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SUMMARY/ABSTRACT

The extant South African literature base on malenibmle is relatively small and reveals a
paucity of qualitative studies. This study aimedetit discourses embedded within the
narratives of men involved in homicidal encountaasd to analyse them from a social
constructionist perspective. Semi-structured, imtlial interviews were conducted with 30
male prisoners who were convicted of murder. Anyams of narrative forms, followed by a
critical discourse analysis of the narrative cotdewas conducted and aimed to assess the
social and ideological significance, functions aftects of these discourses. Participants’
talk included masculine performances that allowadobsitive self-presentation and ways of
constructing meaning of their actions for themselvilhe interviewer and an ‘invisible
audience’. Narrative forms of stability/continuitgiecline, and transformation/growth that
relied on normalising, reifying, tipping point, gitiatory and rehabilitatory lexical registers
were deployed as a means to position participantsasonable, normal, rehabilitated, and as
‘successful’ men. Within the narrative contentsitipgpants constructed homicide through
exculpatory and justificatory discourses to ratlm®aand minimise their agency, and drew
on essentialist, moral and deterministic notionsnale violence. Discourses of spectacular
and instrumental violence were also evident. Refss to male honour, status and power; a
defence against emasculation; the assertion ofa@amter commodified female partners; the
maintenance of referent familist and ageist dissesyr and the normalisation of male
violence as a utilitarian tool to access resountesequal social contexts, underpinned these
discourses. The homicidal acts thus representegtediaperformances of hegemonic
masculinity in a noxious context where this domindorm of masculinity is often
unattainable. While participants’ talk reproducesyéimonic constructions of masculinity
within broader social contexts, it also contestedédmonic orders of moral discourses that
govern the legitimacy or illegitimacy of violenc&he findings reveal how contexts of
discoursal production have a contradictory respdoseolence — denouncing it, but also
simultaneously acting as a pernicious incubatoryirenment for male homicide. It
concludes that the prevention of male homicide nmgilve the de-linking of masculinities
and violence at material, structural and institogio levels, but also within systems of

signification, if non-violent masculinities aregain ascendancy.

Key Terms: Social Constructionism, Violence, Homé&i Murder, Masculinities, Power,
Ideology, Discourse Analysis
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CHAPTER ONE: BACKGROUND, RATIONALE AND SCOPE

The twentieth century will be remembered as a cgmiarked by violence. It
burdens us with its legacy of mass destructiornjadénce inflicted on a scale
never seen and never possible before in humanmigtq. [It] is a legacy
that reproduces itself, as new generations leaomfthe violence of
generations past, as victims learn from victimisassthe social conditions
that nurture violence are allowed to continue. Moigtry, no city, no

community is immune. But neither are we powerlgssnst it.
(Nelson Mandela, 200Foreword to the World Report on Violence and Héalth
1. INTRODUCTION:

Violence as an entrenched mode of interpersonal sowal relating has displayed a
remarkable resilience and recalcitrance to changs the entire span of modern human
history. Not only is this evident from a readingtbé historical accounts of social conflicts
globally (DFID, 2001; Schonteich, 2004; Zwi, Galdi& Loretti, 2002), but can also be seen
in the worldwide pervasiveness of interpersonalevioe (Krug, Dahlberg, Mercy, Zwi &
Lozano, 2002), as well as in the enduringly higiesaof fatal and non-fatal violence within
the specific confines of South African society (ktgioulos, 2004, 2005; SAPS, 2004, 2005,
2006). The obduracy of violent patterns of soc&hting in the South African context is
reflected in pre-colonial histories of indigenousntflicts (Marks & Atmore, 1980), the
pernicious impacts of colonial oppression and dispssion (Milton, 1983; Vail, 1989), the
perversions of social engineering associated wijthArtheid segregation and repression
(Duncan & Rock, 1994), resistance politics and ommthtional liberatory struggles (SATRC,
1998), and presently in the high rates of crimsedi interpersonal violence (Suffla, van
Niekerk & Duncan, 2004). Despite variations in nfiestiations of violence, such descriptions
may present a fairly fatalistic version of histdhat suggests that violence is an inevitable
and intrinsic element of the human condition tha&vpils despite multi-levelled intervention
strategies. However, such fatalism is not a vieat it widely espoused in the social sciences
and humanities today, with many writers, reseaslhaed practitioners arguing that violence
is indeed preventable (see for example, Dahlbeigrd&g, 2002; Foucault, 1977, 1994; van
Niekerk & Duncan, 2002).

12



In recent years, a trend-shift in hegemonic diseesirpertaining to violence reflects a
growing tendency away from the construction of emae as overtly political and endemic, to
violence as predominantly criminal, sociologicatlaas a pervasive public health concern in
contemporary South Africa (Butchart, Terre BlancHamber & Seedat, 2000)However,
these ‘new’ discourses are certainly not apoliticelnature and have distinct ideological
consequences through the constitution of crimimaterisk subjects who are predominantly
black, poor, male and socially marginali&e8uch discourses and relatively fixed subject
constructions and positions are commonplace in rgeraof everyday interactions and
articulations. For example, in his State of theibtaAddress at the end of the first decade of
South Africa’s democracy, President Thabo Mbeka{&of the Nation Address, Houses of
Parliament, Cape Town'"@ebruary 2004) noted that

Almost ten years after its liberation from whitenority rule, our country still

faces many challenges. Many of our people are uloy@g. Many of our
people continue to live in poverty. Violence agaths person in all its forms
continues to plague especially those sections pfpopulation that are poor

and live in socially depressed communities.

It is therefore understandable that the prevaipaglic perception of violence is dominated
by accounts and statistics of robbery, murder, @eassault, and violence against women and
children. Furthermore, it is often implied that BUorms of violence tend to be perpetrated
primarily by marginalised individuals within sodiadepressed communities, resulting in the
construction of arOther that is to be feared and vilified, especially wittmore affluent
sectors of the population. This is reflected in thv@ader South African consciousness

through the ubiquitous media reports on violentefj high levels of threat perception

! Also see for example, Duncan (1996), Duncan antkRb994) and current issues of tBeuth African Crime

QuarterlyandActa Criminologicafor comparative illustrations of this phenomenon.

%2 See the sections in this chapter @hanging Discourses and Contexts of Violence intiSdrica and

Challenges from Recent Analyses of Homicide intSafrtca for a further exploration of this shift.

3 Although violent crime is differently constructadd represented within the media and partly deperatethe
target audience being addressed, a perusal of maisistream media reports in contemporary Southcafri

reveals a veritable journalistic industry on thupit.
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among South African citizens in relation to violerend crime (Lemanski, 2004; Burton, du
Plessis, Leggett, Louw, Mistry & van Vuuren, 20@4avrou, 1993; Valji, Harris & Simpson,
2004), increases in the securitisation of publid private spaces (Butchart, Terre Blanche,
Hamber & Seedat, 2000; Vale, 2003), and concernitfopolitical, social and economic
impacts and consequences (Bowman & Stevens, 200&ch&t, 2000; NCPS, 1996;
Simpson; 2004).

Certainly, violence against women and children roftightfully receives the lion’s share of
academic, public and media exposure that foregundvithin the social and political
milieus as a psychosocial priority (see for examplwvkes, 2002a; Jewkes & Abrahams,
2002; Shefer, Boonzaier & Kiguwa, 2006; Vetten &fidpe, 2005), but this is a partial
representation of the extent of interpersonal vicdetoday (SAPS, 2004, 2005, 2006). It is
however unsurprising, given the ideological anditpall currency associated with it,
especially since the onset of second-wave femimisthe 1960s that framed violence of this
nature as gendered and being related to patriaretaions of domination (Dworkin, 1981;
Greer, 1971; Whitehead, 2005). The subsequent gaadle by gender activists and feminists
in South Africa (Walker, 1982), and the emotionadl aiisceral responses to violence of this
nature within broader constructions and discursiggvorks of women, children and family
constellations as being vulnerable (Mama, 1995;féheéBoonzaier & Kiguwa, 2006;
Wilkinson, 1996), have also generated the demandiémlogically critical and rights-based
protective strategies (see for example, Jewke(900

Nevertheless, one aspect of interpersonal violghe¢ is frequently not reflected upon
substantively is that homicide (of which murdeaispecific legalistic exemplar) is the single
largest contributor to non-natural injury mortality South Africa at present (Matzopoulos,
2004, 2005). In South Africa as in most parts & tlobe, fatal interpersonal violence or
homicide tends to occur predominantly between ngehath perpetrators and victims (Krug
et al, 2002; Matzopoulos, 2004, 2005%iven the central implication of masculinity wiith

such encounters, male homicide is therefore a yigehdered form of violence in and of

itself, irrespective of whether it is enacted betwenen or between men and women (Archer,

* Connell (1987, p. 14) also cites statistics on-fagal violence from various countries illustratitigat in these
instances;men are more commonly than women the victims pbse interpersonal violence, and even more

commonly the perpetrators”
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1994; Bourdieu, 2001; Connell, 1987; Edley & Wetllerl995; Whitehead, 2005). While

not minimising the ideological and political impaiftaddressing violence against women and
children, male homicide epitomises the most sef@ras of interpersonal violence that are
manifest within South African society at presentn{paratively speaking, it has not received
widespread critical attention within academe angsychology in particular, and has the
potential to extend our analyses beyond victim if@®fto include processes and meaning-
making strategies that inform the enactment ofl fiait@rpersonal violence. Furthermore, it

may augment our understandings of the relationflgfween violence and society, and

therefore constituted the specific focus of thiglgt

A central problematic emerging from the study wiasréfore how we conduct research,
analyses, theorising and knowledge production/adsgoin the area of male homicide in a
manner that destabilises taken-for-granted undwistgs of causality, and that transcends
descriptive statistical data on the phenomenonildosd 1995; Snyman, 1994). In addition,

how do we extend upon the sometimes linear soci@nsfic arguments relating to the

historicity of violence in the context of oppressigBulhan, 1985; Straker 1992), its

relationship to poverty and social disorganisati@mmett, 2003), and understandings
positing violence as a cyclical outcome of violenttures (Vogelman, 1990)? While these
forms of data and knowledge have no doubt beerredtg/alue in understanding violence
and served specific political functions related aocritique of ideology within broader

liberatory initiatives opposing the violence of tapartheid state, as well as to re-allocate
resources and to shape public policy in the condéxtost-apartheid South Africa, they are
not without difficulties. Certainly, descriptiveasistical data on this topic have the potential
to re-inscribe racialised, gendered and classioegiBowman, Seedat, Duncan & Burrows,
2006); while qualitative analyses either frequerstigp short of deconstructing and tend to
describe social actors’ subjective accounts of riflationships between violence and the
social contexts; or deconstruct them to such aenexdo as to undermine the project of a
critical psychology that is rooted in the sociabtiigh its abandoning of the concept of reality
(Burr, 1998). What this ultimately results in isheoretical circularity that in turn contributes

to a social and political paralysis, apathy andassge in critically addressing the issue of
male homicide. This research therefore endeavotwedeepen and supplement existing
understandings and discourses on male homicideuthSAfrica, and attempted to overcome
some of the above epistemological challenges. ®ehd, it locates male homicide within

the social world, examines its relationship to idgy, searches for discursive discontinuities
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associated with the non-unitary subject (Shefe@42®ollway, 1984) that may lead us to
alternative ways of thinking about and addressimg priority, and reflexively engages with
how this psychological research may also unwitfingbntribute to the regulation and
constitution of specific subjectivities (Burman, tiken, Alldred, Allwood, Billington,
Goldberg, Gordo-Lopez, Heenan, Marks & Warner, 1996

Broadly speaking, the social sciences offer a esthblished frame within which to critically
interrogate male homicide within these parameteanely, social constructionism. As a
recognised ontological and epistemological alteveab the dominance of positivist thinking
not only in the social sciences, but specificallithmm psychology (Gergen, 1985), the
relativism of social constructionism suggests thHtknowledge, social actions, human
interaction, relations and behaviour are dialetificeelated to specific socio-historical and
socio-cultural contexts, and that these elemermtetbre offer up the possibility of multiple
social realities to exist. Furthermore, it suggektt these realities have the potential to be
reconstructed and subjects reconstituted in theepiee of altered configurations of social
contexts and relations (Burr, 1995, 1998). Whilsnge&ognisant of the benefits of this frame,
the challenges facing relativism and certain vasiaof social constructionism have been
alluded to above and are well-documented elsew(teaeker, 1998). This study therefore
adopted a social constructionist perspective ofenmamicide, and also drew elements of a
realist position into this analysis (Bhaskar, 1979, 1997; Colli394, 1998) In so doing, it
endeavoured to address concerns about the priwgegif individual subjectivity and
interiority above context in analysing language hit interpretivist frameworks (Terre

Blanche & Durrheim, 1999). Furthermore, it alsceatted to the growing trend towards a

® Within critical realism (Bhaskar, 1979, 1997)tifistions are made between the empirical (obseevhbman
experiences), the actual (all events and expersergesting in time and space), and the real (modueng
underlying structures from which observable evemtwerge). The position adopted in this study was ione
which participants’ narratives were explored toe@\aspects of the real (i.e. underlying sociaiuiess that may

contribute to the social construction of homicide).

® Similar debates on social constructionism havergetewithin other disciplines in the social scienes well.
See for example, Giddens (1990) on the view thatetmeeds to be ‘aadicalisation of modernity” and
Bauman (1991) on the issue thabstmodernism is modernity coming to terms witlnigossibility — both of
whom nevertheless argue that a re-calibration afasaonstructionism is necessary and can be aetiev

through super-reflexivity.
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“methodolatry” (Painter & Terre Blanche, 2004) as discursive ys®sd are increasingly
being deployed solely to interpret language asnabsyic form of meaning, thereby elevating
language to reality itself (Durrheim & Dixon, 200Bbacan, 1968). Rather, it conceived of
language as a textual vehicle for discourses, aatl language is learnt and acquired by
reference to a specific ‘reality’ and within circaanibed socio-historical and socio-cultural
contexts. Thus, it wasconcerned with broader patterns of social meaniegcoded in
language” (Terre Blanche & Durrheim, 1999, p. 149), in theratives of male homicide.
Critical to understanding male homicide in thisnfienis the issue of context and historicity,
and an attempt to engage with the manner in whatatives of male homicide relate to
particular configurations of masculinity and poviressocial contexts that may fuel and ignite

interpersonal violence of this nature.

One of the most obvious analytical nexus pointsvbeh male homicide as an act of fatal
interpersonal violence and the socio-historical @odio-cultural context in which it is
enacted, is the phenomenon of power. Power is aletdrboth of these and the study is
concerned with the relationship between power asaop at these two apparently distinct
levels. The relationship between violence and pawevell-noted in the psychological and
social scientific literature on feminism, violenpeevention and critical social theory. While
power is generally implicitly assumed to underpid arive most forms of violence in the
definitions offered in the social sciences todayuyilieu, 2001; Bulhan, 1985; Connell,
1987; Dahlberg & Krug, 2002; Dworkin, 1981; Gre&971; Shefer, Strebel & Foster, 2000;
Van der Merwe, 1989), this relationship may alsocbasidered in more complex ways.
Foucault (1977, 1994) for example, suggests th@ernce and power are related but distinct.
In the first instance, violence acts on bodies,levhbwer is a strategic relation that acts on
the actions of others or yields a specific outconiilh regard to actions. Violence on the
other hand represents an attempt to end an exigtwgr relation or to maintain or establish
a new power relation, and is thus an outcome, sspe or effect. While power as a strategic
relation may therefore exist in the absence ofeviok, violence invariably occurs in the
context of power differentials, resistance to ihfoecement if it, or maintenance of it.
However defined, the relationship between violeaced power is frequently integral to each
other. Similarly, at a broader social level, thsttiies of social formations also reveal power
as a central feature of their operations. Herewibek of Foucault (1977, 1994) is again
instructive in examining the evolution of power @&s various historical epochs from

sovereign to more disciplinary forms. Contemporamters such as van Dijk (1998) and

17



Thompson (1984, 1990) note that power is a spetyfie of social relation, and that the
exercise of power essentially involves control arfigén results in forms of domination or
systemised asymmetries in social relations thatlaeacteristic of modern social formations.
It enables thépursuit of [...] aims and interests and is depentlen one’s position within a
field or institution” (Thompson, 1990, p. 151), making it not only atc@nfeature of
individual social activity, but also of institutiahlocatedness that is bound by specific socio-
structural parameters (Thompson, 1990). From tleispective, the study explored how
power at an ostensibly interpersonal level of \nblaction that is performative within the
male homicidal encounter (Butler, 1999), relatesptaver at a discursive, institutional,
ideological and structural level of society. Priharit concerned itself with the nature of
disciplinary power (Foucault, 1977, 1982, 1994 xdrsively embedded within narratives of
male homicide, and examined how it reflects, repoed and contests existing power

relations, through focussing on its social and lidgical effects and functions.

Finally, a discursive analysis of the narrativeshoimicide was undertaken, focussing on
spoken language as the unit of analysis. Thomps884( p. 69) notes théto examine the
relations between language and power is to stu@ywiays in which agents implement in
their speech-acts various kinds of resources -onbt the competence to speak [...] but also
and simultaneously the capital of an enterprise,dhthority of an institution, the affection of
another — in order to secure specific outcome&s a form of symbolic representation,
language is a medium through which discourses steryised forms of signification are
realised, and discourses reflect and help to domstour realities and the subjects within
them (Parker, 1990; Thompson, 1990; van Dijk, 199%ated differently, a discourse
analysis of the language and rhetorical stratedgesloyed within the narratives of the
participants helped to excavate and reveal meagyatems, their functions and relationship
to the operation of discourses related to powethebroader social formation (Wetherell,
1998). In this manner, the study not only explotkd effects and functions of referent
discursive networks and repertoires in relatiorth® social, historical and ideological, but
also the actual discursive structures underlyingymesive communicative encounters (Edley
& Wetherell, 1997; Parker, 1990; van Dijk, 1998hid analytical method is of course
consistent with both a social constructionist aedlist position (Burr, 1998) insofar as
meaning systems conveyed through language arenhosaocially and historically rooted, but
as Collier (1998, p. 48) notedanguage can only be learned by reference to itga]i..]

[and] it gets its meaning from its relation to thwrld outside it”. It is therefore acquired in
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relation to a pre-existing reality or socio-histali context that is material and ‘real’.
Furthermore, while the study acknowledges that uagg and power are performative,
productive and constitutive, resistances to them iaevitable (Foucault, 1977), and the
analysis identified instances of rupture in thedisive networks that may lead to alternative
ways of conceptualising and re-constituting subjecsitionalities of males involved in
homicidal violence. Thompson (1984, p. 69) suppthits contention when he argues that the
implementation of language in the context of potadten results in resistance, conflict and
social struggle [and] is not a consequence of thecept of power as such, but is partially a
consequence of the fact that, in a society dividéal groups and classes with differential
privileges and opportunities, the outcomes soughsdme agents seldom coincide with the
aims and interests of those affected by the exemispower”. In utilising this analytical
method, the study was also fundamentally concewidid the interpretation of meaning. It
however extended beyond the romantic hermeneustipo of describing and interpreting
the subjective and independent intentions of tleesusf language within context from a more
distanciated or bracketed perspective, as captardee earlier writings of Dilthey, Gadamer
and Heidegger (Ricoeur, 1981). Rather, it adoptedti@al hermeneutic standpoint, drawing
on the work of writers such as Ricoeur (1981) ahdrfipson (1990), in which language is
seen not only as a conveyer of meaning that isistly and socially derived, but also that
language itself is responsible for partly consingtour realities (i.e. the social world
‘speaks’ through us, but our subject positions anténtions’ also determine in part the
functions and effects of language). It thus requime analysis of language itself, and also
presupposes reflexivity and sensitivity on the pdrsocial researchers with regard to their
socio-historical and personal locations. This idatesl to the fact that researcher
interpretations are most frequently conveyed thinolasnguage and therefore also construct
and convey meanings that are apprehended by othetsthese only represent specific
plausible analytical instances, of which there haymany. Objective distanciation is neither
possible nor desirable in this frame, as our ytiit language also constitutes a construction
of reality (Shefer, Strebel & Foster, 2000; TerdarB@he & Durrheim, 1999). Language is
thus no longer understood in terms of structuréiligjuistics (Lacan, 1968; Saussure, 2006),

but from a post-structuralist perspective (Parkég2).
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More specifically, this study employed Thompsoni940) Depth Hermeneutiésmeta-
framework which allows for a focus on the historicantext out of which discourses emerge,
a formal analysis of the discourses by examinimgl@&ge and rhetorical strategies (see for
example, Burman & Parker, 1993; Parker, 1992; PofteWetherell, 1992), and an
interpretation of how these discourses function either reinforce or challenge our
understandings of the socio-historical contexthis manner, critical hermeneutics allows us
to pursue not only a subjectivantention hidden behind the text, but a world udfed in
front of it” (Ricoeur, 1981, p. 93), that may have been prelWoconcealed, implyingin
principle a recourse against any given reality athgtreby the possibility of a critique”
(Ricoeur, 1981, p. 93).

The following sections of the chapter expand os thiroduction, and elaborate on the broad
background, rationale and scope of the study, aé ageits potential significance and

contribution to an emerging South African knowletigse on male homicide.
2. BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE:

The following section provides a broad foundatiomd gustification for the ongoing
identification of male homicide as a social pripntith respect to research, theorising and
intervention praxis. In particular, it sketches acis-historical terrain in which changing
discourses on violence may impact profoundly on ewueryday constructions of male
homicide, reflects on current and alternative cphealisations of the social phenomenon
under scrutiny, and argues for the importance afrering the central nexus between male

homicide, power and the social context in whidks gnacted.
2.1. Changing Discourses and Contexts of Violence intiSéidrica

Constructions of violence in South Africa have bekaracterised by distinctive shifts
in discursive networks that have been directly amtttionally related to contextual

changes in the socio-historical landscape over {Butchart, Terre Blanche, Hamber
& Seedat, 2000). As these discourses and contexts bhanged, our predominant

understandings of violence have also altered, aidegour conceptualisations of the

" This is based on the work of Jurgen Habermas (19¥80 earlier referred t®epth Hermeneuticin his

critique of ideology, as well as Paul Ricoeur's§1¥critical contributions to the field of hermeties.
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subjectivities associated with violence, as well tas consequent ‘ameliorative’
strategies undertaken in response to them. Froouedkildian (1977) perspective, the
interplay and oscillations between sovereign angtiplinary power provide one
possible analytical framework within which to unstand violence across history.
The intent of this section is not to deconstrueisthdiscourses, but rather to provide
an overview of these trends in which sovereign disdiplinary forms of power are
either foregrounded or recede within such histbreoastructions, as these provide a
partial window into why and how particular discasssurrounding homicide are

potentially articulated today.
2.1.1. Colonisation, Sovereign Power and Violence

In the earliest instances, violence was integrdtwcopean expansionism and
colonialism in southern Africa, and was deeply edusel within racism and
constructions of indigenous populations as primeitivarbaric, and therefore in
need of ‘civilisation’ (Mamdani, 2004; Miles, 198%aid, 2003). This
discourse was utilised not only to understand wicde among indigenous
populations as culturally peculiar, but of coursisoaextended to the
legitimation of acts of suppression, repression amspossession during
colonial occupation. Racism, the role of organisgl@jion (and in particular,
the role of morality as espoused by the Christiassionaries), and the
economic drivers behind colonial accumulation (&@. discovery of mineral
resources in the interior of southern Africa) alhtributed to these discourses,
and sanctioned the use of violent forms of soamaltiol. During this period
however, it would certainly be accurate to sugdleat counter-violence was
also prevalent (Bulhan, 1985; Fanon, 1991). Inré¢ilections on Fanon’s body
of work, Mamdani (2004, p. 9) notes that in it vez she*premonition of the
native turned perpetrator, of the native who kitist just to extinguish the
humanity of the other but to defend his or her ow@bdunter-violence in such
instances took on many forms including direct confation, but increasingly
the*“lyricism of marginality found inspiration in theriage of the ‘outlaw’, the
great social nomad, who prowled on the confinea dbcile, frightened social
order” (paraphrased from Foucault, 1977). Steinberg (2Q@ihts to the
presence of Eric Hobsbawm’s constructsicial banditry” aimed at righting
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social wrongs associated with colonial occupatishen looking at the early
precursors of criminal violence in early Westernp€aegion of Southern
Africa. This period of early colonialism represahtéhe exercise and
contestation of sovereign power, in which visibl@lence became the
hallmark of social control not only of the emergistte, but also of those

offering resistance to it.
2.1.2. Disciplinary Power, Moral Orthopaedics and Violence

However, Butchart, Hamber, Terre Blanche and Se@{¥10), note several
other developments in the discursive networks edldab violence. The first
includes the secularisation of culture, and thevtjicand hegemony of science
(Miles, 1989). The utility of Christianity in bu#ssing colonial violence was
waning at the same time that scientific racism #r& eugenics movement
were emerging strongly, and during this period rddie racism was
incorporated and co-opted into the realm of mordhapaedics as a form of
political technology to address the issue of viokeem South Africa. Violence
was constructed as being related to the psychabgionstitution and
intrapsychic dynamics of blacks in particular, mseeting directly with
scientific racism. While elements of sovereign powvstill underpinned
violence in South Africa, increasingly this wasmasgsed by the emergence of
greater disciplinary power and technologies did¢tevards the mapping and
control of the exotic and somewhat deficient blackly and psyche (Butchart,
1998; Butchart, Hamber, Terre Blanche & Seedat,020®sychology’s
reactionary contribution to this process is weltdwimented in the writings of
Nicholas and Cooper (1990), Nicholas (1993), anddan, van Niekerk, de la
Rey and Seedat (2001).

2.1.3. Sovereign Power, Repression, Resistance and Vielenc

By the mid-1900s, critical challenges to moral opthedics, the social crisis of
apartheid capitalism, and the rise of liberationveroents all necessitated
unprecedented forms of state control through vime(Butchart, Hamber,
Terre Blanche & Seedat, 2000). In particular, 194Bartheid policy

legislating racialised segregation in South Africampelled the state to
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enforce the Immorality Act, the Group Areas Act dhd Pass Laws amongst
others, through visible and active policing thabrpoted the often violent
patrolling of these social boundaries and spacesigin forced removals and
arrests (Duncan & Rock, 1994; McKendrick & Hoffmab990; SATRC,
1998). This re-emergence of sovereignty saw esaglatiolent conflicts
between the state and its adversaries within thathSd\frican social
formation, with violence being constructed as adamentally political act,
outcome, response and consequence. As a politaadtreiction, political
mechanisms such as the state security apparatuses Ilerally deployed
against the South African population, but also ¢sted alongside more subtle
disciplinary endeavours to control the populatiossent through the
ideological state apparatuses (Althusser, 1971)ioN® of the ‘swart gevaar’
associated with black militancy and later stille tfrooi gevaar’, further
ideologically coupling the threat of black militanwith the apparent perils of
the communist threat, became the hegemonic cotistnuof violence.
Resistance to these displays of power were egpallticised with adversaries
of the state inverting and subverting politicalnieclogies and social practices
associated with moral orthopaedics to critique stege (Adler & Webster,
2000; Alexander, 1990; Njobe, 1990), together vathincrease in counter-
violence that was characterised by underground crmuggles that
burgeoned within the liberation movement more bipa@arrell, 1990;
Kasrils, 1993). Several writers in psychology nothd historical impact of
prolonged exposure to violence in South Africa,naonbkting in perspectives
such as théculture-of-violence” thesis, but more importantly this signified an
epistemic community that undertook an analysis iofemce as a means of
reflecting upon the nature and character of thetSadrican social formation
(Dawes & Donald, 1994; Duncan & Rock, 1994; Roc®912; Straker, 1992;
Vogelman, 1990). Violence was seen not only aacive contributor to the
evolution of society, but also as a direct consageeof, and analytical
window into this evolution. This approach to undansliing the long-term
effects of violence within societies, together wath analysis of violence as an
embedded feature or characterisation that vividiffects and symbolises
aspects of societies is by no means new. Bulh@85)1 Fanon (1990) and

Taussig (1987) are but a few writers who have erathviolence in colonial
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contexts and then reflected upon the repercusdiomi®of in post-colonial
periods. Not only have they argued that violencdrégjuently a tool of
oppression, repression and the creation of soswnmetries, but that this
social milieu invariably becomes fragmented andaiesiso even in the wake
of social transformation. In a seminal work onrderand healing, Taussig
(1987) echoes this view when he recounts a Southrigan folktale in which
a creature within the forest abducts little childrdismembers them brutally,
and then stitches them back together in a fragrdesutel obscure manner so
that their broken limbs are reversed and misplacetheir bodies. In so doing,
he metaphorically suggests that such fragmentatioours in all social
formations that experience prolonged exposure aence, terror, repression,
oppression and exploitation. In this context, tigtdny of oppression is also a
history of violence (Bulhan, 1985). In South Africuring this period,
irrespective of whether violence was constructedeing an outcome of, or
response to, oppression or social anarchy, theapm thread running
through these discursive constructions was itsrlotking relationship to
political terror, serving as ideological currenay the struggle for social
control in an environment of sovereign enactmerftp@ver and equally

violent resistances to it.
2.1.4. Disciplinary Power, Transformation Politics and Miace

In the early 1990s one of the greatest perceivedath to a democratic
transition and relative normalisation of South &&m society was the potential
risk of political violence and destabilisation. Whithese concerns were
grounded to some extent, given the machinationsilwh right-wing and
conservative groups, they did not materialise ig significant manner and
South African society embarked on a process of esgatented political
stability in the years following the first demodcaelections of 1994 (Kemp,
1990; Swart, 2001). However, a decade later anothanifest form of
violence, namely fatal interpersonal violence omimde, ranked as the single
largest contributor to non-natural mortality in SouAfrica (Matzopoulos,
2005). Injury deaths (of which violence is the paity contributor) is second
only to the mortality caused by HIV/AIDS (Bradsh&wNannan, 2004) and
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continues to represent one of the most signifidchneats to contemporary
South African society. Furthermore, at the sogalitical and economic levels
it remains a lightning rod for social fractures ttltantinue to splinter and
threaten the normalisation of the organised pubpace in South African
society (Suffla, van Niekerk & Duncan, 2004). Paptrtheid South Africa
has thus once again seen the receding of overreigmwedisplays of power
though violence, and is certainly more preoccupgth a mapping of the
sociological, criminological, moral, health and g@lsglogical origins and
consequences of violence (Butchart, Terre Blanelaeber & Seedat, 2000).
The democratic transition has witnessed an unsingridecline in discourses
of violence as an overtly political phenomenon, atm#® predominant
construction of violence in contemporary societypegrs to be as a social,
economic and public health threat, related to foahsocial disorganisation,
at-risk individuals and environments (Bowman & Ses, 2004; Emmett,
2003; Stevens, Seedat & van Niekerk, 2004; Stev@esdat, Swart & van der
Walt, 2003). Consequently, this has driven efftoteddress violence through
saturation policing and tougher criminal justicetiatives (Altbeker, 2007;
Butchart, 1996; Dixon & Rauch, 2004; Schonteich99,92002) from a
relatively moralistic standpoint in which there a#orts to understand the
apparent decline in the value placed on humanigu@R, 2005), preventative
strategies to address violence and its relationdbippsychosocial and
developmental risks, and development initiativesatlolress socio-structural
determinants of violence (see for example, Bornnvan, Eeden & Wentzel,
1998; Emmett & Butchart, 2000; Keegan, 2004; Seed02). In
understanding what has driven these discursivéssisibme assessment of the
transition and the current context of South Africeociety are potentially

instructive.

