctive character of 

interaction as it takes place between human beings. The peculiarity consists in the fact that 

human beings interpret or ‘define’ each others’ actions instead of merely reacting to each 

others’ actions. Their ‘response’ is not made directly to the actions of one another but instead 

is based on the meaning that they attach to such actions. Thus human interaction is mediated 

by the use of symbols, by interpretation or by ascertaining the meaning of one another’s 

actions” (Blumer 1962: 180). 

In a 1937 publication “Social Psychology”, Blumer summarised Mead’s ideas into three 

central premises stated as follows: 

1) The way people view objects depends on the meaning those things have for them. 

2) Such meaning comes about as a result of a process of interaction. 

3) The meaning of an object can change over time. 

Blumer (1969: 5) felt that the assignation and interpretation of meaning was overlooked by 

his contemporaries, whereas he believed it to be the central process in determining human 

behaviour. He pointed out two traditional methods for accounting for the derivation of 

meaning. Firstly, meaning is taken to be innate to the object, thus no process is necessary to 

interpret meaning, one merely needs to recognise what is already there. Secondly, meaning is 

taken to be the cumulative “psychical accretion” of the perceptions of the individual for 
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whom the object has meaning. Blumer refutes both of these proposals, and instead suggests 

that meaning is created through the process of interaction between people (Blumer 1969: 3). 

Blumer (1969: 5) suggests that this process of creating meaning takes place in two steps, and 

that it amounts to more than simply evoking previously established meanings. This two-part 

interpretive process, in which the actor engages every time he is confronted with things in his 

environment, can be described as a process of re-evaluation. In the first step of the process, 

the actor interacts with himself by identifying the things that carry meaning within a given 

situation. In the second step, the actor “selects, checks, suspends, regroups and transforms” 

the meanings of these things in accordance with the nature of the situation, and the direction 

of his actions. 

Blumer therefore proposes that the assignation of meaning is primarily a property of 

behaviour, and only secondly a property of the intrinsic character of the meaning object itself. 

This approach allows a shift away from behaviourism and functionalism, as emphasis is 

placed on the “active”, “interpretive” and “constructive” capabilities of human actors (Jary et 

al. 1995: 672). 

Blumer’s emphasis on the interpretation of meaning led to the conceptualisation of a new 

interpretive model for sociology, which inserts a middle term into the stimulus-response 

couplet, so that it becomes stimulus-interpretation-response (Wallace and Wolf 1995: 206). 

Symbolic Interactionism, as conceptualised by Blumer, is a social constructionist approach to 

examing social life, as it places emphasis on the interactive processes through which 

individuals and groups construct meaning. This approach claims that objects, actions and 

identity components have no intrinsic meaning. The approach further holds that 

condemnation or acceptance of such objects, actions and identity components are not to be 

seen as reactions to the nature of the things themselves, but to the meanings which become 

attached to the things over time. These meanings are individually and collectively constructed 

through the dominant discourse of the society, and over time they become institutionalised 

(Blumer 1969: 4). 

Blumer (1969: 17) notes the importance of recognising the origin of collective attitudes 

towards certain objects, actions and identity components. He writes: “In dealing with 

collectivities and with joint action one can easily be trapped in an erroneous position by 

failing to recognise that the joint action of the collectivity is an inter-linkage of the separate 
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acts of the participants. This failure leads one to overlook the fact that a joint action always 

undergoes a process of formation; even though it may well be a well-established and 

repetitive form of social action, each instance is formed anew”. 

This constructionist view allows one to interpret the collective attitudes of society towards 

homosexuals in a different manner than that of the essentialist view. Negative attitudes 

towards certain objects, behaviours and identity components can now be viewed as a reaction 

to the meanings built up around these concepts over time, rather than a reaction to these 

things themselves. Blumer’s proposal that these meanings are evaluated and re-evaluated 

over time optimistically implies that negative attitudes towards certain types of individuals 

need not remain as they are indefinitely. The proposal further implies that a growing 

tolerance of individual differences is possible, once the collective meanings attached to these 

differences are re-examined and adjusted. 

3.4    DERRIDA 

Jacques Derrida conceptualised the poststructuralist theory of deconstruction. According to 

this theory language is an unstable medium, and can therefore not carry any meaning or truth 

directly. Derrida drew attention to the ways in which Western philosophies have been 

dependent on metaphor and figurative rhetoric to construct ‘origin’, ‘essence’, or binary 

conceptual systems, for example ‘masculine/feminine’, ‘rational/irrational’, ‘heterosexual/ 

homosexual’. In these binary systems, one term is constituted as the privileged norm, setting 

up hierarchies of meaning, which are then socially institutionalised through the dominant 

discourse of the society. Derrida’s deconstructive theory therefore argues that there is no 

‘literal meaning’ or ‘normative truth’ that is unmediated by language (Jary and Jary 1995: 

148). 

Derrida views the homosexual role as a necessary and inevitable result of what he terms 

“supplementarity”. Supplementarity refers to a way of thinking about how knowledge is 

organised and created (Namaste 1996: 196). “Supplement” suggests that meaning is created 

and organised through difference; for example, the dichotomy of “male” and “female” 

suggests that the one cannot exist outside the definition of the other, and vice versa. 

A Derridian perspective of homosexuality would therefore argue that heterosexuality needs 

homosexuality for its own definition; for example, a straight homophobic male can define 

himself as “straight” only in opposition to what he is not – an effeminate gay man. For this 
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reason Derrida argues that heterosexuality is not excluded from homophobia, rather it is 

integral to its very assertion (Namaste 1996: 196). 

3.5    FOUCAULT 

Michel Foucault is a sociologist whose theories of discourse, power and domination were 

based on the study of a wide variety of subject matter, from asylums (1961), to medical 

clinics (1963), to prisons (1975), to schools, the military, and ancient Greek cultures (Elliot 

2001: 83). 

Foucault proposes a conception of society as a struggle of discourses in which power 

relations are shaped; it is these discourses that constantly seek greater social control and 

domination of individuals and collectivities (Elliot 2001: 82). According to Foucault, those 

who wish to be in power need to gain control over the policing of discourse, for it is through 

discourse that the definition of what is acceptable and what is unacceptable is defined (Elliot 

2001: 83). Foucault’s key theories about sexuality and power stem from the extensive 

volumes published in “The History of Sexuality”. Knowledge about sexuality, claims 

Foucault, is what compels individuals to situate themselves in relation to “regimes” of 

sexuality, and in relation to what is permitted and what is prohibited (Elliot 2001: 85). 

Foucault’s theory of the power of discourse stems from his debunking of what he termed the 

“repressive hypothesis”, which claims that with the advent of the Victorian regime of the late 

nineteenth century, sexuality was censured, regulated and confined (Smart 1985: 95). 

Foucault opposes this hypothesis, and instead proposes that the medicalisation of sexuality, 

and the accompanying “rules of propriety” gave rise to what he describes as “a political, 

economic, and technical incitement to talk about sex” (Raulet 1983: 202). 

According to Foucault, scientists, in the forms of medical experts, psychologists and other 

specialists began to deploy knowledge on the subject of sexuality in which sexual behaviour 

was analysed, interpreted and restricted, and consequently distinctions were made between 

norm and pathology (Elliot 2001: 87). This resulted in the birth of a vast network of 

discourses on sexuality. Foucault suggests that the emergence of these discourses, rather than 

the silencing of sexuality, is what created the foundation for the moral repression of 

alternative forms of sexual behaviour in Western societies (Smart 1985: 96). 
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Furthermore, Foucault proposes that far from repressing taboo sexual behaviour, the growing 

network of discourses on sexuality produced and incited the very behaviour it sought to 

regulate, and extended the various available forms of sexuality. This theory lends a view of 

the power of discourse as positive and productive, and reveals the intricate relationship 

shared by power, discourse and sexuality (Smart 1985: 96). 

Accompanying the emergence of discourses on sexuality was a growing view of sexuality as 

the “truth of identity” (Elliot 2001: 88). “Deviant” sexual behaviour was studied with the aim 

of revealing its assumed concealed secret, and thereby to construct knowledge of the 

causality, unconscious and “truth” of the individual (Smart 1985: 98). Foucault believes that 

this sanctioned obsession with talking about sex as a means of discovering truth can be traced 

to the Roman Catholic confessional, in which individuals were encouraged to tell the truth 

about their sexual behaviour with the aim of such confessions having effects on their 

behaviour (Marcuse 1972: 215). 
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CHAPTER 4 

QUEER THEORISTS –  
THE SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION  

OF THE HOMOSEXUAL IDENTITY 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter focuses on the debate between the essentialist and constructionist views of 

homosexuality, as well as the theoretical works of four theorists in the field of Queer Theory, 

namely McIntosh, Weeks, Plummer and Ault. 

Firstly, McIntosh (1996: 31) draws attention to the essentialist roots underlying the study of 

homosexuality, and asserts that the conceptualisation of homosexuality as a condition acts as 

a mechanism of social control. McIntosh instead offers a conceptualisation of homosexuality 

as one of several social roles played by an individual. 

Secondly, based on his overview of what he terms the “moral, legal and medical regulation of 

homosexuality” in the West, Weeks (1996: 42) draws attention to the fact that the social and 

subjective meaning given to homosexual behaviour is culturally specific, and therefore not a 

reaction to something inherent to homosexuality. 

Thirdly, Plummer (1996: 65) adopts the interactionist approach of viewing the development 

of a homosexual identity as a process, taking place in an inter-subjective world, and brings 

attention to the performative aspect of the homosexual role. 

Finally, Ault (1996: 311) examines the discursive practices through which various dominant 

groups stigmatise those who they want to exclude. 

4.2.1 ESSENTIALISM VS CONSTRUCTIONISM 

The term “homo-sexual” coined by Karl Maria Kertbeny in 1869, gave rise to a debate over 

the explanation of the homosexual identity in terms of essentialism versus constructionism 

(Halperin 1990: 38). Jeffrey Weeks (1981: 94) is credited as having defined the debate over 

the construction of the homosexual identity in terms of the “constructionist” and 

“essentialist” views. The constructionist view emphasises the learned nature and fluidity of 
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sexual identity, and recognises that identities are formed within specific social and historical 

contexts. The essentialist view, on the other hand, argues that sexuality is a basic and 

essential part of being human, that sexual identity is determined at an early age, and that it 

remains stable throughout the life of the individual (Esterberg 1996: 259). 

4.2.2    ESSENTIALISM 

For the larger part of the 20th century, Western societies have viewed homosexuality in terms 

of essentialism. The essentialist approach to homosexuality views sexual orientation and 

sexual identity as a naturally occurring and inherent phenomenon (Seidman 2003: 6). The 

approach identifies heterosexuality as the “natural” and “normal” human condition, and 

homosexuality as “unnatural”, “abnormal” and “deviant” (Beard and Glickhauf-Hughes 

1994: 23). 

The origin of essentialist views of homosexuality is attributed to Freud’s psychoanalytic 

theory (Elliot 2001: 51). This theory views heterosexuality as a result of the resolution of the 

Oedipal complex, according to which the male child desires the mother, comes to fear 

retribution from the father for these desires, and as a result comes to identify with the father’s 

interest in the opposite sex. Homosexuality is therefore viewed as a result of the failed 

resolution of this complex, in which the male child identifies with the mother instead of the 

father, and therefore identifies with the mother’s interest in members of her opposite sex, men 

(Beard and Glickhauf-Hughes 1994: 30).  

This conceptualisation of homosexuality results in it being viewed as a “condition”, and as a 

result much of the essentialist writings focus on the aetiology and possible treatment thereof 

(McIntosh 1996: 34). A further result of the essentialist approach is that no distinction is 

made between sexual behaviour and sexual identity. 

Although the essentialist approach is generally interpreted as planophysical (in that it views 

homosexuality as an error of nature), many homosexuals subscribe to it as part of their self-

definition. Plummer (1981: 56) brings attention to the fact that homosexuals that subscribe to 

the essentialist approach run the risk of engaging in their own segregation from the rest of 

society. Nevertheless, he concedes that the self-imposed nature of this categorization may 

ultimately be more beneficial to the homosexual community than was previously the case. 
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4.2.3    CONSTRUCTIONISM 

Social Construction theory emerged in the 1970s, and was influenced heavily by Marxism 

and feminism (Seidman 1996: 8). This theory offers an alternative approach to the 

conceptualisation of homosexuality. While essentialism views sexuality as stable and 

inherent, constructionism allows for the fact that sexuality is fluid, and that physically 

identical sexual acts may have varying social significance depending on how they are 

interpreted within the contexts in which they take place (Weeks 1996: 42). 

Unlike their essentialist counterparts, constructionists make a distinction between 

homosexual behaviour and homosexual identity. They recognise that homosexual identities, 

along with all other identities, are socially constructed through repeated performances of 

certain behaviours, and through the dominant discourse of the society to which the individual 

belongs (Elliot 2001: 32). 

A more radical view of Social Construction theory views sexual desire itself as socially 

constructed. Within this view, an individual may experience feelings of desire toward 

someone of the same sex, but it is only through socialisation that the individual comes to 

view this desire as sexual, and therefore as a signifier of homosexuality (Seidman 1996: 15). 

The construction of desire as sexual severely limits the way in which it can be interpreted, 

both by the individual and by the society. 

This limitation results in individuals interpreting their sexual behaviour as being part of a 

fixed sexual identity, and this in turn results in the individual constantly constructing and 

reconstructing their sexual identities as defined by agreed upon patterns of behaviour within 

the larger discourse of society (Seidman 1996: 15). 