Despite the intervening decade in which there lséasnsibly been a movement
towards an egalitarian and democratic state, pgveriemployment, health
status and social security amongst others, remahlyh variable across
prosaically ritualised cleavages of ‘race’, clasgl aender, threatening the
very notion of a unitary nation (UNDP, 2003). Eweough we witness forms

of liberalisation, deregulation and increased dpqalitical and economic
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opportunities that may ultimately enhance the dievell-being of various
sectors of the populace (Bond, 2000), we also obsd¢he presence of
increased anomie (Durkheim, 1984) and alienatiomridV& Engels, 1974)
within the same context. Here, social and econawrjmectations and goals
have begun to outrun the means to attain them liagdaigh levels of relative
deprivation, South African citizens disclose petmes of communal
estrangement and atomisation, participation witlidl access to democratic
institutions remains poor, perceived institutiorfallures of a new and
relatively inexperienced government has resultegtduced public confidence
in them (Bundy, 2000; Burger & Gould, 2002; Manga2p04) and of course,
rates of criminal violence remain high (Burtat al, 2004; Kok, 1998;
Matzopoulos, 2005; SAHRC, 2006; SAPS, 2004, 20086¥. In this context,
the diffuse social regulation associated with gomeentality (Hook, 2004a)
has replaced overt forms of social control, and basome a primary
characterisation of contemporary South African etyci The rights of the
citizenry and the obligations of the state to itezens’ welfare are common
hegemonic discourses that are articulated withenctirrent period. Discourses
on violence are therefore peppered with referentmescrime statistics,
economic and health impacts and a taken-for-gracaegling of violence and
forms of social disorganisation. While these disses certainly reflect a
return to the use of political technologies throwgtich to construct the broad
social phenomenon of violence, they are also rigfle®f a new state that is
faced with the imperatives of illustrating ‘good vgonance’ and who is
measured and evaluated in terms of these standardsattempts to reinsert
itself into the regional and global social, poltiand economic community
(Bond, 2000; Gumede, 2005). However, it would bmias to assume that

these are the only drivers of such discursive shi@ertainly, the very same

8 With regard to the empirical evidence highlightitigh levels of crime and interpersonal violence.(&nnual

South African Police Crime Statistics), it is impot to note that high levels of criminal and iptnsonal

violence also existed prior to the transition (Daw& Donald, 1994), and the current preoccupatioth wi

criminal violence is therefore also in part a refilen of the changing social context in which viade occurs

and the consequent shifts in understandings thereof
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discourses have been propelled to prominence bieatit attempts to
improve the general quality of life of South Africaitizens from within the
organised public space or civil society. Strategpportunities to raise the
profile of social concerns such as violence hagétfully been exploited as
spaces in public policy, decision-making and resewllocation opened up in
the post-apartheid era, and many groupings haveppated this discourse in
an attempt to further socially progressive agenfieistransformation and
improved social conditions for the majority of Soubfricans. However,
there also remains in some instances a scepticatgEssimism that serves to
guestion the degree to which South African socleg really transformed
from a one-time international pariah on the path perdition, to an
international symbol of the triumph of the demoicrgblitical process. In this
regard, once initial fears of political violencesasiated with right-wing
destabilisation, economic ruin, civil war, and tperging of white South
Africans proved to be an imagined and unrealisédaroe of the democratic
transition, alternative social indicators begareteerge to test the veracity of
the South African ‘miracle’. In this context, violee as an impingement to
normalising society has become one of the altereatidicators against which
to measure the lack progress of the democracy, vemdvitness a further
appropriation and reactionary reproduction of thaiseourses (Kemp, 1990).

What is apparent from this historical review isttbanstructions of violence
are fundamentally shaped by socio-historical cdstexand that these
constructions become diffused into widely held pubtiscourses. In
contemporary South Africa, hegemonic public dissearon male homicide
are undoubtedly constructed predominantly as camiiolence. In attempting
to delve beneath these everyday understandingsrtagtelide a potentially
more complex set of relationships between male biol@iand the social
context, a multitude of questions immediately arléhile the following are

° See for example, the publications and policy brieferging nationally from structures such as thezlibal
Research Council, the Human Sciences Research {;ahecUNISA Institute for Social and Health Soies,

and the Institute for Security Studies, to nameabigw.
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not intended as research questions, they are heless worth considering

and are addressed to varying degrees in the asakysiion.

While discursive networks around violence have geadnhistorically and
appear to be contextually specific, to what extsnthere a resurgence and
referential interplay of many of these historicalacontemporary discourses
in relation to the phenomenon of male homicide?what degree is there a
relationship between male homicidal violence amdicators of anomie and
alienation in the context of globalisation and eféects on South Africa? Is
male homicide reflective of a social transitiontthas supplanted forms of
sovereignty, and simultaneously diluted pre-exgtiorms of disciplinarity
without alternative social and institutional didmgrisation to fill this vacuum
(see for example, McKay, 1997, for her commentsvaience and the
breakdown of authority structures within South &&ém communities)? Has
there been sufficient depth to social transfornmatiath regard to material
realities or does social marginalisation contimuedcur to such levels so as to
foster the image and fantasy of the ‘outlaw’ as wii proclivities towards
social resistance and a repudiation and disavoWHieostatus quo? To what
extent can male homicidal violence be seen aswadanf the moral economy
in the period of late capitalism in which a colleetsense of social justice
simply appears unattainable and inaccessible? Whathe relationship
between masculinity and violence in this contextgd daow are hegemonic
discourses of masculinity and violence reflected emntested in the narratives
of participants? To what extent will social actosibjective accounts of
homicidal encounters reflect upon these issudseredvertly or inadvertently,

and allow for a deepening of our understandingnale homicide?

By engaging with many of these analytical questam®ngst others, the study
brought a critical social science approach to bm@o the examination of
homicide not simply as a form of extreme interpeedoviolence that is
criminalised, but as a predominantly masculine anter that occurs within
the confines of particular socio-historical congexhat reflects these contexts,
and that is fundamentally related to and premispdnumanifestations,

permutations, articulations and configurations @fvpr that prevail within the

28



2.2.

current South African context. It therefore buittsthe epistemic tradition of
critical social scientific research on violenceSouth Africa, and engages in
an analysis of male homicide as a means to undelistg how South African
society may continue to act as an incubator foh aats of violence.

Homicide as a Critical Priority

In its broadest definition, homicide is essentialhe act of kiling one or more

persons, through whatever means, by another pesgersons (Daly & Wilson,
1988; Polk, 1994; Wolfgang, 1958). However, thisngpgc definition is often

contested, especially with regard to how it relatesssues of legitimacy. This is

particularly evident in cases of fatal violencehant contexts of war or civil conflict,

as compared to fatal interpersonal violence enatteithg the commission of a crime.

While these definitional tensions are addressest latthe dissertation together with

issues of intentionality and the consequential @uies associated with violent acts,

what is critical to note is that all homicides hagetheir outcome a fatality of one or

more persons resulting from an act that may betoogd as violent.

2.2.1. The Social and Economic Burden of Homicide

In South Africa, homicide is a social priority besa of the significant
consequences associated with it. The most obvibukese is naturally the
death of a person or persons, but alongside tlastla psychological and
economic impacts of this loss that are experienmgdamilies and others
closely associated with the deceased. Similar pdggical impacts may be
experienced by those responsible for committing tbmicide, especially in
relation to guilt, trauma and an adjustment to lies of freedom due to
incarceration (Cohen & Taylor, 1972; Paulus, 19&8)addition, the families
and associates of those held responsible for hdali@cts also frequently
have to endure the social stigma and related ecenlosses that accompany

community vilification and incarceration (Morris9@5).

The broader social and economic burden of homigdaore clearly evident
when reviewing economic productivity losses andthezosts associated with
homicide in South Africa (Bowman & Stevens, 2004idhart, 2000; Peden &
van der Spuy, 1998; Phillips, 1999), but also & ithcreasing emphasis being
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placed on the prevention, reduction and controharhicide by the political
apparatus, criminal justice systems, public hesitstems, and others in the
public and civil sectors. While homicide and vialenwere ranked as second
only to HIV/AIDS as a cause of premature mortaiitySouth Africa in 2000
(Bradshaw and Nannan, 2004), it also out-rankeé@rotuses of premature
mortality such as tuberculosis, respiratory illessslow birth weight and
diarrhoeal diseases, highlighting the importanceaddressing it as a public
health priority once more. Not only has it beenoggised as a significant
component of the triple burden of disease in S@\itita, but it is also clear
that it is increasingly being recognised as a pmgst®cus of intervention for
various government departments within South Afrieath its prevention
becoming part of the stated core business of sede@artments such as
Safety and Security, Justice, Health and Sociakel@ment (see for example,
Department of Correctional Services, 2007a; Depamtnof Health, 2004;
Domestic Violence Act, 1998; NCPS, 1996).

Even though the economic costs of violence in gdrae often quoted to run
into billions of US Dollars per annum internatidygalKrug et al, 2002), and
exact figures for South Africa do not exist at jr@s estimates place them in
the millions of South African Rands each year (Batt, 2000). Despite
homicide being located at the apex of the injurgapyid and accounting for a
small proportion of this, the total monetary sumstdl considerable, both
directly and indirectly. Furthermore, the socidieefs for the public at large
can not be as easily quantified. Homicides and twedespread reporting in
the media affect public opinion as to the naturpesteived threats to personal
and asset safety, encourage behaviours that pronmmeased social
securitisation and limit resource inputs into pregedve measures, impact on
investment, foreign trade and tourism, and generahtribute to a pervasive
social culture of fear and a reduction in socigitzd that can not be entirely
measured in economic terms (Emmett, 2003; EmmetBuichart, 2000).
Clearly, how we then come to understand homicidasismportant a broader

social priority as how we can prevent and redues & public health priority.
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2.2.2. The Extent and Magnitude of Homicide

Internationally, predictions from within the pubhealth sector suggest that as
a component of the triple burden of disease, ndarakinjuries (of which
homicide is a component) contribute significantiytihe overall global burden
of disease, and by the year 2020 it is estimatatitttese injuries will be the
second largest contributor to Disability AdjustedfeLYears (DALYsY® in
low-income countries (Murray & Lopez, 1996). Mogesifically, homicide as
a fatal form of non-natural injury is a major det@mant of mortality,
especially in low-income countries across the gldkilst homicide rates in
most high-income countries average approximatelgd2 000 population, in
low- to middle-income countries the mean tendslister around 32/100 000
population — more than twice the rate in high-ineocountries (Mercy,
Butchart, Farrington & Cerda, 2002).

Notably, the African region and the Americas arelinated most significantly
in these high rates. Whilst there are variationd @momalies across countries,
such as the fact that the United States of Amexgca high-income country is
characterised by homicide rates similar to thoseafy low-income countries
(Mercy, Butchart, Farrington & Cerda, 2002), andhwi countries (see for
example, the work on regional differences in hodecrates in the United
States of America by Corzine, Huff-Corzine & Whift999; and in South
Africa by Matzopoulos, 2005), South Africa mirrdige overall trends visible
in low- to middle-income countries, with approxirigt40% of all non-natural

injury fatalities being due to homicide in the ye&04 (Matzopoulos, 2005).

This staggering statistic provides some insight iie nature, magnitude and
potential consequences of fatal, interpersonal emicg in South Africa,

especially when we consider that the sector optiyilation most represented

19 The Disability Adjusted Life Year (DALY) construg a quantitative indicator of the burden of dieghat
reflects the total amount of healthy life lost doemortality and/or morbidity within a populatioM(rray &
Lopez, 1996).
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as victims are those economically active adultsvbeh the ages of 15-44

years (Matzopoulos, 2005).

In 2002, statistics obtained from the Departmen€ofrectional Services did
not yield rates, but the actual number of incateelgrisoners who were
serving penal sentences for murder were in theregi 19504 (Department of
Correctional Services, 2002), while the total numbé prisoners serving
sentences for aggressive crimes (including murder)2007 was 63677
(Department of Correctional Services, 2007b). Whilere is considerable
debate about the extent to which rates of homicales increased or decreased
over time in South Africa, recent murder statistredeased by the South
African Police Services still highlight a rate 09.3/100 000 population in
2005/2006 (SAPS, 2008) While these statistics reveal an apparent decline
from 47.8/100 000 population in 2001/2002, theyeartheless are significant

in relation to global statistics and means.

The current rates of homicide and murder in Soutiic& may in part be due
to either improved data collection techniques aneth@mds, or faulty data
collection technologies that are overestimatinghstates. Alternatively, they
may also reflect failures of interventions in tHisld (e.g. saturated law
enforcement as a strategy flies in the face offdlce that most homicides are
committed between acquaintances in commonly shpredte spaces), or
more complexly suggest that homicide as a subjéckkrmwledge has

generated antithetical reactions from populatioisereby challenging

™ Information of this nature is invariably contesterl some degree, partly because of the methodalbgic
challenges in generating accurate data, but alsause the social currency of the statistics reridem
susceptible to being utilised by political entreprers to either condemn or support states, govertsne

institutions, interest groups and ideologies.
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processes of social control and increasing the mrumbf homicidal

encounter¥.
2.2.3. Limitations of Research and Intervention Practices

However, while there is broad social recognitionvesll as international
political and scientific suppdrt for addressing violence, and specifically
homicide, the overall responsiveness and effectiserof interventions is at
best, highly variable in South Africa. Even thoughbblic outcries often
demand that ‘more be done’ to combat and addresenti crimes such as
homicide, there is a plethora of social programmingSouth Africa that
attempts to address violence either directly orireudly. However, this
apparent saturation of programmes reveals a signifishortcoming — that
many programmes are ill-conceived, non-sustainabtehave limited efficacy
(Griggs, 2002; Stevens & Swart, 2005; WHO, 2004hevé programmes are

implemented, these are often so varied in theéngtts to address the scale of

2 \While the intent behind most formal social resgsn® homicide is to reveal its horror and to thestitute
mechanisms to control it, this process also subveslf to some extent. For example, in poputartemporary
culture, the prominence of the detective novel, therder ballad and the thriller has helped to shape
constructions of killing, depicting them throughrieais mediums as a manner of entertainment (KegtB@02;
Seltzer, 1998). The last two decades have also seemven more complex set of constructions and
representations of killing, especially given thergase in communications technologies, globalisatiod the
importance of the media as a fundamental tool efat@onstruction. Killing is now constructed inuftiple
ways as spiritual, moral, structural, social angcpslogical alienation from the world, but simulesusly as an
act that ultimately overcomes these forms of posgmthess and alienation through elevating the Kifiehe
status of celebrity. In attempting to reveal tloeror of the act, social institutions lose the ipilo effectively
manipulate the mechanisms of social control, as abe of killing, the trial and the execution ard al
communicated to a populace that consumes it aswvisjyie entertainment and often enact it as spéetac
(Pinnock, 1997; Pistorius, 2002). The productiomofbject of knowledge on homicide in order totoarit as

a social phenomenon, has also fundamentally fatglit the constitution of human subjects (Foucdd@¥7)
who have to some extent been interpellated bydisisourse - the killers - who simultaneously undearand

subvert the central element of social control iraatithetical manner.

13 See for example, the political support and stittitarendered to such an endeavour by the relebtigeo
World Health Organisation’s World Report on Violenand Health (Krugt al, 2002) and the African Union’s
pledge to promote 2005 as African Year of VioleReevention (Stevens, 2003).
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the problem, that they are collectively incohergate for example, the varied
intervention proposals by the Institute for SegquBtudies, the Centre for the
Study of Violence and Reconciliation, the UNISA tihge for Social and
Health Sciences, and Gun Free South Africa). Ndy @ the process of
ameliorating social fabric factors through sociae prevention an immense
task (NCPS, 1996; Palmary, 2002), but there are hsited numbers of
immediate benchmarked practical interventions wstloven efficacy that
converge with the imperatives and resources of m@aree, resulting in an
overall lack of co-ordinated coherence and stratetprity on how best to

tackle the issue.

This lack of clarity is further compounded by coitséd and inadequate
research on homicide in South Africa, especiallydmel the quantitative,
descriptive categories and typologies that view io@al encounters in
relation to psychological, behavioural, health, duct or environmental
features (see for example, Cartwright, 2001; Laslikt995; Pistorius, 2002;
Snyman, 1994; Vetten, Ngwane & Isserow, 2003). beeéess, despite the
paucity of national research into this area, iraéomal studies have focussed
on social and scientific questions related to wéetholence is an inevitable
evolutionary outcome of the human condition, whetitas indicative of a
pathological social structure and organisation, aorconsequence of the
interaction between these factors (Kregal., 2002; Smith & Zahn, 1999).
While these are important questions that have apeme the field of
guantitative risk factor research, they are notesgnted significantly in the
South African literature, which tends to be lessured as a research field as
compared to other contexts such as Australia amdltiited States of America
(Polk, 1994). Furthermore, current research stumheslving social analyses
of homicide from a qualitative perspective are a&gpin the South African
academy, resulting in further limitations in thetax literature. While
discursive studies into violence more broadly hbgen undertaken in South
Africa (see for example, Duncan, 1996; Foster, H&uge Beer, 2005; Moon,
2006; Shefer, Strebel & Foster, 2000), homicidea apecific focus of study
has been notably absent from this knowledge base.
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The above challenges translate into an uncertditigab and economic will
related to decision-making and resource allocatgnyell as to the absence of
an integrated national plan of action to establshesearch agenda and to
convert this into prevention action. Socially, #&nders us susceptible to
increased levels of individual and familial sedsdation and a reliance on
everyday causal explanations that draw on existemgd frequently
conservative discursive constructions of violenttowever, when such
responses and attributions fail to meaningfully lakxp the recalcitrance of
male homicide as a social phenomenon, a populagedmsplay a paralysing
incomprehensibility and horror as to why homicideuws. Commonsense and
organic social inquiry then very often leads to siions pertaining to the
nature of the world that we occupy as a driverahltide, the value placed on
human life in this context, and the role of an appty absent moral compass
within the social formation. While many of thesegamic forms of inquiry
clearly have a reactionary potential and often d@windividualistic and
liberal humanistic notions of morality and the walof human life, they
nevertheless point to central questions that shalslol be considered even in a
critical social analysis of homicide. For exampéewhat extent is the idea that
a society only protects that which it values rdflex of our current social
formation’s undervaluing of human life and how do#ss impact on
constructions surrounding male homicide? Are ousuagptions about
homicidal violence as abhorrent, deviant and atithguof morality shared
equally across a disparate population in whichethae sets of shifting goal
posts for what constitutes morality? These androfjuestions become even
more critical when we consider that homicides aremmitted
disproportionately by and against socially margsel men in the age range
of 15-44 years across the world, with South Afitieang no exception in this
regard (Findlay, 1999; Krugt al, 2002; Matzopoulos, 2005; SAPS, 2004,
2005, 2006). This disproportionality potentiallyphtates social asymmetries
such as those relating to ‘race’, class and gewitein homicidal encounters.
It once again points to the imperative of examinagymmetries and other
manifestations of social power differentials inat&n to morality, human
value, manhood, masculinities, gendered subjeisviand violence as they

converge within homicidal acts. In so doing, sughaminations offer us the
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possibility of transcending quantitative reseatddt focuses on psychological,
behavioural, environmental, socio-cultural, sodmstural and interactional
determinants of male homicide, and to elaboratd@n social location and
subject positioning impacts on the consequent disoel constructions and
meaning-making of males involved in the commissioh homicides

themselves.
2.3. Challenges from Recent Analyses of Homicide in B&\ftica

As mentioned above, the nexus between violencepamer is a well-recognised in
the national and international literature, spanrsogiogenic, social constructionist,
gendered, criminological, and even contemporanftihgzerspectives. While most
perspectives broadly acknowledge that power isn&r&leunderpinning component to
all forms of violence, in reality this relationshgscrutinised variably within research
studies, and is highly dependent upon contextualaghels and parameters that frame
knowledge production processes in this researcla. algkom a broad social
constructionist and materialist perspective, Cathf¢1963) noted thdideas are not
the products of pure intellectual process, nor #rey mere automatic responses to
stimuli reaching us from external objects. They mreduced by human brains in the
course of human activity. They reflect the conwastiof men [and women] with one
another and with the external world, the real cdiwtis of men’s [and women’s]
existence” (p. 57). While recognising this, Foucault (1977%calsuggested that
knowledge is produced and constituted as an outafrtiee operation of power as a
strategic relation within specific contexts. Thipeoation of power, he suggested,
gives rise to the production of specific social miegs about given objects and
subjects, as well as the constitution of particslacial practices by and in relation to
these objects and subjects that then both comeptesent forms of social knowledge.
He suggested thapower and knowledge directly imply one anothemttithere is no
power relation without the correlative constitutioh a field of knowledge [...]'(p.
27). Research into homicide in South Africa asranfof knowledge production is no
exception in this regard and has tended to retleetdominant preoccupations and
strategic relations within the social milieu atigeg point in history. To this end, the
extent to which the concept of power is addresgedvacuated from research into
homicide is in part a feature of the social envin@mt in which that knowledge is
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produced, reflecting contestations around powerahaovertly visible, or concealing
power relations when they are more insidious. |a thgard, research into homicide
in South Africa mirrors to some degree the broatiscursive shifts in violence that
we have witnessed over several decades and thatiean referred to earlier.

2.3.1. Trends in Homicide Research

While not attempting a genealogical analysis of e in South Africa, it
would be fair to state that despite homicide redeabeing relatively
underdeveloped as compared to analyses in the dJSitates of America,
Europe and Australia (Polk, 1994; Smith & Zahn, 99%hat within the past
two decades, two emerging trends can broadly heedded in South Africa.
These may of course be viewed in the context ohgba within the social
formation, with the 1994 transition acting as a \w@ment socio-historical
watershed reflecting differing approaches to s@emnesearch, and knowledge
production as they pertain to understanding horaieisl a form of violence in
South Africa. While not a definitive or compreherssiclassification of
research, these trends do have a number of impisatat the levels of
epistemology, methodology, theory-building and @Baxas we attempt to
understand homicide and intervene appropriatelyeasonsider its prevention

in South Africa today.

In the first instance, as evidenced in work from #980s and 1990s, male
homicide and other forms of violence tended to iesved as a manifestation
and consequence of a repressive and exploitatsteriiiin South Africa, or

alternatively as a feature of social unrest. Celyaa primary strategic relation
or preoccupation in the country at that point wasncerned with

institutionalised, formalised and legalised systerhsegregation and how to
maintain or overthrow it. Violence was understoscbaing embedded within
this social context and was therefore integralhkéid to issues of power,
ideology, repression and resistance. The spectsowdreignty loomed large
and understandings of violence and homicide weteralty reflective of this

and reinforced it, relying on both empirical andgmoical studies in a struggle
that was essentially one of social control. FrorRoaicauldian perspective,
homicide was seen as a manifestation and outcontieeoéxpression of and
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resistance to forms of sovereign or political poagdocated within the South
African state. Both supporters of the conservasiate as well as radical
proponents of liberation prior to 1994 tended tanstouct it through a

repression-resistance or suppression-social utviaaty. In each case, fatal
interpersonal violence was viewed primarily as eig@olitical act that was

imbued with certain features of sovereign power] avas an expression,
outcome or associated consequence of repressi@ugpression) of marginal
groups, or a contestation and form of resistances@oial unrest) in response

to such repression (or suppression).

While high levels of criminality were certainly @ent during this period
(Dawes & Donald, 1994), and the crime statisticsnamrder in particular
showed significant levels in the period between(l85 1994 (McCafferty,
2003), the dominant research on homicide tendeuoktdighly politicised in
nature during the 1980s and 1990s. A great deabdk was conducted on the
psychosocial impact on children exposed to violerasad was particularly
pertinent in the context of youth involvement incklace killings and the
homicides committed within Self-Defence Units (19%%awes & Donald,
1994; Duncan & Rock, 1994; Rock, 1997; Straker,2)989dult involvement
in homicides was also frequently investigated tgtothe lenses of political
conflict, and research into ‘kangaroo court’ vialenand ‘spontaneous’
homicidal encounters involving the killing of infaants or police personnel in
group contexts were not uncommon. A case in poat the Upington 25, in
which progressive psychologists clearly acted idgichlly in favour of the
protagonists and even went so far as to utiliseddaocial psychological
theory on deindividuation to account for this kifii (Durbach, 2002; Foster,
1991a). Pinnock’s (1997) work on gangs and violewas a further example
of how gang culture and killings were related naoiyoto ritual rites of
passage, but were also constructed as a consequiesgartheid’s violent and
fragmenting impacts on communities and families.aAtinterpersonal level,
studies on sexual violence (Vogelman, 1990) andili@de (Graser, 1992;
McKendrick & Hofmann, 1990) all explored homicides @& feature and
consequence of the violence endemic to the Souticakf landscape. While

this type of research generally promoted a critisatial science and an

38



ideological agenda towards liberation, they newe$s provided a partial
account of power in the context of homicide thasiarly binaried and fixed,

and essentially relied on the culture of violencéhe cycle of violence thesis,
thereby identifying homicide as an outcome of csiatigons pertaining to
sovereign power. Nevertheless, they also openedhep possibilities of

exploring the relationship between power and vioéemore elaborately, and
facilitated later studies on violence and its tielaghips to more ritualised
everyday forms of power (e.g. Cock, 2001; Cock &hda, 1989; Duncan,
1996; Shefer, Strebel & Foster, 2000).

From a slightly different perspective, but withithet same politicised
framework, murder statistics were often separatedn f‘political’ killings
within official statistics during this period. Hower, Turrell (2004) notes that
during this time, the majority of men convicted forurder and awaiting
execution on death row were black, and that theioal justice system was
profoundly influenced by racialised notions thaesd men were somehow
‘weaker’ in their personal constitution, makingrihenore prone to this type of
violence. Furthermore, the splitting of the officetatistics from ‘political’
statistics served the ideological function of alilogvthe apartheid State to
claim a measure of social control, and to vilifyippcal opponents by claiming
that these homicides were acts of terror. Altewedyi when reflecting on
discourses of violence in the Midlands of Kwazulat®, on the Cape Flats,
and in the mine compounds of Johannesburg, honsicicolving various
political factions were characterised as ‘blackbback’ (Simpson, 1993). In
addition, homicides committed by the security ferceiring this period were
clearly constructed as being in defence of apattpeiitical agendas against
the total onslaught of liberation organisations (€leck, 1998; Gobodo-
Madikizela, 2003; SATRC, 1998). Certainly the pastar political tone of
much of this research and discourse, albeit somewlodified, can still be
found in some studies on homicide today (see fangle, research on farm
murders by Moolman, 2000; Strydom & Schutte, 2005).

The second major trend coincided with the socitehisal shift towards
democratisation and the ‘normalisation’ of Southi@dn society. During this
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period, there was a pre-occupation with the creatiod maintenance of a
stable political order, and the pursuit of econoruindamentals to ensure
regional and global economic reinsertion. Discaosire€ liberation, national

unity and the preservation of a ‘rainbow’ natioreyailed in the run-up and
aftermath of the formal transition. Governmenyaéimerged more strongly in
this period, and addressing threats to the legaymaf the new state and
associated social and economic order became aatdée#ature of the ‘new’

South Africa (Bond, 2000; Hook, 2004a). In the eomtof new dispensation
that was broadly acknowledged to be democraticaitune, the predominant
strategic relation shifted away from an overt cetagon of sovereign power,
to one which was much more subtle and that testedepitimacy of the new
regime and its ability to deliver on citizenry righ

Research also thus reflected an increasing utdisaif political technologies
to address social problems such as crime and hoeniSicience was deployed
more consciously to address social phenomena ¢patsented threats to the
new order. Research studies into homicide showeploaiing tendency to
depart from the point that it was a problem oflcdaciety and individuals, and
not a problem of a political nature, despite thead@metimes being utilised in
a highly politically charged manner (Keet, 2006; iM& Guardian, 2006a,
2006b). While this in part reflects the social atslgeneral defensive response
in favour of the new dispensation and its reluctataccritically appraise itself
in a post-conflict context, it also represented agportune mechanism to
conceal the deficits in this socio-political ordelowever, a significant portion
of this type of research could also be attribute@ trange of researchers and
practitioners who authentically felt the need tgoéoy their skills in a strategic
manner within this context, to generate the grégiessible social gains for
communities through research that increased resowltocation, and
promoted policies that were in favour of historigaharginalised sectors of

the population.

As early as the late 1980s, descriptive epidemio&bgstudies on injuries
revealed interpersonal violence as a major detemmithereof (Butchart &
Brown, 1991), and was later followed by more syssewch studies revealing
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homicide as a major determinant of non-natural atityt (see for example,
Matzopoulos, 2003, 2004, 2005, and the Nationalurinj Mortality
Surveillance System [NIMSS]). These studies refldcearly attempts to
accurately quantify the extent and magnitude ofpitadlem in transitional and
post-apartheid South Africa, but were also indiebf the growing influence
of public health on the violence prevention seciidrey provided the basic
descriptive data that allowed for the initial calioiates of the problem to be
established and then to further develop our knogdeBase thereof. This
epistemic swing towards ‘hard data’ was accompabie@ tendency to take
for granted the historical and contextual argumehéd had been present in
previous research, which was conspicuously absemnt these studies. This of
course can all be well appreciated and understodight of the imperatives of
governance, reform and the maintenance of law addran the face of the
threats of violence to a fledgling democracy, angtthe importance of data to
drive broad-based, solution-focussed interventiots address this
phenomenon. Targeted threats to this process ofialmation were identified
and a higher premium placed on the identificatibppatterns and causes for
violence that could be remedied through intervenaéforts. Other studies by
Ladikos (1995) and Snyman (1994) went a step begasdribing patterns of
homicide and attempted typologies of homicide irutS8oAfrica. A further
deepening of this trend can be seen in the uitisaif this descriptive data to
attempt to draw linkages between homicide, enviremia, product and socio-
structural proxies (such as ‘race’) (Matzopoulo®20Thomson, 2004). More
recently, a special focus has been placed on spdkie psychological or
behavioural basis for homicide from a psycho-foienbasis, with a
proliferation of studies on rage-type murders (®eght, 2001), serial killers
and their profiles (Labuschagne, 2000; Pistorid)(2 2002), women who
commit murder (Pistorius, 2004), and hired killé¥subert, 2006). However,
there have also been several studies that havededwon the individual basis
for homicide in specific instances or case studies have attempted to locate
these within the contexts of a personal and sdustbriography of apartheid
South Africa (de Kock, 1998; Gobodo-Madikizela, 308teinberg, 2004).

41



Despite many of these studies indirectly recoggighre historical impact of
sovereign power through an examination of operatised indicators of
inequality such as ‘race’ and socio-economic stang their relationships to
homicide, the analyses contained therein were teyefarther removed from
an overt engagement with power as a central featdrehe homicidal
encounter. Unlike many earlier studies in which powas a central concern
around which arguments centred, many of these egudwith some
exceptions) reflect a gradual trend towards ahtsibr decontextual and
apolitical research processes in which power isqueatly evacuated
completely from the analysis of homicidal violendeonically, from a
Foucauldian perspective, this is precisely the pawaature of this type of
research - a mechanism to ensure that the soctldr axddresses social
problems in a manner that does not fundamentabylaige the social system
itself as the generator of the problem. As is tAgecin many post-conflict or
transitional societies, critical social analyse® aften surpassed by the
imperatives of democratic consolidation and dagdg-governance; analyses
take on a different slant to focus on policy and/ise delivery, and are often
sterilised and sanitised of their critical sociahtent. In contemporary South
Africa, the study of homicide has therefore incnegly shifted from ‘political’

to ‘civil’, from ‘social’ to ‘individual’, and from‘polemical’ to ‘scientific’.
2.3.2. Effects on Epistemology, Methodology, Theory anfventions

The particular forms of research into homicide out® Africa over the past
two decades have resulted in specific implicatiocizallenges, biases and
limitations at an epistemological, methodologi@ald theoretical level that no
doubt have had a bearing on praxis as el particular, the overwhelming
drive to ‘scientifically’, definitively and ratiorly account for homicide has
resulted in an ongoing bias towards positivist aese in this field of inquiry.

Furthermore, the relationship between power andid¢ide has either been

14 While the author recognises that there are a sveumber of discourses and theoretical perspsctine
violence that are heterogeneous in their analfsése biases and limitations tend to characteoseairthnt and

mainstream research and praxis in this field asgme
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characterised by binaried conceptualisations in clwhicontestations of
sovereign power predominate, or simply omitted ulgio the systematic
dislodging and extrication of homicide and powemnireach other. This results
in a partial understanding of homicide and powereiation to broad macro-
social processes at best, limits our ability tolesg the manner in which
power as exercised within homicidal encountersteeia more everyday and
diffuse forms of power, and minimises the likelidoof uncovering

discontinuities and instabilities in our taken-fpanted understandings of

homicide and its relationship to power.

The first of these implications relate to the emnsic shift towards the ‘hard
sciences’. While this shift away from the qualwati critical social theorising
conducted in the 1980s is in part a function of ¢thanging social context, it
also speaks to the appropriation of science inipdustorical epochs in the
service of hegemony. Seedat (2002) notes the pupation with positivist
logic in the social and health sciences, especialsituations that stress
measurement and control for the purposes of dewvgjapodels of prediction
for human behaviour. He suggests that this tenag¢ar in contexts that are
particularly conducive to delimited intellectual pappriation (see Therborn,
1980, on this issue) and communicentrism, bothtutlwvare apparent in post-
apartheid South Africa where the need to consdidla¢ pressures, demands
and vicissitudes of a new democracy within the efaglobalisation is
paramount. Of course, this approach is also premiggon ontological
assumptions that include the notion that contesdsstatic with universal rules
that govern the functioning of human behaviour, #rad all human behaviour
occurs in relatively linear, causal relationshiper(e Blanche & Durrheim,
1999). It places hefty limitations on attemptinguttderstand human behaviour
in social, non-linear and dialectical terms, aslwaslin environments that are
constantly changing and that are fundamentally ohyoaln the context of
homicide research, the very fact that homicide Ifité®s been defined
differently over time and in various contexts me#ma it is not a static and
absolute feature, but rather one that is sociahgmnined, making its study as
a fluid social phenomenon difficult within this dorant philosophical

framework. This framework assumes that homicide gghenomenon can in
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fact be described and predicted ‘objectively anerdifically’ through for
example, public health surveillance and by an aslgf risk factors related to
products, individuals, families and environments,veell by examining the
social correlates of homicide perpetration (Smith Zahn, 1999).
Fundamentally, the homicidal encounter is viewedeisg related to at-risk
individuals or groups rather than as a social grstesnic manifestation, with
various correlates and determinants impacting uama shaping such
individual or group behaviolit Furthermore, researchers are considered
neutral and objective experts who accurately ofmeralise constructs and
interpret data as a singular factual truth, withnited space for research
participants to convey their often multiple andsle&finitive interpretations of
events. This restriction on understanding humanestibity as it pertains to
the enactment of violence reduces our ability tdanstand how social actors
themselves come to understand the act of homicitlinwa specific social
context, and may deprive us of a first-hand accamd direct source of
valuable information on meaning-making processas iy provide insights

into the homicidal encounter from a critical psyiduical perspective.

Methodologically, the difficulties emerging fromishtype of quantitative
research are also fairly self-evident. In an attetopact ‘scientifically’, the
emphasis on positivistic and quantitative empinciso determine factual
truths and to generalise this information to hod®esi more broadly, results in
a notable absence of qualitative research methidus.tends to deny us the
possibilities of engaging with multiple experiencéghe homicidal encounter
that are directly articulated by social actorsyebg restricting our exploration
of systems of signification or discursive netwodssthey relate to power and
homicide in relation to specific subjectivities amdthin particular socio-
historical contexts. Furthermore, given the pemeasess of homicide across
the globe (Kruget al., 2002), it is more likely that a greater number of

15 See theChapter Twofor research on homicide and relative povertyjadagelfare spending, urban housing

environments, levels of unemployment, social irda¢ign, and governance, all constructing these s rio

individuals and groups that require modificatiorthin existing social formations, rather than asdamental

expressions of asymmetrical social formations thamselves require redress.
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differences rather than similarities are likelylde found when attempting to
guantitatively describe ‘typical homicides’ througthe use of these
methodologies. Polk (1994) notes that the degreeinobnsistency in
descriptive studies makes comparisons very difficesulting in much of this
research information lacking analytical value irderstanding and preventing

homicide.

At a theoretical level, while there is no doubttthauch of the contemporary
mainstream research has provided a broad undensgaotithe phenomenon
of homicide, it has also constituted a particulamdividually-oriented
scientific approach to this object of social ingquiDespite many of the afore-
mentioned research studies focussing on persondatyily, community,
environmental, product, social and structural riskey are ultimately directed
at attempting to answer why one individual or gr@more prone to commit
homicide than others. Consequently, research sdtga tends to be weighted
heavily in the direction of perpetrator analysed &pologising®, rather than
focusing on homicide as a process that pivots alrassues of power. This
ultimately contributes to a discourse of individaalgroup criminal variance
within populations and inadvertently conceals teevpsiveness of homicide
internationally and the consequent imperative for@ader social analysis and
theoretical orientation. This form of research tierefore also contributed to
the constitution of particular human subjects, ngrtiee criminal, criminally-
prone, or individual with propensities towards hoid@l interpersonal
violence. Furthermore, when risk factors are catesl with homicide they
may serve both a critical or reactionary functidhile homicide may be
related to specific psychological, familial, comntyrand socio-structural risk
factors and these can be critically commented ugmmutcomes of socially
asymmetrical contexts, the same correlations mayested to suggest that
psychologically ‘damaged’ individuals, those fromhysfunctional’ families,

6 This does not preclude several studies that hatempted to examine victimisation in the homicidal
encounter, such as those focussing on victim g®fdnd victim-offender relationships, but thesel tam be
limited by the data that can be reliably gaineératte victim's demise.
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those from fragmented and poor communities, oreivwaso are from minority
social categories, are more likely to commit hodwgsi. In so doing, many
contemporary studies in this area tend to impliaid-inscribe existing power
differentials within social formations, through &calar reinforcement of
negative attributional relationships, re-affirmingptions that the socially
marginal are more at risk amgky within social formations (i.e. those on the
periphery or margins of society are more dangeemgsrequire greater social
control interventions). Dominant theories within nt@mporary homicide
research include psychological frameworks on dereknt and familial
functioning (Daly & Wilson, 1988; Freud, 1974; Kbkrg, 1981), classic
criminological approaches ranging from rational ickotheory (Cornish &
Clarke, 1986) to social organisation theory andsésants (Bursik, 1988), as
well as public health models (Dahlberg & Krug, 200aly & Wilson, 1988).
The theoretical limitations referred to above alsstrict an analysis of
homicide as a socially embedded act that reflextsome extent the power
hierarchies within a given context, as the phenaneasf power itself is often
not overtly addressed within these dominant themketframeworks, other
than through operationalised indicators (such asoseconomic status) that

may act as proxies of social asymmetries.

The direct impact of current approaches to reseanchomicide can be more
visibly seen at the level of intervention praxisatier than addressing why
certain individuals or groups appear to be moreisit-for homicide
perpetration from a systemic and broader sociadpsstive, the emphasis of
current preventative interventions are premiseddgrenantly on risk
exposure reduction (e.g. reducing access to sulestaand firearms) (see for
example, the work conducted by Gun Free South Afrtbe Gun Control
Alliance, the Alliance for Crime Prevention, ancetiCrime, Violence and
Injury Lead Programme). While these may entail sigal modifications
within the social fabric and should be supportbdytare truncated and do not
necessarily address the sociogenic features ofstiugal formation itself.
Where risk exposure reduction is not possible, icjustice approaches tend
to dominate in the fields of policy and preventjmactice, with an emphasis

on deterrence, detection and incarceration (AltheR807; Butchart, 1996;
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2.4.

NCPS, 1996). Not surprisingly therefore, recentrydeve seen a proliferation
of studies attempting to criminally profile subjec{Labuschagne, 2000;
Pistorius, 2000, 2002). Even more disconcertintgpésreactionary use of data
emerging from contemporary research to supportabtadiscriminatory
behaviours as illustrated by practices such asalrgwofiling’ within law
enforcement agencies across the world (Harris, 20@8row, 2005), and
increased global securitisation premised upon g8 demographic
information on homicide internationally (e.g. tldency to restrict travel for

certain social categories or nationalities) (V21@)3).

The most recent contemporary approaches to resegrchomicide
unfortunately offer little in the way of understamgl the actual operation of
power within the act of homicide and the mannewlimich this comes to reflect
the operation of power within the broader sociddrisal context. By
reframing the process of examining the relationshgiween power and
homicide, a more comprehensive and sophisticatatysia of how it operates
within this form of violence and comes to reflebetbroader operation of
power both at a micro- and macro-level of socibgcomes possible. Such an
approach allows us to look beyond taken-for-grantealerstandings of
homicide and power, and to explore ruptures thag neaeal that homicidal
violence can simultaneously reflect an enactmempression, outcome,
contestation, resistance and exertion of power withange of social and
ideological effects and functions. Furthermorellibws us to explore power in
homicidal violence as reflective not only of sovgre forms of power
operational, but more importantly, of the diffusgeryday and self-regulatory
forms of power that tend to operate within the ltapes or extremities of

social formations (Foucault, 1977).

Reframing the Problematic: Re-Centralising PowahaStudy of Homicide

Given the above challenges that face those workirigis area, what is required is a

general re-orientation and reframing of the fundataleresearch problematic. Rather

than focussing on homicide purely as an act thaivalfor the analysis of perpetrators

and the internal and external correlates and datants that influence their

behaviours, this research study was reframed tosfon homicide as an action that
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allows for the analysis of the social formationwhich it is embedded. In the latter
instance, homicide is viewed as a social interadinat is influenced by social actors’
subject positions and consequent interpretationsarad locations within socio-
historical contexts. It is therefore shaped by ttostext, reflects and reproduces it,
and in some instances contests it. This not ordgtlss homicide as a social act, but
also allows for an analysis of the social formagiam which it occurs as potentially
‘homicide-inducing’, and allows for a deeper lewéltheorising as well as a range of

potential and alternative intervention strategies.

Furthermore, a fundamental component of the akillofg involves the expression of
multiple forms and manifestations of power, predwmnily within an interpersonal
domain. However, based on the critical social asslyeferred to above, the
expression of such power within homicidal encountso offers us a lens through
which to explore the forms and content of powerimitsocial contexts. Moreover,
this study is concerned with manifestations of pothat extend beyond disputes for
sovereign power to include more diffuse, everydaynk of power that operate on the
extremities of society and that act in self-requiat self-reproductive, but also in
discontinuous ways. This is not to suggest that ggovs the only explanatory
dimension across which homicide should be analylsetigiven its notable absence
from many current studies, it is a critical elem#vat requires consideration of we are
to generate more holistic understandings of thimagpphenomenon. In addition, a
focus on the gqualitative aspects of power allowsafa@hallenging of the notion that
positivist quantitative studies represent the glthdard in social research, and also
gives voice to subordinated methodological and yaical voices within social
scientific research (Feyerabend, 1978; Seedat,)2002

Such an approach to research into homicide is stamgiwith critical social analyses
and allows for an interpretation that moves beytimel mainstream exploration of
descriptors, risks, triggers and correlates thatsar characteristic of positivist victim,
perpetrator and interactional studies. It facéigan inclusion of an assessment of the
underlying social dynamics of power that are rafldcin the act of killing within
specific historical, cultural, social, subjectivenda intersubjective contexts.
Understanding power in this context lends itseffywgell to a qualitative analysis that
examines the spoken linguistic accounts of so@tdra as a vehicle for signification
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and discursive transmission, and then attemptsod¢até them in their social and
historical contexts. In accessing this kind of mifation, allowing social subjects
themselves to express this through their own wawt$ stories in a manner that is
unencumbered by the strictures of quantitative arede is extremely beneficial.
Schutz (in Mouton, 1988, pp. 5-6) makes a compglirgument for the necessity of

engaging social actors’ interpretations directlipew he notes that

[...] social reality [...] has a specific meaningd relevance structure
for the human beings living, acting and thinkinghv it. By a series
of commonsense constructs they have pre-selectegrarinterpreted
this world which they experience as the realityhair daily lives. It is
these thought-objects of theirs which determinear thehaviour by

motivating it.

Duncan (1993) notes that the self-articulated esgpoms of people in the course of
their everyday lives reveals a commonsense unahelisia of their experiences of the
world and is not only a valid source of knowledged aesearch data, but also a
desirable form, as they emerge from the very s@atdrs under examination. This no
doubt raises the possibilities of analytical apph®s such as discourse analysis in the
examination of utterances, conversations and meestof the social actors
themselves. A discursive analysis of personal atsoof homicide is an ideal method
for the analysis of power as a pervasive and diffiemture of society, even though
such analyses are always perspectival and obligdareay vary from perpetrator to
perpetrator and context to context. As Parker (1389Ques, discourses reproduce
power relations, and by examining discourses weadte to identify power as it
operates coercively as well as power as a fornmesistance. In addition, given the
centrality of language in conveying discoursess iperhaps instructive to reflect on
Ngiigi's (2003) views on language as both fulfilling a sgajtory and resistant social
role. Analysing language can therefore simultanigousveal the manner in which
subjects are interpellated into social formatiosslanguage conveys dominant socio-
cultural models and prescriptions, but may alsotesinsuch dominant or hegemonic
positions though linguistic devices, rhetoricabttgies and repertoires that act as forms

of resistance and disruption themselves.
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van Dijk (1985, p. 5) furthermore suggests thatimita narrational context, such an
analysis is also useful as it not only revealsdperation of power at a macro-level,
but also uncovers the persuasive intention of ggrsaks a form of power. He states
that

[...] sentences when used in some specific context sthould be
assigned some additional meaning or function, ktuitionary one,
to be defined in terms of speaker intentions, f®l@ evaluations, or
relations between speaker and hearer. In this went, only could
systematic properties of the context be accountedbiut also the
relation between utterances as abstract linguistibjects and

utterances taken as a form of social interactionldde explained.

A qualitative approach of this nature allowed participants to narrate their account
of the homicidal encounter, and allowed the redearto uncover systemised forms
of meaning or signification (i.e. discursive netk®r related to power within these
narrations. The study was therefore concerned Wit power is expressed,
defended, enforced, resisted and desired in thalsstcounter of killing. Not only is

it then possible to discern various forms of powet are operant within the social
context together with their social functions andabbgical effects, but we are also
able to examine the functions of these discursetevarks for the narrators in relation

to their interlocutors within the interview context
SCOPE:
3.1. Summary of the Present Study

The central focus of the present study involvedaaalysis of the talk from 30
individual interviews with a cohort of males whadhaeen convicted of murder (as an
exemplar of homicide), and who are presently ine@ted in a Department of
Correctional Services’ facility in JohannesburgutBoAfrica. In particular, the study
focussed on a discursive analysis of their perspaahtives of homicidal encounters
in which they were involved, and attempted to eiftyi uncover and analyse
elements of power reflected within these narrati\vesthermore, the study aimed to

illustrate the manner in which these elements afgroare not only reflected within
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the social formation, but also what their particusacial functions and ideological

effects are.

3.2.

Research Aims and Questions

The study therefore ains:

()

(ii)

(iii)

elicit and uncoverdiscursive networkgertaining to power in the personal

narratives of homicidal encounters of male particignts who have been

convicted and incarcerated for homicide in South Adca.

illustrate the social basis and _significanceof these discourses by

highlighting how they come to reflect, reproduce ad contest relations of
power that are operational within the broader soci&context within which

the homicidal encounters are located.

highlight the functions and effectsof these discourses, both within the

broader socio-historical context as well as withirthe narrational context

or immediate interlocutory space.

More specifically, the research questisasulting from these aims are:

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

What are the forms of power reflected in the discusive networks

emerging from the personal narratives of homicidaencounters?

What is the social or thematic content of power réécted in the discursive
networks emerging from the personal narratives of bmicidal

encounters?

What are the linguistic structures within the narrational talk of
participants that convey the form and content of pwer reflected in
discursive networks emerging from the personal namtives of homicidal

encounters?

To what extent and in what ways do these discourseserve ideological
functions associated with systemised forms of sotiasymmetry or

domination within the broader socio-historical conext?
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(e) To what extent and in what ways do these discoursext as critiques of
ideology in so far as they contest ideological futions associated with
systemised forms of social asymmetry or dominatiowithin the broader
socio-historical context?

) What are the functions and effects of these discoses for participants

within the broader socio-historical context?

(9) What are the functions and effects of these discoses for participants

within the interlocutory context of narration?

Firstly, the specific emphasis on men within thedgtwas partly premised upon the
fact that they are disproportionately implicatedhiomicides internationally and in
South Africa. Because the study approached maleidmenfrom the perspective
adopted by many feminist writers, it was concermath the very constitution of
maleness within society, its relation to ideologws patriarchy and sexism, the
resultant gendered social relations that play tkedéves out in constructions of
masculinities and femininities, and the manner ihiclw violence is frequently
performed as means of attaining a sense of ideauacessful’ masculine identity.
While a great deal of research has been condustedyender violence more broadly
(seeChapters Two and Thrée much less has been conducted in relation to male
homicide in South Africa. In addition, gender amxwsal asymmetries are relatively
enduring features of most social formations despdeial, political and economic
transformations, making the study of highly gendesscial behaviours such as
homicide crucial to understanding its resiliendastcity and mutability, but also its
potential points of discontinuity. Also, rather thantrenching the stereotypical
representations of certain cohorts of men beinglieaed in this form of violence
(e.g. men from minority social categories), thedgtincluded a broad spectrum of
men who were conveniently drawn upon, thereby afigwthe data to comment on
men, homicide and power more generally (i.e. thes®s no stratification or
differentiation of the participants according tonaraphic and other social

dimensions such as race, class and socio-econtaiss

Secondly, the emphasis on incarcerated males w li@en convicted of murder is

not of course synonymous with homicide perpetratimit was a convenient manner
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to engage directly with those involved in homicidats. While other forms of data
analysis could have been conducted (e.g. dockelysasgr the availability and
reliability of this information in South Africa igxtremely poor (see for example,
Mathews, Abrahams, Martin, Vetten, van der Merw@efvkes, 2004; Prinsloo, 2004,
Vetten, 2003). While working with this cohort raisiés own challenges (that are dealt
with in the Chapter Fivein greater detail), incarcerated prisoners comtitupresent
one of the only opportunities to engage with thos®lved in homicide directly in
South Africa. Even though the author recognisesrthader is not to be equated with
homicide, it does represent one particular formhoiicide that is therefore more

easily open to social inquiry.

Finally, the methodological choice of a discurseealysis (see Fairclough, 1992;
Parker, 1992, 1999; Potter & Wetherell, 1992; andorfipson’s, 1990Depth
Hermeneutic Modgl of the personal narratives of homicides has direbeen
reflected upon earlier, but was certainly most appate for the form of data
collection as well as the analysis of this datdnimithe study. Not only is the narrative
probably the ideal manner through which to eliodividual stories from participants,
but it also allows for a reflexive analysis of fhéraction between listener/researcher
or narrator/participant (van Dijk, 1985). Also, givthat the content of the data being
analysed pertains to violence, power and mascig#iit will invariably intersect with
ideological effects, functions and critiques whesraining the encounter within its
social location. Kress (1985, p. 30) notes thaamsanalytical tool for the study of

ideological effects, discourse analysis is extrgmraluable because the

[...] systematic organisation of content in discoyrdewing on and
deriving from the prior classification of this mat in an

ideological system, leads to the systematic selectif linguistic
categories and features in a text. [...] A linguidgature or category
therefore never appears simply by itself — it alsvappears as the
representative of a system of linguistic terms tvhibemselves

realise discursive and ideological systems.
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3.3. Significance of the Study

While a range of contemporary, mainstream, experiaieresearch studies have
provided us with useful information pertaining t@le homicide, there are two fairly
problematic consequences emerging from many sugtiest Firstly, there is an
implicit structuring of a discourse oDthering and social marginalisation that
identifies ‘dangerous’ or ‘at-risk’ individuals @roups within populations, and this
stymies our ability to comprehensively understandhicide as a socially embedded
act. Furthermore, initiatives directed towardspitsvention often then emphasise the
need to induce adjustments within social formatitmseduce and control homicide
rates, and not to fundamentally challenge asymuoadtsocial contexts directly. This
raises what Rappaport (1981) refers to as the parafdprevention, as most strategies
attempt preventative action within the confineaatatus quo, when in fact it is often
the status quo itself that directly generates #edrfor such preventative action in the
first place. Prevention endeavours under theseitonsl run the risk of becoming
ameliorative measures to conceal the contradiatatyre of social contexts that are
fundamentally implicated in facilitating violeride A critical analysis of homicide as
suggested in this study compels intervention piaogrs to consider alternative
strategies that of necessity will lean in the dimet of critical social and political

activism as well.

Secondly, the analysis of power as a central featdirhomicide is almost always
implied, peripheral or absent within these studi€Bis study therefore hopes to
highlight ways in which research need not necdgsaantribute to a discourse of
difference and marginalisation through its focus emvironmental, relational and
product-related risks, but can rather involve dicai engagement with power
relations within social contexts and their mangégsins within homicidal acts. In the
specific context of South Africa, these approachesy allow us to understand

homicide beyond epidemiological patterns, trendd profiles, and allow for an

" Emmett (2003) extends on this argument when stiggeshat empowerment approaches in the social

sciences with respect to crime and violence oftéinbecause of the lack of recognition among ptiactérs of

the social limitations that exist in communitieddre interventions are embarked upon, and that tiemst

predetermine their failure and facilitate a blamirigyictims for their own plight.
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illumination of subjective accounts and social niegs that social actors have
utilised to understand this particular social iat#ion. In so doing too, the role of the
social scientist as violence prevention researphactitioner is of necessity cast as

social activist.
3.4. Chapter Organisation

By way of concluding this chapter, a brief synopeisthe remaining chapters
contained in this dissertation is providé&hapter TwoandChapter Threefocus on a
literature review of the most salient quantitatased qualitative research that is of
pertinence to the current study. It should be nttedl it concentrates primarily on the
actual research studies and findings, while theor#teal and conceptual
considerations are summarised in an entirely sepathapter. Because of the
complexity of the subject matter related to powenlence and several of the
associated constructs within this study (such asladyy), Chapter Four has been
devoted to the major definitional and theoreticatsiderations on which this study is
premised. Thereafter, a detailed motivation for ke of the qualitative, rather than
the quantitative approach, is provided @hapter Five Furthermore, discourse
analysis, as a specific form of qualitative anay also discussed as an appropriate
research approach to the study of power and vieleRtally, the aims, research
guestions, data collection methods, proceduresnaattiod of analysis of the current
study, are also highlighted in this methodolog@pter. It is generally accepted that
the use of discourse analysis is accompanied lgtagrated analytical report section
in which both the data or results and the discusamd analysis thereof are combined
(Potter & Wetherell, 19923). Chapter Sixconstitutes such a report and provides a
qualitative explication of the collected data. HiyaChapter Severconcludes with a
summary of the primary research outcomes, togetlitr the significance of these
findings. In addition, brief assessments of thathtions of this study as well as the

prospects for future research are also addressed.

'8 This differs from traditional quantitative studigswhich the results or data sections are separfabaad the

analytical or discussion sections within reseataliss.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW — QUANTITATIVE RESEA RCH

There is no ‘scientific method’; there is no singlecedure, or set of rules
that underlines every piece of research and gua@sthat it is ‘scientific’
and, therefore, trustworthy. The idea of a univeesal stable method that is
an unchanging measure of adequacy and even theofdeaniversal and
stable rationality is as unrealistic as the ideaaafiniversal and stable
measuring instrument that measures any magnitugleyatter what the

circumstances.
(Paul Feyerabend, 1978¢ience in a Free Socigty
1. INTRODUCTION:

While this study is of a qualitative nature, it Ve@be remiss to negate the plethora of
guantitative research that has been conductechimmacide, both internationally and within
South Africa. This is particularly so, given thentiibutions of quantitative research studies
to understanding and mapping the characteristichonficide, together with its utility in
advocacy and lobbying in many instances. From modévidually-oriented studies that
explored the relationships between personal ateghand homicide, to correlates within the
social formation that tend to be implicated withitomicide, these studies have been
instrumental in arguing for the importance of ckiblite practices, developmental strategies to
minimise violence, as well as to advocate and lolidny improved living conditions,
employment opportunities, and increased social amelfspending (Mercy, Butchart,
Farrington & Cerda, 2002).

Moreover though, a focus on these studies is ndy @anportant to understand such
contributions, but also to illustrate how many leéde studies have come to form the canvass
of hegemonic discourses on homicide in contempaaciety. In his work on the birth of the
socio-medical sciences, Foucault (1976) argueddddain social ills such as violent crime
increasingly became managed through bio-power -lifigal technology that attempts to
control the bodies of entire populations — whichs Haeen accomplished throudghn
explosion of numerous and diverse techniques fbreaing the subjugations of bodies and
the control of populations’{(p. 140). Disciplines such as medicine, sociolagyminology,

psychology and penology all emerged within thisteghnot only to understand and surveil
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populations and their behaviours, but also staedetermine what was considered deviant
versus normal, and culminated in remedial strategiethe form of moral orthopaedics
(Hook, 2004b). If we are to accept Foucault's (1)980nceptualisation of the integral
relationship between power and knowledge, and msegthat knowledge comes to
constitute specific power relations while simultangly being employed to maintain such
power relations, then it becomes clear that thpgrderance of quantitative studies have also
helped to construct dominant discourses on homitide prevail today. Foucault (1980, p.
52) suggests thdthe exercise of power perpetually creates knoweedgnd, conversely,
knowledge constantly induces effects of powekfmstrong (1990, p. 1225) notes that
guantitative methodsenabled the extent and rangebdf ills within communities to be
mapped alongside their characteristics and forrhedasis for extending the socio-medical
gaze to populations at large, but also that itd@dlcertain tautological effects with regard to
object and subject formation. In focussing on wiblerime, the object of homicide was
generated, and the homicidal perpetrator was b®subject. Extending on this argument, it
is apparent that quantitative studies on homicalemot only produced a fulcrum for social
reform, lobbying and advocacy, but also constituteslhomicidal subject as predominantly
male, with specific physiological or psychologia#gficits in constitution, located within
minority groups with lower levels of relative wdaknd social resources, and with previous
exposure to violence. The tautology here is sdalleawt as the very correlates that are
determined as ‘causal’ to homicide, are also theetates that are deployed to predict,
identify and constitute potential homicidal subgecGiven the dominance of positivist
rationality that has characterised modernist timgkiit is not surprising that many of these
studies have therefore come to form the basis fgemonic discourses surrounding
homicide. It is therefore critical to review sudlidies as they provide us with some account
of the backdrop against which to view and analyseyrof the discursive networks emerging
from the narratives of the participants, and maec#ically, to examine the social functions
and ideological effects of hegemonic discourses Hra appropriated and deployed by
participants. In addition, such a foundation aldoves us to be more attentive and alert to the

presence of potentially subordinated and subvedis@urses within these narratives.
2. ANTECEDENTS OF CURRENT QUANTITATIVE HOMICIDE RESEAR CH:

At present much of the quantitative research intoleustanding homicide tends to be

clustered around four primary areas. Since Wolfggari§958) seminal work on criminal
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homicide, the idea that homicides are not homogehemd may have varied geneses has
taken root. However, rather than fundamentally ralte methodological approaches, the
result has been an increasing attempt to typolotiemicide as a multidimensional,
heterogeneous social phenomenon. The first prirageg of study represents the most basic
of descriptive data and focuses on victims of haeiclt has generally drawn on surveillance
methodologies (Holder, Peden, Krug, Lund, GururaK&busingye, 2001; Matzopoulos,
2004, 2005) within the context of hospitals, moriees, police reports and state statistics, and
essentially begins to describe who within populatiare likely to be most at-risk for being
killed through interpersonal violence. While notidge a focus of this chapter, it is
nevertheless important to note as it feeds inteerstdndings of homicide, especially from a
relational and interactional perspective, by exangrihe relationships between victims and

perpetrators and the environments of violence.

More central to this study though, are the secahitld and fourth key areas that follow.
These include studies of the individual factors ermpéhning homicide perpetration (e.qg.
Farrington, 1998; Kandel & Mednick, 1991); the t®aal, interactional and community
factors and spaces in which the homicidal eventisc(e.g. Blumstein, 1995; McCord, 1979;
Thornberry, Huizinga & Loeber, 1995); and the sbd&ctors that are correlated with
homicide perpetration. Individually-oriented stugliehave tended to emphasise the
physiological and psychological attributes thatiamplicated in homicide perpetration, while
relational, interactional and community studieséhkargely explored aspects such as learned
behaviours, victim-perpetrator relationships, emteu circumstances, triggers, weapons
utilised, location, temporality, alcohol-relatedsgeand instrumentality versus expressiveness,
amongst others. Finally, studies examining theadaspects of homicide (e.g. Fajnzylber,
Lederman & Loayza, 1999; Messner, 1988; Schneidrhff6) have generally centred on
issues of poverty, social welfare provision, andpEyment, as integral structural and

cultural correlates of homicide trends within sfie@gectors of the population.

Given the significant number of theoretical appreecto the study of homicide and its
genesis, this section is primarily concerned waWiewing some of the most salient historical

antecedents of contemporary theories associatédthvit quantitative research area.
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2.1. Individually-Oriented Approaches

Certainly one of the longstanding approaches to itide research that is still
employed today can be characterised as individuaignted, in so far as it relies on
intrapsychic, physiological or evolutionary analydbat suggest that the causes of
homicidal behaviours are rooted within individuagsychological or physiological

constitutions.

The early works of Lombroso (Lombroso & Lombrosa¥Eeo, 1972) suggested that
criminal behaviour represented an atavism that neked to primitive evolutionary
forms of human development to which people reversedl he thus focussed on
measuring the physical differences in anatomigaictiire between prisoners and the
general population. While his findings were corgdsby scholars such as Goring
(1913), this approach also gained credibility tlgtothe work of Hooton (1939) who
compared criminals and non-criminals and foundedéiices across several physical
traits such as body size, and later, was bolsteyetie research of Sheldon (1949) on
body types (i.e. endomorphs, mesomorphs and ecfdrapwhen he found that most
delinquent youths in his studies were of the mespmaeategorisation. While these
studies have come under severe methodologicatisnti (Bartollas & Dinitz, 1989),
they have nevertheless formed the basis for cordeampsociobiological approaches
that have tended to emphasise the correlationseeetvintelligence, cytogenetics,
biochemistry, endocrinology, physiology and crinlitya(Mednick & Christiansen,
1977; Jeffery, 1970; Rowe, 1983; West & Farringtt®/ 3).

From apsychological standpointthe work of Sigmund Freud has been extremely
influential in considering intrapsychic dynamicdats relationship to aggression and
criminality. While Freud (1974) himself did not d#e a great deal of attention to
criminality, his drive theory on aggression and streictural model of the psyche has
generated a host of subsequent studies and resesmpicially on the correlation
between personality-type measures and criminalitgakley, 1964; Conger & Miller,
1966; Glueck & Glueck, 1968). In addition, basedw principles of psychodynamic
theory, Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik and Levinson (1p@®stulated an authoritarian
personality that was more predisposed to violemckpaejudice than other personality
types — a theoretical position that still has atliotd in social psychological studies
today (Duckitt, 1991). Furthermore, cognitive agmioes within psychology from
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theorists such as Piaget (1932) and Kohlberg (188b) emphasised the centrality of
appropriate cognitive development and the abilityréason morally, and retains a
significant following in contemporary studies omainality, aggression and antisocial

behaviour.

While varying degrees of empirical evidence exi&is all of these theoretical

positions, the primary criticism levelled againsérm has been the deterministic and
essentialising tendency to overemphasise individttabutes as a causal component
of homicide, and a consequent neglect of more kan acquired or learned aspects

that may impact on patterns of violence.
2.2. Relational, Interactional and Community Approaches

This broad approach to understanding violence lawded to focus on the
relationships between violent behaviours and theeghate external factors that have
come to shape them. While not homogeneous in atient these theories have all
stressed the importance of interactions betweenithdals and various elements that
produce the predisposition for the homicidal ent¢euto occur. Included within this
approach has been the historical focus on theiogktips between individuals and
parenting, families and peer-groups. More recetiibugh, it has included emphases
on the available products that may be pivotal tderice, the environmental context of
communities, and the manner in which these are @biefluence the individual's

relationship to violence as a dominant behaviorgpértoire.

Early criminological and sociological researcifiocussed on differential association
theory (Sutherland, 1947), which was an approacit #ssentially argued that
criminal behaviour was learned in interactions wathers and in contexts where there
were limited prohibitions against such behaviolEgtending upon this approach,
Matza’s (1964) drift theory suggested that indiddudo not simply acquire criminal
behaviour through learning, but also neutralisengelves against responsibility and
drift in and out of delinquency and criminality @sresponse to varying social
demands in adverse contexts in which moral bourelarabiguous. Goal directedness
and free-will are central to this orientation armtresponds at some level with the
increasing utilisation of latter day rational chmitheory (Siegel, 1992), that assumes

that individuals rationally choose the best actiaccording to preferences and
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constraints facing them after weighing up the rizkd benefits of their behaviours. In
moving beyond the learned and rational decisiontognponents of crime and
violence, Reckless (1961) and Hirschi (1979) foeds®n aspects within the
immediate environment that facilitated control gealicing of potential delinquent
and criminal behaviours. This perspective, refetceds control theory, suggested that
internal containment (i.e. features of persondligt were not conducive to violence
and crime) and external containment (i.e. sociahimitions) were both imperative to
insulate individuals from crime. Furthermore, sbdsnds were also considered
central to the prevention of crime, particularlytive contexts of immediate peers and
familial relations. In the absence of these feauriecontainment and bonding, crime

was perceived as a more likely outcome for indigidu

Similar developments can be traced in relationh® a&pplication ofpsychological
theory to understandings of violence, aggression, crifitinand delinquency. In
focussing on external environmental influences ab as the interaction between the
individual and context in the production of violenand aggression, behavioural and
social learning theories have historically domidatthe landscape of studies
examining this phenomenon. Skinner's (1974) workuad against mentalistic
explanations of aggression and rather favoureddiw that aggression is an operant
behaviour that is acquired through processes ofamiement. Dollard, Doob, Miller,
Mowrer and Sears (1939) cogently posited in theistfation-aggression hypothesis
that all aggression is underpinned by a frustratiobmbstruction of certain drives or
goals, and that aggression may be one potentiabod if it is socially sanctioned
and there is an absence of others strategies t@gwathe frustration (Berkowitz,
1989). While shifting from Skinner’s radical behawiism and the strong internal
focus of the frustration-aggression hypothesis, dBaa (1973), Rotter (1954) and
Mischel (1968) also regarded the environment antereal influences on the
individual as central to learning aggression aradevice, but simultaneously focussed
on the individual’'s motivations, expectations arsgessment of potential outcomes
when imitating and learning behaviours from othiersocial interactions. Thus, a
relational component within social contexts becareatral to understanding how
individuals become more predisposed to violencgression and homicide (Meyer,
Moore & Viljoen, 1997).
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The contemporary applications of the above-mentocrminological, sociological

and psychological theories abound in the extaptditire, especially in relation to
studies exploring the impact of parenting on thguasition of violent behaviours in
children (e.g. McCord, 1979); the family as a l@agncontext for violence (e.qg.
Farrington, 1998); the peer group as a facilitatime constraining social and
interactional space for acquiring violent behavaburepertoires (e.g. Thornberry,
Huizinga & Loeber, 1995); the proliferation of gatgrism and its impact on
criminality and violence (e.g. Pinnock, 1997; Radgel999); and the influence of
exposure to violence in immediate social environis:i@m the acquisition of violent

behaviours (e.g. Buckingham, 2000).