This view of sexual identity as fluid and socially constructed offers a more comprehensive 

approach to the development of the individual homosexual identity, as well as the social 

response to the performance of the homosexual identity (Weeks 1996: 42). For this reason, 

the works of theorists subscribing to the constructionist view of sexuality were selected for 

review in this study. 
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4.3    THE PROBLEM OF PROBLEMATISING HOMOSEXUALITY 

Mary McIntosh (1968: 31) criticises the essentialist approach, and draws attention to the fact 

that the conception of homosexuality as a condition is, in itself, a possible object of study. 

She further claims that such a conception operates as a mechanism of social control in at least 

two ways. Firstly, it creates a clear, widely accepted distinction between acceptable and 

unacceptable behaviour, and secondly, it serves to separate deviants from non-deviants 

(McIntosh 1968: 32). She goes on to claim that the separation of homosexuals from the rest 

of society helps keep the bulk of society “clean”, in the same way that similar treatment of 

criminals acts as a warning to the rest of society. It is interesting to note that homosexuals 

themselves welcome the conception of homosexuality as a condition, as it both removes the 

danger of drifting back into heterosexuality, and justifies their membership in the homosexual 

group (McIntosh 1968: 32). 

McIntosh (1968: 33) suggests that the homosexual should be seen as playing a role rather 

than suffering from a condition, as this brings to light the fact that sexuality cannot be neatly 

dichotomised into two groups. In addition to this, the conception of homosexuality as a social 

role emphasises the importance of social expectations in determining the behaviour and self-

conception of the homosexual individual. 

Drawing upon functionalist sociology, McIntosh (1996: 35) suggests that the way in which 

people become labelled as “homosexual” can now be seen as an important social process, 

which can be connected to mechanisms of social control. She further proposes (1996: 35) that 

the homosexual should be seen as playing a social role rather than as having a condition. The 

use of the word “role” emphasises the recognition that sexual behaviour patterns cannot be 

dichotomised as neatly as the antonymous terms “homosexual” and “heterosexual” suggest 

(McIntosh 1996: 36). 

Citing the work of Ford and Beach (1952: 131), who provide a comprehensive summary of 

the Human Relations Area Files, McIntosh (1996: 37) shows that while homosexual 

behaviour appears to be prevalent in all societies, not all societies establish a distinct 

“homosexual” social identity, nor do all societies condemn such behaviour. This 

demonstrates the fluidity of the homosexual role as one of several social identities, as well as 

the role of mass society in establishing it. 
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4.4    WEEKS 

Jeffrey Weeks, the British sociologist credited for bringing attention to the importance of the 

debate between essentialism and constructionism (Weeks 1981: 94), claims, like McIntosh 

that it is necessary to make a distinction between homosexual behaviour on the one side, and 

homosexual roles, categorisations and identities on the other (Weeks 1996: 41). 

Weeks (1996: 44) gives an exhaustive overview of what he terms the “moral, legal and 

medical regulation of homosexuality” in the West. He traces the social oppression and 

condemnation of homosexuality from the courts of King Henry VIII, in which “buggery” 

laws were punishable by death, to the present day “deviant” view of homosexuality in 

modern Western societies. 

Drawing from his studies of homosexual behaviour in various cultures throughout history, 

Weeks claims that the enormous variation in the attitudes of different cultures towards same 

sex activity demonstrates that the social and subjective meaning given to homosexual 

behaviour is culturally specific (Weeks 1996: 42). Following this reasoning, Weeks claims 

that it is no longer possible to speak of a “universalistic history of homosexuality”, and that 

the social significance of homosexual behaviour can only be understood in terms of social 

response and individual identity, within the exact historical context in which it occurs. Put 

differently, “the various possibilities of same sex behaviour are variously constructed in 

different cultures as an aspect of wider gender and sexual regulation” (Weeks 1996: 42). 

Weeks (1996: 44) echoes McIntosh’s (1968) conception of homosexual behaviour in terms of 

“roles”, and claims that this conception brings attention to the importance of studying 

homosexuality both in terms of the social categorisation that shapes the experience, and in 

terms of the response itself. He further brings attention to the necessity of understanding the 

homosexual individual “in all their specificities, historical, class and gender”. 

Weeks (1996: 42) challenges the traditional tendency to view “deviant” behaviour as 

somehow inherent to the individual, and claims that the society of which the homosexual is a 

part not only defines but in part constructs the very behaviour which they deem “deviant”. 

Weeks cites Lemert (1967: 40), who draws a distinction between what he terms “primary” 

and “secondary” deviance. 
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Primary deviance is intrinsic, for whatever reason, to the individual, while secondary 

deviance is the result of social definition. Weeks uses this distinction to identify two levels on 

which homosexual behaviour can be examined, the one being more susceptible to historical 

understanding than the other. First of all, the emergence of a “gendered” and “sexed” 

individual must be understood as the result of “historically conditioned familial and other 

social influences channelling the sexual possibilities which exist in the young child” (Weeks 

1996: 42). Secondly, the historical importance of the social reactions to the “gendered” and 

“sexed”, and the way in which they shape individual meanings must not be overlooked. 

Weeks (1981: 97) rejects the possibility of seeking out a single causative factor to explain the 

social stigmatisation of homosexuality present in Western culture. He states that seemingly 

“simple” explanations, such as homosexual paranoia, the idea that the repression of 

homosexuality in modern society is the result of suppressed homosexuality, fail to fully 

explain the origin of hostile attitudes to homosexual behaviour. He further states that such 

simple explanations also fail to account for the liberalisation of attitudes that has taken place 

in some Western countries, as well as for the wide range of attitudes within different 

countries, and even within different families. 

4.5     PLUMMER 

Kenneth Plummer (1996: 65) adopts the interactionist stance of viewing homosexuality as a 

process emerging through interactive encounters in an inter-subjective world. He proposes 

that homosexuality is best viewed as a process, to which there are certain reactions, within a 

subjective reality. Plummer (1981: 68) discusses two ways of approaching the construction of 

homosexual identity, the “sexual orientation model” and the “identity construct” model. The 

sexual orientation model, supported by geneticists, clinicians and behaviourists, proposes that 

a person’s sexual orientation is established by mid-childhood. The identity construct model, 

supported by symbolic interactionists, proposes that individuals construct their own identities 

throughout life, through various cognitive processes (Plummer 1981: 69). 

Plummer (1981: 71) suggests that there is evidence for both models, as there are some cases 

in which sexual orientation is set up in early childhood, and others in which sexual 

orientation shifts and swaps in adult life. He attributes this seemingly contradictory state of 

affairs to the fact that there may be a separation between the development of an individual’s 
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“orientation” and “identity”. Plummer (1981: 71) suggests that a synthesis of the two views is 

required, in which the importance of both childhood and adult experiences is recognised. 

The synthesis of these two views allows for the conceptualisation of homosexuality as a 

social role. While a role is something that can be adopted and abandoned at will, a condition 

is something that a person either does or does not have. The conception of homosexuality as a 

role fits into the interactionist view of the construction of the homosexual identity as a 

dynamic social process, which has causal factors and takes place over a long period of time, 

rather than being a finished product (Plummer 1981: 66). Like McIntosh and Weeks, 

Plummer therefore conceptualises homosexual behaviour as part of a homosexual role, and 

draws attention to the fact that certain expectations surround the “performance” of such a 

role, as well as certain reactions. 

Plummer (1996: 65) sees the homosexual role as being linked to the reaction of society’s 

members, rather than as an individualistic phenomenon. He suggests that the features of 

homosexuality as found in Western culture are not simply the products of same-sex 

behaviour but more likely the effect of the social context in which the behaviour takes place. 

Plummer cites Schur (1969), who comments: “In the broadest sense, then, the ‘cause’ of 

deviance is the societal reaction to it. This does not primarily mean, of course, that the 

behaviour itself is created by the reaction to it (although there is some element of truth in that 

too...) but rather that the meaning of the behaviour (including its characterisation as deviance) 

and its place in the social order is produced through this process of reaction”. Plummer 

(1975: 21) does not limit this phenomenon to the reaction of others, but emphasises the 

impact that “self-reaction” has on the labelling of the self as “deviant”. 

Finally, Plummer (1996: 67) draws attention to the subjectivity of values within a society, 

and takes an interactionist stance in rendering the socially constructed world, and its reactions 

to individuals within that world, problematic. 

4.6     AULT 

Amber Ault (1996: 311) examines the discursive practices through which various dominant 

groups stigmatise those who they want to exclude. She suggests that it is often the case that 

marginalised groups engage in their own processes of stigmatisation (Ault 1996: 311) and 

that often those processes are encoded in the dominant discourse. Ault (1996: 311) relates 
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this understanding of stigmatisation to the Durkenheimian understanding of how groups 

create normalcy be defining what is normal and acceptable. 

Ault (1996: 311) suggests that this process of stigmatisation results in what Erikson referred 

to as a Durkenheimian “society of saints” in which the stigmatised group claims moral 

superiority as a result of their suffering and segregation, and purposefully ostracise 

themselves further from the mainstream society of their oppressors. 
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CHAPTER 5 

LINGUISTS – THE DISCURSIVE CONSTRUCTION  
OF THE SELF AND OTHERS 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter examines the theoretical works of three social theorists who work within the 

field of Linguistics, namely Goffman, Butler and Sedgwick. 

Firstly, Goffman (1961b: 87) makes use of a dramaturgical metaphor in his description of the 

presentation of the self in day-to-day interaction. Similar to theorists from the fields of Queer 

Theory and Symbolic Interactionism, Goffman views the “role” as the basic unit of 

socialisation, and makes use of the terms “role”, “role performance”, “self” and “role 

distance” to distinguish between the real self and the self presented in society in response to 

what is deemed “role appropriate”. 

Secondly, Butler (1993: 1) extends Plummer’s and Goffman’s dramaturgical metaphor to 

introduce the concept of “performativity” in terms of gender roles and sexuality. Butler 

defines “performativity” as “the reiterative and citational power of discourse to produce the 

phenomena it names, regulates and constrains” (Butler 1993: 2). She sees the self as an effect 

of performing various identity categories, such as gender and sexuality, and thus echoes 

Foucault’s assertion that the self is a discursive product of the dominant discourse of the 

society in which the individual lives. 

Finally, Sedgwick (1990: 1), drawing on Derrida and Focault, directs attention at the flawed 

nature of the binary homosexual/heterosexual definition, the continuum of homosexuality and 

homosociality in patriarchal societies, and notions of linguistic performativity in relation to 

homosexuality. 

5.2 GOFFMAN 

Erving Goffman is a social theorist whose development was strongly influenced by Mead’s 

student, Herbert Blumer. Goffman analyses day-to-day interaction, as well as the presentation 

and creation of the “self” in terms of the dramaturgical metaphor of theatre, viewing 
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individuals as “performers” of “roles” within specific social settings (Elliot 2001: 31). He 

describes the “self” as a “dramatic effect”, which creates the view of the “self” as the product 

of a set of repeated performances, rather than the cause of them (Goffman 1956: 24). 

Goffman (1961: 87) views the role as the basic unit of socialisation, and makes a distinction 

between what he terms “role” and “role performance” (1961: 85). According to Goffman, 

“role” refers to “the activity the incumbent would engage in were he to act solely in terms of 

the normative demands of society”, while “role performance” refers to “the actual conduct of 

a particular individual”. Goffman (1961: 90) states that “whatever an individual does and 

however he appears, he knowingly and unknowingly makes information available concerning 

the attributes that might be imputed to him and hence the categories in which he might be 

placed”. 

In “The Presentation of the Self in Everyday Life”, Goffman emphasises the importance of 

context in the presentation of the “self”. He views all role performances as being situated 

within existing interactive frameworks, in which certain social conventions and ethical 

assumptions are already present (Elliot 2001: 33). Goffman (1961: 23) claims that “the self 

does not derive from its possessor, but from the whole scene of his action, being generated by 

that attribute of local events which renders the interpretable to witnesses”. 

The “real self” is viewed by Goffman as continually monitoring the impressions it gives to 

others through the performance of social roles, and is aware of the necessity of such 

performances in order to gain trust and respect from others (Elliot 2001: 33). He therefore 

transcends symbolic interactionism by viewing the individual as the creative and reflective 

agent who constitutes the “self” through repeated performances of certain symbolically 

defined roles. 

Goffman (1961: 105) uses the term “role distance” to emphasise the distinction between the 

“role performance” and the “self”. Role distance allows for a view of the individual as at 

once constructing and being constructed by their performance of certain roles (Elliot 2001: 

33). 

Goffman (1961: 87) further notes that society deems certain qualities “role appropriate”, and 

that the individual manages their own role performance in a way that is compatible with these 

qualities. Like Mead and Blumer, Goffman claims that these roles and qualities are 
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symbolically defined within the discourse of the society in which the individual exists (Elliot 

2001: 32). 

5.3 BUTLER  

Judith Butler (1993: 1) echoes Foucault’s assertion that sex is a “regulatory ideal” which is 

forcibly materialised through the reiteration of encoded social norms. She uses the example 

of the normative materialisation of sex to introduce the notion of “performativity”, which she 

defines as “the reiterative and citational power of discourse to produce the phenomena it 

names, regulates and constrains” (Butler 1993: 2). While Butler does not claim that discourse 

originates, causes or exhaustively composes all that which it concedes, she maintains that it is 

formative in the sense that no reference can be made to a pure body without being an 

extension of that body (Butler 1993: 10). 

Butler bases her theory of performativity on the work of J.L. Austin. Austin (1975: 51) 

developed a theory of “speech as conduct”, in which a performative utterance is defined as 

one in which saying something also constitutes doing it. Although Austin at first identified 

only a few types of utterances as performative, and the rest as constative, he later did away 

with this distinction, and came to the conclusion that most utterances are essentially 

performative in nature. 