In attempting to address many of the limitationp@vious research into homicide, a
more current theoretical focus includes holistialgses of the relationships between
individuals, products and environments, therebgvalig for an examination of the
interactional convergence of several factors thay mcrease the risk for, or trigger,
the homicidal encounter. In employing Haddon’s (@9&atrix, this research has
frequently focussed on the relationship betweentovefagents/mechanisms (e.g.
firearms), hosts (e.g. persons) and environments @cial and physical) in the
occurrence of injuries (including homicide) overspecific temporal period. In
addition, this research has also drawreoalogical theoryBronfenbrenner, 1979) to
understand violence as occurring at multiple leaeld therefore being simultaneously
related to individuals, families, groups, commuestiand the broader social fabric.
This approach to research into homicide was pbyriiadstrated in Wolfgang's (1958)
ground-breaking study in Philadelphia, and everughonot articulated as public
health research, has been a compelling anteceflentrrentpublic health research
into homicide (Mercy, Butchart, Farrington & Cer@802).

While these approaches have certainly all contedbuib our understanding of the
phenomenon at a relational, interactional and comiylevel, they continue to raise
debates as to the roles of human agency and enwnatal determinism in the
generation of homicidal violence. Furthermore, amore crucially, many of these
studies tend to descriptively map homicide andtlageefore often devoid of much of

their potential political, social and historicalachcter.
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2.3. Social Approaches

A final trajectory in research into homicide, viote and aggression can generally be
characterised as more social in orientation, buteoagain draws on a range of
criminological, sociological, psychological and itiohl theories to explicate
relationships between social environments and hdmicUnlike the previously
referred to theoretical frameworks that have shapedntitative research, this
approach places the genesis of violent behaviawrk as homicide squarely within
social contexts. At the risk of conflating this éige theoretical landscape, the
following section examines these perspectives endbntext of social organisation,

emphasising socio-cultural and socio-structuralydicatrends in homicide research.

Wolfgang and Ferracuti’'s (1967) work on violencee&ed consistently that young
males from lower classes were implicated in actsiofence — a finding that still
holds in contemporary research. In attempting tdeustand this phenomenon, they
postulated that aub-culture of violenceexisted within these communities, in which
violence was the norm and was in fact legitimised a&a component of social
interaction. While failing to note the reasons fiois normative trend, and therefore
being criticised as class biased and ethnocerButhén, 1989), it is nevertheless a
framework that has persisted due to the empiricialemce that has broadly supported
it. Adaptations of the sub-culture of violence ikdgave been employed to understand
regional and racialised differences in homicidegras and rates in the south of the
United States of America, and have suggested tiathistorical pervasiveness of
violence in these environments has resulted inliaflsystem that reinforces the idea
that violence is a legitimate, credible, normalisew socially sanctioned means of
interacting, which is also learned and transmittéedr-generationally (Corzine, Huff-
Corzine & Whitt, 1999). More recently, there hagma resurgence of adaptations of
this approach in attempting to understand the genafsviolence in contexts of
continuous war, civil strife and oppression. Refdrto as theculture of violence
thesis this approach has argued that in social formatighere violence is normative,
omnipresent and where there are few alternativegdient resolution of conflicts,
that it becomes an acceptable and even desirat@aswé social relating and survival
across the entire context to varying degrees (Baddgrin & Jaramillo Martinez,
1991, Christie, 2001; Vogelman, 1990).
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Much of the work conducted on socio-structural destthat are implicated in
homicide owe their existence to Durkheim’s (Giddet®79) functionalist conception
of anomie and Marx’s (Kamenka, 1983) structuralmtception of class exploitation,
alienation, the centrality of the economic base] #re oppressive functions of the
ideological superstructure. These approaches wminphasise the impact of social
structure, as one component of social organisabartyends related to violence and

homicide in particular.

Durkheim’s (Giddens, 1979) understanding of anosuiggested that when societies
undergo significant changes in terms of their dewelent, levels of growth,
urbanisation and industrialisation, that the sofmaination loses its ability to regulate
and control the aspirational pursuits of its sutgeEssentially, approaches that stem
from the Durkheimian tradition suggest that certaocio-structural factors may
undermine social control or create a strain in ditainment of aspirations, thereby
encouraging asocial and criminal behavio@scial disorganisation theoryShaw &
McKay, 1942), has consistently argued and gainedgirgzal support for its
postulations that with development, comes increpslavels of institutional
breakdown, population heterogeneity and transiteepnomic dependence, urban
blight, and therefore a lack of regulation and abcontrol over deviant behaviours
such as criminality. Despite not being able to adéely account for why differences
in criminality within populations in such contextill occur, this approach has

nevertheless had an enduring impact on researaihamicide trends.

More recently, some of these arguments on socsihtégration have been extended
into the realm of studies ®wocial capitaland its relationship to crime and violence.
Social capital essentially refers to the extentwtoch social networks exist within
communities and social formations, and the degpeettich they facilitate a set of
values and norms that are shared within populatibasallows them to support and
co-operate with each other (Fukuyama, 1999; Put2&®0). It is normally evident in
the degree of institutional strength, civic pagation, community ties/bonds and trust
— all of which help to collectively regulate soctahaviour in a prosocial direction

away from crime and violence (Emmett, 2000).

In addition, strain theory (Merton, 1957) and its variants have argued thetet are
specific culturally determined aspirations that gemerated within contexts but that
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social structures may then inhibit the attainmehthese aspirations, resulting in
strain and the potential for the transgressioncegptable social norms. This double-
bind that exists in modern market-driven sociahfations has also been articulated in
social psychology througtelative deprivation theory{Gurr, 1970) and also through
more critical psychological approaches such asctirestrained-strained theoryf
Bulhan (1987). Relative deprivation theory alsogasgis that conflicts are likely to
arise as groups evaluate themselves relative terotand perceive some form of
deprivation, and see minimal possibility for socrabbility to attain aspirational levels
that are prescribed within that context; while tomstrained-strained theory proposes
that a constraining social, political and econommvironment places psychological
strain on individuals and increases the propetsitgscalating violence to be enacted
by and within marginalised groups as this remdnesdnly domain in which they can

exert some influence and power.

Finally, Marxist and neo-Marxist contributiong(Kamenka, 1983; McLellan, 1979)
on class stratification, economic exploitation, enlition, powerlessness and
ideological hegemony have also been widely utilisedonflict studies on homicide,
criminality and violence (Bartollas & Dinitz, 198%ssentially, this view has argued
that economic disparities embodied in class sitatibn, alongside ideological
interpellation, give rise to continuous forms ofeahtion and powerlessness within
working class communities. Legal prohibitions agaisocially deviant behaviour are
seen as serving specific class interests, and cumdeviolence are therefore logical
manifestations of alienation, localised attemptsetdaim power, and anarchic forms
of organic social resistance to socio-economic political oppression. While not
explicitly Marxist in orientation, Fanon (Bulhan985) has also argued that the
structural basis of oppression results in the dabinhd of a Manichean worldview in
which the oppressed have a foreshortened sensatwief He suggests that this
generates internalised psychological oppression sgochls of violence, especially
within oppressed communities who frequently have ai@rnative modality or
interactional space in which to enact power onrsthgiven their overwhelming sense
of powerlessness within the oppressive context. I&Vkihese perspectives have
certainly added a great deal of substance to saaidlpsychological understandings
of crime, violence and homicide, they have alsonbegtiqued for being socially
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deterministic and complicitous in minimising theveety of violence and the

culpability of those individuals enacting it.

Within contemporary quantitative research that isg8 social approaches to
understanding homicide, there has been a tendemdgcus on the major socio-
structural and socio-cultural correlates of honedidat are invariably linked to social
stratification variables such as ‘race’, sociakslaage and gender, and the manner in
which these may act as proxy measures for a rahg¢her factors of inequality in
daily living. More salient exemplars of this typé research include studies on the
relationship between homicidal violence and corstemf social transition (e.g.
Schneidman, 1996; Shaw, 1998), wealth disparitieh sas income inequality and
relative poverty (e.g. Gartner, 1990), ‘race’ apraxy measure for inequality (e.qg.
Parker & McCall, 1999), and access to social welfaenefits (e.g. Messner &

Rosenfeld, 1997), amongst others.

Such studies go a long way in attempting to opematise discrepancies and equity
differentials within social formations, and to examhow they impact on trends in
homicidal violence. While a sound evidentiary bagests in support of most social
approaches, there are also instances of extreradrstency in results and findings
that have as yet not been fully accounted for. dditeon, more radical proponents
frequently suggest that ameliorative strategieseotd towards reducing social
differentials associated with homicide are meredjomist and do not take into
account the systemic implications thereof. Howewvadical proponents are also
frequently critiqued for not sufficiently lobbyindor reform and substantively
articulating what comprehensive social transfororatvould entail in the prevention
of homicidal violence. Finally, while many of thecsal approaches are founded upon
sound social theory, the imperatives of quantiiaatwithin research have often
diminished and rounded their potentially criticdlges. The consequence can be seen
in the fact that many of these studies tend to g@agaith power and inequality as
givens that are represented by proxy social diffeaés, rather than with how power
and these social differentials are manifest witthie@ fabric of homicidal encounters

themselves.
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3. RESEARCH FINDINGS IN QUANTITATIVE HOMICIDE RESEARCH

3.1.

Individually-Oriented Findings
3.1.1. Physiological Factors

While many social researchers in the area of viodeare fairly sceptical and
even dismissive of the following findings, it netrexless remains a body of
knowledge that is constantly developing. Given #mb/ances within the
medical sciences as well as in auxiliary technaalgdevelopments, this form
of research and the resultant findings can not lsirbp discharged without
some consideration thereof. In particular, the ngsonce and growth in this
area of research has acquired an additional imgktosgh, for example, the
constantly unfolding human genome project, and @atal developments in
fields such as genetics.

Studies on the relationship betwegeneticsand violence date back to the
early 1900s, when one of the largest systematiptamio studies in Denmark

revealed that boys who had biological parents wiiminal backgrounds had a
20% likelihood of themselves having one criminahwotion, as opposed to

boys whose adoptive parents had a criminal backgretho only had a 14.7%

likelihood of similar convictions. Mednick and Cstiensen (1977) argued that
this implicated a genetic transmission of crimityaéind in addition, found that

monozygotic twins had a significantly higher proitigb of criminality than

dizygotic twins, supporting even further the gemétypothesis.

Jacobs, Brunton, Melville, Brittain & McClermont 985) also found a
disproportionately higher rate of men in a maximecurity prison in
Scotland who had an additional Y-chromosome. ThéeY>6éx chromosome
theory was supported by a study in Denmark by WijtkMednick,

Schulsinger, Bakkestrom, Christiansen, GoodenoHgischhorn, Lundsteen,
Owen, Philip, Rubin & Stocking (1976) who suggestedt those men with
XYY chromosomes in their study had a 40% prevalaate of criminality as

opposed to the 9.3% in the normal population.
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Brunner, Nelen, Breakefield, Ropers and van ®893) suggested a link
between a genetic variant causing Monoamine Oxidaskeficiency and
violent behaviours in males. This was supportedChgpi, McClay, Moffitt,
Mill, Martin, Craig, Taylor and Poulton (2002) wHound that this variant
increased the likelihood of antisocial behaviour nrales who had been
maltreated by four times, as compared to those snale had experienced
maltreatment, but who did not have the variantchesnd Merschdorf (2000)
also suggested that serotonin pathway genes watatitely implicated in
antisocial, aggressive, impulsive and violent bétay further supporting the

genetic hypothesis.

While some evidentiary basis for a genetic hypathean certainly be found
in the literature, it has often been critiqued @t accounting fully for how
genetic anomalies and transmission become tradsiatie violent or criminal
behaviours. The absence of the mechanism of titsrsldas therefore
undermined the degree to which these studies haea laccepted widely
within the social sciences. In addition, most geiss today would accept the
interactional effects of genetics and environmelitaitors as well as the
argument that genetic anomalies may also be asedcisith a range of
additional adaptational problems that may also ippade individuals to
aggressive or violent behaviour. Furthermore, thedfof genetics and
criminality and its historical relationship to tkegenics movement as well as
to more contemporary studies that have suggestddgdnetic anomalies are
more prevalent among the Maori and Asian/Paciflaniders, for example
(Sabol, Hu & Hamer, 1998), raises the possibililyresearch that re-inscribes

minority deficit models.

More contemporary sociobiological research suggests that there are
interactional effects between biology, neurobiologyeurotransmitters, the
endocrine system, environmental factors and viobeftaviours. Drawing on
medical research as well as the field of compagaipgychology, violent
behaviours are seen as an outcome of the intemalo&tween various factors

that also include physiology at some level.
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Kandel and Mednick (1991) showed that 80% of yoantested for violent
crimes had higher rates of delivery complicatiohdigth, pointing to some
congenital effects. Farrington (1997) also fourat §outh with a lower resting
heart-rate showed greater propensities for riskitalbehaviours that may
predispose them to violence and aggression. Coitigarasearch on animals
has also suggested that violence is built intorteerological machinery of
humans and that the limbic system in particulareisponsible for increased
aggression (e.g. stimulation of the hypothalamus$ @mygdala or damage to
the frontal cortex and its associated executivections) and for heightened

levels of risk taking, especially amongst malesafise 1992).

Comparative research has also shown that prenajabsere to certain
hormones such as androgens due to maternal staesseasitise the foetal
brain and contribute to hypervigilance and aggoesén later life (Floody &
Pfaff, 1974; Rutter, 1970). In addition, testosterancreases at this stage as a
result of rapid responses to environmental stirfroln mothers may also be
associated with postnatal aggressiveness in infaetsis, 1992). With regard
to neurotransmitters, animal studies have highéidhtow norepinephrine may
in fact inhibit certain inhibitors of aggression males in particular (Reis,
1974), while dopamine blocking or reduced synthesy result in diminished
aggressive behaviours (Lycke, Modigh & Roos, 1969dpwever, most
comparative studies on animals concede that tmspcsition of this research
directly onto human behaviour as explanations aoblpmatic at best, and
furthermore acknowledge that while the exact meisnas of causality are not
understood, that there is clearly an interactiotwben physiological factors

and environmental influences.

Finally, evolutionary psychologyas long held that violence is a condition that
is hard-wired into the constitution of humans ascggs, and in particular, that
these differences occur across sex. More receetares has supported this
argument by suggesting that gendered differencas dre correlated with
differences in behaviours and disease patternsdegtwnen and women may
be present at a neurological level within the dtmes of the brain itself
(Dennis, 2004; Goldstein, Seidman, Horton, Makks®nnedy, Caviness,
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Faraone & Tsuang, 2001). Using advanced Magnetisof@ce Imaging
(MRI) techniques, this research has highlighted b&gon of the gendered
brain or sexual dimorphism in the brains of men aminen that implicate
differences in information processing, sexual pexiees, and sex-biased
conditions such as depression — all of which mayehsome impact on

behavioural repertoires that either inhibit or lis&ie aggression.

A more established argument suggesting evolutiomaecursors for risk-
taking behaviours and violence also exists (N€D2) and has its origins in
Darwinian Theory of natural selection, suggestihgttall species tend to
survive because of the fittest elements withinghecies (Workman & Reader,
2004). With regard to homicide research, the mestmment authors who
have articulated this view have been Daly and Wilgk®©88) in their seminal
review of various forms of homicide. Arguing frorhet perspective that
survival is related to human traits that are matstpsive from one generation
to the next, and that fithess should be viewedh& dontext of reproductive
continuity over generations, Daly and Wilson (1988ye reviewed a myriad
of heterogeneous acts that are considered homicldsihg an array of
international, ethnographic data sets, they providecogent analysis of
homicide from an evolutionary perspective. With ahto violence within
families (either genetically similar or dissimilarthey suggest that sibling
rivalry over familial property acquisition, inhaaitce disputes and resources
often feature strongly in the international data] gives credence to ideas that
self-interest and interpersonal conflict over ascés such resources are
viewed as a means towards fitness attainment atioal to others within the
species, especially non-genetic relatives. In eramgiethnographic research
on infanticide, they also argue that it frequemdpresents the rational choice
of mothers making strategic fithess decisions alscatce maternal or other
resource allocation (e.g. with the killing of onert), or that fathers who have
offspring whose features provoke suspicion thay taee not the biological
parent may demand the infant’'s death in some instarno ensure fitness
adaptations for self and family. Female-selectifanticides and their relation
to fitness in specific cultural milieus are linkealthe value that male infants

are bestowed with, as they invoke certain maté&ealefits for families in the
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long term, thus enhancing survivability and fithesgrthermore, they suggest
that ‘fatherless’ children, children with congehitiefects or mental illnesses
are often implicitly assessed by parents for th&-benefit ratios in terms of
fitness (i.e. that they have a negative fithessiejlfrequently resulting in
violence and homicide. Violence against women gastror daughters is also
understood primarily from a perspective which agytieat males control the
reproductive capacity of the species through therobof productive women.
Following on this they therefore suggest that nwalenale violence
predominates across all data sets partly becauseharee a higher fitness
ceiling on reproduction than women, making them eanoompetitive and
increasing sexual rivalry and the consequent conifimation and control of
women. In instances where sexual rivalry is not teatral focus of the
homicide between males, the violent altercationoften around material
resources or social resources such as face, hamlrstatus as a means
towards fitness, while seemingly vengeful homicides understood in terns of
the species adaptation to containing lethal cardiim ensuring survival

While providing compelling data and sound theosdt@rguments, there are
nevertheless several glaring critiques of this apph. The first pertains to
gendered differences in the neurobiology of menwaonhen, and the fact that
while such differences may account for differenti@havioural clusters,
causality is often difficult to determine and theedrating impact of
environmental factors has to be recognised. In tiidi the degree of
similarity between the neurobiology of men and waonf@ outweighs their
sexual dimorphism, suggesting that we are mordagirtiian dissimilar. While
evolutionary theory certainly attempts to accoumtviolent behaviour despite
social prohibitions against it, there are manyanses within international data
sets that can not easily be accounted for by thypsaach (e.g. rape-murder of
older women who have a negative fithess value)addition, the degree to

which current social contexts are explored as duuttors to the maintenance

9 Nell (2006) however also argues that violencatiegrally related to evolutionary patterns of ptég which

deviates from Daly and Wilson’s (1988) views to soaxtent.
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and escalation of homicidal violence often appeassperipheral and not
central to such arguments, thereby raising the sibdity of politically
opportunistic and socially reactionary researchreHe particular, research
that denies the cultural, historical and ideoloic@anings that are overlaid
onto violence, runs the risk of deflecting respbilisy away from human

culpability and/or social conditions, back to ancashard-wiring.
3.1.2. Psychological Factors

Similarly, psychology has a lengthy tradition ofteatpting to determine
constitutional factors at an intrapsychic, cogmitand moral level to account
for individual differences in violent behaviour. Aspsychological component
that is characterised by our states of arousal armlisal responses to
situational circumstances, and that is also infteenby both prenatal and
postnatal factors and exposurésmperamenthas also been implicated in
research findings on violent behaviour. Earlier kvby Eysenck (1977) and
Eysenck and Gudjonsson (1989) attempted to linkstitotional factors to

violent behaviours. Both studies noted a relatigngetween the autonomic
nervous system and delinquent behaviours, spelyfiteat more excitable and
less inhibited individuals were more prone to wame than those who
displayed greater levels of reflex inhibition. Whibeing methodologically
critigued, more recent studies have also suppottexd contention of a
correlation between temperament and violence. Hekxwgalom, Moffitt, and

Silva (1996) found a relationship between imputgivin childhood and

convictions for violence in adolescence, while Campd Silva, (1995) also
noted that negative emotionality such as avoidanaation and anxiety in
childhood had an inverse relationship to violenetmag the same youth. More
recently, Follingstad, Bradley, Helff and Laugh{2007) have also noted an
angry temperament as a correlate and predictatdting violence in later life.

Low intelligencescores have also been found to be a consistergla@@rand
predictor of violence in later life, dating baclorin studies in the early 1900s
to present day (Bartollas & Dinitz, 1989; Lipsey [Berzon, 1998; West &
Farrington, 1973). However, while the propensity éoact violence was
stronger in many of these individuals, Hollin (198Wggests that it is not
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necessarily a major factor that always predictsesx¢ violence such as
homicide. Rather, it may be a reflection of poopuise control and a limited
set of psychological and social resources thatoften associated with low
intelligence, which in turn impact on the individilsaability to manage

conflictual encounters.

Running parallel to cognitive development, and aisged with it, research on
moral developmenin children (Kohlberg, 1981; Piaget, 1932) hae dlsen a
focus as a potential correlate of violence. Howgwdtle most contemporary
writers acknowledge that moral reasoning is an ngpd internal
psychological process (Garbarino, 1995), it is alskative to context and
therefore not simply a direct determinant of vigdenn later life. lllustrative
studies within South Africa suggest that adverseuanstantial influences on
moral reasoning do not always translate into maffes® forms of truncated
moral reasoning. Dawes (1994) and Straker (1992¢ mloat exposure to
political violence in South Africa has not in and itself reduced moral
reasoning among children and resulted in greatalipities towards violence,
and that in instances where such acts do occurfhiibg are not generalisable

to contexts outside of the political terrain.

With regard topsychopathology children who have been diagnosed with
Attention Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorders or Opptienal Defiant Disorder
tend to be at greater risk for asocial behaviourd also for developing
Conduct Disorder if their initial symptoms persisto adolescence — both of
which include an increased potential for impulsieed violent acting out.
Conduct Disorders in childhood and adolescenceadse relatively good
predictors for later antisocial behaviour and passpsychopathy, especially if
there are comorbid diagnoses such as substance, alosgside poor social
resources (Sadock & Sadock, 2007). Cartwright (20@1 his review of
research on psychiatric illnesses and their relah@s to rage-type homicides
(see for example, Blackburn, 1993; Hollin, 1989tes that while psychotic
disorders such as Paranoid Schizophrenia are suoewetimplicated in
homicides, that these form the minority of instamxda addition, he notes that
studies on Depression and Post-Traumatic Streszdegistend td'endow an
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individual with a greater propensity for explosiveolence” (p. 14) of this

nature.

With regard topersonality types and disorder&slueck and Glueck (1968)
found that delinquents were more assertive, urdfraiggressive and
unconventional in their attitudes that non-delingsewho were more self-
controlled perceptive and responsive to social .cGesger and Miller (1966)
also found that delinquents were rated more highlyaverage than their non-
delinquent counterparts, as emotionally unstablespisious, hostile, and
unhappy. Earlier studies using the Minnesota Mhlgc Personality
Inventory (MMPI) found that violent criminals detéa from the general
population on traits of psychopathy, schizophremd hypomania (Hathaway
& McKinley, 1951). Many of these studies have pded the basis for the
consistent associations of personality and ceparsonality disorders (e.g. the
Antisocial Personality Disorder) with violent a¢kat include homicide (APA,
2000; Sadock & Sadock, 2007), the Borderline Petsyn Disorder
(Cartwright, 2001) and the Narcissistic Personaldsorder (Kernberg,
1992¥°. While studies on authoritarianism as a centratuiee of personality
have frequently been directed towards understandgid ideological belief
systems (see for example, Perrin, 2005), they hesuggested a correlation
to a propensity for violence (Funke, 2005), but #pecific relationship to

homicide is unclear.

While much of this psychological research certaiehjoys a great deal of
support from social scientists and practitionersthe violence prevention
sector, it nevertheless tends to either neglecr@mwental and social factors,
or reduces them to partial influences. As with fitgysiological research
referred to earlier, the effects of psychologicasearch are fundamentally
essentialist in nature, reducing the genesis ofitidal violence to intrinsic

psychical or constitutional factors.

%0 See Pistorius (2002) and Ladikos (2000) for itaons of this focus on psychodynamic personalityicture

in understanding violent crime and homicide in ®oMfrica as well.
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3.2. Relational, Interactional and Community Findings
3.2.1. Relational Factors

Relational factors have long been implicated in émactment of violence,
either as precipitants or as predisposing featilr@smay encourage violence
as a normative form of social relating. Most comigpnesearch in this area
has focussed on the influencing nature and conbéxintimate romantic
relationships, family relationships and peer relaghips, on the occurrence of

male violence.

Within the context of intimate relationships, malefemale violence has
generally been considered more pervasive and guémly understood in
terms of normative male behaviour within the cohtek gendered power
relations (Hird, 2000). However, the processntimate relational violences
not only unidirectional, and also sometimes invelan interaction between
partners. Swart, Seedat, Stevens and Ricardo (2@8i2fl that a significant
proportion of both males and females involved irtimate romantic
relationships perpetrated violence (i.e. 36% ofesand 44% of females) and
were on the receiving end of violent behavioums. 38% of males and 42% of
females) within their relationships within a Soutfrican community. While
this should not be understood as a mutuality olewice, the study does
suggest that violence within this context is intparrelational process of
normalisation and escalation, but because it isnoéissociated with love in
committed or intimate romantic relationships, feesabften bear the brunt of
more serious forms of violence (Rasool, Vermaalar®dh, Louw & Stavrou,
2002; Swart, Seedat, Stevens & Ricardo, 2802yhile rates of violence are
variable, such gendered relational findings areomby supported by studies of
violence in intimate romantic relationships intdromally (Bergman, 1992;
Jackson, Cram & Seymour, 2000; Jezl, Molidor & Witjgl996), but also by

2L This eroticisation of violence against women iniakhviolence and love are coupled, suggests thesatgr
understandings of the interactions between hegengmrdered relations, male dominance and hete sk

to be examined. These are addressed furthéhapter Three
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national studies on violence against women (seeef@mple, Jewkes &
Abrahams, 2002; Reddy, Panday, Swart, Jinabhai,simoJames, Monyeki,
Stevens, Morejele, Kambaran, Omardien & Van dem8&g2003).

Furthermore, in a longitudinal analysis of homictiiga in the United States of
America from 1976-2005, approximately 47% of mabenitide victims and
64% of female victims were killed by an intimatertpar, family member or
acquaintance who was known to them (Bureau of crisSitatistics, 2007).
This finding is supported by others studies (e.ghlberg & Krug, 2002),
suggesting that between 40-70% of females murdearde accounted for by
someone that they knew. Similar results were foun&outh Africa, where
just over 50% of women who were killed could becasded for by their
intimate partners’ violent actions (Vetten, 199&ithin these contexts the
type of homicidal violence is frequently expressive nature, implying
heightened levels of emotional tensions that esedl@am disagreement to
altercation to violence and potentially to homicidée suggests personal
emotional investments where the intention is tarharknown person because
of jealousy or rage and therefore implicates atilal dynamic in homicide.
Other triggers that implicate relational factorglude loss that may then
precipitate a rage or despair response (e.g. lossmployment, personal
security and internal control, finances, or a lowee), the most extreme of

which may be seen in the context of family murd@wsaser, 1992).

A second strand of inquiry in this area has focdsse the relationship and
interaction between the individual apdrental or familial factorsthat may
predispose such individuals to commit acts of viokethat may or may not
have a fatal outcome. Here McCord’s (1979) studgaahe role of violence
in child rearing practices and found that certameeedents such as harsh
physical punishment of children was correlated water convictions for
violent interpersonal enactments. This has beepatgd by other studies on
the role of parental involvement and has highlighteat poor monitoring and
supervision of children (McCord, 1996), harsh pbakipunishment (Eron,
Huesmann & Zelli, 1991), poor parent-child bondiagd low levels of
parental affection (McCord, 1996), parental neglectabuse of children
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(Widom, 1989), exposure to familial violence (Fagton, 1998), poor familial
cohesion and support/stability (Gorman-Smith, TofarZelli, 1996), single
parent family structures (Henmst al, 1996) and lower socio-economic status
families (Hawkins, Herrenkohl, Farrington, BreweZatalano & Harachi,
1998), all contribute to and place children at tgedsk for violent behaviours
in later life. In South Africa, males committing oléence in intimate
relationships were more likely than women to hagerbexposed to physical
assault by a family member, had witnessed cougigsigally fighting within
families, and had characterised their relationshifthin families as more

negative (Swart, Seedat, Stevens & Ricardo, 2002).

Finally, peer relationsas a potential determinant for violent behaviduase
also been studied, suggesting that associatiors deiinquents or drug users
increased the risk of violent behaviours, most lolgten the form of the gang
culture or subculture (Blumstein, 1995; Farringtd®98; Hawkinset al,
1998). The increased presence of gangs tendedtitease the rate of violent
crime and homicide in particular as well (HowellXecker, 1999). Because
peers provide an important developmental point eference, particularly
within adolescence, negative peer influences magd léo delinquent
behaviours that deviate from social prescriptiansprder for adolescents to
maintain a sense of psychological and social imteg@Pettit, 1997). In South
Africa, Pinnock (1982a, 1982b, 1997) conducted resitee work on
gangsterism and its relationship to violence, rptta historical development
and its social functions in adverse social cond#ioMingo (1999) also
reviewed some of the available literature, and eatggl that involvement in
gangs predisposes individuals not only to the geapen of violence, but also
to injurious outcomes, psychological disruption ahd potential for moral
truncation and atrophy. Reday al. (2003) also found that 14.3% of learners
in South Africa had been involved in a gang strretof some sort, and that
this also coincided with significant levels of irgersonal violence of different

forms among the same cohort.

Relational studies certainly extend beyond theviddial factors previously
discussed, and thereby introduce the possibiliesocial learning and the
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acquisition of violent behavioural repertoires witha relational dynamic.
However, within this process the acquisition ofrhem violent behaviours
implies a deficit of some sort or another withie tielational interaction, and
broader social factors are once again either erdwuat merely engaged with

in a peripheral manner.
3.2.2. Interactional Factors

The interaction of certain situational factors suaf temporality, victim
characteristics, location, and violence as instmtale within criminal
activities; together with the presence of spegqifioducts such as drugs and
weaponry also increases the likelihood of violenoteractional studies focus
on the importance of the interaction between irdligls and certain products
and situations that may enhance the individuaksligposition to violence and

homicide in particular.

One of the most significant findings aroumidtim-perpetrator relationships

outside of the trend that suggests that homicidease frequently than not
perpetrated by someone known to the victim, isfdw that men are over-
represented in both the victim and perpetratorgmates across the world.
Wolfgang’'s (1958) seminal study of homicide in Rdilphia showed that
76% of victims were men and 82% of perpetratorsevadso of the same sex.
In his review of international studies and data,als® noted that this over-
representation was significant and consistent dirae (see for example,
Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2007, showing thainfrl976-2005, 5% of all

homicide victims were men and that 88% of all pegiers were men). While

some variability has been shown in internationadigts since then, Dahlberg
and Krug (2002) note that in 2000, 77% of all hddes were accounted for
by men, that men had homicide rates of more thesethimes that of women,
and that the highest rates of homicide tend todumd in men between the
ages of 15-29 years followed by the 30-44 year a®rt. In South Africa,

the 2004 National Injury Mortality Surveillance $g recorded homicide as
the leading manner of death among men in the sgmeategories as reflected
in the international data (Matzopoulos, 2005). kemnore, the victim rates of

male homicide were estimated at just over five §immore than that of female
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homicide, and was also a staggering 5.9 timesahtite global homicide rate
for males in 2000 (Matzopoulos, Norman & Bradsha@04). Irrespective of
whether this is due to evolutionary, biologicaly@®ological or social factors,
it suggests that being male is in and of itselfeandgraphic risk factor for
homicidal violence either as perpetrator or victivithin these age groups
(Mercy, Butchart, Farrington & Cerda, 2002).

Furthermore, in studies in contexts with notablaanty populations, male
populations from within these social categoriesadse over-represented. Here
again, Wolfgang’s (1958), study noted that blacksenvl2 times more likely
than whites to be homicide victims, and that the far offending was almost
14 times greater for blacks than for whites in thated States of America.
This has not only been consistent with precedingiss, but also with more
contemporary studies (see Bureau of Justice StatisR007; Krivo &
Peterson, 2000, for a review of this in the Unitdtes of America). In South
Africa, similar consistent findings have also incplied ‘race’ as a victim-
perpetrator and demographic risk factor (BurrowswBian, Matzopoulos &
van Niekerk, 2001; Butchart, 2000; Matzopoulos,200ut such studies may
highlight ‘race’ as proxy for other measures ofguality and social strain
(Bowman, Seedat, Duncan & Burrows, 2006; also,fe#ewing section on

socio-structural and socio-cultural factors).

Studies on the interaction between homicidal viodeandtemporality have

also become commonplace within descriptive stuthes have attempted to
map the nature, extent and magnitude thereof. \&ols (1958) research
noted that most homicides were committed over waedebetween 8pm and
2am, and that there were seasonal variations tiggested higher rates in
warmer months of the year. These temporal patteave been reasonably
consistent in many public health studies since, erah in South Africa most
homicides have tended to occur between 8pm and Baen, weekends, and
are unevenly distributed with the highest rate aitide being in the month
of December (Matzopoulos, 2005). While this may liogte thermometric

and barometric factors in relation to seasonalati@ns, this relationship has
not been clearly established. However, these fggloto suggest that temporal
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factors may be closely associated with less stredtgocial activities, higher
levels of interpersonal socialising, higher levelsinterpersonal proximity
over leisure or vacation periods, and the possiblelvement of substances
such as alcohol — all of which may contribute te@ager propensities for

interpersonal violence.

Interactions between homicidal violence and proaweilability in the form of
drugs and weaponare further factors that have been extensivelyoegd in
the literature. Blumstein (1995) noted that theease in homicides in certain
parts of the United States of America could bedilyeattributable to battles
over turf in the selling of crack cocaine. Simifardings on the relationship
between drugs and violence have been noted elsewhehe international
literature (Howell & Decker, 1999; Mercy, ButchaFarrington & Cerda,
2002). In South Africa, where blood alcohol levelere available for
homicide victims, 47.27% of these victims testedsifpee for alcohol,
indicating again the significant relationship betwealcohol and violence
(Matzopoulos, 2005). In Swart, Seedat, Ricardo Jotthson’s (1999) study in
South Africa, high rates of intimate partner viaeralso coincided with 46%
of males and 27% of females using alcohol, highegs of other drug use by
males, and at least 10% of males reporting thay thed sold drugs as
compared to 2% of females. Reddy al. (2003) found that 41% of South
African learners had been bullied, 30.2% were imedlin physical fights,
29.3% were injured in these fights, 13.6% had bessaulted by an intimate
partner, and at the same time, 49.1% of these demrhad used Alcohol,
12.8% had used Marijuana, 11.1% had used Inhalsiasdrax use was 6.0%,
Cocaine use was 6.4%, Heroin had been used by 15B6&05.8% had used
‘Club Drugs’. While the link between drugs and hoial violence is not a
simple linear causal relationship, substance usaseg dependence and sales
are clearly implicated as interactional factorst timerease the likelihood of

violence (Marais, Sukhai & Donson, 2004).

Howell and Decker (1999) also argue for a significanteractional
relationship between gangs, drugs, guns and hoenraids. They suggest that
the mere presence of firearms in these contexteases the likelihood of
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homicide, and that drugs tend to increase the poesef such firearms. While
the relationship between the availability of finear and homicide is not
always consistent across international studies,aértainly not as insignificant
as the World Health Organisation (WHO) tends tooregMercy, Butchart,
Farrington & Cerda, 2002). Kellermann, Rivara, Rash, Banton, Reay,
Francisco, Locci, Prodzinski, Hackman and Some83)Lth their study in the
United States of America note that despite peroaptithat the presence of
guns in homes confers protection, that it in father increases the risk for
homicide by a family member or intimate acquaintar€eegan (2004) notes
that more than 500 000 people are killed each ye&r to firearm-related
injuries, and those countries like South Africa ex@nce greater levels of this
form of violence than other countries undergoinguilsir social transitions
because of the availability of firearms. Studiesyamuth violence in South
Africa have showed that between 16.7% and 32% afmkrs have carried
weapons (Reddgt al, 2003; Swart, Seedat, Ricardo & Johnson, 1999)eOt
South African studies have highlighted that thedileg causes of homicides
have been due to firearms (22.7%) followed by sludojects such as knives
(14.7%) (Keegan, 2004; Matzopoulos, 2005). This sgsported by Ladikos
(1995) who found that firearms accounted for betw26.7% and 49.2% of
homicides, followed by sharp objects such as kna@sounting for between
12.3% and 26.7% of homicides.

In studying the interaction between location omgcand homicidal violence,
spatial dynamics point to potentially important factors to consider

understanding homicide. For example, Wolfgang (1968nd that over 40%
of homicides had occurred in the home, followedust over 30% occurring
along public roads or highways. Similarly, Southriédn data suggest that
private homes are the leading scene of homicidalence, especially for
women as victims, followed by public roads and infal settlements
(Matzopoulos, 2004). This again suggests that hideids frequently

associated with victim-perpetrator relationships vitnich individuals are

known to each other intimately; where public spapesvide acquaintances
and/or strangers with opportune proximity for thea@ment of expressive

violence (e.g. homicides resulting from settlinggomal scores, or killings in
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the name of honour); and where public spaces peowddserendipitous
interactional space for the enactment of instrualembmicidal violence (e.g.

during the commission of an opportunistic robbery).

With regard tanstrumental homicidal violence and motiy&Volfgang (1958)

found that outside of the expressive homicidal encke associated with
domestic altercations, approximately 17% of hong@sidvere motivated by
economic gain (i.e. altercations over money, ropbemn South Africa,

Ladikos (1995) examined the motives of inmates eatld row in the early
1990s and found that just over 50% had murdere@donomic gain of some
sort or another. While expressive violence ceryaadcounts for a significant
proportion of the homicides committed between knowwdividuals,

instrumental homicide can be seen as a means em@nn attaining certain
objectives or goals (see also, Howell & Decker,9,98r this phenomenon in

the contexts of gangs, guns, drugs and homicidéénce).

While interactional studies focus on the convergeat multiple factors that
may predispose individuals to violence and homicttey tend to be limited
to immediate environmental influences. Once agtie, relationship to the
environment is viewed pejoratively and systemiciaofactors are generally
omitted from the analysis. Despite the importanicthese findings, they have
the potential to either propagate an environmentiterministic approach to
violence, or to minimise the importance of suchtdes to a chance,
coincidental, or situationally-specific confluenegthout considering their

social embeddedness.
3.2.3. Community Factors

These factors essentially refer to the extent tewhvbommunity integration or
lack thereof results in certain prohibitions agaivislence, or the extent to

which violence is accepted as a normative meagsrufict resolution.

Mercy, Butchart, Farrington and Cerda (2002) nb&d there is good evidence
that community integration affects the extent araynitude of youth violence

within communities. Citing the body of literatura the relationship between
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social capitaland violence, they argue that lower levels of alocapital are

more frequently than not associated with higheelewf youth violence.

Similarly, Ahmed, Seedat, van Niekerk and Bulbu({izZ004) examined
community integration in South Africa through thesaciated concept of
community resilienceand found a relationship between seven domains of
resilience and the potential for violence prevamtiim the three communities
reviewed, they found significant relationships betw neighbourhood
cohesion and community hope, small business owipeastd security, the use
of community structures when poor social suppoxisteand poor material
resources and low levels of physical security —oélwhich impact on the
potential for violence to be enacted and to be gamead. Using the concept of
sense of communityfrom community psychology, Levine (1986) also
highlighted the importance of fostering this psyolgcal sense among
community members to reduce crime and violence iwitbommunity

contexts.

Other community level studies have focussed omtrenativity of exposure

to violenceand its relationship to violent enactments. Inirtle®mmunity-

based study in Johannesburg, Swart, Seedat, Ri@rdoJohnson (1999),
found that high levels of violence within romantedationships among youth
coincided with significant exposure to violencehwitthe community context.
25% of boys and 32% of girls reported that they badn physically hurt by
an adult family member; between 11-38% of boys e perpetrating
physical violence, 5-20% had been the victim oflence, and 32-51% had
witnessed physical violence; 1-12% of girls hadrb#e victim of violence,
and 27-31% had witnessed physical violence wittie tommunity. Here
again, violence as a normative method of sociatireg and conflict resolution
within communities may have a significant effect @gitimising further

violence.

With the exception of community resilience and seas community studies
that have emerged from community psychology andudsed both on
community assets and deficits, most community lstetlies tend to explore
the paucity of prosocial resources as factors firatlispose men to the

83



3.3.

commission of violence and homicide. Even thougis tevel of analysis

incorporates a greater ecological understandingiaénce as compared to
individual, relational and interactional studielsere is always the possibility
of inscribing the tautology that Armstrong (1996jers to. In studying violent
individuals from these communities from a defiogrgpective and failing to
locate both the communities and individuals moreadty within socio-

historical contexts, these studies may run theafsleinforcing the notion that
poorly resourced communities are violent incubatbgs nature, thereby

generating an analytical circularity, foreclosungl ampasse.
Social Findings
3.3.1. Socio-Structural Factors

Following on the early work of Durkheim and his cept of anomie (Giddens,
1979), the functions of social cohesion and intiégna have been well
researched as factors that contribute to eithefaitigtation of violence or the
creation of prohibitions against it (Mercy, ButchaFarrington & Cerda,
2002).

Here the concept okocial capital has been increasing utilised, and is
characterised byfeatures of social organisation, such as trustrme and
networks that can improve the efficiency of sodmtyacilitating coordinated
action” (Putnam, cited in Emmett, 2003, p. 11). Moser datland (1997)
found that lower levels of social capital were gailg associated with an
increased likelihood of violent behaviours. Thisswaupported by Lederman,
Loayza and Menéndez (1999) who found a similaticeiahip between social
capital and crime rates across several interndticoatexts. Wilkinson,
Kawachi and Kennedy (1998) noted that in particutegher homicide rates
were associated with lower levels of social capaslwell. Emmett (2000,
2003) has also cogently argued for this approachbdoundertaken in
understanding the particularly high homicide rateSouth Africa.

However, beyond the issue of social capital, coestsuch as South Africa
that are undergoingocial transitionsto post-conflict and post-authoritarian

nation state formations (Manganyi, 2004) have alsmwvn to have higher rates
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of violence. Shaw (1998) noted that in such costerew social structures
require a certain amount of time to develop to teréhae necessary levels of
civil obedience in the direction away from violemitme. Kim and Pridemore
(2005) and Pridemore (2006) found that negativeoseconomic change in
transitional Russia was associated with higher bmhirates, and this has
been supported by other writers in contexts sudnaasitional Serbia as well
(Simeunow-Pati, 2003). Co-occurring with such transitions is ofitse the
process of globalisation that also influences haeicates in certain regions
due to the penetrating proliferation of associatedhinal activities in the
illegal arms industry, the trafficking of drugs,dathe trafficking of humans
(Findlay, 1999).

With regard to more mainstream socio-structuralkeaesh into homicide,
certainly some of the most pivotal variables acnobgh social stratification
and organisation occurs, are along ‘race’, clags)dgr, age, and socio-

political protection and coherence variables.

While many studies in this area show a correlatietweeneconomic decling
recessions, downward pressures on real wages, la d&c economic
opportunities, and the increase in homicide ratbis relationship is not
necessary as definitive as believed (Messner, 18&2neidman (1996) points
out that in periods of economic crisis, basic doaérastructure is often
compromised, while the WHO (1995) notes that untteyse conditions,
poverty often becomes concentrated in urban ardsth-of which can partly
account for the linkages between poverty and hateicsimilarly, Fajnzylber,
Lederman and Loayza (1999) noted a decline in hdmicates with an
increase in the GDP across several countries. ditiad, under circumstances
of economic crisis, a decline in access to lowkskihtry level employment
was also correlated with increased propensitiesatdsy homicidal violence
(Shihadeh & Ousey, 1998), while the decline in stdalisation within certain
sectors has opened up the possibilities for grdetels of unemployment,
female-headed households and increased rates @fijevhomicide in many
urban cities in the United States of America (Oug®00). However, Gartner

(1990) found that income inequality (i.e. relatp@verty and deprivation) was
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significantly related to homicide rates in sevdralustrialised countries. In
South Africa, Appelgryn (1987), Appelgryn and Nieuwdt (1988) and

Bornman (1988) also found relationships betweercgreed relative group

deprivation, perceived injustice and militant atfiés towards outgroups who
were considered more privileged. In their focus amcentrated relative
poverty, Parker and Pruitt (2000a) and Lee (20@&)ehalso highlighted the
importance of this concentrated relativity in whallisparities as a significant
localised variable that impacted on the homicidesan the United States of

America.

Similar to the taken-for-granted relationships kesiw economic factors and
homicide rates, members ofinority groups are clearly over-represented in
victim and offender profiles related to homicidegernationally (Matzopoulos,
2005; Pallone & Hennessy, 1999; Sampson, 1985; §&dot, 1958). Taking
this data at face value however generates sewkalagical pitfalls that range
from stereotyping minorities as violent, engaging facial profiling,
supporting white supremacist notions, and eventéatg newer forms of
scientific racism (Pallone & Hennessy, 1999). Nétaianding those who
uncritically utilise such data in reactionary wagginstream research has also
attempted to focus on ‘race’ as a proxy measurest motably for economic,
wealth, social and political disparities.

While the extant literature in this area is by neams conclusive and entirely
consistent (see Ousey, 1999), disaggregation stuatie'race’ and homicide
such as Krivo and Peterson’s (2000) highlight tipartance of ‘race’ as a
proxy for concentrated disadvantage and residemtistiability, especially
among black populations. McNulty and Holloway (2p@&o noted that ‘race’
is often also reflective of proximity to public h&ing (which mainly houses
the poor) and that increased proximity to this foominstitutional housing
increases the homicide rates for black populationgarticular. Wallace
(1990) and Morenoff and Sampson (1997) also suggesjeographical
component to studying ‘race’ and homicide. Theygasj that certain spatial
patterns in homicide rates in black communitieparticular, can be related to

overcrowding, drains on municipal services, and dm&uptions of social
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networks that all exacerbate violent behavioursultean urban desertification
and decay, further compounding the problem of wioée within black

communities.

Parker and McCall (1999) noted that racial diffeesin homicide rates could
also be accounted for by economic deprivation andllopportunity structures
facing blacks in particular, and this is suppoigdOusey’s (1999) contention
that deprivation and poverty were the most sigairficfactors in determining

black homicide rates.

Nevertheless, many of these findings show a degfeeariability across
various geographical regions and also impact viriap white and black
populations within the extant literature. Thus, Mhihey point to potential
proxies for which ‘race’ acts as a marker, thisaaoé study remains highly

researched and contested in contemporary studies.

At a macro-political leve] population confidence in the state’s ability to
respond in a protective manner towards its citigeas well as more objective

indicators of this ability, have been well docuneghtas factors influencing

rates of violence. In their review, Mercy, ButchaRarrington and Cerda

(2002) highlight the importance of adequate poticpertaining to homicides

that may result in its overall decline, and stdtat twhere a populace feels
unsatisfied with this policing and protective fuoct, that it often opens up the
possibility for the enactment of alternative formis“extra-judicial actions

involving violence”(p. 37).

Pampel and Gartner (1995) argued that the presahoational institutions

charged with social protection had an inhibitinfeef on homicide rates as
compared to those contexts where these institltiam@ngements were
absent. Messner and Rosenfeld (1997) also foundithaountries where

higher rates of social welfare spending were da@ett populations, that there
was also a generally lower homicide rate than mextual instances in which
fiscal demands necessitated spending in a directweaty from social safety

nets.
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Messner (1989) also found that indicators of ecanadiscrimination against
certain social groups were strongly related toaases in homicide rates and
were even more significant than income or poveatycentration, highlighting
that more formalised socio-structural inequalihese a significant bearing on
rates of violence and homicide in particular. TWas confirmed by Krivo and
Peterson (2000) as well as Massey (1994, p. 1231) veviewed and
highlighted the significant relationship between miide and racial
segregation in the United States of America aslogked [...] set of
institutional arrangements that will only exacerbatacial inequalities,
perpetuate urban violence, deepen the socio-ecanpnoblems of African-
Americans, and erode the status and well-beingneércan cities” In South
Africa too, institutionalised racism during the apeid era was also examined
in relation to its impacts on levels of crime anlence. Wilson and
Ramphele (1991) highlighted how poor access to ako@olitical and
economic resources among the black populace oftangied an underground
economy that involved illicit criminal activitiebat were also often associated
with increased rates of community violence. Bull§a885) also highlighted
how the structural features of apartheid predispdsiack communities to
higher rates of mortality, in which homicide ranketdhin the top five causes
of death during the 1970s. This pattern remainslyfasonsistent today,
suggesting that the historical effects of instdntilised racism may still be a
significant factor in high homicide rates, evencontemporary South Africa
(Matzopoulos, 2004).

While research osex and/or gendeans variables of social stratification that
are central to homicide studies has been reflegeh earlier, the primary
research has tended to suggest that female vietiimisis directly related to
ideological processes supporting male dominatiod/a the inadequacies of
male domination and associated masculine anxibgreby encouraging the
control of women and the resort to violence inanstes where such control
can not be exercised through other means. Whileesmmtradictory evidence
exists, the general findings indicate that womenraore likely to be victims
of homicide in circumstances where their absoltdéus in a social formation

is compromised or where their status relative ta mecompromised (Heise &
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Garcia-Moreno, 2002; and Salo, 2007, on the inwarsi this phenomenon in

the townships of Cape Town as well).

Finally, ageis not merely a demographic marker but also aatstiatification
marker across which significant variations in hagecrates can be found.
Unlike the previously examined variables which hailen some manner been
directly associated with other variables linkedirtequality and status, age
appears to operate relatively independently froatét, class and gender.
However, upon closer inspection, and moving beytme developmental,
psychological, physiological or evolutionary seflspoocesses that may be
responsible for this global trend, the implicateg @roups in their late teens
and early adulthood may be more susceptible toettmmomic strains of an
environment, given that this not only represents time of entry into the
world of work, but also the period of greatest e@pated economic and social
productivity. The absence of such opportunities wey well predispose this
age group between adolescence and early adulthoodrdater rates of
violence, highlighting a potentially more complexationship between age
and other variables such as ‘race’, gender ands c{dercy, Butchart,
Farrington & Cerda, 2002).

Quantitative socio-structural research studies imbonicidal violence have
probably had the most progressive social reforrmdge underpinning them,
and have been actively utilised to lobby and adieodar improved social

conditions for the marginalised. However, despitee tacknowledged

complexity of this research, in its collective tatathis body of research tends
to construct an image of linear relationships betwgoverty, economic
decline and violence. While this may be partly aate} it has the effect of
fixing and stabilising this relationship in the pigbdiscourse, and creates
perceptions of violence as an effect of poverty amdultaneously suggests
that poorer contexts are predictive of homicidablemce. Furthermore, in
articulating uneven social relations through vdeap the issue of power
becomes one-step further removed from the anabfstsomicidal violence,

thereby directing intervention praxis towards raf@t orientations in most

instances.
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3.3.2. Socio-Cultural Factors

While socio-culturality certainly manifests at mplé ecological levels, such
as those alluded to above in community contextsianelation to levels of
social capital, most studies examining the relatngm between socio-cultural
factors and homicide have been directed towardserstehding regional

differences in homicide patterns and rates.

Drawing on Wolfgang and Ferracuti’'s (1967) subadtaf violence thesis and
extending this to contemporary analyses, theseiestudave focussed on
regional differences in homicide trends and pa#tevithin countries, between
countries, and across continents, attempting towtcfor such differences
when economic factors in particular have been wnaéblprovide sufficient

grounding for these dissimilarities or variatioms.her definition of culture,

Swidler (1986, p. 284) argues that as a socialuresoand organising set of

principles,

Strategies of action are cultural products; the bpiic experiences,
mythic lore, and ritual practices of a group or s&ig create moods
and motivations, ways of organising experience awhluating
reality, modes of regulating conduct, and ways ariming social

bonds, which provide resources for constrictingtggies of action.

In the context of homicidal violence, many researsthave turned to this type
of understanding of culture as a means of examirireg normativity of
violence within particular contexts and the mannewhich it is endorsed and
legitimised as a mechanism for conflict resolutigMercy, Butchart,
Farrington & Cerda, 2002). Swidler (1986, p. 284itHer suggests that such
normativity is associated wittsettled cultures” that constrain strategies of

action as

They provide ritual traditions that regulate ordnyapatterns of
authority and cooperation, and they so define comrmeense that
alternative ways of organising action seem unimalie, or at least
implausible. Settled cultures constrain action othere because of the

high costs of cultural retooling to adopt new patteof action.
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In reviewing the extant literature, Mercy, ButchaRarrington and Cerda
(2002) note the effects ofiedia violence as a cultural artefacn immediate
aggressive behaviour, but are cautious about makmdjnkages to homicidal
violence in the long-term. The premise of such isidests on the idea that
various social institutions such as the media miay @& significant role in
reproducing and maintaining such normative belystems that are embedded

within the cultural fabric of a social formation.

In addition, they also point to the relationshigveencultures of violencen
certain South and Latin American contexts and i¢gneels of youth violence,
as a potential explanation for increasing levelsviolent crime, including
homicide. This is very similar to the thesis addpby many researchers in
South Africa, who suggest that part of the reasonthe high levels of
violence in the country is due to a pervasive lb¢hat it is a legitimate form
of expression and conflict resolution, especialiyeg the violent nature of

historical forms of oppression and liberatory sgleg in South Africa.

By far the most extensive research on culturaligrices on homicide patterns
has been conducted on the variance in homicides fzéveen southern and
other states in the United States of America. tenapting to understand why
rates of homicide have historically been highehwmitthese states, and where
they could not be accounted for by economic factdessner (1983)
suggested that this variance was a result of violalues permeating multiple
levels of southern society. Huff-Corzine, Corzimel &Moore (1986) supported
these findings and noted sabculture of violenceamong white southerners
that was associated with high rates of white hasheicin a later study, Huff-
Corzine, Corzine and Moore (1991) point to a southeulture that
incorporates a perception of violence as an acbkeptanechanism for
resolving frustrations, and a tendency to make reateattributions that
increase the propensity for homicidal violence ¢ow. They relate this to the
historical development of this region, in which 8wrners have constructed
themselves as victims who need to defend themsah@sostile environment
which has always been responsible for imposingasochange, from the
abolition of slavery to the demise of legal segtiega This finding has been
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4.

supported by Parker and Pruitt (2000b) who notewiméte southerners tend to
have beliefs and attitudes that are consistent Wighuse of violence as a
means of self-defence and in defending a colledterse of honour. Clearly,
such studies highlight how various historical beBgstems within specific
socio-cultural contexts have contributed to samitig violence as a legitimate
social response in certain situations, therebyiglgrtaccounting for higher

rates of homicide.

Socio-cultural studies such as those reflectedbmve are perhaps the closest
guantitative approximations of discursive studieshsas the current research
endeavour. This is due to its focus on the nexusvden belief systems,
meaning-making, masculinity, violence, historic#tigyd social context — all of
which are also focal points for this discursivedstuHowever, given the
guantitative slant of the research, social actdiggct articulations of their
interpretations of social realities are partiabhgtl and because of the definitive
nature of quantitative research, potentially undees the excavation of more
unstable and discontinuous systems of meaningsti@al actors may reveal.
The role of the social subject in representingradpcing and even contesting
the social milieu in which he or she is locatedhisrefore more easily lost

within this form of research.

DISCURSIVE EFFECTS OF QUANTITATIVE HOMICIDE RESEARC H:

The preceding sections of this chapter have ittt the breadth and depth of the extant

guantitative research base on male homicidal vegemternationally and within South

Africa, its value in mapping the nature of this isbhenomenon, as well as its potential

utility in driving interventions. To be fair and mecircumspect in appraising this knowledge

base, much of the more recent quantitative resesmch male homicide and its social

correlates has been utilised as a fulcrum upon lwtaccritically argue for greater levels of

social transformation, reform and development.

Nevertheless, while it would be disingenuous toptyntelegate this entire body of work to

the realm of a reactionary discursive figmentsitiitical within the context of this study to

examine how such quantitative research has comddbio the construction of a canvass of

prevailing hegemonic discourses on male homicidalemce. In particular, the study is
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concerned with the manner in which this collectbagly of knowledge has resulted in fairly
fixed and given sets of causal attributions as iy wale homicidal violence occurs. At the
risk of provoking the enmity of quantitative resg®ers in this area who are unlikely to be
enamoured by this critigéie one has to recognise that even in the more afifrms of
guantitative research, that there is the tendeaayenerate stable and continuous binaries,
subjectivities and positionalities that do not ajaallow for alternative readings of the social
phenomenon of male homicide, irrespective of whethese are intended or unintended.
Quantitative research clearly has broader discarsitects that come to be held as truths
amongst populations at large, and therefore alsenpial ideological effects that accompany

them.

In van Dijk’s (1992, 1993, 1995) instructive work the effects of elite discourses, he argues
that academic research and writings are forms ol glite discourses, and that they impact
on the broader construction, generation and remtamiu of social discourses. By elites, he
refers particularly to thoségroups in the sociopolitical power structure thatevelop
fundamental policies, make the most influentialiglens, and control the overall modes of
their execution”(1995, p. 4), including academics and research&rgyoes on to argue that
through research and other academic writings, l@eopdpulations’ everyday and common
sense understandings of the world are also constras these forms of knowledge are given
greater legitimacy as authentic and true, becafigheopower base from which they are
generated. He notes that although they‘'soenetimes delayed by years or decades, many of
the beliefs and ideologies underlying or emergingmf scholarly work are also
communicated and represented by other elites (edpethose of politics, education, and the
media) [...] It may well be that of all the elite pvemulations [...], those of academic
discourse are ultimately, though often indirectlyr¢ugh textbooks, media, or politics), most
influential” (1995, p. 15). Elite academic discourses therdfare immense purchase power
over the collective public consciousness and thgsvila which we come to understand and

construct our social worlds, partly because ofathnoritative legitimacy and power that they

%2 Here, the work of critical public health practiters in the area of violence prevention is impdrtan
acknowledge, as they have provided more sophisticand nuanced understandings of proximal andldista
variables that may influence the enactment of pgesonal violence. These understandings includiasfon
issues of identity, subjectivity, masculinity, ferimity, and a range of macro-contextual featured thay be

conceived of as ‘homicide-inducing’.
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are bestowed with. However, precisely because isf they are also appropriated by other
elites; sometimes opportunistically distilled anetimterpreted in an oblique and partial
manner to tap into popular beliefs, feelings amsenéments and in support of ideological
agendas. In this manner, academic discourses fdguind ubiquitous resonances in

everyday popular understandings within social fdroms in a manner that establishes them
as continuous, taken-for-granted regimes of truthereby limiting alternative or

discontinuous meanings to emerge from parallel inggd or assessments of social

phenomena.

With reference to hegemonic discourses on male tidaliviolence, they may unwittingly
lock us into understandings that are not only tagioal in nature, but also serve particularly
dubious ideological agendas that reinforce the maligation and domination of specific
social categories. In other instances, hegemomsicodrses may serve the social function of
assuaging individuals’ culpability for acts of \eolce. While certainly not attempting to
provide a sanguine account or interpretation ofenfadmicidal violence, identifying such
discursive networks is perhaps the first step iallehging and disrupting them, thereby
opening up the possibilities for not only uncovgritmese social functions and ideological
effects, but also allowing for alternative ways aitically understanding male homicidal

violence.

At a discursive level, mainstream quantitative hoda research fundamentally represents a
historical continuity of (1) the medicalisation ofiolent crime, and (2) the socio-
medicalisation of violent crime. Foucault (19778@9extensively illustrated that as forms of
social organisation progressed away from centihlgmver bases that rested at the heart of
sovereignty and towards greater disciplinarity, téfusion of power within social
formations was expressed through political techgiel (Hook, 2004b). Here in particular,
political concerns with problems such as criminalence became addressed through the
birth of more specialised disciplines and instdos that then became the focal points of
social control and regulation of deviant populasiospecifically, medicine, psychiatry,
psychology, criminology and penology emerged andeldped rapidly to account for the
medicalisation of crime, the psychiatrisation offland the therapeutisation of rehabilitation.
The effects of this process allowed for the medgate to extend beyond individuals, to
deviant cohorts within institutions such as meimtaspitals and prisons. In addition, this
facilitated an initial process of not only reguhgfiand patrolling populations through such
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political technologies, but also allowed for theezgence of self-regulation and policing
within the populations at large. Attributions ofiromality and violence to individual and
constitutional factors became more commonplace, aodtemporary psychological,
physiological and sociobiological studies contirtiis tradition, shaping a set of hegemonic

discourses that locate the causal properties ofdidah violence within individuals.

Furthermore, an even greater extension of this gg®cto entire populations was
accomplished through the socio-medical gaze, teeroffvays of surveilling broader

populations in disciplines such as public healtd ancial work. Attributions of causality

pertaining to homicidal violence were now centred social correlates, such as cultural
features, economic differences and structural meshes that engender specific violent
enactments within certain sections of the poputatibhis discursive network increasingly
and inevitably became accessible to entire pomuatithrough the popularisation of expert
knowledge discourses, resulting in greater levels self-regulation and behavioural

patrolling. In this manner, the shift from dominasavereign forms of power, to more
institutionalised disciplinary forms of power aneégulation, to self-regulation within

populations has occurred. As expert knowledge lbasecto generate particular subjects in
these contexts, and such knowledges have become maressible, they have been
appropriated, reproduced and adapted as commoe,sietken-for-granted understandings
about the nature and causes of criminality. Theyehasulted in broadly held discursive
templates about the causes of homicidal violene¢ d@ne frequently adapted through their
interactions with other referent discourses, tddyspecific social functions and ideological
outcomes or effects. The following represents aopgis of three key distilled discursive
templates that are more commonplace and legitimteesugh much of the mainstream
guantitative research into male homicide today. lé/lly no means an exhaustive or
comprehensive synopsis, the prevalence of thessoulises in everyday talk on male
homicide is unquestionably apparent. Despite thethpra of manifestations of these
discursive templates within everyday talk, it ipontant to note that they are all frequently
deployed for exculpatory purposes by those involiechomicidal encounters, or serve

certain ideological functions when causal attribos pertaining to male homicide are made.
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4.1. The Male Aggressive Drive Discourdés in Men’s Nature to be Violent

The first discursive template that is easily disedie can broadly be defined as one
of essentialism. Studies on individual factors thaeg implicated in male homicidal
violence have undoubtedly been translated into mvadely held common sense
discourses that attribute this form of violenceesential, intrinsic constitutional
features of men (i.e. homicidal aggression is mnhture of mefj, or alternatively,

to variant discourses of disease and deficit withi& physiology or psychology of
men (i.e. homicidal aggression represents a forrmeftal illness in men). Here,
popular accounts of gendered differences that trésrh our evolutionary heritages
have come to hold significant currency in conterappsociety. Butler's (1999) work
on the naturalisation of gender differences throighssociation with sex differences
Is an instructive analysis of this process. In addj constructions of male homicide
as being related to psychopathology, illness, msslaad insanity also convey a sense
of a constitutional shortfall that then comes toaamt for why it is that men are more
commonly involved in homicidal encounters than wameghe resultant effect of this
first discursive template is that of a fixed congtonal determinism and social
fatalism that thwarts us from reading alternatinelerstandings into the phenomenon

of male homicidal violence and its prevention.
4.2. Discourses of Environmental Determinis¥iolence Stems from Upbringing

The second discursive template can generally bmeatkfas one of environmental
determinism and risk convergence. It essentialfigrseto the manner in which
relational and interactional studies have comehi@ps our attributions of causality
around male homicide in relation to the immediatd#luences within our
environments. Here, popular understandings of tifleance of others on us during
the socialisation process (e.g. within family memsband peer relations), and our
exposure to violence within these relational intgoas, are posited as the origins of
male homicidal behaviour (i.e. homicidal violencecurs because of gendered
socialisation processes). An alternative and marphisticated variant of this

environmental-risk discourse can be characteriseal rsk-convergence discourse, in

% This is also sometimes referred to as the ‘matgessive drive’ discourse.
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which the presence of several factors such as quewexposure to violence, alcohol
or other substances, and firearms culminate initond conducive to the enactment
of homicidal violence. The immediate environment ahe relational interactions
surrounding male homicide are thus seen as thesgeokthis behavioural outcome.
Common everyday accounts come to include notiondaofiaged subjects who are
exposed to violence and thus re-enact it — thesidasderstanding of the victim who
through victimisation undergoes a process of beogntine perpetrator. In addition,
understandings of the genesis of homicidal encosir@iee viewed not only as external
to the individual, but also as exerting an intelingbact on their levels of agency (e.g.
the presence of alcohol and weaponry may resudisinhibition and the delimiting of
choices through which to resolve conflict). Subjpositioning in this discourse is
characterised by an equally environmentally deteistic subtext that suggests that

males who enact homicidal violence are fixed présio€ circumstance.
4.3. Discourses of Social Determinisi®ociety Creates Violent Men

The final discursive template that is commonly emtered in everyday talk on male
homicidal violence is one that is more sociogenimature, and can be defined as a
form of structural determinism. Extending beyonddiacourse of environmental
circumstance and risk convergence, it locates rhalmicide within the realm of
adverse social conditions. Research into commuamtysocio-cultural legitimation of
violence as a means of conflict resolution haseiay prominent role in shaping such
a discourse. In addition, the relationship betweeonomic deprivation and poverty
has also been instrumental in constructing thiswilgve network. In both instances
the popular representation and reproduction theseofirs in the form that violent or
impoverished communities produce violent subjeicts flomicidal aggression occurs
because of poverty and marginalisation). Variahthis everyday discourse have also
found support in research into structural inegsitimm social formations that
disadvantage certain social groups through someotber form of systemised
domination. Here, male homicidal violence is seeraa outcome of adverse social
conditions associated with forms of structural nraatisation. By and large, studies
that have implicated minorities in homicidal viobenhave also tended to support this
discourse, as ‘race’ is often seen as a proxy medsuforms of structural inequality.