Austin (1975: 53) proposed that making an utterance is tantamount to creating a social 

reality, within a social context; he identified three types of speech-act which construct reality 

through their utterance. These three speech-acts are known as “locutionary”, “illocutionary” 

and “perlocutionary” speech acts (Austin 1975: 109). The first type of speech-act is defined 

as the utterance of a sentence, which carries a specific meaning. In this act, the meaning 

component of the social act is introduced. In the second type of speech-act, an act is 

performed in the utterance of a sentence itself. The force component of the social act is 

therefore introduced. In the final type of speech-act, acts are brought about as a consequence 

of the utterance of a sentence. 

Austin’s distinctions between these types of acts can be illustrated by the use of the following 

example: suppose a person inside a building yells the word “Fire!”. The locutionary act 

would entail the literal meaning of the word “fire”, which is the same for all listeners. The 

illocutionary act would entail the force of the utterance, in this case the speaker is assumed to 

be issuing a warning to the listeners. The perlocutionary act would entail the effect of this 
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warning, in this case the likely consequence of listeners evacuating the building. Austin 

(1975: 139) acknowledged that these three categories of speech-act sometimes overlap, and 

therefore proposed that an understanding of the context in which the utterance occurs is 

necessary in order to fully understand the speech-act. 

Butler (1993: 12) proposes that performativity is not to be seen as a singular “act”, but as a 

reiteration of a norm or set of norms. She further maintains that the extent to which 

performativity appears act-like in the present can be attributed to the extent to which it 

conceals or dissimulates the conventions of which it is a repetition. Butler also emphasises 

that performativity is not primarily theatrical, and that its apparent theatricality is a result of 

the fact that its historicity can never be fully disclosed. 

Butler uses Austin’s definition of a performative utterance as a discursive practice, which 

enacts or produces that which it names (Butler 1993: 13), for example “I now pronounce you 

husband and wife”. While it may appear that the phenomenon is called into being by virtue of 

the power or will of a subject, the force of the utterance is in fact derived from its historicity 

(Butler 1993: 12). 

Following Foucault, Butler discusses the self in terms of performativity. She refers to the 

production of a “self”, which essentially consists of identity categories such as gender, 

sexuality and so forth, as a “discursive effect” (Elliot 2001: 117). By this she means that the 

identity categories at the centre of people’s lives are formed through repeated performances 

of them, as well as the individual’s involvement with and subjection to cultural and linguistic 

codes. 

Butler sees the self as an effect of performing various identity categories, such as gender and 

sexuality, and asserts that there is no “doer behind the deed” (Elliot 2001: 117). She further 

states (Elliot 2001: 117) that people only come to see themselves as possessing inner lives 

and psychological identities as a result of repeated identity performances. 

Butler views such gender and sexuality performances as encoding highly regulated forms of 

power, domination and social norms (Elliot 2001: 117). She emphasises that the dominant 

heterosexual society regulates these norms, and limits the “acceptable” range of performed 

identity categories. 
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Butler draws attention to the mimetic aspects of a marriage ceremony in modern Western 

society, in which the woman is constituted as “bride” only through her performance of the 

role, in much the same way that the state of marriage is called to being only through the 

performative utterance “I now pronounce you husband and wife” (Butler 1993: 224). The 

example of a marriage ceremony is also used to show how the self and the performance of a 

role interlock: through her performance of the role of “bride” the woman actually becomes a 

“bride” (Elliot 2001: 118). Butler views sexuality as operating in a similar way, the 

performance of a sexual identity brings the sexual identity into being (Elliot 2001: 118). 

Derrida emphasises the fact that performative power is not the function of an originating will, 

but always derivative. He (1988: 18) writes the following: “Could a performative utterance 

succeed if its formulation did not repeat a ‘coded’ or iterable utterance, or in other words, if 

the formula I pronounce in order to open a meeting, launch a ship or a marriage were not 

identifiable as conforming with an iterable model, if it were not then identifiable in some way 

as a ‘citation’? … in such a typology, the category of intention will not disappear, it will have 

its place, but from that place it will no longer be able to govern the entire scene and system of 

utterance”. 

5.4 SEDGWICK 

Eve Sedgwick is a theorist in the fields of gender studies, queer theory and critical theory. 

Sedgwick echoes the sentiments of post-modern theorists such as Derrida, Foucault and 

Butler in her feminist, anti-homophobic essays on homosexuality (Maddison 2000: 73). 

Drawing on influences from psychoanalysis and deconstruction, Sedgwick draws attention to 

the flawed nature of the binary homosexual/heterosexual definition, the continuum of 

homosexuality and homosociality in patriarchal societies, and notions of linguistic 

performativity in relation to homosexuality. 

Sedgwick (1990: 1) begins the introduction of her book with the assertion that “an 

understanding of virtually any aspect of modern Western culture must be, not merely 

incomplete, but damaged in its central substance to the degree that it does not incorporate a 

critical analysis of modern homo/heterosexual definition”. This assertion reflects the 

emphasis that Sedgwick places on the powerful nature of the definition of homosexuality. 

Sedgwick’s theory of the discursive power of modern definitions of homosexuality firstly 

draws attention to the social consequences of the conceptualisation of the term (Sedgwick 
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1994: 130), and secondly questions the binary nature of the homosexual/heterosexual 

definition (Sedgwick 1990: 9). 

Sedgwick (1994: 130) paraphrases Foucault’s well-known narrative of the conceptualisation 

of the term “homosexual”, in order to draw a comparison between that and Berridge and 

Edwards’ account of opium use in the nineteenth century. She writes: “As defined by [early 

nineteenth century norms], [opium use] was a category of acts; their perpetrator was nothing 

more than the juridical subject of them. The nineteenth-century [addict] became a personage, 

a past, a case history, and a childhood … [His addiction] was everywhere present in him: at 

the root of all his actions because it was their insidious and indefinitely active principle; 

written immodestly on his face and body because it was a secret that always gave itself 

away… The [opium eater] had been a temporary aberration; the [addict] was now a species”. 

In comparing the medicalisation of homosexuality to that of opium use, Sedgwick 

demonstrates how the consequent emergence of a new taxonomy of institutionalised 

discourses served to “specify” homosexuals (Foucault 1979: 43), and devalue one of two 

nominally symmetrical forms of choice (Sedgwick 1990: 9). On the role of heterosexual men 

in the conceptualisation of these medical, legal, literary and psychological discourses, 

Sedgwick cites Sally McConell-Ginet (1985: 387), who claims that “because men with 

superior extra-linguistic resources and privileged discourse positions are often less likely to 

treat perspectives different to their own as mutually available for communication, their 

attitudes are thus more likely to leave a lasting imprint on the common semantic stock than 

women’s”. Sedgwick (1985: 3) therefore echoes Rubin’s (1975: 182) sentiment that the 

oppression of homosexuals is a product of the same heterosexual, patriarchal system whose 

rules and relations oppress women. 

Sedgwick’s deconstructive theoretical approach questions the binary nature of the distinction 

between homosexuality and heterosexuality. Far from being symmetrical opposites, 

Sedgwick argues that the terms “homosexual” and “heterosexual” subsist in an “unsettled and 

dynamic tacit relation”, in which the definition of one is both external and internal to the 

definition of the other (Sedgwick 1990: 10). Despite this assertion, Sedgwick dismisses 

Barthes’ (1977: 133) prediction that “once the paradigm is blurred, utopia begins: meaning 

and sex become the objects of free play, at the heart of which the (polysemant) forms and the 

(sensual) practices, liberated from the binary position, will achieve a state of infinite 

expansion” as overly optimistic. Sedgwick further dismisses the possibility that a 



 37

deconstructive understanding of the nature of these binarisms can serve to disable them. 

Rather, she proposes that such an understanding will make it possible to identify these 

problematic definitions as sites that are “peculiarly densely charged with lasting potentials for 

powerful manipulation” (Sedgwick 1990: 10). 

Sedgwick (1985:89) proposes that there is a disrupted continuum between male homosocial 

and homosexual behaviour. This theory claims that homophobia in Western society is a result 

of an understanding of the proximity of the dangerous realm of same-sex desire that exists 

within heterosexual patriarchal society (Maddison 2000: 73). By comparing attitudes towards 

homosexuality in Western society to those in ancient Greece, Sedgwick demonstrates that 

homophobia is not a necessary consequence of any patriarchal society. 

Sedgwick (1985: 3) cites Foucault’s (1979) and Dover’s (1978) account of homosexuality in 

ancient Greece, in which same-sex relationships between men were a “widespread, licit and 

influential” part of the culture. In that society, younger boys were pursued and seduced by 

older men, and while the passive role taken by the boys was seen as evidence of their 

oppression, the temporary nature of the role assignment, and the educational value of these 

relationships made them acceptable. In demonstrating the seamless nature of the continuum 

between “men loving men” (i.e. homosexuality), and “men promoting the interests of men” 

(i.e. homosociality) in ancient Greece, Sedgwick demonstrates that homophobia is not a 

necessary result of a patriarchal society. 

Sedgwick’s explanation of homophobia in modern Western society as a consequence of the 

systematic discursive suppression of male same-sex desire allows a shift away from the post-

Freudian tendency to attribute homophobia to repressed homosexuality. Rather than viewing 

homophobic men as individuals who fall closer to the homosexual side of the homosocial-

homosexual continuum, Sedgwick proposes that one should view them as individuals who 

have disrupted the continuum through dominant discursive mechanisms which act as a 

regulatory imperative for homosexual desires (Maddison 2000: 72). 

Sedgwick (1985: 89) explains the disruption of the homosocial-homosexual continuum as 

follows: “For a man to be a man’s man is separated only by an invisible, carefully blurred, 

always-already-crossed line from being ‘interested in men’”. It is the understanding of the 

“blurred, always-already-crossed line” that results in the “negotiations, suppressions and 
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disavowals” of same-sex desire that characterise the homophobic relations of mannish men 

with one another (Maddison 2000: 73). 

In her later publications Sedgwick (1994, 2003) considers the impact of linguistic 

performativity on homosexual discourse. She describes performatives as “utterances that do 

not merely describe, but actually perform the actions they name”, and traces the relationship 

between linguistic performativity and same-sex desire from Plato to Foucault. 

Sedgwick (1994: 11) views “closetedness” and “coming out” as dramatising certain features 

of linguistic performativity, with repeated silences acting as speech acts in the former, and the 

revelation of a homosexual identity as the speech act in the latter. She uses these 

performatives as a demonstration of the ways in which language can be said to produce real 

world effects of identity, enforcements, seduction and challenge. 

Sedgwick further considers the powerful way in which language positions social relations, by 

considering the difference in semantic force when a word like “queer” is used in the first 

person and in the third person. 
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CHAPTER 6 

METHODOLOGICAL  
FRAMEWORK 

6.1     INTRODUCTION 

Within the general framework of intercultural communication theory, Collier (2003) 

developed a cultural identity theory in terms of which culture develops as a direct result of 

communication. The theory emphasizes the fact that each individual subscribes to a range of 

cultural identities, and that these identities are “constructed, reinforced, contested and 

challenged” through communication. 

Collier’s cultural identity theory incorporates many of the ideas of post-modern theorists such 

as Mead (1974), Goffman (1961), Foucault (1988) and, more recently, Butler (1989), all of 

who emphasise the critical role of dominant discourse in the construction of social identities. 

The conceptualization of the labeling perspective (Schofield 1965: 203) allowed for a shift 

away from the medical model of homosexuality, and created a view of sexuality as one of 

several salient identity components. This view enables one to examine issues of conflict and 

intolerance among heterosexual and homosexual individuals in the same way that one would 

examine interaction between different cultural groups. Thus communication between and 

about students with different social and sexual orientations, is taken as a form of intercultural 

communication. 

Until recent years, the medical model’s conceptualisation of homosexuality as a pathology 

rendered questions of tolerance unnecessary. A growing acceptance of sexuality as one of 

several socially constructed identity components has lead to an increased interest in the 

process of “coming out” in a dominantly heterosexual society, and the reaction with which 

the revelation of a homosexual identity is met. 

Against the background of the historical and theoretical considerations of a highly 

interdisciplinary nature given in chapters two to five above, this paper aims to explore (i) 

media discourse in a student newspaper that confirms or contests prejudice in relation to 

homosexuality among students, and (ii) the attitudes of current heterosexual Stellenbosch 
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students toward their homosexual counterparts. Attitudes articulated in newspaper reports and 

in questionnaires among current students, will be compared and interpreted with a view to 

establishing first the characterizing features of the discourse, and second the extent to which 

stereotyping of or prejudice against minority groups is linguistically constructed and 

perpetuated. 

Theoretical devices and methodologies from the fields of Critical Discourse Analysis and 

Symbolic Interactionism are used in the qualitative analysis of relevant publications from the 

campus newspaper. In addition to this, a quantitative analysis is made of the data obtained by 

conducting an attitude survey on campus. 

6.2.1    AIMS 

The primary aim of the study is to examine the nature of reported attitudes in student media 

discourse. The secondary aim is to establish whether there has been any development in the 

reported attitudes over a period of five years. The final aim is to determine whether attitudes 

reported in student media coincide with attitudes reflected in a current survey. The strategic 

aim of the study is to contribute to an understanding of the current situation on campus, and 

more generally of homosexuality as a socially constructed phenomenon. 