Earlier feminist writings however provided a mompRisticated variation on this
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discourse, by suggesting that male violence issaltreof patriarchal relations that
govern gendered relations. While all of the abovaynbe partly accurate, the
utilisation of this discourse tends to be locatedgid forms of structural determinism
in everyday talk. Once again, this tends to elidke possibilities for multiple male
subjectivities, which may be violent in some ins&s and non-violent in others, to
coexist in adverse social contexts. In additionforiecloses on the possibility of
simultaneously expressing violence as a form ofagycing power relations and
resisting them. In so doing, it limits us to a sitayg understanding of the relationship
between masculinity, violence and social contextniels the fluidity of this

relationship, and therefore precludes a range ddsipdities for change and

transformation.

While the above characterisation is perhaps oveidied and does not necessarily capture
the subtle and overt constructions of men involedhomicidal encounters across the
different quantitative approaches reviewed (Ebapter Siy, it is nevertheless important to

sketch the potential impact of their discursiveeef§, their possible social utility and

functions, as well as their likely ideological cegsiences.

With regard to the social functions of these disses, they often interact with each other to
provide a compelling argument for why it is thatistly marginalised men are predisposed
to violence at an individual, environmental andiabd¢evel. One of the most common
deployments of these discourses is for exculpgiarposes among men who have committed
acts of violence. For example, the appropriatiod #@earation of these discourses through
speech acts in the self-narratives of men who lcavemitted forms of violence often serve
the functions of minimisation or dissociation frahre act itself, thereby enabling a certain
degree of deflection of responsibility (see Booaed de la Rey, 2004; Lau, 2008). In this
instance, positive self-presentation is centralsth iterations, operating as a form of
resistance to the dominant and negative criminahotations ascribed to those who have
enacted violence. In other instances, these disesuare reproduced through pervasive
everyday social commentaries on homicidal violeadlewing for an attribution of blame to
anOtherthat allows for distancing from the self, and feines the need for the regulation of
an Other through various interventions. Still further, discses of environmental and social
determinism have frequently been deployed as a sne&rtritiquing unfavourable social
conditions and as leverage for lobbying and adwoegdor social reform and transformation.
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The ideological and institutional effects of thelkscourses are also potentially wide-ranging.
They may be drawn into referent discursive netwahiet then allow for more complex and
sophisticated constructions of male homicidal \nck2 For example, it has not been
uncommon to find the intersection of essentialiscourses on male violence and racist
discourses, to give rise to racialised discour$esotence that entrench the ‘irrefutable’ link
between blackness, masculinity and violence. A sliscourses are reproduced in relation
to other referent discourses, they tautologicalbynstruct individual subjects, groups of
subjects, and entire social categories of subpetsoth at risk and simultaneously risky. This
self-sustaining circular argument can be seen askbéss (for example) becomes a proxy
measure for violence, but violence also become®@ypneasure for blackness. The mutual
reinforcement of marginalisation mentioned abovequste apparent and helps create a
discourse of difference, danger and control. Magaegally the ideological effects of these
discourses occur most commonly along the axesagg'r class and gender, highlighting the
dangerous minority, the violent nature of the p@md the inherent aggression of men (and
by extension the subordination of women). Classastist and patriarchal ideological effects
are thus the key outcomes in many instances inhwiese discourses are deployed. Social
institutions that embody, reproduce and sustaim#iedves based on such ideological effects
are of course maintained in the process as wadkelly re-inscribing historical forms of
marginalisation. Even when more socially progressind alternative readings of quantitative
research on male homicidal violence have been gnexdf the tendency has been to position
minorities as reacting to racist oppression, th@rpas responding to their economic
exploitation, and males as defending against appareses in masculinity. Effectively this
has resulted in a further fixing of positionalitiésd subjectivities as either disempowered (as
opposed to empowered) or defensive (as opposedfanstve) — which in both instances
restricts our analyses from uncovering subjecasitand positionalities that are more fluid

and resilient, and that do not neatly conform &sthbinaries.

The following chapter examines key qualitative stadthat have been conducted on male
homicidal violence and explores the extent to whtbey reveal alternative ways of
conceptualising this social phenomenon. In paric@hapter Threefocuses on the degree
to which male homicide is understood as an embeddethl event within these studies,
which then in turn allows for an analysis of theciab context through the lens of the

homicidal encounter itself.
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CHAPTER THREE: LITERATURE REVIEW — QUALITATIVE RESE ARCH

We can not silence the voices that we do not Bexihg. We can, however,

do everything in our power to make certain thatothoices are heard.
(Deborah Prothrow-Stith, 199Bamous Black Quotatiohs

1. INTRODUCTION:

While the previous chapter focussed on the bodyuahtitative research into male homicidal
violence and the manner in which it inadvertentbntcibutes to a hegemonic discursive
canvass for constructing male homicidal subjeckés tthapter focuses on the extant
gualitative literature base within this area ofdstuHowever, it should be noted that studies
into male homicide have been dominated internalip@ad in South Africa by quantitative
research, and qualitative designs have only tetgl@merge more recently in contemporary
social scientific thought in relation to studietoimale homicidal violence. Since the onset of
second-wave feminism in the 1960s and 1970s, tsiagrion male violence as a feature of
gendered relations has increasingly become maamtgéd within social-scientific thought,
and alongside this has been the materialisation@® qualitative studies as well (Dworkin,
1981; Greer, 1971). In particular though, thesditpize studies have tended to prominently
highlight gendered social differentials that chéeeise male-on-female violent interactions in
interpersonal settings, intimate relationships, em@munity settings. The resultant outcomes
can be seen in the plethora of publications fromdpminantly feminist perspectives that
have illustrated the relationship between violeagainst women and the discursive networks
and ideological systems of patriarchy and sexisnthiWpsychology, psychoanalytic studies
on male violence also emerged, with some havingartly feminist orientation as well
(Chodorow, 1978; Frosh, 1994; Perelberg, 1999)estudies went even further to include
an exploration of male violence and its discursteastruction within broader contexts of
systemised domination (see for example, Duncang)1®3nally, recent years have also seen
a development in the research area of masculimitpasculinities in examinations of male
violent encounters, and thus a number of qualgasiwidies have also emerged in this regard
(Bourdieu, 2001; Connell, 1987, 2000, 2002). Beeausny of the above studies have not
always foregrounded male homicidal violence aslgeab of research, this chapter will also
draw on broader studies of violence to illustrate targer relationship between men,

masculinities, discourses, gendered relationsakoontexts, and violence — all of which no
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doubt will have a bearing on understanding the letiies of male homicidal violence as

well?*,

However, as a method for of knowledge generatiotismovery, qualitative research into this
area has not been without its critiques. As indhse of quantitative research, Armstrong
(1990, p. 1227) notes thdinitially, the quantitative methodology of sociatience was
deployed to assess the true extent of chronicsifiie the community. But it was the advent of
gualitative methodology, from Goffman to the mastent naturalistic techniques, which
opened up a new facet to chronic illness, namedy ekperiential. Meanings came to
supplement and replace numbers as the crucial ydeings of knowledge of chronic
illness. To the sociological practitioners of quative method, these new features of chronic
illness were hailed as discoveries. And yet, ad \gilantitative methods, these qualitative
techniques had simply created the objects whicly tti@eimed to have found: a study of
stigma created stigma; a study of coping createdingy a study of cognitions created
cognitions”. In recognising the import of such critiques, ewemtemporary feminists have
acknowledged that many studies from within thisspective have inadvertently re-inscribed
women as powerless and men as powerful in studigs male violence against women
(Boonzaier & de la Rey, 2004; Shefer, Strebel & t€Qs2000; Wilkinson, 1996). In
attempting to highlight the pernicious effects @frtain systems of gendered domination,
studies from within radical feminism have tendeddproduce the notion of the vulnerable
woman and the predatory man (Wilkinson, 1996). Birly, the notion of masculinity in
crisis (Goldberg, 1987) within masculinity studibas provoked a similar self-reflexive
critiqgue, suggesting that it unintentionally re-tes male dominance and undermines the
gains of the feminist movement (Maclnnes, 1998).ilgvthe arguments posited within both
radical feminism and masculine crisis theory arepnoblematic in and of themselves, it is in
their fixed construction of gendered subjects thatre-inscription of the dominant binary of
gender relations occurs, leaving little or no elbmom for the possibility of multiple

gendered subjectivities and positionalities to gyaevithin specific socio-historical contexts.

2 While there is clearly a qualitative distinctiomtiveen homicidal violence and other forms of ndalfa
interpersonal violence, this is not an attempt doflate the two, but to suggest that male violepeehaps

occurs along a continuum that is underpinned bylaireocial dynamics.
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While Armstrong’s (1990) commentary about the dbutions of qualitative research to the
reproduction of a dominant discursive landscaptatgy therefore holds true to some extent,
it is also perhaps overly effusive and over-gernsgdl to all qualitative methods outside of
the genealogical method. While probably being nagpelicable to certain theory-driven case
studies that are evident in psychoanalytic reseaash well as in more interpretive/
phenomenological studies, it does not address tlosvigg critical literature base in
qualitative research into gendered violence, amdifpally, studies emerging from a critical
discourse analytic framework. Many of the studiegpkying a critical discourse analytic
methodology draw to some extent on a Foucauldiadition, and have critically explored
how gendered discourses reflect social power olafiare reproduced and contested through
symbolic representations such as language, reftatinuities and contradictions within the
social context and within social actors, and hoeytmay serve certain social functions and
ideological effects. Researchers using this methagle therefore made a compelling
argument as to its merits as a critical tool thfowghich to deconstruct and analyse social
phenomena such as gender relations and violengs.ig ltherefore an important aspect of
research to give voice to, especially since theecuirstudy follows in the footsteps of critical

discourse analytic studies of male violence.

The following sections highlight some of the saligualitative research studies from the
psychoanalytic and phenomenological perspectivesalso include an examination of the

corpus of studies on discursivity and male violence
2. PSYCHOANALYTIC STUDIES ON MALE HOMICIDE/VIOLENCE:

Psychoanalytic studies on male violence have terndedluster around several areas.
However, because it is a theoretically-driven foofnanalysis, the distinctions between
gualitative research studies and theoretical exiposi are sometimes difficult to articulate in
reality, and this section therefore attempts tegrate both of these aspects in a brief critical
review. Given the theory-driven nature of most p®analytic studies on male violence, the
data that has been utilised most frequently totmastain arguments about deep structures of
personality, include self-reports or narratives i@ case-study format), criminal justice
dockets, or other collateral and historical accsuifibere are several general orientations to
the study of male violence from this perspectite, mhost common of which draws on classic
theoretical tenets of the theory to account fortihtysand aggression, and either utilises
Freudian understandings or later post-Freudianyaoal tools (see for example, Freud,
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2005; Perelberg, 1999). The second major form shadies in this area of research have
taken includes an applied focus on specific forfnsorder such as male-on-female violence
in the context of intimate relationships and semalrder (see for example, Pistorius, 2002).
Finally, several writers have also attempted td lihe psychodynamics of homicide
perpetration to broader social forms of dominatibat are then transposed onto such
personality predispositions, thereby accounting tfer peculiar forms of homicide which
occur within specific socio-historical contexts dstor example, Bulhan, 1985; Gobodo-
Madikizela, 2003). While providing some very usefiisights at an intrapsychic,
interpersonal and social level, these studies ha#se nevertheless had inadvertent discursive
effects. These include an essentialist and detésticinreproduction of the dominant
construction of masculine subjectivity through grepagation of the ‘male sexual drive’ and
‘male aggressive drive’ discourses. In addition,nynaf these studies also reinforce the
environmental determinism that characterises disesu of inevitability surrounding
differential male and female socialisation proces&a/en in instances where more complex
and sophisticated analyses of intrapsychic dynawmcksocial contexts are interwoven, the
predominant outcome is a fairly fixed and predeteett way of defining human subjects.
Such a definition does not allow for a great ddavariation outside of the positioning of
subjects within their predetermined internal peadityndynamics, while the violent social act

itself becomes a coincidental symbolisation of thygamic within the social milieu.

More generalist understandings of violencean be traced back to Freud's (1974) drive
theory of personality. In particular, these undandings draw on the relationship between the
aggressive drive and the death instinct, as wethassexual drive and the life instinct. For
Freud, these drives were biologically determined aniversal, and this view still prevails
largely within psychoanalytic thinking today (Pdrelg, 1999). He however suggested that
violence is not an inevitable outcome of the aggwesdrive. Rather he postulated that a
breach of the psychical boundary in which aggreséantasies are often experienced to a
point where violence is enacted on the body oDdimer, may arise in a range of instances.
Firstly, when there is an interplay between différerives, these may either inhibit or
facilitate each other (e.g. the desire to posdeseobject in the context of restrictive social
mores may in fact enhance the aggressive drive e§. wlowever, he also points to the
facilitating or prohibitive effects of social milie in which drives become more tempered or
are offered a space in which to emerge as conectiens (Freud, 1974; see also, Freud’s
letter to Einstein on this iWhy War? Freud, 2005). While Fonagy and Target (1999)
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suggest that debates into the innate destructigemessus the import of environmental
influences have distracted psychoanalytic thinkérss nevertheless important to note that
both play a pivotal role in determining aggressiveviolent acting out. In fact for Freud, the
centrality of the appropriate resolution of the ed and Electra Complexes is unsurprising.
This is largely due to the fact that it is in tipsychosexual stage that superego development
is crystallised as an internalised representatiothe social prohibitions that govern human
interaction and that mediate the deployment ofedrigspecifically the sexual drive) (Freud,
1974, 2005).

More recent psychoanalytic approaches to violersae (for example, Kernberg, Selzer,
Koenigsberg, Carr & Appelbaum, 1989; Perelberg9)9tve also tended to apply alnject
relations perspective to understanding and managwiglent individuals Glasser’s (1985)
work on defensive violence suggests that it iseadn of the body boundary that represents
an internal phantasy. Fonagy and Target (1999) atiise this argument and suggest that
violent patients may experience early object reteti as malevolent and then utilise
aggression as a means of defending the fragile €gereafter, self-expression becomes
easily intertwined with aggression in a pathologicaanner, thereby promoting the
individual's ability to mentalise the other as dielvof vulnerability. However, they also
argue that in instances of meaningless or sadigilence, that similar early object relations
exist, but that in the process of attempting teefusth a malevolent object, individuals feel
trapped and controlled by the malevolent introjé&tiis results in a form of violence which is
fundamentally a release and attempt to bring tlyelgsback into a state of equilibrium and

homeostasis, by ridding itself of hostile phantasie

With regard to specific forms of homicidal violenceeveral writers have articulated a
coherent feminist psychoanalytic understandingas¥ male-on-female violencéas come to

be such a pervasive social phenomenon. Chodorow8f18uggests that within most
contemporary social formations that the primaryeobjof attachment and identification is
initially the mother for most children, but thatrthg the Oedipus Complex young boys need
to engage in an active disavowal of the mothewvtodacastration anxiety and to identify with
the father. Thus, not only is there identificatimith a symbolic aggressor, but also a
repudiation of, and devaluation of the mother. Shggests that this template becomes the
basis for the hegemonic forms of masculine idertiigt we see among adult males, often
resulting in emotionally disconnected men, who higneepotential to engage with women in
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a contemptuous manner, and who have the propdosityolent enactments against women.
The development of this identity is thus dependgmbn an emotional rejection of the
feminine, and later even a possible hostile enautroé this rejection within the external

world (Chodorow, in Segal, 1990). Similarly, Frad®94) draws on Freudian and Lacanian
theory and argues that the penis or phallus asdantificatory object is a symbolic

representation of power within contemporary sod@mations, and becomes the key
signifier of manliness. Thus, as young men forggrtidentities, a huge investment in energy
is made around mastering this symbolic represemtati power, rejecting any representation
of femininity, and often involving displays of powéhrough risk-taking behaviours and
violent enactments. In this manner, not only isegdmonic form of masculine mastery
attained emotionally, but also displayed sociapigrformed, and seen by others (Butler,
1999).

Mayseless (1991) examinatblence within intimate relationshipgand suggested that men
who displayed an obsessive self-reliance were npooge to the enactment of violence
within relationships, as were those who displayadambivalent anxiety around intimacy
with their female partners. In both instances, ¢hsdings tend to confirm many of the
psychodynamic interpretations referred to aboveextending on the ideas of ambivalence
and intimacy, Houel, Sobota and Mercader (20032 tiwat in their study on so-called crimes
of passion where men murder their female partrieas,the threat of loss of the partner often
provoked rageful responses that reflect an undeglyeed for fusion and symbiosis, as
opposed to imminent loss and separation. The muwtiéemale partners in this instance
therefore comes to represent narcissistic contrdlaform of fusion that offsets the injury
that could be sustained by partner loss and separ@iadelson, 1978). As an alternative to
narcissistic partner-choice, Jacobs (1992) als@estg that within intimate relationships,
individuals often choose partners based on attastsrie early infantile prototypes. In this
process there are mutual projections of disavovepeds or splits of the self onto partners, a
simultaneous process of projective identificatiand then ultimately a mutual process of
introjective identification in which partners retuprojections in modified forms. However, in
instances where partners are unable to hold sudfegions and to modify them
appropriately, or where there is a mismatch in ¢toenplimentarity of object relations,
relational discord may emerge and the possibilifasviolence in addressing this discord
becomes plausible (Scharf & Bagnini, 2002; MeissrE78). In thinking about this

unconscious complimentarity and extending it to itmithl social analyses that involve
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gendered social relations and violence, Moore (L9#tes that intimate relationships are
premised upon a similar complimentarity with regerdjendered subject positioning. Where
partners resist taking up gendered subject positionelation to each other, men frequently
resort to violence as a means to deal with thesor imbalance in an attempt to restore a

reciprocal and complimentary set of gendered posst(Boonzaier & de la Rey, 2004).

While not being the focus of this study, severaitevs have also provided psychoanalytic
accounts oserial murder, which perhaps requires some brief consideraiastorius (2002)
notes that serial murder is often characteriseghdiyr ego strength that results from either
poor attachment to primary care-givers or overlgneshed object relationships that result in
a symbiotic fusion. Alongside this, serial murdsraften associated with poor superego
development in the emotional absence of an ideatdry object in the phallic stage of
development. Given the individual's resultant armabewce, limited impulse control and
poorly developed moral conscience, Revitch and €sffjer (1989) note that in instances
where there is a sexually motivated murder of wontleat rage that is phantasised against

the mother is acted out and displaced onto andenealle object in reality.

Finally, several studies from a psychoanalytic pective essentially attempt to understand
psychical experiences and violence within contesither from the perspective of contextual
impacts on the psyche and how this then becomesaeted within context; or how early
childhood experiences shape our psychological resgsowithin particular social contexts; or
how fundamental psychic structures intersect whigh $ocial milieu to give rise to specific
patterns of interaction within the social world. Alsistrative exemplars, Bulhan’s (1985)
account of Fanon’s view on violent social formasiopoints to the manner in which
conditions of oppression fundamentally create aasef inferiority, leading to forms of auto-
destructive behaviour or intrapersonal violenceitoéation to a social order of oppression,
and fundamentally to processes of identificatiothwhe aggressor. He argues that under
these circumstances, acts of horizontal violeneeparpetrated against those closest to us,
such as family and community members, all in aenapt to gain some sense of mastery,
affirmation and control. This he argues can accdanthe high rates of interpersonal and
homicidal violence that many oppressed communiéegerience. In these instances the
social dynamics of homicidal violence can to someem be accounted for by the
psychodynamics of internalisation. Gobodo-Madilaz=I(2003) psycho-history of Eugene
de Kock notes that his early exposure to traumatieniliating and violent circumstances
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within his familial context gave rise to the dynamiof splitting, identification with the
aggressor, as well as his pattern of defensiveentd. She argues that these underlying
psychodynamics found a specific foothold in theiaocontext of the apartheid security
forces in South Africa, where defence against théereal threat of blackness and
communism mirrored his defensive aggressive imgutégea psychological level (that were
rooted in hostile threats from significant othexperienced within his early childhood years).
Finally, writers such as Kristeva (1982) have muivard a theoretical account of abjection as
a psychological process in which the developing leg® to protect its fragile integrity and
rejects and expels all that compromises its intggmd well-being. As a basic psychological
process, it is marked by the separation of self amather, resulting in a disavowal,
repudiation, denunciation and denigration of thgetbmaternal body - a loathing that is
accompanied by physical and psychical reactionavefsion and disgust when confronted
with anything that threatens the boundary of thd& ¢dook, 2006). However, this
fundamental building block ddtheringprovides the psychodynamic scaffolding upon which
processes of soci&theringand negation can be overlaid and performed as Walteva
(1982, p. 68) notes that fis coextensive with the social and symbolic orden the
individual as well as on the collective level [...andassumes specific shapes and different
codings according to the various symbolic systenWtiters such as Hook (2006) have
applied Kristeva’s concept of abjection to racisnd @y extension, the possibilities for
racialised forms of violence. In her review of Kega, Kintz (1991, p. 318) argues that the
“description of the abject, in particular, conceates precisely on the ways violence is
generated against those who are connected to coidiee ‘defiled maternal’, women as well
as whomever else a culture feminiselt”is therefore in this analytical confluencevoegén
the psychical and the social that the psychodynaumii@bjection allow for an understanding

of social processes of viole@thering

Even at the most basic level of discursive effdugse studies tend to track many of the
guantitative studies on male homicide. They tendnwittingly reinforce a certain degree of
psychological and environmental determinism in ¢bastitution of masculine subjectivity,
and position these subjects as products of spgusfgchodynamic personality constellations
in an essentialist manner. Even in studies whegeethre more complex analytic interplays
between individual psychodynamics and the socialdyahe universality and structuralism
embedded within this approach suggests a fixedestibity in which particular personality

dynamics are potentially symbolised within spec#farial forms of violence. Despite these
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criticisms, what remains theoretically apparent andilar to much of the cross-cutting
literature on male homicide, are the central rofdgen to gender identity, sexuality,
constructions of masculinity and femininity, aneithnexus points with gendered forms of

violence.
3. PHENOMENOLOGICAL STUDIES ON MALE HOMICIDE/VIOLENCE:

Unlike the more deductive and theory-driven quatitie research discussedGhapter Two

as well as the qualitative research conducted wmitthe psychoanalytic tradition,
phenomenological studies into male violence anditioe tend to adopt an experience-near
focus (Kelly, 1999). These studies generally foonghematic content analyses of forms of
data produced by subjects in their understandingsaczounts of social phenomena,
behaviours and interactions. They therefore pivotnoore inductive re-interpretations of
subjects’ existing interpretations of social intgi@ns within context. Because they are
derived from such personal accounts, they are fibmisssed on the description and analysis
of the interiority of subjective human experiendéey foreground human agency in the
creation of meanings and therefore actions, as acgdpo the experience-distant approaches
to understandings of social phenomena that are @mynfound in social constructionist
studies (Kelly, 1999).

With specific reference to studies into male hodegi Polk (1994) suggests that the
classificatory preoccupation in quantitative homciresearch has not been of significant
value in developing our theoretical positions, avidle some minimal benefits are derived
from these studies, that there is a need for rekBeimat can generate more meaningful
theoretical accounts of male homicide. He furtheemargues that the assumption should
always be that the conflict fabout something’ is always dsituated transaction’, and that
thematic content analyses can help deepen our staddings of what constitutes such
interactions from the perspective of social sulgjettiemselves. In his study of male
homicide, he supports Daly and Wilson’s (1988) eatibn that homicide has a particular
masculine character and argues thatross time and across cultures homicide is a
masculine matter”(Polk, 1994, p. 22). In his Australian study revieg police dockets
containing statements of homicidal encounters, dkatrality of gender, sexuality and
masculinity were apparent. He firstly identifiegsarios of masculine violence in the context
of sexual intimacy and notes themes of masculinssggsion of female partners, the

commodification of women, as well as masculine mdrnéand jealousy in relation to these
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partners, as drivers of homicide. He further idedidisputes of honour that involve face-
saving as a second major theme to dominate horsicetpecially between males who are
involved in some form of confrontation or altercati The third major attribution revolved

around the use of violence within the context obtaer crime, and here he notes the
instrumental deployment of violence within highkrisituations to attain certain goals.
Finally, his study points to how levels of legitsation of violence within conflict resolution

situations also frequently result in homicide. lacle thematic instance, scenarios of
masculine performance (Butler, 1999) are directiplicated in the homicidal act itself.

Similar findings were reported in a study by Swlyd Greenaway (2004) on the antecedents
of domestic homicide in the United Kingdom. Theyeatbthat in most instances violence had
been a common element that had previously charseterthe relationship, that the
perpetrator often had a history of violence priorthie homicidal incident within intimate
relationships, and that control in the context @tusal intimacy featured prominently as an
antecedent of the domestic homicide (see also, $folg&a Dobash, 1984, 1998). Vetten
(1996), in her study of intimate femicide reponts South African newspapers noted the
presence of justificatory narratives drawing onttieme of female provocation of their male
partners within men’s accounts of their murdersesehnarratives however pointed to issues
of control, sexual regulation of females, the mannevhich commodification and ownership
of female partners sanctioned such controls, amadidal violence as an attempt to assert or
reassert such controls within contexts where thgyeeenced a loss of thereof. Similar
findings on the killing of women by their male peets in a range of contexts have also been
echoed by Campbell (1992) and Radford and Rusk@dl?).

While phenomenological studies of male homicide fae fewer in the literature base,
interpretive studies on gendered violence involvingn who enact non-fatal interpersonal
violence on their partners, abound. While cleaifjecentiated from homicidal violence in
terms of the severity of outcomes, many of the reéninderpinning dynamics are similar to
those revealed in studies on homicide (see for pi@nAnderson & Umberson, 2001,
Dobash & Dobash, 1984, 1998). Many of these studiesaled accounts by men who had
enacted violence and who attributed their violet@ebeing socialised into a masculine
culture; who suggested that their prior exposurédtence in childhood predisposed them to
violence at a later stage in their lives; who adhtieat the use of instrumental violence was a
legitimate means to attaining certain goals; ana wlisclosed that they frequently used
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expressive violence as a means to manage intenstoeal responses that they had in
relation to others (James, Seddon & Brown, 2002js&1(1998) also found in her study in
the United States of America that rigid, traditibrgiender roles were linked to male
aggression, honour and dominance, and increasedsthdor partner violence. In several
South African studies, many of these findings waree again confirmed. Wood and Jewkes
(2001a, 2001b) in their study in South Africa, fduthat prominent themes emerging from
men who had been involved in the commission oferiok against their partners, included
masculine themes of entitlement and control, arad #uccessful masculine mastery was
bound up with the ability to control their parthersometimes through the use of physical
violence. Vogelman’s (1990) South African study tbe intersection between masculinity,
violence and sexuality, focussed on the narratofesen when talking about the rape of
women. Participants described rape as being fund@therelated to power and control, with
either the use of physical violence or the thrbatdof. Within the encounter, performances
of masculinity dominated the event, thereby cersiraj the role of validating masculinity
through the enactment of violence in the contextsexist belief systems. In addition,
Vogelman (1990) postulates that the culture ofenck within South Africa, community
legitimisation of violence and exposure to violemecanultiple contexts of social living all
foster a climate of tolerance and acceptabilitysoéh acts. Haffejee (2003) in her study of
South African male youth involved in intimate pantrviolence noted that their talk about
hegemonic notions of masculinity and femininityeoftprovided a justificatory reasoning for
male violence against their partners. Furthermtre, ownership and commaodification of
women within the confines of intimate relationshiglso excused these actions, as the
participants defined these relationships in terinstereotypical gender role ascriptions. Men
were thus allowed multiple sexual partners butrtf@mnale partners were of necessity to be
absolutely faithful and monogamous. Violence wasoakeen as an integral part of
relationships, often being conflated with love (&&on, Flisher & Aaro, 2003, on this as
well). Similar findings were also noted by Lau (8@ her study of South African men who
had been involved in the commission of gender wicdein their intimate relationships.
Participants described the events as an outconeéhar losing control or regaining control
and an assertion of self in adverse relational exdst as being embedded within an act of
love, and as a mechanism for dealing with the ewmatity of their partners or their own
emotional vulnerability and intensity. Furthermditeese highly gendered accounts were
infused into a range of justificatory and dissaemtarratives that allowed men to deflect

responsibility and blame for their violence awagnfr themselves to an ostensibly external
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point of attribution (e.g. accepting blame but dd their partners responsible for

provocation) (see Wood, 2004, on this narratiotraksgy as well).

In instances where violent enactments by men oauuside of intimate heterosexual
relationships, they often take the form of maleroale interpersonal violence in community
settings, and particularly in gang settings. Pikn@d@®82a, 1982b, 1997) and Scharf (1986)
both point to the breakdown of community and faahitructures during apartheid and the
negative impact on identity development and negotiain adolescence for many young
South African males. They argue that in the absefcappropriate social mechanisms to
allow for healthy adolescent rituals into adultho@dg. parental role models and guides;
community sanctions and censures), that gangsterfifars a way for young men to navigate
their way into adulthood and into a ‘successful’ sedinity. Ganging under these
circumstances involves a range of rituals and issicered a rite of passage. It often
incorporates the use of various forms of violenseaameans of displaying manhood,
belonging and an attainment of social status irditams that are less than conducive to the
achievement of dominant prescriptions of mascusoeial mobility and success. Similar
findings were obtained by Mingo (1999) in his iniews with communities in Western
Cape. Emerging themes included poor socio-econ@nét political conditions, historical
conditions of oppression and the failure of thenanal justice system, parental influences,
and the legitimisation of violence in strife-toransmunities as factors that could account for
male gang violence in particular. Polk (1994) aistes that in the Australian context, male
violence and homicide in the context of ganging wia®ctly related to protecting and
affirming self-worth and masculinity when it wassaéke in front of others, raising again the
importance of being seen to be performing ‘succ#ssfasculinity (Butler, 1993). Vogelman
(1990) also noted that in instances where men wea@ved in gang rape in South Africa,
that aspects of masculine performance were heigttenfront of others, often escalating the
use of violence against women to sadistic leveds were unwarranted as the victims had not
needed to be further subdued. Violence in thisaimst was performed as a masculine
spectacle and not as instrumental to the crimeoé itself. Finally, Cooper (in progress) in
his study of young male gang members on trial fotemt crimes in a Cape Town prison,
found that induction into gang violence came torespnt a particular form of modified
hegemonic masculinity, especially in instances whearticipants felt unable to achieve
successful, normative, white, middle-class presioms of social respect and masculine

‘success’. Ganging allowed for a space in whichgtmess and fearlessness could be
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achieved, and where any ‘weaker’ feminine attribut®uld be disavowed. The use of
firearms as a form of weaponry was a highly visilbheechanism for displaying the
dangerousness of participants and their consege&its as men in the context of
environments where gang culture prevailed (see Co@f1; Cock & Nathan, 1989; Swart,
2001, later for a more detailed account of thetimiahip between guns, masculinity,

militarism and militarization).