6.2.2     SAMPLING 

For this study data was collected from two sources. The first was a review of all publications 

made in the past five years’ editions of the campus newspaper, Die Matie, which explicitly 

refer to homosexuality (see appendix A). Over a period of five years, thirty five such 

publications were made in different sections of the newpaper, and so in different generic 

structures. Of these items, 22 were articles, 10 were letters, 3 were campus quotes and 2 were 

advertisements placed by LesBiGay, the campus’ Lesbian, Bisexual, Gay and Transgender 

student society. Over the past five years the distribution of the thirty-five references was as 

follows: 13 were made in 2003, 8 in 2004, 6 in 2005, 3 in 2006 and 7 in 2007. Table 1 below 

gives a summary of the format in which discourse on homosexuality was presented. 
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 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Articles 5 5 5 2 5 

Letters 6 2 0 1 1 

Quotes 2 0 1 0 0 

Advertisements 0 1 0 0 1 

Total 13 8 6 3 7 

Table 6.1: Distribution of references made over a period of five years 

6.2.3     PARTICIPANTS 

The second source of data was a 240 participant survey conducted on campus. The survey, a 

21 point questionnaire designed by Kite and Deaux (1986) (see appendix B) was used to 

measure attitudes toward homosexuality. The questionnaire was handed out to an equal 

number of male and female participants from the faculties of Humanities, Commerce and 

Natural Sciences. 

 

 Humanities Commerce Natural Sciences 

Male 40 40 40 

Female 40 40 40 

Total 80 80 80 

Table 6.2: Demographic details of survey participants 

Participation in the survey was voluntary; a consent form (see appendix C) was attached to 

the survey to inform participants of their rights, and to be signed as confirmation of their 

understanding and willingness to participate. Due anonymity and confidentiality of 

participants is assured. In order to avoid data being confounded by allowing homosexual 

students to answer a questionnaire designed for heterosexual participants, students were 

required to indicate their sexual orientation along with other biographic details such as age 
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and gender. The questionnaires of students who indicated that they are homosexual were 

discarded for the purposes of the current study. 

Criteria for participation in the attitude survey were thus as follows: 

• Participants had to be enrolled as full-time, undergraduate students at the university 

of Stellenbosch. 

• Participants had to identify their sexual orientation as heterosexual. 

6.2.4    PROCEDURE 

The main source of data for the study was media contributions of various genres made over a 

period of five years in the campus newspaper. Publications were accessed through electronic 

archives, as well as archives in the campus library. All publications making explicit reference 

to the topic of homosexuality were selected and analysed using instruments and 

methodologies from the field of Discourse Analysis. Frameworks developed by van Dijk 

(1998: 61) and Gelber (2002: 69) were implemented in a qualitative analysis of the ideologies 

discursively represented in news media. 

In addition to this, data was obtained by conducting a 240 participant attitude survey in six 

undergraduate classes and several other popular student gathering places on campus. With the 

consent of the lecturer, a brief presentation was made in the undergraduate classes explaining 

the aims and nature of the study. Following this, questionnaires were distributed and 

volunteers were required to fill them in anonymously, and return them to the researcher. 

6.2.4    INSTRUMENTS 

Two frameworks were adopted from the theoretical works of van Dijk (1998: 61) and Gelber 

(2002: 69), and applied in a qualitative analysis of selected campus news media reports. 

Van Dijk (1998: 61) identified five steps in doing an ideological analysis, namely: 

1) Examine the context in which the discourse takes place; 

2) Analyse which groups, power relations and conflicts are involved; 

3) Look for positive and negative opinions about Us and Them; 
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4) Spell out the presupposed and implied messages; and 

5) Examine all formal structures that (de)emphasise polarised group opinions. 

Gelber (2002: 69) applied Habermas’s (1979: 1) validity-claims framework in her analysis of 

ideological discourse. The claims can be examined on three levels, namely: 

1) Claims about the objective world 

2) Claims about norms and values in this objective world 

3) Claims about the subjectivities of the speaker. 

In addition to this qualitative analysis, a quantative analysis was done on the data obtained 

from the attitude scale questionnaire that was conducted on campus. The Homosexuality 

Attitude Scale was designed by Kite and Deaux (1986: 137), and is a 21-question instrument 

that uses Likert scales in assessing people’s stereotypes, misconceptions and anxieties about 

homosexuals/homosexuality. The attitude scale has a uni-dimensional factor that represents 

an overall positive or negative evaluation of homosexuals. The scale has an internal 

consistency of alphas >.92, and a test-retest reliability of r=.71. 

6.2.5    RELIABILITY AND ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The quantitative analysis conducted on campus was exploratory descriptive in nature, and 

aimed to be used as secondary to the data obtained in the qualitative analysis of news media 

publications. Ethical clearance was obtained from the university’s Subcommittee A, and an 

informed consent form detailing the rights of participants was attached to each questionnaire. 

The consent form explained the aims at the outset of the research, and that participation in the 

study was anonymous. 

While the 240 participants cannot be said to be representative of the entire campus, lecture 

rooms in which the survey was conducted were selected at random, so that all students 

present on that part of campus stood an equal chance of being selected. An equal number of 

male and female participants were selected from each faculty, so that the results could be 

compared without gender bias. 
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CHAPTER 7 

DISCUSSION 

7.1    INTRODUCTION – NEWS MEDIA ANALYSIS 

A detailed analysis was conducted on five years’ publications in the campus newspaper, Die 

Matie, in which homosexuality is topicalised. As the analysis below will show, a shift in 

ideologies has taken place over the past five years, with publications indicating that the 

campus environment is growing more tolerant of homosexuality. This shift in ideologies is in 

part a result of the effort made by support groups such as LesBiGay, the Centre for Student 

Counselling and Development (CSCD), and the group run by Dr Carel Anthonissen and 

Francois Tredoux. The efforts of these groups to both provide support for students struggling 

with their sexuality, and ensure that their struggle for acceptance is represented in the campus 

media as well as elsewhere. This has brought the kind of awareness to the issue that 

facilitates discourse and provides an opportunity for a shift in ideologies. 

7.2.1   REPORTS IN DIE MATIE DURING 2003 

2003 bore witness to two interconnected debates surrounding homosexuality on campus, 

which were explored in a series of thirteen publications in the campus newspaper, Die Matie. 

The first debate addressed the question of whether university residences should develop a 

separate policy regarding the visitation rights of homosexual students. The second debate, 

seemingly fuelled by the first, addressed the growing concern of both Christians and non-

Christians regarding the church’s official stance on homosexuality. 

A critical analysis, adopted from the theoretical works of van Dijk (1998: 61) and Gelber 

(2002: 69) was applied to selected publications in an attempt to reveal the ideologies that are 

present in these texts. 

The issue of visitation hours was addressed in a series of four articles, published between 12 

March and 16 April. In the first article, headlined as “Gender vs Sexuality”, the authors 

criticise the university for not giving enough attention to diversity in terms of sexual 

orientation, and bring attention to the fact that the visiting hours and policies of university 

residences do not take sexual orientation into account. 
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In the second article in this series, “Homoseksuele beleid kom dalk” (Homosexual policy 

may be on its way), the author summarises key points made in the previous article, and states 

that the student affairs committee and various university residences have been approached in 

discussions pertaining to the matter of visitation hours. 

In a follow-up article “Geen ‘oude doos seksplan’ in kas vir US” (“No old-fashioned sex-plan 

in closet for US”), the dean of students dismisses claims that a new residence policy 

regarding the visitation rights of homosexual students is being formulated, and brings 

attention to the fact that diversity in terms of sexual orientation is not in any way a new issue. 

In the fourth and final article in this series, “Gay couples: an issue for public debate?”, the 

author criticises the university for their involvement in the debate regarding visitation rights, 

bringing attention to the fact that a debate of this nature could “easily ignite a wave of 

homophobia”. 

The first and third articles in this series will be analysed using the frameworks designed by 

van Dijk (1998: 61) and Gelber (2002: 69). The first article, “Gender vs Sexuality”, was 

written in response to increasing discourse surrounding the possible inclusion of sexual 

orientation in the diversity plans drawn up by university residences. 

The groups involved in the debate were individual homosexual students and their 

representatives, individual heterosexual students of various persuasions on this issue, 

residence committees, the student representative council, and certain faculty members. 

The authors of the article avoid explicit evaluative statements about the above-mentioned 

groups, and instead bring attention to the erroneous nature of binary distinctions like 

homosexual-heterosexual, by raising questions such as “When and how does one decide 

whether a person is gay?” and “Who will determine the nature of the relationship between 

two women?”. The authors further raise concern that the implementation of a policy based on 

sexual orientation will discourage individuals from being open about their sexuality. 

The presupposed and implied messages in the article are manifold. The authors’ description 

of homosexuality as a “new concept” can only refer to contemporary changes in knowledge 

and attitude, as the notion of homosexuality as a human condition and even the idea that 

some students may be homosexual, are certainly not new. Such new perceptions are 

articulated in the descriptive phrase that it is “being accepted more and more”; this carries the  
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implication that the situation of homosexual students has changed in such a way that it can no 

longer be omitted in discussions surrounding diversity on campus. The article further calls for 

“a balance between straight and gay rights”, which firstly implies that the rights of 

homosexual and heterosexual students are not in accord with each other, and secondly 

implies that such a balance is possible, even desirable. A final, less opaque implication is that 

equality, in terms of rights and treatment, is of paramount importance. 

The authors’ assertion in the byline of the article that “treat[ing] everybody the same” is the 

“obvious answer” to questions surrounding diversity acts as a formal structure that serves to 

de-emphasise polarised homophobic ideologies. 

In terms of Gelber’s (2002: 69) adaptation of Habermas’ validity-claims framework, the 

article can be analysed in the following way. Firstly, the article makes claims about the truth 

of an objective world, namely that diversity in terms of sexual orientation exists on campus, 

that inequality exists in the accommodating of this diversity, and that this inequality exists in 

part as a result of the failure of the university to address this issue satisfactorily. 

Secondly, the article makes claims about the rightness of shared norms and values present in 

this objective world. The norms and values being appealed to here are ones of tolerance, 

diversity and equality. 

Thirdly, the article makes claims about the subjectivities of the authors. While both 

Habermas and Gelber recognise that this level is the most difficult to assess, it can be 

assumed that the subjective opinions expressed in the article are true to those of the authors. 

The third article, “Geen ‘oude doos seksplan’ in kas vir US” (No old-fashioned sex-plan in 

closet for US) was written in response to the increasing discourse surrounding the issue of 

diversity on campus in terms of sexual orientation. 

The groups involved in the debate are homosexual students, their heterosexual counterparts, 

residence committees, the university’s faculty, the Gay and Lesbian Alliance, and LesBiGay, 

the university’s support group for lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender students. 

The author of this article avoids taking an ideological stance in the debate, and instead reports 

the evaluative opinions of various members of the above-mentioned groups. The dean of 

students, P.G. du Plessis, denies that a new policy is being formulated, and brings attention to 



 47

the fact that sexual diversity is as old as mankind. Heterosexual students are reported to feel 

discriminated against, as their homosexual counterparts enjoy freer access to their partners’ 

residence rooms. The Gay and Lesbian Alliance are said to be “briesend” (furious), about the 

“prehistoriese optrede van die US” (prehistoric conduct of the US). The chairperson of 

LesBiGay, Mia Cloete, is reported to be satisfied that no new policy is being formulated, and 

warns against the common prejudice of exaggerating similarities between lesbians and 

straight men, jokingly saying “’n gruwel bly ‘n gruwel” (an abomination stays an 

abomination). The chairman of the residence committee, Riaan Hubinger, is reported as 

saying that the affair was blown out of proportion, and that the debate did not arise from an 

incident that needed to be addressed, but from the enquiry of a proactive residence leader. 

In the second paragraph of the article, the author reports that a regional daily newspaper, Die 

Burger, had published an article claiming that a new policy was being formulated. The author 

then indicates that such alleged formulation of a policy on visiting rights would entail that all 

students would be required to make their sexual orientation known. The fact that such a  

consequence is explicitly identified by the author as an implication is of interest here, as it 

assumes that all readers understand the implicature, and it alerts readers to concealed 

meanings as well as to flaws in an argument. 

There are two formal structures present in the article that affect the meaning of the utterances 

in which they occur. The first is the word play on the term “in die kas” (in the closet) in the 

headline of the article. This word play both serves to contextualise the ongoing policy debate, 

and to give the impression of a sense of camaraderie between the university and its 

homosexual students. This article was written in response to negative reactions by various 

gay rights organisations, including the Gay and Lesbian Alliance. For this reason it can be 

assumed that this friendly pun was not accidental, but strategic. The structure therefore serves 

to de-emphasise the opinions of gay rights activists, who believe that the university is 

implementing policies that discriminate against homosexuals. The second formal structure in 

the article is the insertion of inverted commas around the word “beleid” (policy). The use of 

this device indicates an evaluative opinion of the author, namely that the policy in question 

never existed. This structure serves to de-emphasise the growing opinion that a new policy is 

being formulated, and to silence the debate to a certain extent. 

Closely following the ebb of the debate surrounding residence policies, a series of seven 

letters were published, between the dates of 21 May and 8 October 2003. The letters 
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topicalised the debate surrounding the NG church’s official stance on homosexuality. Of the 

seven letters, four support and encourage the church’s acceptance of homosexuality, and 

three bemoan the growing number of church leaders calling for a revision of the church’s 

stance in this matter. 

The first letter was written by a pastor of the campus’ NG church, and blames homophobic 

incidents in university residences on the church and residence environments, which he claims 

“voed” (foster) and “koester” (harbour) homophobia. He further writes that homosexual 

individuals can enrich the lives of heterosexuals in various ways, including helping them 

become better Christians. He ends his letter by encouraging his “gay vriende” (gay friends) to 

be proud of who they are, and not to become discouraged. 

Considering the turbulent nature of the debate surrounding the church’s stance on 

homosexuality, it is not surprising that this letter was closely followed by several others on 

the same topic. The second letter was written in response to the first, and harshly criticises the 

author of the first letter. The author of the second letter compares homosexuality to 

prostitution, and claims that the “oop gemoed” (open-mindedness) and “diversiteitsmanie” 

(diversity mania) prevalent in today’s society are bringing an end to traditional Christian 

values. 

The following five letters are very similar to the first two in terms of being rife with 

ideological statements and subjectivities. The author of the third letter criticises the author of 

the first, and claims that his views cannot be taken as biblical. The fourth letter in turn 

criticises the author of the third letter, stating that only homosexuals themselves can put an 

end to the ongoing debate, and bringing attention to the fact that homosexuality has been 

depathologised since the early 1970s. The 8 October edition of Die Matie contained three 

more letters in response to the first four, of which two encouraged the church’s acceptance of 

homosexuality, and one discouraged it. For the purposes of this study, a critical analysis will 

be given of the first two letters, as the ideological content and structure are representative of 

the others in this series of publications. 

The first letter was written in response to a homophobic incident at a university residence, 

Majuba, in which a black homosexual student had been physically assaulted. The author of 

this letter identifies the intolerant attitudes of residences and churches as the root of this 
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prejudiced behaviour, and for this reason he uses the newspaper as a platform from which to 

encourage individuals to accept homosexuality and treat all students with the same respect. 

The groups involved are church members and leaders who discourage the acceptance of 

homosexuality, those who encourage it, and homosexuals themselves. The conflict centres 

around the question of whether homosexuality should be accepted or condemned by the 

church. The power struggle in this debate is interesting, as there is a discourse between 

certain church leaders, fighting for and against recognition of the rights of a minority group 

that has been ostracised in church communities while for years official views on the topic 

have accepted and overlooked such harassment and exclusion. 

The letter contains many evaluative opinions about the above-mentioned groups, which are 

revealing of the ideologies of the authors. Individuals and groups who support the church’s 

ongoing condemnation of homosexuality are described as “onverdraagsaam” (intolerant), and 

the church’s environment as one which makes it easy for its members to “veroordeel” (judge) 

and “skop rond” (kick around) members of other groups. Homosexuals, on the other hand, 

are described as “onderwerp” (objectified), and encouraged by the author to hold on to their 

unique identities and to not become “moedeloos” (despondent) and “onverskillig” 

(indifferent). The author of the letter identifies several ways in which the acceptance of 

homosexuality will benefit the church, and in this way contribute to a positive impression of 

an otherwise stigmatised group. 

The implied message of the letter is that the homophobic incident in Majuba is in part a result 

of the intolerant attitudes fostered in residences and churches, and that these institutions need 

to take responsibility for the consequences of their attitudes. The church’s interpretation of 

biblical texts, on which they base their condemnation of homosexuality, is described as 

“onkrities” (uncritical) and “onwetenskaplik” (unscientific), which implies that a stance 

based on reference to a few decontextualised citations is not well founded. 

The author’s final sentence in the letter “En laat ek dit ‘n slag onomwonde sê: daar bestaan 

geen bybelse gronde waarom julle dit (aanvaarding van eie gay identiteit) nie met oorgawe 

kan doen nie” (And let me say it unequivocally: there are no biblical grounds why you cannot 

do it (accept own gay identity) with abandon) acts as a formal structure in which the author 

makes use of his authority as a church leader to de-emphasise polarised homophobic 

opinions. 
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In terms of Gelber’s (2002: 69) validity-claims framework, the letter can be analysed as 

follows. Firstly, the letter makes claims about an objective world, namely that homophobia 

exists on campus, and that the ideologies of various institutions are partially to blame for this. 

The letter further claims that an acceptance of homosexuality will be beneficial to both the 

dominant and minority groups, and that there are no sound biblical grounds on which 

homosexuality should be condemned. The letter further makes claims about the norms and 

values of the objective world, appealing to values that emphasise the importance of tolerance 

and equality, and questioning the norm of intolerance towards homosexuals. It is significant 

that claims related to values of Christianity are topicalised – apparently different religious 

perspectives are in opposition and religious motivation for a position appears to be an 

important one in the campus debate. Finally, the letter makes claims about the subjective 

values of the author, namely that the opinions expressed in the text are representative of those 

of the author. As discussed above, this level of validity-claim is the most difficult to assess, 

but for the purposes of this study it is reasonable to assume that the author is sincere in his 

representation of his own subjectivities. 

The second letter in the series of publications was written in response to the one discussed 

above. In it, the author describes herself as “ontstig” (upset) by the first letter, and describes 

the letter as “aanmatigend” (arrogant) and “kommerwekkend” (troubling). She describes the 

ongoing debate surrounding the church’s stance on homosexuality as a “basaar” (bazaar), and 

claims that any “imbisiel” (imbecile) can read the Bible and know what God’s reaction to this 

would be. 

The power groups present in this debate are the same as the ones discussed above, namely 

church leaders and members who discourage the acceptance of homosexuality, those who 

encourage it, and homosexuals themselves. The power relations and conflicts are also the 

same as the ones discussed above, although it should be noted that the author of the letter is 

not in a position of power within any of the above-mentioned groups, as was the case with the 

author of the previous letter. 

The letter contains several subjective, ideological opinions about the groups involved in the 

debate. Certain supporters of the church’s homophobic condemnation of homosexuality is 

justified by the author through the assertion that the principles underlying this condemnation 

were “ingestel deur die Almagtige” (established by the Almighty). In turn, she describes the 

author of the previous letter as a “kritiserende skaap” (criticising sheep). By characterising 
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the two sides of the debate in this way, the author creates a polarised view of the two groups, 

with those on her side characterised as loyal, God-fearing Christians, and those on the other 

side characterised as errant sheep who have wandered off the path of righteousness. This 

characterisation of these individuals as sheep implies that they are unintelligent, unthinking, 

and blind in whom they choose to follow. In addition to this, the author likens homosexuality 

to prostitution, stating that Jesus did not condemn the prostitute, but did not condone her 

behaviour either. Through this comparison, the author groups homosexuals with individuals 

who commit illegal, immoral acts, and so creates a negative view of the group by association. 

In her characterisation of the author of the previous letter as a “blêrende predikant” (bleating 

pastor), and the use of the diminutive word “leraartjie” (little pastor), the author implies that 

his views are to be disregarded. She further implies that open-mindedness and diversity are to 

blame for society’s loss of traditional Christian values, and that such loss could be avoided by 

removing science and critical thinking from the analysis of biblical texts. Finally, by posing 

the question “hoe kan mens 105% in Iemand glo as jy die hele tyd krities oor Sy woorde moet 

redekawel?” (how can one have 105% faith in Someone if you are constantly citically 

quibbling over His words?), the author implies that a critical analysis of biblical texts is 

indicative of a departure from faith. 

The author makes use of several formal structures in the promotion of her own ideologies 

throughout the text. Her description of the readers of the previous letter as “oningeligte kind-

salaris-trekker-tussengangers” (uninformed child-salary-drawer-go-betweens) serves to vilify 

the author of the first letter, as it implies that he is using his authority as a church leader to 

promote his own ideological stance. Her quotation of the biblical verse “go and sin no more” 

is another formal structure that justifies her condemnation of homosexuals, constructs 

homosexuality as a behavioural deviation (“sin”), and thus strengthens homophobic opinions. 

The letter makes validity-claims on the following three levels. Firstly, the author of the letter 

claims that growing acceptance of homosexuality is leading to the deterioration of the 

church’s traditional values. The letter further claims that an acceptance of homosexuality 

would be disobedient to the word of God. In terms of norms and values, the letter appeals to 

values of Christian obedience and faith in the word of God. While the author concedes that 

intolerance violates Christian values, she makes a distinction between condemnation of the 

individual and condemnation of the act, implying that the former is acceptable. Finally, in 
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terms of the subjectivities expressed in the letter, the abundant use of adjective and metaphors 

indicate that the opinions in the text are true to those of the author. 

7.2.3    REPORTS IN DIE MATIE DURING 2004 

The noticeable increase in items topicalising homosexuality in 2004’s first edition of Die 

Matie reflects a growing awareness and sensitivity to this issue and the nature of the 

discourse. The controversial nature of the previous year’s publications was taken up again, 

this time with increased support for homosexual students. Two more letters commenting on 

the gay-debate in the church were published in the first two editions of the year, and a total of 

four articles advocating the acceptance of homosexuality were published between the dates of 

11 February and 28 July. 

Of the year’s eight items referring to homosexuality, only two contained negative group 

opinions. The first of these is the last one in the series of letters topicalising the gay-debate in 

church context. In it, the author refers to the “onsekerheid” (uncertainty) and “foutiewe 

denkwyse” (flawed logic) of individuals who advocate the acceptance of homosexuality, and 

claims that these people “verlei onskuldige mense” (mislead innocent people) 

The second negative group opinion comes from a self-identified gay man, Francois Blom, in 

an article written about himself. In the article, he is cited as saying: “’n homosekuele persoon 

wat gedonner word in hierdie dorp het daarvoor gesoek” (a homosexual person that is 

assaulted in this town was looking for it). This statement reveals a type of internal 

homophobia, in which the heterosexual values of the dominant society influence the way gay 

people think about homosexuality and themselves. 

In the February edition of Die Matie, one letter and three articles topicalising the acceptance 

of homosexuality were published. The letter, “’sin’ equaliser in gay/Christian debate” 

bemoans the rift developing between gay and Christian people, and encourages Christians to 

accept gay people as they are. The author further encourages gay people to hold on to their 

faith in spite of being ostrasised by many in the church. The first article “Gay: is jy ok 

daarmee?” (Gay: are you ok with it?) topicalises the depathologisation of homosexuality, and 

the negative psychological impact of society’s persistent intolerance thereof more than 30 

years after homosexuality was officially removed from the DSM (Diagnostic and Statistical 

manual). The second and third articles, “Group addresses sexuality questions” and “Groepe 

help gemaklik wees met seksualiteit” (Group helps being comfortable with sexuality) discuss 
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the need for – and benefit of - support groups for individuals coming to terms with their 

sexuality. The final article of the four that advocate the acceptance of homosexuality, “Same 

sex marriage discussed at workshop”, discusses the possible revision of the law preventing 

the marriages between same sex partners. The article reports the stance of Evert Knoesen, 

director of the Lesbian and Gay Equality Project, as presented at a same sex marriage 

workshop held on campus. 

For the purposes of this study, the first and final article mentioned above will be analysed in 

an attempt to reveal the ideologies of the authors and informants, and how these ideologies 

are represented discursively. The first article, “Gay: is jy ok daarmee?” (Gay; are you ok with 

it?) was written in the wake of a series of controversial publications topicalising 

homosexuality on campus, and emphasises the importance of accepting homosexuals as they 

are. The article reports that, despite the fact that homosexuality has been depathologised for 

more than 30 years, the stigma and stereotyping that still surround the topic have a negative 

psychological impact on homosexual individuals. 

The groups involved in this discourse are heterosexuals, homosexuals, their support groups, 

and the psychologists who have implemented a new therapeutic approach in dealing with 

homosexuality. They propose that homosexuality should be accepted from the same dominant 

position of power that heterosexual individuals enjoy, especially within the “Afrikaner 

Kultuur” (Afrikaner Culture). The author avoids explicit expressions of positive opinions 

about homosexuals in an attempt to promote a more tolerant attitude towards them, and 

instead brings attention to the negative effects of being stigmatised, such as “angs” (anxiety), 

“depressie” (depression), “self haat” (self-loathing), “lae selfbeeld” (low self-esteem) and 

“identiteitskrisis” (identity crisis). In this way, she appeals to the empathy of heterosexual 

readers, rather than attempting to construct a more positive view of homosexuality. 

The implication of the article is that, in light of the negative psychological impact that 

homophobia has on homosexual individuals, heterosexuals should answer “yes” to the 

question in the headline: “is jy ok daarmee?” (are you ok with it?). This implication rests on 

the presupposition that most individuals are concerned about the well-being of others, and 

should attempt to relieve the suffering of others once they become aware of it. 

There are three formal structures in the article that support the opinions expressed therein. 

Firstly, a photograph is featured in the centre of the piece, depicting the blurred image of a 
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gay couple standing in front of a recognisable statue on the university campus. This both 

serves to confront the readers with the presence of gay couples on campus, and to emphasise 

the extent to which homosexuals are often forced to hide their sexuality in order to avoid 

becoming the victims of homophobia. The second formal structure is the insertion of inverted 

commas around the word “anderste” (different) in the expression “anderste seksuele 

orientasie” (different sexual orientation). This textual device brings attention to the fact that 

homosexuality is not inherently “different”, but constructed as such by the discourse of a 

dominantly heterosexual society. The third formal structure is the use of long verbatim quotes 

from Francois Rabie, Carel Anthonissen and Carey Brembridge, all three of whom support 

and encourage a more regular approach to homosexuality. The citation of the ideologies of 

those in authoritative positions lends force to the ideologies of the author. In this way, she de-

emphasises negative, polarised opinions that construct homosexuality as an irregular 

condition. 

In terms of validity claims, the article can be assessed on the following three levels. Firstly, 

the article makes claims about the objective world, namely that the bulk of society remains 

homophobic despite the fact that homosexuality has been depathologised since the early 

1970s. The article further claims that homophobia has a negative psychological impact on 

homosexual individuals, and should be addressed for this reason. Secondly, the article makes 

claims about the norms and values of the objective world. The author appeals to shared 

values of tolerance and empathy for the suffering of others. Thirdly, the article makes claims 

about the subjectivities of the author. The one-sided nature of the opinions cited by the author 

indicates that the ideologies expressed in the text are representative of those of the author. 

The last in the series of four articles published in 2004, in which the acceptance of 

homosexuality was topicalised and promoted, is titled “Same sex marriages discussed at 

workshop”. The article was written in the wake of the submission of an application to the 

Johannesburg High Court, which challenges the law prohibiting the marriage of same sex 

partners. In the weeks following the filing of the application, a same sex marriage workshop 

was held on campus, mediated by Evert Knoesen, director of the Lesbian and Gay Equality 

Project (the Equality Project). 