While a significant literature base on male viokerend homicide does exist, the above
represents a snapshot of the primary findings matgonally and in South Africa. Even
though Armstrong’s (1990) critique of qualitativesearch of course holds some merit in
relation to many of these interpretivist studiesso far as they contribute to the creation of
objects of knowledge and the generation of spedcifitary subjects of knowledge, it is
important to be mindful of the critical potentiahbedded within many of these studies as
well. Certainly, many of these studies do haveldtent capacity to inscribe and re-inscribe
notions of a unitary masculine subject, which Fi¢&D01, p. 211) in his studies on
masculinity refers to as the myth of a definitivelaingular masculinity. He goes on to posit
that this mythical construction of a masculine sabjas unitary and defined in hegemonic
parameters has the inadvertent effect of exposimgn to the possibility of ‘failure’ and
feelings of disappointment’when such constructions are unattainable. In @iogd he
articulates a more critical view on the ‘crisisroésculinity’ that has often been portrayed as
the basis for violence (Whitehead, 2005), but wiiek also been much critiqued. However,
despite the challenges that many of these studise @nd the manner in which they
undoubtedly reinforce the notion of a singular nudiadty, several interpretive studies have
also been more critical in their orientation. Thasge frequently been influenced by studies
originating within a discursive and post-structistalframework, and have therefore
attempted to highlight the possibilities of a ramjenasculine subject positions among men
who are involved in the enactment of violence. Mo (1990) noted the ambivalence that
many men experience during and after the commissioapes by enacting, performing and
validating dominant constructions of masculinity tbe one hand, but also enacting the role
of ‘protective lover’ on the other hand (see WoddQ4, on this tension in the construction of
manhood). Haffejee (2003) identified contradictiamshe ways that young men constructed
themselves and their partners in ways that not meflgcted dominant stereotypical views of
gender relations, but also displayed what wouldcbasidered to be more ‘feminine’

attributes within these relations. Lau (2008) farthore highlighted men’s reliance on
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violence as a means to deal with affective vulniéitigs but also their tendency to distance
themselves from it as something abject and abhbrFenally, Cooper (in progress) noted
how men viewed violence as an instrumental vehictethe mastery and attainment of
masculine status, but also that they were reflegi@ugh to recognise the limitations thereof
in broader social contexts in which it was not tiegised as an acceptable form of social
functioning in the pursuit of status. Whatever floeial functions and ideological effects of
these hybridised masculine subject positions (whiehaddressed later), these studies have
all pointed to the possibilities of a fragmentedsplit subject (Hollway, 1995). In so doing
they indicate that subjects at least have accegarious positionalities, thereby revealing the

possibilities for both hegemonic and subordinatdgject positions to be performed.
4, DISCURSIVE STUDIES ON MALE HOMICIDE/VIOLENCE:

Unlike interpretivist studies that are located witiphenomenology, discursive studies are
firmly embedded within the co-ordinates of socianstructionism. Rather than being
preoccupied with the subjective accounts of soa@brs and the interiority of experience,
social constructionism is concerned with understamthe manner in which the social world
dictates, shapes and is represented in behaviaoBpns, social interactions and
communications. It is less focussed on establistiiegunderlying authorial intentions within
subjective accounts of social phenomena and magage with the manner in which the
social itself comes to be reflected within soci@toas’ everyday interactions. Within
interpretivist studies, the possibilities of sulbijee interpretations of the social world are
revealed, whereas in social constructionist stydirespossibilities of revealing various facets
of the social world are realised through a rangerddlytical tools. Specifically, discourse
analysis is employed to uncover the discursive adtsy or systemised forms of meaning
about objects of knowledge and subjects of knowdettt are conveyed by social actors
within various textual vehicles (e.g. language amehavioural repertoires). Discourse
analysis has at its core, two main objectives. fliisé is to examine how social realities are
represented within texts. This involves understagdhe deployment and performance of
discourses by social actors and an examinatiohesf functions and effects. In particular, it
is concerned with the manner in which discourses wilised in relation to power and
ideology. The second objective involves a more dstactive function. It is therefore
concerned with the manner in which discourse atilié reinforces certain power relations

by generating certain taken-for-granted regimesruaths, but also to ascertain oppositions

113



and contradictions that may disrupt continuous tstdadings of the world and allow for
alternative or discontinuous meanings to emergm fparallel readings of the text (Macleod,
2002). By disrupting the notion of a unitary, fixedbject, discourse analysis exposes how in
the minutiae of everyday interactions the poterfioal resistances and alternative ways of
being in the world become evident. Stated diffdyerthe anti-transformatory and paralysing
power of discourses of the unitary subject becotass effective when their ideological

invisibility is rendered more visible (Foucault,89 *
4.1. Homicide in the Foucauldian Tradition

Given the Foucauldian origins of critical discoursmalytic studies, some
consideration of homicide as an object of knowledgewell as the generation of a
homicidal subject of knowledge is warranted fronms tperspective. As a formal
subject of knowledge and social inquiry, the stofiyromicide or fatal interpersonal
violence occurring outside of the parameters of wracivil conflict has developed
substantially over the past five decades. Here,f§yiof’s (1958) seminal work on
“criminal homicide” is often cited as the landmark research that esher this
formalised study of homicide. However, understagsiand interpretations derived
from this investigation together with many of owrrent representations, discourses,
research and praxis can be historically tracedawsttuctions of homicide within
earlier social formations. Despite representatiohiomicide being contested and
varied in contemporary societies, the current hegeendiscourse on homicide has
undoubtedly been shaped by historical processatedeto the punishment and social
control of this perceived form of deviance. In parfar, the disciplines of medicine,
psychiatry, psychology, criminology, penology andliic health have all contributed
overtly or inadvertently to the dominant constroitof homicide as an aberration of
human behaviour requiring social control (Foucal®77, 1982, 1994), as it presents
a physical, social, moral and economic threat wividuals, communities, social
institutions and material practices. While thesecighlines have made important
contributions to our existing knowledge base on icala, one of the primary

outcomes has nevertheless been the historical lisbt@ent of a discourse of

% A further explication of discourse analysis andiabconstructionism is provided Bhapter Five

114



difference between the criminal and the law-abidmgnan subject, and integral to
this process has been a preoccupation with exagiimhy certain individuals
perpetrate while others do not. This has contribwitelimited analytical frameworks
that explicitly examine homicide as a socially eohded and subjectively constructed
act, but also to the dominant preoccupation of leadei research over the past 50
years. In particular, this focus has been on deisgrihomicidal patterns, identifying
at-risk and high-risk individuals and populationanderstanding its genesis,
intervening with these at-risk and high-risk indivals and populations, and isolating

perpetrators from others in society (see AltbeR607, on this in South Africa).

However, drawing on Foucault (1982, 1994, 1997)udimentary genealogical
analysis reveals that as this object of knowledge Bmerged over time, it has
functioned as a means to understand fatal intespalwiolence, but has often directly
or indirectly structured a discourse tdangerousness”and constituted human
subjects who arédangerous individuals” This discourse was directly linked to an
interface between medicine (most notably psychiathe law, the penal system and
imperatives for understanding social deviance amd rhanaging it. Socially, it
functioned as a framework of meaning that justife@tain mechanisms of social
control over‘dangerous bodies; especially when interpersonal violence with alfat
outcome represented a threat to existing socidltutiens and material practices.
Foucault (1994) points to various periods in higtand notes that this subject of
knowledge emerged alongside the practice of sonedicine. In particular, newly
formed states were concerned with any featuresopfilations that could potentially
weaken their positions in relation to other states] thus the preoccupation with the
violent deviant, anarchist or insurrectionist. Witle onset of the industrial revolution,
there were of course greater concerns with featfresban life that had the potential
to ‘contaminate’ and destabilise states, and thagpteoccupation with separating the
rich from the poor, the healthy from the sick, theane from the sane, and the
criminal from the socially compliant. Still laterithin the period of capitalism, the
emphasis turned towards the labour force, and tigernglasses became the focus of
attention to ensure stability for the growth of italsm. The“dangerous individual”
was therefore examined within the context of thdanolasses as a potential threat to
material processes of accumulation. In the eraldbadisation today, homicide has

increasingly been constructed as a potential thteathe expansion of global

115



investments and consumerist markets, with an enploasthe costs associated with
such“dangerousnessto unevenly developed socio-economic contextsjltiag in

comparisons between ‘deficient’ high-risk societi@sl ‘ideal’ low-risk societies.

The discourse of thédangerous individual” can be found as early as feudalism,
where fatal interpersonal violence was considerg@drgsgression against community
and was constructed as a spiritual struggle betweed and evil, with the process of
punishment being one that attempted to assist énpefprator to a point of moral
purification, redemption and remorse. Both theddtilling and its punishment were
thus viewed through the lenses of religion, witmfessors exchanging remorse for
merciful death. This process served not only tostoiet a more socially tolerable
understanding of the act of killing through theresgntation of the condemned as an
“exemplary sinner’; but simultaneously acted as a mechanism of sooiaol over
communities. In the very public spectacle of exiguthe condemned, there were
clear reconstitutions of the relations of powert ttizaracterised the act of killing as
well as a restoration of the dominant power retaiavithin the social formation in
favour of religious institutions that were intedyalrelated to political power
(Foucault, 1982, 1994, 1997).

Even later within the period of modernity, the aftkilling was constructed and
represented as one of moral, social and strucaliehation. Despite the significant
contributions of influential writers such as MaW,eber, Durkheim and Fanon (to
mention but a few) and their theorising about vicke as a consequence of the
alienation experienced in the context of asymmaiisocial structures, ideologies and
material practices, the hegemonic discourse sudiagrhomicide remained relatively
in tact. In particular, fatal interpersonal violencontinued to be most commonly
represented as a threatening form of social degiamgth the perpetrator being
constructed as a ‘social enemy’ (Bertani & Font&t)3). Because of technological
and scientific advances, constructions of killingrevgenerated within the context of
science rather than religion (e.g. the psychiataeaof criminality). Doctors,
psychiatrists, psychologists, sociologists and eralogists replaced the clergy and
provided detailed causal explanations for the Hatough this process as well, the act
became more meaningfully understood and tolerated dSociety, through
reconstituting the dynamics of killing into an unstandable ‘scientific’ form.
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However, one of the fundamental functions was &iatlice the act from dominant
segments within societies and thereby to protexiritegrity of specific communities,
but simultaneously to act as a mechanism for samatrol through the threat of
isolation within implicated communities. Essengalihe act of killing was seen as a
deficit within the individual or certain margina#gd segments of the population, but
this representation also served as an injunctiah‘stocial enemies’ would endure the
fate of isolation and exclusion. The proverbialdtapple’ was to be cast out for fear
of contaminating others, with rationality deternmigi with definitive and absolute
confidence that ‘deviance’ was a feature of thewvdld individual or marginal
community, and not of the totality of the socialusture and its resultant forms of
alienatiorf®. Strategic relations of power between dominant sudsbrdinated groups

were thus inadvertently re-inscribed to some extent

More recently, a plethora of studies have attempbedescribe the patterns, trends
and profiles of homicides, victims and perpetratdise focus of these studies has
been on typologising and describing the act ofrigll the circumstances surrounding
the killing, victim-perpetrator relationships, thecial determinants of homicide, and
individual, product and family-related risk factord/hile sociology, criminology,
psychiatry, psychology and penology have all besirimental in these studies,
public health as a discipline is case in point thas provided a reconceptualised
approach to understanding violence in relation nurious health outcomes and
burdens that affect individuals, families, commigst institutions and societies (Krug
et al.,2002). While there have been significant contidng to our understandings of
violence through the epidemiological analyses @& public health approach, the
potential exists in this framework for violenceldecome extremely medicalised and
constructed through a disease framework Furtherntbese studies run the risk of
representing violence in an ahistorical and amalitmanner that reduces it to a health
outcome that fails to recognise the centralitytefsocial locatedness. Within the era
of globalisation, this approach creates possieditio insidiously depoliticise, but

% |n South Africa, the complicity of many disciplm@nd professions in structuring a discourse ahicality

that was linked to blackness is an example of haense intersected with ideologies of control anchihation

and supported the development of such ideologiestheir associated social practices (see Butcha8s;
Duncan, 1996).
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simultaneously to ensure that as a form and exipresd deviance or social dissent
that threatens existing material practices, viotec&n be surveilled at an international
leveF” and addressed through international co-operatiohagencies (e.g. the World
Health Organisation; Interpol). In so doing, untkmglings of violence have shifted
from the “dangerous individual” and have been augmented with notions of
“dangerous populations and societiesThese in turn are construed as carrying the
potential to act as an impingement or ‘contaminanot’ ‘global prosperity’, and
therefore invoke the necessity for some measure sotial intervention.
Representations of difference continue to prevailthe form of an international
discourse of safety and danger in high and lowsimea@ontexts respectively, which
then reinforces global power relations betweenonasitates at political, ideological
and economic levels. Alongside improved global sillance technologies, the need
to monitor and supervise and control delegitimi@dhs of violence at an individual,
population and societal level remains one of thee doinctions of contemporary
research into violence - frequently under the wlwi safety, human security and
health promotion. Within the context of a global rkea economy, discourses of
violent criminality have also been appropriated atigned to market discourses,
resulting in an increasing commodification of sgafand security that is premised
upon capitalising on threat perceptions and prinilfears of crime within

populations at large.

The construction of thédangerous individual” as a social subject (and in this
instance, the young, socially marginalised, murdgraale subject), represents a
discourse that is of course both cause and effesti@al control. In the creation of an
object of knowledge that examines social devianue ig&s control the effect is to
construct thédangerous individual’, but the*dangerous individual”also drives the
need for greater social control. However, formsadial control do not only occur in

the visible public spaces of societies through hbagghtened levels of policing and

" Ironically, while surveillance within public hehlrefers td* the ongoing and systematic collection, analysis,

interpretation and dissemination of health inforinat (Holderet al, 2001, p. 11), Bertani and Fontana (2003)

have drawn on Foucault's work and argued thatuallallance is ultimately linked to processes ofnibaring,

controlling and supervising specific human intei@ts and social relationships that are a perceieethe

threatening to social formations, and thereforedad of social engineering or management.
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incarceration ofdangerous individuals” They also help to construct other subjects
as fixed and binaried in relation to thdangerous individual”— such as the docile
and vulnerable woman, and the law abiding citizegiving rise to much more
insidious forms of disciplinary power and self-r&gion of populations at large. From
this perspective, it is important to not only expafe historical origins of such
subject constructions, but also their functions agffects at a social level.
Furthermore, if these subject positions can be shiovbe discontinuous, ruptures can
be made in understanding their effects and funstiGioucault (Bertani & Fontana,
2003) notes that power and resistance is co-exterasid that as power plays itself
out at every moment and in ways that we are nohydvaware of, so does resistance.
These points of resistance can likewise be foundrewer power is operant, and in
deconstructing the relations of power underpinrthrgy construction of the homicidal
subject and the homicidal act, we may be able émtit) alternative moments of
social resistance within homicidal encounters tpaint us in the direction of

possibilities for social change as well.
4.2. Critical Social Studies on Male Homicide/Violence

Several studies using critical discourse analytiethonds have followed in the
Foucauldian tradition, by examining the effectsdafcourses of male violence and
homicide and how they intersect with other referdistourses to perpetuate certain
forms of social control, regulation and dominatitmdoing so, they have attempted
to expose the ideological processes underpinniagléployment of these intersecting
discourses, and therefore to render greater \tgilbd social processes of systemised
forms of domination. Duncan (1996) examined the mearin which discourses of
public violence were often also enmeshed with disses of racism in the South
African context. In reviewing newspaper articleg highlighted how the lexical
registers associated with anarchy, dehumanisatibitiren and irrationality were
frequently associated with instances in which kdaslere involved in acts of public
violence. He argued that these references to \idlsgourses were appropriated into
the dominant racist discourses (and thereby, bguliefalso classist discourses) of the
time and served to legitimise not only racism, &isb the repressive forms of social
control that were endemic to apartheid South Afrldawever, the study also noted

that minor discourses that undermined the intei@edf racism and violence among

119



blacks were also evident, although they were mesh Visible. Importantly, while
discourses on violence may be appropriated intostrgice of other discourses of
domination and subjugation, Duncan (1996) doee tthis possibility for more critical
apprehensions and readings of discourses on cnchgialence.

Similarly, Reimers (2006) also examined Swedishspaper accounts of an honour
killing of a Kurdish woman by her father. Withinethe accounts, the dominant
construction of the victim was of a heroine who padshed because of her desire for
autonomy and independence, and her death was tns&ructed as a senseless
honour killing. Reimers (2006) argues that whatarpths these media discourses is
the notion of arfus” and a“them” amongst Swedish reporters which allows for a
reinforcement of cultural differences and stereegyfpetween Swedes and eastern
Others Not only does the study highlight the racist utolees within these
discourses, but also how distancing rhetoricatesgias allow for a separation from an
Other who is constructed as less developed, less radtiama guided by archaic
religious and cultural values. Here too, the disiugr construction of homicidal
violence is integrally related to referent discegrsf racism that not only make sense
of the act, but do so in a manner that entrencimels raproduces racist forms of
Othering and bolster social asymmetries related to thee'raf immigrants and their

alien status.

Hajer and Uitermark (2008), in their analysis ofdmeperformances surrounding the
murder of a Dutch artist by a Muslim man, showed ldiscourses of criminality and
violence were infused with discourses of anti-neultiuralism, anti-extremism and
Islamaphobia. They argued that in this processethens reinforcement and
buttressing of anti-immigration and racist sentitsemeld within the Dutch populace
towards outsiders who are raciabthered together with notions of taking a tougher
stance against religious fundamentalism and exs@mHowever, they also showed
how this potentially explosive nexus of racist ahdmicidal discourses was
appropriated and modified more critically to revaareater problem of Islamaphobia
in Dutch society, and also to highlight the impoda of integration in ethnically
diverse and multicultural societies. They sugghat not only were the underlying
social problems of integration revealed, but tleatain media protagonists performed
rhetorical strategies of wedging and bridging (eeknowledging difference, but
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finding points of commonality), alongside emotiverauting (i.e. rerouting public
emotional sentiment towards more collective symbats combat the‘us” and
“them” dichotomy that was emerging around this eventridtal importance here is
that while discourses on criminality, homicide awmlence can be utilised in
conjunction with other nefarious discourses of dwation to forward certain
ideological agendas, that they can also be moteally deconstructed in the public
domain to expose social tensions and forms of griptiomination that need to be
addressed.

Acland (1995), in his cultural studies of youth ahved in murder, argued that
constructions of youth criminality and violence weften characterised as a form of
crisis among contemporary youth, thereby justifyiihg need for social interventions
to offset such crises. He suggests that what unmtetpis characterisation is in fact
the manner in which youth act as‘repository for social concerns’that are then
viewed through thévectors of class, race [and] sex{p. 10). In so doing, adult
anxieties about the maintenance of the social caderencapsulated in the notion of
the youth crisis, and discourses on youth violeameethen filtered through referent
discourses on family values, respect for authonitgral degeneration and the general
concerns of the new right. The notion of crisishiss both cause and effect — on the
one hand hegemonic ideas about successful youtitiaggn gives rise to this crisis,
but also then reinforces this hegem®@nhyrhe spectacle of the ‘youth crisis’ in the
form of murder is therefore both readily consumed simultaneously constructed as
repulsive. Discourses on youth violence and crititjhéhen often support processes
of control, domination and social regulation thrbwirengthening discourses around
appropriate morality, sexuality, justice, valueace’, class, gender and authority.

4.3. Feminist Studies on Male Homicide/Violence

Many earlier studies on male violence were profdyitfluenced by the emergence
of feminist theorising, especially in the context understanding male violence
against women (see for example, Boonzaier, 2006jtehad, 2005). Here in

2 This dialectic is similar to that evident in makee crisis theory, which is addressed later i ttiapter and

in Chapter Four(see Field, 2001, on the potential for re-inscigohegemonic understandings of masculinity).
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particular, these studies have focussed on the emanrwhich male violence against
women is entrenched within sexist and patriarofi@biogies and gendered discourses
pertaining to the control of women, and the coneeagjlegitimisation of violence as a
means to enact such controls. Notions of ownersbg@mmodification and the
objectification of women in relation to men are mioent within such studies,
suggesting that violence is integrally related toader social processes involving
differential power positions that men and women upgc within societies (see
Clatterbaugh, 1990, on this and the distinctiontsveen radical, liberal and socialist
feminisms). Discursive studies have thus attemptedhighlight and reveal the
underlying constructions of gender roles that systecally contribute to forms of
domination that preference men over women. Jamedddh and Brown’s (2002)
study of men’s accounts of their violence towardsmen found that men often
resorted to understandings of socialisation intuléure of masculinity and physical
aggression to justify their violence against wonpamntners. In addition, they found
that discourses of violence as legitimate, as a®Niolence as a loss of control were
prominent within men’s accounts of their aggressimwards their female partners.
Dobash and Dobash (1979) in their seminal studyiolence against wives also
explored the relationships between uneven gentliares and its significance within
the context of intimate partner violence. They ardbat violence against women
within such intimate contexts are directly linkeml gatriarchy and the institutional
mechanisms that often excluded women from legal atiér processes, thereby
elevating men to positions of almost absolute adntver the lives of women.
Similarly in South Africa, Lutya’s (2001) study fod that an acceptance of rigid and
unevenly constructed gender roles within societyivated a desire to resolve conflict
within intimate partner contexts through violen&elikow, Zulu and Cedras (2002)
also noted that men’s conceptualisation of womeplgscts predisposed women to
greater risks within intimate relationship for \@ake. In extending on studies that
examine the historical relationship between pathgrand certain forms of gendered
violence, Oldenburg (2002) examined certain forrhdemicide in relation to the
concept of dowry, and noted that this practice imdglly an institution managed by
women to enable them to establish their statushavé recourse to an emergency
economic reserve within traditional Indian sociétyith the onset of colonisation and
forms of capital accumulation, the economic andietat conditions shifted

considerably away from matriarchy towards patrigréh which women’s social

122



entitlements were systematically erased, resuitiregdevaluing of their very lives — a
precursor to the contemporary forms of femicidet tiva see in relation to dowry

murders in the context of patriarchal genderedicgia.

Eaton, Flisher and Aaro (2003) found that sexuatra@on within heterosexual
relationships was linked to discourses of the ‘mséxual drive’, and therefore
allowed for a justification of violence and sexuaercion within these contexts.
Similarly, Mokwena’s (1991) study also highlighteen’s use of a semantic register
that constructed their sexual practices as violengsive, controlling, contemptuous
and dehumanising, thereby reinforcing a sense atolme entitlement and female
submissiveness (see also, Varga & Makubalo, 1996)er discursive studies have
also examined the rhetorical strategies that megsloglein making sense of their
violence towards women. Bograd’s (1988) analysimeh and women’s accounts of
violence revealed that both men and women frequefioitussed on an external
attribution for the violence (e.g. alcohol or druge; provocation by wives), thereby
distancing men from the violent actions to somesixtand reinforcing the popular
discourse of the ‘out-of-control’ man. Eisikovipldblatt and Winstok (1999) also
found that in their study, both men and women aldited understandings of the
violence as a feature of loss of control among menboth of these studies, the
similarities in the accounts produced by men andhei reveal a joint narrative that
may in fact function as a means of ensuring thepgiaation of the particular
relationship. Furthermore, it serves to reinforaeamdant discourses of the ‘male
aggressive drive’ that in turn supports and buseesntersubjective relations that are
premised upon patriarchal gendered relations. Héh898) also explored men’s
representations of violent enactments with thertrigas and found both exculpatory
and justificatory discourses emerging. These iredud focus on attributing their
violence to certain distal factors (such as sagadilbn processes and previous
exposure to violence) or on more proximal factwach as provocation by their
partners, or alcohol intoxication). In the firstsiance, responsibility tends to be
deflected, while in the second, responsibility ésepted, but blame is deflected (see
Lau, 2008; Wood 2004, on this as well).

More recently, a range of studies on violence agawomen by men have drawn on a
post-structuralist feminist approach. In particuldrese studies have focussed on
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women'’s experiences and interrogated violence agaomen from this standpoint,
but also increasingly engaged with the issue ofcolasty. Noting the difficulties
with fixed subject positioning in more traditionahd structuralist approaches to
gendered forms of violence (see Hollway, 1995)s¢h&tudies have also attempted to
reveal more contradictory, contested, fluid andllthge subject positionalities that
reflect a more complex and nuanced approach torstasheling gendered forms of
violence and the possibilities for transformation. arguing that multiple subject
positions are available (although not infinite atedinitely constrained by the socio-
cultural milieu), possibilities for discontinuousdadisrupted notions of masculinity

and femininity within the context of gender violernalso become more plausible.

Anderson and Umberson (2001) in their study of mec’counts of domestic violence
found the presence of diverse subject positioniitgimtheir narratives. On the one
hand men reified the notion of masculine strengtthi power, but on the other hand
constructed themselves as powerless in the cowoffette criminal justice system.
While these contradictions may to some extent ssme a performance of
vulnerability to offset and pre-emptively dilute tpotial critiques against men, it
nevertheless points to the possible fluidity in oudisities (Connell, 1995).

Shefer, Strebel & Foster (2000) in their South &dri study on student talk on
heterosexual negotiation found that not only didnnaand women talk about the
pervasive coupling of violence and heterosex, & ¢he centrality of male power
and female powerlessness within heterosexual oektiips. In addition, discourses of
individual essentialism, socialisation and cultupaéscriptiveness were utilised to
create meaning and to justify violence in heteraaéxrelationships. However,
participants in this study also articulated viehattexperiences within these relational
contexts are not only negative, but can also besreipced as positive, once again
pointing to the possibilities of coexisting expekes, positionalities and subjectivities
within heterosexual relationships. Boonzaier andadeey (2004) noted in their study
of men’s accounts of their violence towards theitimate partners, that they
employed justificatory and minimising rhetoricalategies to foster meanings that
address issues of blame and severity within ancbsnding the violent encounter.
However, they also employed the classic gendeszbdrses of the emasculated male
needing to reassert control, the binary of maseuli@uthority and female
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subordination, and the normalisation of the contrblfemale sexuality by their
partners through forms of sexual coercion. Nevégse they also point to discourses
of empowerment that were apparent, as men in thdysalso articulated the
possibilities of varied positionalities that comlicted the stated notions of gender
embedded within hegemonic masculinity (e.g. supgort non-traditional values

around men and democratic child-rearing practi(s=g also, Boonzaier, 2006).

Wood and Jewkes (2001a) in their study of violeme®wng Xhosa township youth in
the Eastern Cape of South Africa noted that samedageviolence among men was
often centred on competition for female partnerg] avas an important aspect of
positive self-presentation in the context of aitaggn a perceived ‘successful’
masculine identity. In addition, violence againstmen also frequently occurred as a
means to control female partners and was undersdasoan honourable action that
could be taken in response to apparent ‘wrongintgemvwomen were even perceived
to be unfaithful. Thwarting of a ‘successful’ makice self-presentation was thus
understood as a potential point of genesis forevioé, as it was through violent
enactments that positive self-presentation wasnagttained. Discourses of male
sexual entitlement and control of women were thusminent representations of
broader ideological processes involving uneven genglations, but these also
occurred alongside hegemonic discourses of ‘suftdessasculinity. However, their
study also points to a number of subordinated dis®s on manhood that participants
had access to, although the extent to which these werformed remained unclear.
These included ideas of social responsibility, momence, respect and a
delegitimisation of excessive violence against wotaghlighting that hegemonic
masculinities constantly coexist with subordinateasculinities, and therefore reveal
the potential for disruption and transformationrmiarly, Wood (2004) in her South
African study of men in prison found that dominadeological and discursive
networks promoting the legitimisation of the dontioa and control of women were
common within the talk of participants. In additjaey perceived violence as a
means to express such an entitlement or to enfonsen it was perceived to be
under threat from their female partners. Howevespite these constructions they
also presented alternative“diuelling narratives” about men as protectors of women,
again highlighting the varied positionalities tima&y be potentially performed within

the broader context of masculine subjectivity.
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However, while post-structuralist feminist studies/e no doubt opened up a range of
fissures within which to explore the non-unitarypgat, performativity, subjectivities
and positionalities, it is critical to not over&dhese findings as inherent evidence for
disruption, resistance and transformation of thelént subject’. More important, is to
understand how these varying positionalities intipalar serve specific social
functions and continue to have ideological effeétearn (1998) and Reitz (1999)
both highlight how men construct their violenceaasoutcome of a dual identity that
is violent and simultaneously non-violent. Whilastltertainly represents different
positioning, one has to consider the interlocuteogial functions of distancing and
minimising the severity of violent actions which ynde construed as socially
undesirable and illegitimate in broader social egtd. In drawing on discourses of
duality, and to some extent essentialism and detésm that abound in relation to the
‘violent subject’, the ideological effects are taimtain and legitimise violence in
relation to women and more generally as a mechare$énconflict resolution.
Similarly, Wood'’s (2004) study revealing men’s cwastions of themselves as both
dominant and protective may reveal an attempt &nlbang self-presentation, but
fundamentally, both positionalities are coupled dominant and hegemonic
constructions of ‘successful’ manhood. Here tooilevthe differing subject positions
are available, they both continue to reinforce ldgical processes related to
hegemonic masculinity and unevenly differentiateéndgr constructions in
contemporary society. Therefore, while noting theruptive and transformatory
potential of revealing various subject positionsoasated with masculinity, realising
this potential will of necessity have to involve ancoupling of masculinity from
more oppressive subject positions related to vodents performative functions and
ideological effects. In addition, processes of c@rdisation, deconstruction and
ideological critique will become necessary if trgntial for transformation is to be
realised. What this ultimately implies is that evarthe presence of such positional
possibilities, that agentic performativity is noiffecient for transformatory outcomes,
but is dependent upon social struggles that rethealiberatory potential within such

positionalities.
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4.4. Masculinities and Male Homicide/Violence

Studies into masculinities and manhood emerged fooneally in the 1970s and had
a number of influences that differed from that einfnist studies into male violence.
In the first instance, there was a growing condbat one element within the binary
of gender relations had been almost exclusivelygsed upon (female experiences),
while the other had only fundamentally been engageth as victimisers or
perpetrators (male experiences) (Shefer, Rateleb&8lt Shabalala & Buikema, 2007).
Cleaver (2002) suggests that this was premised opernly simplified ideas about
gender and power relations, in which the focus @m mccurred predominantly as a
means of securing benefits for women. Sheteal. (2007, p. 2) similarly argue for
the importance of focussing on masculinities asr@a of study, as men have tended
to be “invisibilised by their normativity” and suggest that there is a need to
“acknowledge alternative masculinities and femities [... if we are to] challenge
the dominant mode of gender identities and relaioonnell (2002, p. 10) has also
proposed a more comprehensive examination of getiadr should of necessity
include complementary foci on masculinities alodgsfemininities. He extends on
Butler's (1999) work in which she critiques the doant construction of gender
differences as normal because of inherent sexrdiftees, and goes on to suggest that
in fact “gender is the structure of social relations thantres on the reproductive
arena, and the set of practices (governed by ttiisciire) that brings reproductive
distinctions between bodies into social processds”this manner, he posits the
importance of analysing constructions of both mhsities and femininities in a

broader analysis of gender as a social construction

The second major impetus for this turn towards migstes ironically emerged from
the reactionary counter-attack against feminismctaf the conservatism associated
with male normativity was infused into this backlaend emerged in modified forms
such as the men’s rights movements and the growetgrn to masculism
(Clatterbaugh, 1990). This prompted profeministsetqgyage with issues of male
privilege more openly and critically, and contriedtto the growing understanding of

masculinities today.

Finally, the influence of many gay writers suggddieat there was the possibility of
several versions of masculinity to coexist simwtausly, thus giving rise to the
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conceptualisation of masculinities rather than mksity (Morgan, 1992). Here,
studies contributed to the analysis of inequaliéied differences among men and thus
opened up the possibilities for pluralizing the cgot of masculinity to include a
diverse range of masculinities (Connell, 2000).

Certainly, while contemporary masculinity studiessé drawn on masculinity theory,

feminist theory and post-structuralism; and whitereasingly being viewed as a
distinct area of research and study; owes muchtfdevelopment to feminist

theorising and research. In this regard, contempaesearch and theorising in the
area of masculinity studies could be conceptualesegrofeminist in orientation, and
therefore involves aspects of hierarchy and heggmiout also aspects of pluralized
masculinities, the intersection of masculinitieshwrace’, class, gender, violence and
militarization, globalisation and other macro-sbcf@ocesses (Bourdieu, 2001,
Connell, 2000).

However, studies into masculinities and manhoodehalso been critiqued for
deradicalising feminism and inadvertently re-cemria male agenda (Braidotti,
1994). This is particularly evident in such areastl®® men’s rights movement and
more contemporary forms of masculism, and to aelegxtent in the uncritical
approaches to masculine crisis theory. Neverthelbsspite these ongoing debates,
many writers in the area of gender studies woulgeghat masculinity studies is a
critical complimentary component to forwarding femst ideas and agendas in

contemporary society.

As with studies that are more formally located witithe feminist tradition,

discursivity has come to play an increasingly antole in the analysis of and
research into the varied configurations of masaylirespecially in the intersecting
contexts of gender and violence. Butler (1999, 3). &gues that the normativity of
gender relation$s produced precisely through the regulatory priaes that generate
coherent identities through the matrix of cohergehder norms.” She goes on to
argue that thesé&regulatory practices of gender formation and divis constitute

identity [and] the internal coherence of the sulijedn this instance, it is fair to read
into regulatory practices the concept of discourstjch includes all actions,
behaviours and communications that have a relgtiveternally coherent and
systemised network of significations about gen@dations and their accompanying
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relations of power. Connell (2002) draws on thedamldian construct of disciplinary
power and argues that these regulatory practicesnat only associated with
institutional and social processes, but also oattine form of self-regulation among
social subjects themselves. However, where thasasfof disciplinarisation fail to
regulate the very bodies of men and women alongliéevages of normative gender
relations, violence frequently ensues. Violencaitisised as a means of sustaining
male dominance over females, but is also deplopeddlly between metas means
of drawing boundaries and making exclusions [... ameljay of claiming or asserting
masculinity in group struggles’(Connell, 1995, p. 83). In the failures of
disciplinarisation, violence is thus deployed asnaans to dominate and punish
through overt controls over the bodyas part of a system of domination, but [...] at
the same time a measure of its imperfectign’84). It is thus fair to assume that in
unpacking the discursive contours and intersectimt&een gender and violence that
certain imperfections in the form of contradictipmscontinuities, disruptions and
subversions will be evident, and that the possibdifor resistance to this gendered

normativity will also be accessible.