The conflict featured in the article centres around the question of whether same sex marriages 

should be legalised or not. The question underlying this conflict is whether or not the (then 

current) law violates the human rights of homosexuals, by depriving them of the freedom to 
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determine a spouse of their choice. The groups involved are the Equality Project and 18 other 

organisations working in conjunction with them, the officials responsible for deciding the fate 

of the application, and the various individuals supporting these two groups. The united front 

presented by the Equality Project and the other interested parties adds weight to their power 

in this conflict, and by association, places homosexuals in a more dominant position of 

power. 

The author avoids the expression of evaluative opinions of the groups involved, and instead 

brings attention to the fact that the (then current) law comes down to discrimination on the 

grounds of sexual orientation. The author brings attention to the fact that this is 

unconstitutional, and focuses on the harmful effects that discrimination may have on 

homosexual individuals. The author describes the non-recognition of same sex marriages as a 

violation of fundamental human rights, and of the dignity, self-esteem and identities of 

homosexuals. 

The implication of the above-mentioned strategy is that the notion of equality is 

foregrounded, and that the fundamental human rights of individuals are given more weight 

than subjective evaluations of their lifestyles. The author makes use of many verbatim quotes 

by Evert Knoesen, and in doing so adds the force of his authority to the expression of her 

own ideologies. This acts as a formal structure that serves to de-emphasise negative attitudes 

towards homosexuality and same sex unions. 

In terms of Gelber’s (2002: 69) validity-claims-framework, claims made in the article can be 

assessed on the following three levels. Firstly, the article makes claims about the objective 

world, namely that the law prohibiting same sex marriages violates the human rights of 

homosexuals. The article further claims that the law gives rise to inequality based on sexual 

orientation, and needs to be adjusted for this reason. Secondly, the article appeals to values 

that emphasise equality, respect for human rights, tolerance, and the norm of affording equal 

rights to all South African citizens. Finally, the article asserts that the subjectivities and 

ideologies expressed in the piece are representative of those of the author. 

7.2.4     REPORTS IN DIE MATIE DURING 2005 

Following the controversial debates conducted in 2003 and 2004, the publications of 2005 

were comparatively low in ideological content. Five articles topicalising homosexuality were 

published between 23 February and 5 October, with two discussing on-campus support 
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available to homosexual students and two reporting homophobic incidents. The final article 

reports on an interview with a gay pastor, Laurie Gaum, whose dismissal from the NG church 

as a result of the revelation of his homosexuality and a controversial relationship was rather 

sensationally splashed across news media earlier in the year. 

The first article, published on 23 February, is titled “Parade of the Perfectly Proud”, and 

reports that the third annual Cape Town Gay Pride Parade is to be held on the following 

Saturday. The parade is described as a “coming together of diverse peoples to celebrate 

sexual identity and gay freedom”. The author further quotes Hencharl Strauss, (then) 

president of LesBiGay, who says that the diversity of people attending the parade shows that 

“there is no stereotype”. The positive light in which the author casts the parade through the 

use of words and phrases such as “celebrate”, “freedom” and “one of the biggest parties on 

Cape Town’s social calender” serves to de-emphasise negative homophobic opinions, and 

promote the acceptance of homosexuality. 

The second article, “CSDC (sic) and LesBiGay: supporting sexual identity” brings attention 

to two on-campus organisations that offer support to students struggling with their sexuality, 

namely the institutionally extabished Centre for Student Counselling and Development 

(CSCD) and the SRC-recognised student organisation LesBiGay. The article reports that, 

despite a changing society, students exploring a minority sexual orientation still fear 

discrimination, and are still sometimes subjected to painful remarks. It attributes the fear and 

loneliness sometimes felt by homosexual students to two things. Firstly, a lack of knowledge 

around what it means to be homosexual results in many heterosexual students retaining 

homophobic attitudes. Secondly, according to Mia Cloete, (then) vice-chairperson for 

LesBiGay, “the gay scene can be very cliquey”. The author reports that the CSCD offers a 

“safe, confidential environment” for students who are unsure of their sexual orientation, 

while LesBiGay offers a chance to meet others who are in the same position. The article thus 

offers a positive perspective on the situation of homosexual students on campus, and implies 

that the stigmatisation they are subjected to is damaging, and based on a lack of knowledge. 

In implying this, the author de-emphasises homophobic opinions, and encourages the 

acceptance of homosexuality. 

The third article topicalising homosexuality, “Student gebliksem na gay-aantuiging (sic)” 

(Student assaulted following gay-insinuation) was published on 13 April. The article reports 

on an incident at the Klein-Karoo Nasionale Kunstefees, at which a Stellenbosch student was 
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hit in the face after insinuating that a local pop star, Arno Jordaan, is homosexual. The 

student is reported to have apologised for the incident, upon which the Jordaan-family 

asserted that they do not have a problem with gay people, and that Arno has several gay 

friends. Although the article does not express ideological opinions on the incident, the 

incident itself is revealing of the ideologies of the dominant society. The fact that an 

individual is subjected to violence for merely suggesting that someone has homosexual 

tendencies reveals the stigma still attached to homosexuality. Furthermore, the fact that the 

student apologised for the insinuation reveals that he is aware of this stigma. The Jordaan-

family’s vocal acceptance of homosexuality is representative of the type of discourse that 

serves to challenge and change the ideologies formed and expressed in the dominant 

discourse. 

The fourth article referring to homosexuality, titled “Haatspraakbriewe na MRK” (Hate-

speech letters to HRC) was published on 5 October. The article reports the distribution of a 

radical fundamentalist newsletter on campus, which featured articles containing racist, 

chauvinistic and homophobic epithets and opinions. Although the article does not focus 

specifically on homophobia, the distribution of a newsletter of this nature reveals the radical 

nature of homophobic ideologies, and the outright manner in which they are sometimes 

expressed in news media. 

The final article topicalising homosexuality, titled “Geloof, hoop, liefde” (Faith, hope, love), 

was published on 31 August. The author of the article reports on an interview she conducted 

with Laurie Gaum, a gay pastor who was dismissed from the NG church following the 

disclosure of his sexual orientation by a third party. The author reports that Gaum was 

“teleurgesteld” (disappointed) in the church’s decision, but remained positive, calm and 

patient. The article is of interest in this study, as Gaum’s dismissal brought the widely 

publicised gay-church debate of 2003 back into the media’s focus. In his description of Gaum 

as “stylvol” (stylish), “goed versorg dog glad nie verfynd” (well-groomed but not effeminate) 

and “vriendlik” (friendly), the author both acknowledges and de-emphasises polarised 

homophobic opinions. Her summation that “die NG kerk het ‘n gulde geleentheid deur hul 

vingers laat glip” (the NG church let a golden opportunity slip through their fingers) again 

de-emphasises homophobic ideologies, and expresses her encouragement of the church’s 

acceptance of homosexuality. 
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7.2.5     REPORTS IN DIE MATIE DURING 2006 

There are two notable features of  the 2006 publications in which homosexuality is 

topicalised. The first is that only three publications referencing homosexuality were made, 

compared to thirteen publications in 2003, eight in 2004, and five in 2005. The second 

notable feature is that all three publications advocate the acceptance of homosexuality on 

campus. 

The first article, “The freedom to be yourself”, again reports on the organisations on campus 

that provide support for homosexual students. This article is different to those published 

earlier, in that it directly quotes much of LesBiGay’s ideologies in its summation of the 

organisation. For this reason, this article will be analysed more closely, making use of the 

frameworks conceptualised by van Dijk (1998: 61) and Gelber (2002: 69). 

The article was published the week following the fourth annual Cape Town Gay Pride 

Parade, and provides an overview of the various support groups and services offered by 

LesBiGay. The groups involved are LesBiGay, homosexual students on campus, their 

heterosexual counterparts, and psychiatrists from the CSCD who work in conjunction with 

LesBiGay. 

The author makes use of direct quotes from LesBiGay’s official documents in her overview 

of the society, explaining that LesBiGay aims to create an environment where “people can 

feel that they are not the only queer fish in the pond”, and to prove that “you don’t have to 

have a moustache to be lesbian, and gay men aren’t automatically destined to become 

hairdressers”. In doing so, the author simultaneously constructs and confronts a view of 

homosexual students as isolated, stereotyped and stigmatised. This in turn creates a negative 

view of homophobic students who ostracise their homosexual counterparts. 

The use of phrases such as “freedom to be yourself”, “safe environment” and “celebration of 

freedom of sexuality” implies that the author sees the LesBiGay society as a positive and 

necessary presence on campus. This further implies that the author supports and encourages 

the acceptance of homosexual students by their heterosexual counterparts, and views their 

stigmatisation and ostracisation as an unfortunate state of affairs that needs to be rectified. 

The citation of ideologies from LesBiGay’s official documents acts as a formal structure that 
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serves to de-emphasise homophobic opinions. These citations have the additional effect of 

adding the force of the society’s ideologies to those of the author. 

In terms of Gelber’s (2002: 69) validity-claims-framework, the article makes claims on the 

following three levels: firstly, the article makes claims about the existence of an objective 

world, in which discrimination against homosexuals on the basis of their sexual orientation is 

still rife. The article further claims that the presence of a society such as LesBiGay lessens 

the negative psychological effects of such discrimination, and contributes to the 

“normalisation” of the broader Stellenbosch community. In terms of norms and values, the 

article appeals to shared values of tolerance, equality, and empathy with the suffering of 

others. Finally, the article makes claims about the subjectivities of the author. The abundant 

use of direct quotes from LesBiGay’s official documents indicates that the ideologies of the 

author coincide with those of the society, and for this reason it can be assumed that the 

ideologies represented in the text are true to those of the author. 

The second publication referring to homosexuality is a letter published the week after the first 

article. In it, the author thanks the editor of Die Matie for the exposure given to LesBiGay in 

the previous publication, saying that she is “soooo impressed”. This letter serves to de-

emphasise homophobic opinions, by recognising the necessity and worth of support groups 

for students struggling with their sexuality. 

The third article topicalising homosexuality, “Gay marriages: SU students get involved in the 

debate”, was published on 11 October. The article reports that a panel discussion is to be held 

to discuss the revision of the Marriage Act. The existing legislation was found by the 

Constitutional Court to “represent a harsh if oblique statement by the law that same-sex 

couples are outsiders, and that their need for affirmation and protection of their intimate 

relations as human beings is somehow less than that of heterosexual couples”. The author 

quotes a BSc student, reportedly opposed to the (then current) Marriage Act, who says that 

the issue at hand is not just a gay struggle, but a human rights struggle. The student is further 

quoted as saying that the gay community deserves the right to legal equality, and that the 

(then current) law shows that there is still discrimination and unfairness against minorities 

within South African society. By citing the opinions of another student, the author of the 

article is able to promote her own ideologies without claiming ownership of them. In this 

way, she de-emphasises homophobic opinions, and at the same time implies that the opinions 

of the student quoted are somehow representative of those of other students on campus. 
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7.2.6    REPORTS IN DIE MATIE DURING 2007 

2007 witnessed the publication of five articles and one letter topicalising homosexuality on 

campus, as well as one advertisement for LesBiGay’s Spring Ball. Of the seven publications, 

six articulated a shift away from homophobia in the ideologies of Stellenbosch students, and 

the lone report of homophobia referred to an alleged homophobic incident at the Saldanha 

Military Academy. 

The first article, titled “Tolerance and understanding” was published on 7 February. The 

author conducted a 100-participant survey on campus, with the aim of revealing the attitudes 

of heterosexual students toward homosexuality. Of the 100 students polled, 45 reported that 

they feel that homosexuality is an acceptable lifestyle, 39 reported that they do not feel that it 

is acceptable, and 16 were unsure or apathetic. 

The article brings attention to the recent progress made with regards to the rights of 

homosexuals through the introduction of the Civil Union Act, which recognises the marriage 

of same sex partners. The article further brings attention to the support groups offered by 

LesBiGay, the CSCD and a DRC minister, as discussed above. The author reports that three 

gay students, who wished to remain anonymous, found that LesBiGay was too “flamboyant, 

arrogant and social” for them, to which Dewald Noeth, (then) treaurer of LesBiGay 

responded “we look gay, because we are gay”. The three informants further asserted that a 

mindset change is needed in Stellenbosch, and that the introduction of gay role models on 

campus would contribute to such a change. The informants are reported to be adamant that 

only once the larger society stops avoiding the issue of homosexuality, and allows a dialogue 

to develop around the topic, will it develop an understanding of what it means to be 

homosexual, and become inclusive. The author’s citation of the opinions of these three 

informants both serves to verbalise the ideologies of a minority group, and to bring attention 

to the importance of dialogue in any mindset change. 

The second article referring to homosexuality, titled “Gay-bewusmaking skop af” (Gay-

awareness takes off) was published on 7 March, and reports on an awareness campaign run 

by LesBiGay, in which the identities of roughly 30 well-known lesbian, gay, bisexual or 

transgender figures were discussed. The authors report that the aim of this campaign is to 

change students’ perceptions of homosexuals, and to identify gay role models with whom 

homosexual students can relate. Dawid Kotze, LesBiGay’s vice-chairperson, explains that 
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“die veldtog poog om die stereotipes met werklike mense te vervang” (the campaign aims to 

replace stereotypes with real people). The article further reports on LesBiGay’s presence at 

the annual Cape Town Gay Pride Parade, and the launch of their new website. The authors’ 

citation of Kotze’s explanation acts as a formal structure that allies them with LesBiGay, and 

in this way de-emphasises polarised homophobic ideologies. 

The third article topicalising homosexuality and discrimination, titled “New movement aims 

to fight discrimination”, was published on 21 March. The article reports on the formation of a 

provisional task team, Maties Against Discrimination (MAD), which intends to address 

issues of discrimination on campus. Although the team was specifically formed to address 

racism on campus, the author suggests that it should be integrated with various other 

societies, using LesBiGay as an example. This suggestion implies that the author believes 

that homophobia is a problem on campus, and that the LesBiGay society is the organisation 

best suited to address this. 

The fourth article referencing homosexuality is titled “Alleged Homofobic (sic) violence at 

MILAK”, and was published on 18 April. The article reports a homophobic assault at the 

Saldanha Military Academy, in which a homosexual student was beaten with sticks and told 

by his attackers that “they do not want a fag in the army” following the disclosure of his 

sexual orientation. The student reported the incident anonymously on LesBiGay’s website, 

saying that he had to hide the incident in order to prevent further homophobic attacks. Lara 

Aucamp, the chairperson of LesBiGay, is quoted as saying that “this is often because a 

person is so traumatised and fears being targeted again.” This reflects the fourth and most 

damaging perlocutionary effect of hate-speech outlined by Gelber (2002: 82), that of 

silencing. As a result of the student’s reluctance to report the incident, the Military Academy 

reported that they were unable to proceed formally with the matter. The author reports that 

the student wrote: “I have no one to talk to, and this is my last resort for help”. This reaction 

typifies the isolation and despair often felt by the victims of homophobia, and underscores the 

necessity and importance of a support group such as LesBiGay. Although the article does not 

express explicit ideological opinions on the matter, reporting of the incident itself confronts 

readers with the damaging effects that homophobia has on its victims, and in this way serves 

to de-emphasise homophobic ideologies. 

The fifth article in which homosexuality is referenced is titled “Time to let homosexual 

stereotypes go”, and was published on 2 May. The author of the article, Dewald Noeth, is the 
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treasurer of LesBiGay, and his perspective as a homosexual student dealing with 

stigmatisation and stereotyping reveals a different set of ideologies to those typically 

represented in campus news media. For this reason, a more detailed analysis of the article 

will be conducted, making use of the frameworks conceptualised by van Dijk (1998: 61) and 

Gelber (2002: 69). 

The article was written two weeks before the International Day against Homophobia, and 

confronts the distorted perspectives some people have on homosexuality. In the first line, the 

author recognises that he is obsessed with his homosexuality, and refers to himself as a 

“gay”, a “fag”, a “queer”, “skeef”, and a “poofter”. He then brings attention to the fact that 

being gay does not mean the same thing to all gay people, much less to heterosexual people. 

The author complains about popular stereotypes of gay men, in which they are portrayed as 

“perverted, lustful and sex-obsessed”. He finds that the conceptualisation of homosexuals as 

people who are radically different from the rest of society gives rise to homophobia, as 

irrational defence mechanisms are activated when a person is confronted with something 

“different”, “unfamiliar”, and “uncontrollable”. The author then recounts the story of 

Matthew Shepard, a gay man who was pistol whipped, tied to a fence, and left for dead; he 

claims that rumours of similar homophobic incidents on campus are rife. 

The author ends the article by suggesting that people should seriously consider the horrifying 

consequences of labelling and stigmatising others. He requests students to wear badges on the 

International Day against Homophobia in honour of those who have died as a result of 

homophobic violence. 

The groups represented in the article are homosexuals and homophobic heterosexuals. 

Stereotypes of homosexuals as perverse and sex-obsessed are called into question; the author 

blames society and the media for such an unfavourable characterisation. The author attributes 

homophobia to a fear of not being masculine enough. He hints at the possibility that many 

homophobic men are actually afraid of being labelled as homosexuals themselves. By 

challenging homosexual stereotypes, and suggesting that homophobia is a result of the 

individual’s own insecurity, rather than an evaluative judgement of another person’s lifestyle, 

the author challenges polarised homophobic opinions. The implication of this message is that 

negative stereotypes upheld in the media contribute to an intolerant society, and that such 

intolerance is not a reflection of negative intrinsic properties shared by all homosexuals. 
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The article contains several formal structures that serve to de-emphasise homophobic 

opinions. The first is the title of the article, “Time to let homosexual stereotypes go”. This 

title implies that the maintenance of such stereotypes is no longer acceptable, and that now is 

a good time to bring and end to the way in which they are perpetuated. 

The second is the author’s explicit use of the words “fag”, “queer”, “skeef”, and “poofter” in 

reference to himself. This use of words mostly invoked as homophobic slurs serves to 

diminish or blunt the negative connotative meanings attached to these words and re-inforced 

by their repeated utterance in hate-speech-acts. Using the words jokingly in self-reference 

removes the sting and disarms those who intend to use them offensively. 

The third formal structure is the use of inverted commas around the word “straight” 

throughout the article. This device brings attention to the fact that heterosexuality is just as 

foreign to homosexuals as homosexuality is to heterosexuals, and that there is nothing 

fundamentally “different” about homosexuality. The author’s statement that “some days the 

thought of straight sex disgusts me” echoes this opinion. 

A final formal device used to de-emphasise homophobic opinions is the use of reported 

speech in the author’s description of how defence mechanisms operate. He writes that 

homophobic people tell themselves that “this gay thing has to be unnatural, wrong and, well, 

not normal”. This use of reported speech brings attention to the flawed logic and fear on 

which homophobia is often based, and so de-emphasises homophobic ideologies. 

In terms of Gelber’s (2002: 69) validity-claims, the article can be assessed as follows. Firstly, 

the article makes claims about an objective world, namely that media portrayal of 

homosexuals is mostly one-dimensional and that such reporting creates negative homosexual 

stereotypes which contribute to homophobic attitudes. The article further claims that these 

attitudes can only be changed once individuals become aware of the generalisations they 

make, and of the consequences of these generalisations. 

Secondly, in terms of norms and values, the article appeals to shared values of tolerance, co-

existence and acceptance, and challenges the norm of stereotyping people based on their 

sexual orientation. 

Finally, the article makes claims about the subjectivities of the author, namely that the anti-

homophobic ideologies represented in the text are true to those of the author. 
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The sixth publication referring to homosexuality, a letter titled “Eendrag gereed vir gesprek 

oor gay inwoners” (Eendrag ready for discussion about gay residents), was also published on 

2 May. The author of the letter, who refers to himself as “Gay Eendrag-Ouman” (Gay 

Eendrag Oldie), writes about the homophobic attitudes still fostered in some university 

residences, and refers specifically to a recent incident at a house meeting in Eendrag. During 

this meeting, a second-year student allegedly said that it is time to “trek ‘n streep” (draw a 

line) between right and wrong, and that he felt it was unacceptable that a homosexual 

Eendrag resident was featured on a gay dating website wearing an Eendrag T-shirt. The 

author reports feeling saddened upon witnessing the discomfort of an openly gay resident 

present at the meeting, but reports that the discussions in the canteen the following day 

revealed that the homophobic ideologies expressed by the second-year students are only held 

by a small group of residents, and that the majority of Eendrag’s residents have already made 

“die belangrike paradigmaskuif tot aanvaarding” (the important paradigm shift towards 

acceptance). 

The letter serves to de-emphasise homophobic opinions, by casting homophobic individuals 

in a negative light, and bringing attention to the uneasiness experienced by homosexual 

individuals when confronted by homophobia. 

The final item that refers to homosexuality, titled “LesBiGay Spring ball for all”, was 

published on 29 August. This is an article that advertises the upcoming formal ball organised 

by LesBiGay. Lara Aucamp, chairperson of LesBiGay, explains that students are often 

discouraged from bringing partners of the same sex to matric farewells and “huisdanse” 

(residence dances), and goes on to say that their society would like to provide an opportunity 

for its members to bring a partner of the same sex to a function without fear of ridicule or 

intimidation. 

Although the article seems to be merely an invitation to the event, it discloses the ideologies 

of a dominantly heterosexual homophobic society, in which individuals are still unable to 

bring a partner of their choice to a social function without fear of discrimination. 

7.3    CONCLUSION 

A review of the past five years’ discourse of homosexuality in Die Matie has revealed a 

notable shift in the nature of what is selected as newsworthy and printed. There has also been 

a marked change in the dominant ideologies expressed in this student newspaper. While 2003 
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was riddled with debate and controversy, each successive year seems to reveal increased 

tolerance of homosexuality on campus, with less reports of homophobic incidents, and an 

increase in anti-homophobic publications. This is largely due to the growing presence and 

influence of LesBiGay, the CSCD, and the DRC support group on campus and in the campus 

media. The theoretical works of Symbolic Interactionists such as Blumer, Mead and Foucault 

assist in the recognition of the ideological shift that is apparent across five years of reporting 

on attitudes towards homosexuality among students. They point out how ideological opinions 

are constructed in reaction to the meanings built up around concepts over time, rather than to 

the intrinsic properties of the things themselves.  

Over the past five years, certain areas of the debate surrounding homosexuality were 

topicalised noticeably more than others. In the letters and articles of 2003, much emphasis 

was placed on the church’s stance on homosexuality, and whether or not a homosexual 

lifestyle is sinful. In the publications that encouraged the acceptance of homosexuality, 

emphasis was placed on the necessity of support groups and safe spaces for homosexual 

students, and on the suffering often experienced by victims of homophobia. In later 

publications, the emphasis shifts from moral and religious evaluations of homosexuality, to 

issues of equality and human rights. Psychological and other scientific positions on the nature 

of homosexuality as a human orientation were referred to in support of promoting more 

tolerance and subverting narrowly articulated moral positions. This shift in topicalisation may 

be a causative factor in the ideological shift detected over the past five years, as issues of 

human rights are easier to reach consensus over than issues of morality. While the church 

debate of 2003 could have raged on indefinitely without any progress being made, debates 

over issues such as the rights of homosexuals to marry a partner of their choice were less 

inconclusive. The legal and social issues were tabled in parliament, voted on, and at least 

regarding constitutional rights the matter was brought to a close.  

The following table represents a simplified overview of the nature of the publications made 

across five years.  
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 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Publications 

reporting 

homophobic attitudes

4 2 2 0 1 

Publications 

reporting tolerant 

attitudes 

8 6 3 3 6 

Table 7.1: Division of publications made over a period of five years 

7.4.    INTRODUCTION – SURVEY ANALYSIS 

While the media analysis presented above revealed interesting and relevant findings about the 

ideologies expressed in campus news media, the qualitative nature of the analysis placed 

certain limitations on the extent to which the findings could be said to be representative and 

absolute. For this reason, a quantitative analysis was conducted on data collected from an 

attitude survey designed by Kite and Deaux (1986: 137). The questionnaire they developed is 

given in Appendix B. It was designed to assess people's stereotypes, misconceptions, and 

anxieties about homosexuals. The measure contains a unidimensional factor representing a 

favourable or unfavourable evaluation of homosexuals, and has, on the basis of its suitability 

for similar kinds of investigation, been made available for wider use. I chose to use it because 

relatively limited coverage in the student media cannot on its own give a reliable reading of 

ideological or attitudinal tendencies in the student population; it is likely that the ideological 

shift detected in the news media analysis was not entirely representative of attitudes currently 

held by the majority of heterosexual students on campus.  

240 students were surveyed, with an equal number of male and female students from each of 

three faculties, namely Humanities, Commerce and Sciences. For the breakdown of results, 

see Appendix D.  The overall results of this survey, given question by question, are as 

follows: 
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Question 1

0
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Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Disagree

I would not mind having a homosexual friend.

men's totals
women's totals

 

Of the 120 men surveyed, 13% answered “Strongly Agree”, 21% answered “Agree”, 26% 

answered “Neutral”, 18% answered “Disagree” and 23% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 1 (41% vs 34%) thus indicated a tendency towards 

homophobic attitudes, while 26% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 40% answered “Strongly Agree”, 30% answered “Agree”, 23% 

answered “Neutral”, 2% answered “Disagree” and 5% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 1 (70% vs 7%) thus indicated a tendency towards 

tolerant attitudes, while 23% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Question 2
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Finding out that an artist was gay would have no effect on my 
appreciation of his/her work

men's totals
women's totals

 

Of the 120 men surveyed, 23% answered “Strongly Agree”, 35% answered “Agree”, 23% 

answered “Neutral”, 13% answered “Disagree” and 6% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 2 (58% vs 19%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, while 

23% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 
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Of the 120 women surveyed, 53% answered “Strongly Agree”, 30% answered “Agree”, 10% 

answered “Neutral”, 3% answered “Disagree” and 5% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 2 (83% vs 8%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, while 

10% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Question 3
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I won't associate with a known homosexual if I can help it.

men's totals
women's totals

 

Of the 120 men surveyed, 18% answered “Strongly Agree”, 20% answered “Agree”, 27% 

answered “Neutral”, 21% answered “Disagree” and 15% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 3 (38% vs 36%) thus indicated homophobic attitudes, while 

27% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 6% answered “Strongly Agree”, 8% answered “Agree”, 26% 

answered “Neutral”, 24% answered “Disagree” and 36% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 3 (60% vs 14%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, while 

26% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Question 4
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I would look for a new place to live if I found out my 
roommate was gay.

men's totals
women's totals
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 32% answered “Strongly Agree”, 20% answered “Agree”, 13% 

answered “Neutral”, 23% answered “Disagree” and 12% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 4 (52% vs 35%) thus indicated homophobic attitudes, 

while 13% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 20% answered “Strongly Agree”, 18% answered “Agree”, 19% 

answered “Neutral”, 20% answered “Disagree” and 23% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 4 (43% vs 38%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, while 

19% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

 

Question 5
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Homosexuality is a mental illness.

men's totals
women's totals

 

Of the 120 men surveyed, 20% answered “Strongly Agree”, 17% answered “Agree”, 18% 

answered “Neutral”, 24% answered “Disagree” and 21% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 5 (45% vs 37%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, 

while 18% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 8% answered “Strongly Agree”, 13% answered “Agree”, 18% 

answered “Neutral”, 24% answered “Disagree” and 37% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 5 (61% vs 21%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, 

while 18% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 
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Question 6
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I would not be afraid for my child to have a homosexual 
teacher.

men's totals
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 10% answered “Strongly Agree”, 21% answered “Agree”, 21% 

answered “Neutral”, 27% answered “Disagree” and 22% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 6 (49% vs 31%) thus indicated homophobic attitudes 

towards the possibility of their children having a homosexual teacher, while 21% of the 

responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 13% answered “Strongly Agree”, 24% answered “Agree”, 25% 

answered “Neutral”, 20% answered “Disagree” and 18% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 6 (38% vs 37%) thus indicated homophobic 

attitudes, while 25% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

 

Question 7
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Gays dislike members of the opposite sex.
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 1% answered “Strongly Agree”, 1% answered “Agree”, 33% 

answered “Neutral”, 32% answered “Disagree” and 34% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 7 (66% vs 2%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, while 

33% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 0% answered “Strongly Agree”, 5% answered “Agree”, 18% 

answered “Neutral”, 35% answered “Disagree” and 43% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 7 (78% vs 5%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, 

while 18% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 3% answered “Strongly Agree”, 5% answered “Agree”, 11% 

answered “Neutral”, 18% answered “Disagree” and 63% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 8 (81% vs 8%) thus indicated homophobic attitudes, 

while 11% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 5% answered “Strongly Agree”, 14% answered “Agree”, 20% 

answered “Neutral”, 29% answered “Disagree” and 32% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 8 (61% vs 19%) thus indicated homophobic 

attitudes, while 20% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 
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Question 9

0
10
20
30
40
50

Strongly
Agree

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Disagree

Homosexuals are more likely to commit deviant sexual acts, 
such as child molestation, rape, and voyeurism (Peeping 

Toms), than are heterosexuals.

men's totals
women's totals

 

Of the 120 men surveyed, 9% answered “Strongly Agree”, 8% answered “Agree”, 31% 

answered “Neutral”, 28% answered “Disagree” and 25% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 9 (53% vs 17%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, 

while 31% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 2% answered “Strongly Agree”, 8% answered “Agree”, 23% 

answered “Neutral”, 37% answered “Disagree” and 31% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 9 (68% vs 10%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, 

while 23% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 10% answered “Strongly Agree”, 6% answered “Agree”, 23% answered 

“Neutral”, 23% answered “Disagree” and 38% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The majority of 
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male responses to Question 10 (61% vs 16%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, while 23% of the 

responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 2% answered “Strongly Agree”, 2% answered “Agree”, 8% answered 

“Neutral”, 33% answered “Disagree” and 56% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The majority of 

female responses to Question 10 (88% vs 4%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, while 8% of the 

responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Question 11
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 27% answered “Strongly Agree”, 24% answered “Agree”, 27% 

answered “Neutral”, 11% answered “Disagree” and 12% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 11 (51% vs 23%) thus indicated homophobic attitudes, 

while 27% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 9% answered “Strongly Agree”, 28% answered “Agree”, 24% 

answered “Neutral”, 21% answered “Disagree” and 18% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 11 (39% vs 37%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, while 

24% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 
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Question 12
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 30% answered “Strongly Agree”, 19% answered “Agree”, 29% 

answered “Neutral”, 13% answered “Disagree” and 8% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 12 (49% vs 21%) thus indicated homophobic 

attitudes, while 29% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 15% answered “Strongly Agree”, 23% answered “Agree”, 28% 

answered “Neutral”, 18% answered “Disagree” and 17% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 12 (38% vs 35%) thus indicated homophobic 

attitudes, while 28% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 6% answered “Strongly Agree”, 5% answered “Agree”, 26% 

answered “Neutral”, 24% answered “Disagree” and 39% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 13 (63% vs 11%) thus indicated homophobic 

attitudes, while 26% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 
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Of the 120 women surveyed, 4% answered “Strongly Agree”, 12% answered “Agree”, 40% 

answered “Neutral”, 22% answered “Disagree” and 23% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 13 (45% vs 16%) thus indicated homophobic 

attitudes, while 40% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Question 14
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 12% answered “Strongly Agree”, 7% answered “Agree”, 18% 

answered “Neutral”, 17% answered “Disagree” and 47% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 14 (64% vs 19%) thus indicated homophobic 

attitudes, while 18% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 13% answered “Strongly Agree”, 12% answered “Agree”, 27% 

answered “Neutral”, 18% answered “Disagree” and 31% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 14 (49% vs 25%) thus indicated homophobic 

attitudes, while 27% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 12% answered “Strongly Agree”, 27% answered “Agree”, 33% 

answered “Neutral”, 14% answered “Disagree” and 14% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 15 (39% vs 28%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, 

while 33% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 33% answered “Strongly Agree”, 32% answered “Agree”, 26% 

answered “Neutral”, 8% answered “Disagree” and 2% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 15 (65% vs 10%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, 

while 26% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Question 16
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 11% answered “Strongly Agree”, 8% answered “Agree”, 32% 

answered “Neutral”, 25% answered “Disagree” and 24% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 16 (49% vs 19%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, 

while 32% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 4% answered “Strongly Agree”, 11% answered “Agree”, 28% 

answered “Neutral”, 17% answered “Disagree” and 40% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 16 (57% vs 15%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, 

while 28% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 
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Question 17
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 27% answered “Strongly Agree”, 24% answered “Agree”, 24% 

answered “Neutral”, 15% answered “Disagree” and 10% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 17 (51% vs 25%) thus indicated homophobic 

attitudes, while 24% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 18% answered “Strongly Agree”, 18% answered “Agree”, 26% 

answered “Neutral”, 20% answered “Disagree” and 19% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 17 (39% vs 36%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, 

while 26% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Question 18
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 21% answered “Strongly Agree”, 29% answered “Agree”, 25% 

answered “Neutral”, 10% answered “Disagree” and 15% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 18 (50% vs 25%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, 

while 25% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 
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Of the 120 women surveyed, 33% answered “Strongly Agree”, 38% answered “Agree”, 19% 

answered “Neutral”, 7% answered “Disagree” and 3% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 18 (71% vs 10%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, 

while 19% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Question 19
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 10% answered “Strongly Agree”, 16% answered “Agree”, 27% 

answered “Neutral”, 18% answered “Disagree” and 30% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 19 (48% vs 26%) thus indicated homophobic 

attitudes, while 27% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 14% answered “Strongly Agree”, 25% answered “Agree”, 38% 

answered “Neutral”, 10% answered “Disagree” and 13% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 19 (39% vs 23%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, 

while 38% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 13% answered “Strongly Agree”, 23% answered “Agree”, 28% 

answered “Neutral”, 16% answered “Disagree” and 20% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

male responses to Question 20 (36% vs 36%) thus indicated equally homophobic and tolerant 

attitudes, while 28% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 33% answered “Strongly Agree”, 38% answered “Agree”, 23% 

answered “Neutral”, 4% answered “Disagree” and 2% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 20 (71% vs 6%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, 

while 23% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Question 21
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Of the 120 men surveyed, 13% answered “Strongly Agree”, 13% answered “Agree”, 28% 

answered “Neutral”, 14% answered “Disagree” and 33% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of male responses to Question 21 (47% vs 26%) thus indicated homophobic 

attitudes, while 28% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

Of the 120 women surveyed, 15% answered “Strongly Agree”, 18% answered “Agree”, 36% 

answered “Neutral”, 13% answered “Disagree” and 18% answered “Strongly Disagree”. The 

majority of female responses to Question 21 (33% vs 31%) thus indicated tolerant attitudes, while 

36% of the responses indicated a neutral attitude. 

7.5   SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

On average, of the 21 questions asked, the men answered 12 in a way that indicated homophobic 

attitudes, eight in a way that indicated tolerant attitudes, and one in a way that indicated neutral 

attitudes. Conversely, the women answered five in a way that indicated homophobic attitudes, and 
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sixteen in a way that indicated tolerant attitudes. There was not a single question in which the men’s 

responses were more tolerant than the women’s responses. Overall, of the 21 questions asked, 13 

were answered in a way that indicated homophobic attitudes, seven in a way that indicated tolerant 

attitudes, and one in a way that indicated neutral attitudes. 

A closer analysis of each individual question reveals the complex nature of attitudes towards 

homosexuality. While a marked difference was noted in the responses of men and women, an even 

more interesting discrepancy was noted within the answers of each gender. While the majority of 

both men and women report that they do not believe that homosexuals are more likely to commit 

deviant sexual acts, the majority of both groups report that they would be afraid for their child to 

have a homosexual teacher. Similarly, while the majority of men surveyed report that they would 

not associate with a known homosexual if they could help it, and would find a new place to live if 

their roommate were gay, the majority of them report that they would not mind being employed by 

a homosexual. These discrepancies demonstrate the multi-dimensional nature of homophobic 

attitudes, in which homophobic individuals feel that homosexuals are fit to perform certain, limited 

roles within society, but not others.  

The responses to question 14 reveal that the majority of both the men and women (64% and 49% 

respectively) surveyed believe that homosexuality is a sin. This widely held belief is reflected in the 

debate that was topicalised in the 2003 publications in Die Matie, as discussed above. To this 

extent, it can be said that the ideologies reported in the 2003 student media coincide with those 

reported in this survey. It is unlikely that the editorial shift in attitudes and ideology towards gay 

students, reflected in the selection of material for publication in the years following 2003, can be 

attributed to the larger student population. 

While the ideological shift detected in the qualitative analysis of campus media publications 

indicates that there is a growing acceptance of homosexuality on campus, the quantitative data 

discussed above reveals that the majority of the students surveyed still report a tendency towards 

homophobic attitudes.  
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSION 

The aim of the study was to explore (i) the relationship between discourse and ideology, (ii) 

media discourse in a student newspaper that confirms or contests prejudice in relation to 

homosexuality among students, and (iii) the attitudes of current heterosexual Stellenbosch 

students toward their homosexual counterparts. Based on the frameworks and theories 

developed by selected analysts and theorists, attitudes articulated in newspaper reports and in 

questionnaires among current students were compared and interpreted. This was done with a 

view to establishing first the characterising features of the discourse, and second the extent to 

which stereotyping of or prejudice against minority groups is linguistically constructed and 

perpetuated.  

Chapters 2 to 5 give a survey of literature relevant to questions on the discursive construction 

of attitudes and ideologies on the nature and status of homosexuality in a student community. 

This was done with a view to considering discourse about homosexuality also as a discourse 

between homosexual and heterosexual students. Differences in sexuality have been taken as 

markers not only of individual personal identity, but also as group identity and thus as 

markers of culture. Of course, there are a variety of markers of culture – their research 

subscribes to the view that no person or group has a single or simple identity: there are 

various identities that become more and less evident depending on particular contexts. People 

and groups can move between different identities, and to some extent cultural markers change 

in response to contextual features such as who the participants in a particular discourse are, 

which ideological positions are represented, and so on.    

While the media analysis indicated a growing acceptance of homosexuality, the survey 

results reveal that the majority of heterosexual students surveyed still maintain homophobic 

attitudes. Furthermore, the discrepancies within the survey results reveal the complex nature 

of such attitudes. This complexity is perhaps one of the reasons that homophobic attitudes are 

so resistant to change, and why the ideological shift detected in the news analysis has not yet 

been internalised into personal opinions (van Dijk 1998: 27). 
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In his 1973 address to the American Psychiatric Association, in which he urged the removal 

of homosexuality from the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Dr John E. 

Fryer recognised the risks involved in this decision, but asserted that “we are taking an even 

bigger risk, however, not accepting fully our own humanity, with all the lessons it has to 

teach all the other humans around us and ourselves. This is the greatest loss: our honest 

humanity.” (Gerstner 2006: 179).  

Fryer’s words are still applicable today. Aside from the pain experienced by homosexual 

individuals who are stigmatised as a result of their sexual orientation, society as a whole 

suffers when members of a dominant group oppress members of a minority group.  

While much progress has been made in the 35 years since the removal of homosexuality from 

the DSM, the attitudes revealed by the survey discussed above indicate that much remains to 

be done before Barthes’ (1977: 133) prediction that “once the paradigm is blurred, utopia 

begins: meaning and sex become the objects of free play, at the heart of which the 

(polysemant) forms and the (sensual) practices, liberated from the binary position, will 

achieve a state of infinite expansion” is realised.  

Based on his extensive studies on stigmatisation, Goffman (1955: 42) writes: “Societies 

everywhere, if they are to be societies, must mobilise their members as self-regulating 

participants in social encounters. One way of mobilising the individual for this purpose is 

through ritual; he is taught to be perceptive, to have feeling attached to self and a self 

expressed through face, to have pride, honour and dignity, to have considerateness, to have 

tact and a certain amount of poise. These are some of the elements of behaviour which must 

be built into the person if practical use is to be made of him as an interactant, and it is these 

elements that are referred to in part when one speaks of universal human nature”. It is only 

once this mobilisation occurs, that our society can declare itself truly tolerant, and utopia can 

begin. 

8.2   RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

The analysis of media reports published over a period of five years has revealed a notable 

shift in the ideologies represented within these texts. In a study of a broader scope, it would 

be of interest to increase the scope of such an analysis to include more publications made 
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since the removal of homosexuality from the DSM in 1973, and even to compare these with 

publications leading up this event.  

Due to the limited scope of this study, the quantitative data obtained from the attitude survey 

was descriptive and exploratory in nature. In a study of a broader scope, in which a 

representative amount of students were surveyed, it would be interesting to determine 

whether the attitudes reflected by such a survey are similar to those presented in this study. 
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