Given the paucity of discursive studies on masdigs and homicide, this section
reviews a cross-section of discursive studies éxaiore the intersections between
violence and masculinities more broadly. As withcmuwf the feminist research
referred to above, several studies have also lgigield the normativity in men’s
accounts of their violent interactions, eitherisitlg violence as a means to control,
punish or perform (see Shefatr al., 2007, for recent South African studies on this).
Morrell (2001) refers to these as defensive resg®ribat attempt to reassert the
dominance of males in contexts where such dominaraebe under threat or under
perceived threat. Harris, Lea and Foster (1995heir study with men at a South
African university found that participants drew tre dominant-submissive binary
that characterises normative gender relationsvaayaof justifying sexual aggression
as normal, and furthermore, that in the contexindmate relationships noted that
such sexual aggression was so normalised tha¢dymted the possibility of intimate
forms of rape. Sathiparsad (2007) in her studyuodlrmale Zulu youth also noted
how male participants deployed the ‘male sexualedidiscourse to motivate for why
they made sexual demands from their partners, so@etincluding the use of

violence. In addition, when sexual activity wadiated by their female partners, this

129



was delegitimised and provided further justificatifor denigrating women and
utilising sexual aggression — a double-bind thatagk feeds into constructions of
hegemonic masculinity and therefore always secarrstsategic relation of power for
men in relation to women. Similarly, Wood and Jesvk2001b) found in their study
with South African teenagers that male control eihéle sexuality was frequently
considered normative, with men often constructiexy &s an integral part of intimate
relationships that of necessity had to be pene&aéind that if not acceded to, would
be taken by force and/or physical violence. Hei® tbhe deployment of the ‘male
sexual drive’ discourse, binaried conceptions oflemdominance and female
submissiveness as well as discourses related taaséxrelationships all serve to
reinforce the uneven nature of dominant gendertdioas. Hoch (2004, p. 105) in
his study, noted that the relationship between meeXuality and violence against
women could be viewed through the lenses of sepealormance as a defence
against emasculation, impotence and the internlalevabilities associated with ‘the
feminine’. He suggests that in order to avoid theim vulnerability, men have to
construct women as sexual objects through regisiemmvasion, domination and
dehumanisation. This allows for the control of wontkerough sexual aggression and
violence, therebyconceiving of one’s partner as the sort of meredpmr object
(‘cunt’) with whom it is permissible to fuckHere the possibilities for the rape
fantasy and the eroticisation of violence also bezoisible. Violence and sexual
violence become mechanisms for performing a hegamuoasculinity that not only
preserves masculine self-presentation and reirdomemen’s objectification and
submission, but also ironically traps men in a gmeand partial mode of sexuality.
Connell (1995) in his study of men involved in thi&er subculture also found that
violence was normalised and therefore performedan® of attaining a ‘hero’ status,
and that it was always justified and legitimised ilvas provoked by another man. He
notes that the normativity of violence results in ethic of an“obligation to
reciprocate violence”(p. 99). However, it was also extended towards ammwho
within this subculture were of necessity to playcs®l-fiddle to their male
counterparts. Given the hyper-masculinity assodiatéh this subculture, women
who were perceived as outspoken and not ‘knowirgir tplace’ were routinely
responded to with violence. Violence thus had ffeceof not only sustaining a sense
of masculinity in front of others, but also simuksusly to control women as a means

of further performing this masculinity, especially public spaces. Bhana’s (2005)
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study with young school-going boys in South Afrivated the intersection between
poverty and hegemonic masculinity and the manneviatence became a central
normative mechanism for the survival of the fittestler these adverse circumstances.
She argues that the need to attain a ‘succességiérnonic masculinity is heavily
influenced by a harsh environment and that youngs lether exerted such violence
against women to ensure their deference (includargs of sexual violence), or
utilised it as a mechanism for jockeying for pasiti status and honour among their
male peers. Similar findings on the normativitynedle violence have been noted in a
range of diverse contexts across the globe. Thor(@02) in her review of various
studies found that young men are often socialisgte cconcretely into the use of
violence as a means of survival, control, disavoefalveakness, and bravery. She
points to young boys in Ethiopia and Kenya whole bnset of puberty have to
endure collective beatings as a way of ensurinig fieength and bravery. In Jamaica,
she points to the limited number of male role msdelid the fact that young men are
then strongly influenced by local ‘don men’ who trohlocal politics and life in poor
ghetto communities. Violence is then perceivedd@lbegitimate vehicle for attaining
the status, money and power that these role maligiéay — a means for attaining a

version of ‘successful’ masculine identity.

While the above studies reveal the reproductiorh@jemonic masculinities, the
normativity of violence associated with, and th@axent stability and continuity of
dominantly constructed gender relations more bggatlis is not necessarily always
the case. Even though uncritical approaches tontt®mn of masculinity in crisis

border dangerously on conservative re-inscriptmhnisegemonic masculinity through
a spiritual re-awakening of essential manlinesss(ulsm) or through a critique of
the oppression experienced by men as an outconienuhism (see for example,
Keen’s, 1992Fire in the Belly, more critical approaches have acknowledgedsascri
but have provided more sophisticated and progressinalyses thereof. These
analyses have pointed to the fact that the natuti@iscrisis is not simply related to a
shift away from essential notions of masculinityt s rather a feature of the very
contradictions inherent within the social constiattof the supposed stability of
gender and masculinity itself. This crisis is tliere one of hegemony, and more
particularly, of hegemonic gender relations andenegnic masculinity that are both

simply unattainable by the vast majority of the plape within contemporary social
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milieus. Butler (1999, pp. 184-185) suggests tlig hegemony'effects a false
stabilisation of gender in the interest of the hesexual construction and regulation
of sexuality within the reproductive domain. Tha&stouction of coherence conceals
the gender discontinuities that run rampant witheterosexual, bisexual and gay and
lesbian contexts [...]” Connell (2001, p. 40) also argues thradrmative definitions

of masculinity [...] face the problem that not mamgnnmeet the normative standards.
[...] The number of men practicing the hegemonicepatin its entirety may be quite
small”. While he recognises that men in general continueeteefit from the overall
domination of women through what he refers to asghtriarchal dividend”, he also
suggests that masculinities are constructed inipheillivays in various contexts as
men attempt to attain this ideal. This allows farigus practices and performances of
masculinity to occur in different contexts, revaglithe presence of both hegemonic
and subordinated or marginalised masculinitiesoexist, some including the use of
violence and others not (Connell, 1995). Not onbesl this offer the opportunity to
examine the fractured and shifting nature of gesdiédentities (Hollway, 1984), but
also allows us to examine the social context of pkteduction. Essentially, this
approach to the masculine crisis allows for a quigi of the stability of gender and
masculinity, its absurd imperfections, its contedt reproduction, but also the
potential nodes of discontinuity, rupture, resisiaand alternative readings of male
violence that move beyond gender to incorporataralysis of the social milieu as

well.

In examining the context of masculine productioe;fermance and practice, several
writers have noted the internal contradictions imitmost contexts that do not
facilitate an attainment of hegemonic masculiniBather, central tenets of this
hegemonic masculinity are often appropriated, tecasdified and performed, and
frequently involves the utilisation of violence gontexts that are experienced as
disempowering. This context can broadly be defiaecne in which the impact of
feminism has clearly shifted gendered power reftsticubstantially over several
decades; where the productive relations have ghifténclude significant numbers of
women in the productive process and reduced shalipgnctions in the division of
labour; where emotional relations are no longerpmgoverned by heterosex and
also include other permutations of intimacy; andemehthe symbolism surrounding

gender allow for elements such as re-masculinisaticoexist more fluidly alongside
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constructions of the new-age man and woman (Canr8D0). In addition,
globalisation has had significant impacts on levalsunemployment and poverty,
creating increased wealth disparities between tkbh and poor, between the
‘developed’ and ‘developing’ economies, where tetbgical advancements have
resulted in greater levels of deskilling and alieorg and where forms of racial
Othering increasingly occur (Connell, 2000; Men’s Free Bré&ollective, 2004;
Morgan, 1992). Under these circumstances, the riasddeal of the white corporate
executive who is fiercely competitive, has wealtatus, education, material
resources, and access to women as sexual compatimnsention but a few
attributes), is hardly attainable by the majoriyneen. Hegemonic masculinity is
therefore uneasily located between the local anbajimilieus and are recast in an
attempt to mange these tensions and contradictidiier (1991, pp. 265-266) notes
that under conditions in which men are excludednfrthe material basis for
maintaining their masculinity, that they defend aynblance thereof pre-emptively
and with finality, often callously exercisingjife-taking powers as a means of
reclaiming their masculinity;” and by identifying with the powerful and avoiding
conflict with them, only to violate and enact viot® on those who may be described
as “fellow victims”. However, alternative readings of male violengeectically as
forms of resistance in disempowering contexts, @s® apparent and evident in

several of the following studies.

Connell (2000, p. 135) examined school-going bagsistructions of masculinity and
violence and observed the relationship betweeretheational system and working
class boys’ narratives. He argues that even thtlugitschool is a relatively soft part
of the state, [...] behind it stands the hard machir# police, courts and prisons”
In his study, boys frequently spoke about ‘gettinigp trouble’ with authority at the
school, and in some instances, this translatedaisgaulting teachers. He suggests that
this performance of violence is associated withrntfasculine construction of defiance
and resistance to institutional authority thamisome way representative of the yolk
of authoritarianism that many working class peogkperience daily. Furthermore
though, he also notes how these young boys oftertemb ‘getting into trouble’, to
compete with each other for positions of status dathinance within their peer
group. Bhana (2005) found similar narratives am@&uayth African school-going

youth who articulated understandings of their wicke as a form of defiance in
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response to their experienced subordination with& authoritarian confines of the
schooling environment. Violent masculinities insthinstance were also seen as

integral to gaining a reputation among male peers.

Similar resistances have also been noted amongim#re world of work. Morgan
(1992) highlighted how miners who do not necesgaohform to constructions of the
ideal man, recast their masculinity as tough, ftaidking and dangerous, and in fact
distanced themselves from surface workers and neasagho were considered softer
and less masculine. Willis (2004) notes a similend among steelworkers in
Scotland who constructed themselves as tough, gstrdurable, risk-takers, and as
men with big thirsts. He suggests this as a formesistance in contexts of work that
were harsh and that were often denigrated by malied and elite members of the
labour force as menial. In both instances, theadisges of the ‘male aggressive drive’
are present, but recast as a resistance to clbssdsuation by more skilled and elite
members of the labour force. Connell (2002) aldtectes on Moodie’s work with
mineworkers in South Africa, and suggests that whih displacement of rural black
men into the more urbanised and industrialised guling areas had several effects
on gender relations. He argues that proletariapisdiad the effect of reinforcing the
binary of the male breadwinner and the dependenalie who relied on her wage-
earner husband. However, not only were normativedge relations inscribed, but
many men also needed to redefine their mascuhmityin the confines of a racist and
classist social context. In particular they hadleom a sense of humanity in a social
milieu in which they were dehumanised and in whidbdal white masculinity was
simply not attainable. bell hooks (1992, p. 89)uagythat within racialised contexts
the dominant conceptualisation of black masculirstyhat it is“fucked up”, but the
response among these men could also be viewed rasidiant configuration of
masculinity. Indeed, it included aspects of sexuidlity, heavy drinking, toughness,
physical dominance and aggression - all of whiclpét to redefine a sense of a

valued masculine identity in a devaluing context.

Constructions of the violent male may also be saenesistances to larger global
forces. Connell (2002) also reviews Novikova’s stofl Russian masculinity after the
collapse of the former Soviet Union. In her stuslye notes the speed at which there

was a return to archaic models of gendered relatadfter this collapse towards a
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celebration of strong, competitive men (see Moy@001, for a similar description of
re-masculinising events in post-World War 1l GeriylanThese constructions of
masculinity were epitomised in the form of a conéd militarised masculinity, but
also in the construction of a hyper-masculine m&i@e contends that as an emerging
state that was poorer and more dependent in reltdithe global forces of capitalism,
that these constructions were in part a mecharostefiend against the overwhelming
hostility of the global context, and to generatstate of preparedness for engaging
with new social co-ordinates that were market-drivévhile many of the above
studies no doubt still reinforce central tenetshefemonic masculinity, they also
point to the variability in configuring such hegemyo as well as to the problematic
social contexts that continue to facilitate its egeece, even if in the form of

resistances.

However, masculine violence is not simply a norwetjendered response or an act
of resistance. It is also fundamentally influentgdthe material, social and political
conditions that prevail in certain contexts. Do{2002) examined masculinities in the
context of the weakening Ugandan state and itdanged social context. He reveals
how traditional forms of hegemonic masculinity tkaare tied to male breadwinners,
adultist premises, sexism, and economic respoitgbijl became increasingly
unattainable in the context of a declining stat ttould no longer ensure adequate
levels of education, employment and social serdiekvery. Alongside this, greater
militarization of the state occurred in an attertptaddress a growing civil conflict
and increasing numbers of factional insurgent gsoupnder these conditions, he
argues that a greater dividend was possible inoconfg to the emerging militarised
masculinity, as it brought with it certain econoraied social privileges. In addition,
he suggests that it was in fact in the intereshefstate to encourage this construction
of masculinity, as this provided a partial mechani®r sustaining a large military
force for operations within other regional Africaantexts. Not only did this generate
increased levels of violence by combatants, but Bisnon-combatants who utilised
violence as a default position of social relatingew certain masculine aspirations
could not be attained. Barrett (2001) also expldhexiconstructions of masculinities
in the United States of America’s navy, and fouhdttthe organisational culture
allowed for a range of masculinities that were rgdi in relation to their differences

to each other. In general, masculinity was congtdicthrough discourses of
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discipline, perseverance and toughness, but thisdzaccording to job specialisation.
Naval aviators constructed themselves as risk-¢akethe face of grave danger, while
surface warfare combatants constructed masculastgn ability to endure hardship
and to calmly demonstrate competence in the faceressure. Supply officers
involved in logistics and who were often not invedivin direct combat, constructed
themselves as the masculine embodiment of techmat&nality. While Barrett
(2001) does not extend on this analysis, thesetiwani®ns not only reinforce the
normative masculine nature of violence, aggresstompetition, rationality and risk-
taking, but are also responsible for intersectinghwother discourses. Here in
particular the implicit connections to discoursdspatriotism and nationalism are
apparent in the reification of the process of lgyttown one’s life for one’s country.
In addition, these are supported by discourseseshithical accountability, a culture
of limited independence and autonomy, and a nomstoureng of authority. More
broadly in the context of the militarised geopackii agenda of the United States of
America, the functions of reinforcing the nexuswesn masculinity, violence,
weaponry, war, death and unwavering loyalty hetpgenerate and sustain a readily
available and docile population that can implenmeititarised policies of the state — a
veritable political economy of militarization andolence. Similar explorations of
shifting masculinities have been conducted in tistohcally militarised context of
South African society. Xaba (2001) examined coms$ions of masculinity in a post-
liberatory context from several anecdotes of infalrjustice and notes the integral
relationship between violence and masculinity ithitbe period of liberatory struggle
and in post-apartheid South Africa. In particulXgba (2001) argues that while
violence was considered necessary and even nolileeirtontext of militarization
during the liberatory struggle, that the shiftimarial conditions have now created a
sense of delegitimisation and criminalisation a$ thiolence that are more consistent
with regional and global reintegration. In the @dtof post-apartheid South Africa,
there has been an inversion of the meanings atatth&iolence and therefore to
masculinity. This has resulted to some degree in wigo are unable to attain the new
ideal of manhood, and therefore recast their vioigkills and expertise’ into a form
of criminalised masculinity that ironically stilraws on a resistance discourses. Cock
(2001) also engages with the history of militaii@atin South Africa as she reflects
on the relationships between masculinity, violeacd weaponry - especially firearms
(see Cock & Nathan, 1989, for a more detailed disicun of this). She notes that both
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the apartheid state and the liberation movements Wweavily invested in generating
and maintaining a militarised masculine constructiespecially during periods of
intense armed conflict. Weapons became the symioldefence, resistance and
freedom for many black and white South African male the construction of their
identities. However, as the social terrain hastetiiin post-apartheid South Africa,
the ostensible demilitarisation of South Africancisty belies the fact that as a
country it has continued to invest in military iatructure. Furthermore, it has been
involved in regional military operations, and hasiveely pursued a seat on the UN
Security Council — the organisation that vets the af war as a global intervention!
In this context there is an ongoing but covert taization, simultaneous
criminalisation of illegitimate militarism (e.g. dailing the activities of former Self-
defence Units), as well as a hegemony of corpardigssourses of masculinities. The
firearm as an extension of masculinity and as a®ymaf manhood, power and status
has remained and been recast as the tool of tte foa criminalised masculinities.
Similarly, Swart’'s (2001) study on right-wing Afaker masculinity notes the
relationship between white men, firearms, masadyliand violence. As with Xaba’
(2001) study, she examines the historical consomaif the white male as dominant,
defender, leader, and associated with symbols oftevenark the historical hardships
and struggles of survival. However, given the ofrgiaalisation of this right-wing
identity in contemporary South Africa, there arétshtowards even more excessive
displays of masculinity in which there is the cangd use of symbols and discourses
of firearms and militarism in a context that is yetbe fully demilitarised. Morrell
(2001) refers to this as a reactive response bytmanstalgically reach back to a past
and to overturn any gains that have been made siganmative masculinity, which
in this instance was bound to white privilege (Séevens, 2007, for a commentary on
the construction of white privilege based on admsiof defensiveness). In many of
the above South African studies, tensions betwkeeméw ideal notions of manhood
and the inability of many sectors of the populatiorattain such ideals are apparent.
Certainly what is clear is the impact of contexttlba construction of masculinities, as
many of the central features of these previouslitanised masculinities have been
reconfigured within the changing socio-politicaldaeconomic terrain of modern
South Africa. Furthermore, all of the afore-menédrstudies reveal the importance of
a critical analysis of social contexts as poteritialibators for the configuration and

reconfiguration of violent masculinities.
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Morrell (2001) however notes that constructionsnedsculinities may also have
imparted within them more accommodating and prajvesdiscourses of alternative
and subordinated configurations of masculinitiesreHin particular he refers to those
accommodating responses in which men attempt terf@s sense of non-violence
within a male identity that may inhibit overall kg of violence, but without

necessarily challenging male dominance at a fundtahdevel. With reference to

progressive responses, he points to articulatibas represent a clear rupture with
ideologies and discourses pertaining to sexism lagigrosexism. Several of the
following studies certainly highlight the possib#és of more accommodating
discourses that coexist with more normative coesitas of masculinities and gender
relations, again revealing the post-structuralissgibility of multiple masculinities

(Connell, 2001).

Harris, Lea and Foster (1995) found that male @@dnts in their study not only
supported the normativity of sexual aggression,disd highlighted the problematic
nature of ‘normal’ gender relations as being imbu&th power differentials. In doing
S0, some participants were able to organically dsitoct the notion of normative
male sexual aggression and harassment/predatiobeiag related these power
differentials. In addition, they were able to engagth the very language usage that
is sometimes exclusionary towards women within 8epasocial contexts, and the
manner in which this reinforces and constructs eneyender relations. Sathiparsad
(2007) noted similar counter-discourses in herstidmale youth, who on the one
hand generally supported dominant views on mastylinut also provided contested
views in their talk. In particular, participantsoge of the importance of accepting and
respecting women’s choices in relation to sexuglagements and declared a moral
injunction against forcing women to engage in séagéivity. Connell (1995) in his
study with men involved in the biker subculturecat®oted how they accepted that
violence between men and women in relational andlyacontexts was a reasonable
norm, but that excessive violence against women asapproved of because of
differences in physical strength. Participants dotieat women could not always
defend themselves and not only was no pride takemsuch violent encounters
between men and women, but they were actively femlvmpon as‘wimpish”
behaviours that actually compromised masculine titlenCooper and Foster (in

progress) also found that young boys on the Capts Bimultaneously constructed
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themselves as violent gangsters as well as redpectaen who had intimate
emotional interactions with significant females threir lives. Frosh, Phoenix and
Pattman (2002) similarly noted in their study thdiile young boys often established
a sense of masculine identity through the disavoavadl sometimes symbolically
violent repudiation of women and any representatibthe feminine (e.g. gays), that
they also enjoyed intimate emotional contact whkirt mothers. Finally, Wardrop
(2001) in his study of policemen in South Africaéste Flying Squad Unit, also
ironically found that even in this vestige of hegeme masculinity, that violence and
the traditional view of the macho policeman werenstmes openly rejected. This
was partly due to its potential for generating acreased threat level to the police
officers themselves in the course of their dutiWardrop (2001) cites several extracts
from his participants, and the most apt of theselltstrate the above point was
captured in a policeman stating that one shduédher leave that shit (acting
flamboyantly and dangerously) [... because] we'd ek if we did” and that
adopting a macho attitude wés fucking quick way to be shot(p. 257). While the
above reflect some instances in which accommodaéisgonses can be found within
discourses of masculinity and violence, it is inpot to note that a host of studies
have also pointed to even more progressive disesuthat coexist alongside
discourses of hegemonic masculinities (see for @k@ntHood, 1993, for studies on
masculinity in the context of work and family lifgnd Louw, 2001, on the

intersection of masculinity and homosexuality).

In conclusion, this chapter has reviewed some @fntlost salient qualitative research studies
into male violence and homicide. While psychoanalytesearch reveals important
intrapsychic processes to consider as anteceddntate violence, their inadvertent
discursive effects tend to track the constitutiogsdentialism, determinism and fatalism that
is characteristic of many quantitative researchlisgs However, many of the interpretivist
studies have allowed for a deepening of our undedshgs of social actors’ subjective
accounts of male violence and homicide within doc@ntexts, and have revealed the
possibilities for differential accounts of manhoedymanhood, masculinity and femininity.
In addition, these studies have also noted mercalpatory strategies within their narratives
of violence, but simultaneously pointed to contciidns, disruptions and discontinuities in
their accounts of violence and gendered relatiimslly, discursive studies have extended

on the social analysis of male violence, pointiogt$ strategic utilisation to reinforce social
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difference and to justify processes of social aadnfurthermore, male violence has also been
integrally related to supporting and reproducinggdmonic forms of masculinity and
maintaining uneven gendered relations. However,ynodrthese studies have also illustrated
the possibilities of multiple forms of masculinigyd configurations of gendered relations to
coexist simultaneously, thereby revealing the defen reactive, resistant, accommodatory
and progressive functions of performing violencepast of masculine subjectivity. The
performative multiplicity of masculinities, male olence, gendered relations and its
associated social functions certainly highlight gaential for a critical analysis of social
contexts as well as for changing and transformiregrtature of gendered relations. Tolson
(2004) however notes that there are political knait critical masculinity studies, asen’s
gender-identity is interwoven with ideologghd the material conditions of our tinf&he
challenge [...] is to understand masculinity as aiabproblem” (p. 78). Broader social
movements and critical social coalitions will tHere of necessity have to become an
inevitable part of the social, political, materiahd consciousness-raising struggles for
realising the transformatory potential revealedhimitsome of the studies cited within this
chapter. Carrigan, Connell and Lee (2004, p. 168ue that despite the passing of the
historical opportunity for fundamentally challengimormative gendered relations in the
1970s, thatthere are potentials for a more liberating polisdof masculinity], here and now
[...] at least in the form of coalitions among fersisi gay men, and progressive heterosexual

men that have real chances of making gains on Sp&sues”

Based on the rationale developed Ghapter Oneas well as the literature reviewed in
Chapters Two and Threehe following chapter distils the most salienhceptual elements

as a foundational basis for the current study.
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CHAPTER FOUR: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

[l]n the final analysis, history and society — iredethe development of identity — are realized
through human praxis. But since practice withowtatty is blind, the quest for paradigm

remains a worthwhile endeavour.
(Hussein Abdilahi Bulhan, 198%rantz Fanon and the Psychology of Oppreskion

1. INTRODUCTION:

While the previous three chapters have providedtiamale for the study and reflected on
some of the more prominent quantitative and qubaléaresearch studies and findings, this
chapter provides a more succinct set of param#tatguided the study at a conceptual level.
Many of these conceptual parameters have alreagly &kuded to in the previous chapters,
but this chapter focuses on construct definitidvag tvere employed within the study, as well
as a stipulation of the broad theoretical co-ordisdahat framed the analysis and much of its

content inChapter Six
2. DEFINITIONS, DEMARCATIONS AND POINTS OF DEPARTURE:

Before embarking on a discussion of the theoretamlbordinates of the study, several
definitional issues are discussed below to claaifig delimit the boundaries of the research
study. This includes an expanded discussion odligtaction between homicide and murder
and the analytic tensions inherent to these defimst a focus on disciplinary power and its
linkages to violence, and an explication of théedénces between discourse, regimes of truth

and ideology.
2.1. Homicide and Murder

Given that the study focuses on fatal interperse@kence as the primary vehicle
through which to conduct an analysis of discourpesyer, their social functions and
ideological effects, both the concepts of homiadd murder require some extended
consideration. While the study employs the constro€ homicide, it also
simultaneously engages with the construct of muirdére selection of participants as
a specific (and convenient) cohort that is pastiadpresentative of those involved in
homicidal encounters in South Africa. In its mbasic form, homicide is essentially

the act of killing one or more persons, through tetxar means, by another person or
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persons (Daly & Wilson, 1988; Polk, 1994; Wolfgari®58). This generic social
definition is descriptive in character and therefanakes no implicit or overt
attributions as to the nature of the event andaisses, its context, or the meanings
attached to it. This of necessity therefore inctutigal acts of violence that would be
deemed legitimate (e.g. killing in self-defencdlitkg in contexts of war), as well as
many that may be deemed illegitimate (e.g. intewily killing during an act of
robbery; killing through negligence as in the cakeulpable homicide).

However, alongside this we also find definitionsnafirder, which have their roots in
juridical forms of truth and attempts to locate #we of killing within a circumscribed
set of moral, ethical and legal codes as defined bgecific social formation within a
specific historical period. Foucault (1994, p. 4Quwes that these juridical practices
come to determine th&manner in which wrongs and responsibilities arettiesl
between men, the mode by which [...] society conteawvel defined the way men
could be judged in terms of wrongs committed, [atheé] way in which compensation
for some actions and punishment for others wereogeg on specific individuals”
Juridical forms are thus a recast form of sover@gwer, in which the state imposes
certain codifications on the nature of human intkoas that help to regulate and
control them. By its very nature the definitionratirder is therefore legalistic in its
orientation, defining the parameters of what isstdered a legitimate or illegitimate
act of killing. The juridical effects and impactealear in definitions of murder and
even to some extent on the more contemporary tiefisi of homicide. Daly and
Wilson (1988) define homicide a&hose interpersonal assaults and other acts
directed against another person (for example pdisgs) that occur outside the
context of warfare, and that prove fatgd. 14), while De Wet and Swanepoel (1960)
broadly describe it as an unlawful and intenticaalthat causes the death of a fellow
person. Similarly in South Africa, Snyman, (1989,421) defines murder dshe
unlawful and intentional causing of the death obter human being”

The most glaring distinction between generic urtdexdings of homicide versus the
legalistic definitions of murder, points to issusslegality and therefore legitimacy.
Not only does the definition of murder delineateegtable forms of killing (e.g.

global legitimisation of killing in warfare; socialkcceptance of killing in the course of
self-defence; socio-cultural legitimisation of ‘ream’ killings), but increasingly starts
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to place emphases on the individual's respongbilittentionality and culpability
within the act of killing if it is considered ill&ymate. The act is in some ways
evacuated from its social and historical contexigd @xamined as an individual's
action in the context of a normalised civil socié€tye. outside of the context of
warfare, for example). Foucault (1975, p. 206) sdfeat“murder establishes the
ambiguity of the lawful and the unlawfulSimply adopting such legalistic definitions
uncritically de-emphasises the role of social ceihgand assumes that such forms of
legitimacy and illegitimacy have a degree of créddijpthat are unchallenged, but
these may in fact be heavily contested both witmd across social formations. In
addition, while the boundary between legitimate dlegitimate forms of violence is
often defined by the law, it is also supported bprage of discourses on morality that
help us to regulate ourselves and others’ actiansocial spaces where we do not
interact directly with the law. This boundary itafore patrolled by both sovereign
and disciplinary power, but neither represents libsocontrol, regulation and
prohibition. Legalistic definitions of murder areeuently resisted and contested to
reveal inherent tensions, contradictions and ftigdi around constructions of
violence. These tensions present themselves cehcratross social contexts in
which permutations of power vary, where what isstared of as a legitimate form of
violence is defined differently as a consequencthese power relations, and where

moral injunctions against killing are relativisett@ss such contexts.

Rather than attempting to provide a conclusive nitedn of fatal interpersonal
violence that is responsive to the above challenges perhaps more useful to
recognise that there are differing definitions aswhstructions thereof that have
diverse analytical implicationdn examining participants’ varied constructions of
homicidal violence, it provides us with an opportity to explore the social
formation and its inherent tensions, limitations ancontradictions in constructing
and addressing the phenomenon of violence as eithlegitimate or illegitimate.
Within the narratives of the participants in thigdy there was often the recognition
of the legal and moral codes that regulate sociééractions away from fatal
interpersonal violence, but they nevertheless pexvi compellingly cogent and
internally coherent justifications for the act oillikg in many instances. Stated
differently, through an examination of participantsaried accounts and

understandings of fatal interpersonal violencefed#inces, paradoxes, discrepancies
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and dissimilarities within the social formation’®onstructions of violence may
become more palpable. The study therefore keenpm@es how participants’
accounts of homicide support and vary from legaliptescriptions, and attempts to
tease out the social implications of these diffeesnwithin the analysis.

2.2. Disciplinary Power and Violence

In Chapter Ong the centrality of the relationship between poward violence was
already articulated, but requires further clarifica and specification within the
parameters of the current study. While most conteary analyses of violence
certainly cite the importance of power either aliger or underpinning dynamic, this
study focuses more directly on Foucault's (197 Moeption of disciplinary power
and its relationship to violence. Despite a plegshof ways in which to understand
power (see for example, Gramsci’s, 1971 work oreheany and power; Althusser’s,
1971 work on the role of the Ideological State Ajpas and its role in maintaining
uneven power relations; and Chomsky’s, 2002 lestareboth visible and less visible
forms of power), Foucault's seminal contribution® tunderstanding the
transformation, mechanisms and techniques of p&neer a historical perspective are

perhaps most instructive for this study.

Foucault's (1977, 1994) account of power as it baslved within industrialised
societies in the period of late capitalism is ppghthe most significant analysis of the
operation of power in modern societies. In summasy,illustrates how sovereign
power in periods of feudalism was slowly supplartgdlisciplinary power, which he
suggests is integrally linked to changing matecahditions and the emergence of
new technologies in the medical, socio-medicalrsx®@s, and associated disciplines.
With the generation of expert knowledges not onlgravobjects of knowledge
produced, but specific social subjects were alswiiinted — subjects who were more
‘docile’ and able to perform and to respond to deenands of the changing social,
political and economic arrangements of modern aeapm (such as factories and
military institutions). Increasingly what this im@tl was a decentring of power away
from the sovereign figure into more diffuse, anoowy® and invisible techniques and
mechanisms within newly formed disciplines and rthestitutions. It was in these
institutions that surveillance of populations, tdamstruction of social subjects and the
consequent regulation of social interactions sflatte occur. Rather than utilising
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violence, force or the threat thereof, disciplinpower took effect through continuous
forms of observation and surveillance that complellgopulations to perform

according to the rules and codes of social formatidHowever, disciplinary power

also transcended the realm of institutional prasti@and expert knowledges that
regulated human bodies, but increasingly becameopppted and transformed into
forms of self-regulation, even in the absence ofértdy visible external forms of

surveillance (Hook, 2004b). Disciplinary power thuscreasingly became

characterised by populations regulating themseluksing an internal gaze rather
than relying solely on external forms of surveitan and leading to more diffuse
forms of power and control in the capillaries antt@mities of everyday interactions
rather than in the social centre (Butchart, 199Bgcause of its pervasive and
insidious influence, disciplinary power has theeeffof generating regimes of truth or
taken-for-granted ways of understanding and bemghe world — it regulates the

nature of social relations along certain estabtisbkeavages and through certain
discourses, which may pertain to gendered relatisasual relations, ‘race’, class,
age, families, ownership and commaodification. ithis characterisation of power that
reveals potential mechanisms that underpin prosesske socialisation and

internalisation that are so frequently utilisedosychological discourses; or that may
account for the invisible mechanisms and technigbes are deployed to result in
Gramsci’'s (1971) concept of hegemony; or that gaugsstance to Althusser’s (1971)
description of the role of the Ideological StatepApatus in the process of subject

interpellation into differential social hierarchies

But disciplinary power is not absolute and alwagts as a fulcrum for resistance as
well. Bertani and Fontana (2003, p. 280) in citif@ucault note thdwhere there is
power, there is always resistance, and the twogshiare co-extensive. As soon as
there is a power relation, there is a possibility resistance. We can never be
ensnared by power: we can always modify its §rip The struggle is everywhere ...]
at every moment, we move from rebellion to dononafrom domination to rebellion
[...]. The reason why we have seen the developofesd many power relations, so
many systems of control, and so many forms of slanee, is precisely that power
has always been impotentlt is precisely at this point that the relatioipsbhetween
power and violence becomes more critical. While @ovg a strategic relation that

acts on the actions of others, violence acts omelsodiolence is deployed, according
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to Foucault (1977), as a means to overcome anirxigbwer relation, or to establish
a new strategic relation of power. Violence therefaeveals the limitations,
impotence and failures of disciplinary power. Istances where disciplinary power is
directly related to systemised forms of dominatit@g. gender asymmetries),
violence is in one instance the logical extensibri@mination, but simultaneously
implodes on this disciplinary power to expose &H-defeating failureThrough an
examination of the discursive contours that convaigciplinary power within an act
of homicidal violence, it becomes possible to asa\how different manifestations
of disciplinary power are reproduced and resistelyt also to critique such
manifestations of disciplinary power based on thdailures (e.g. gender violence
reproduces hegemonic gender relations on the omg, bat also shows the failure of
disciplinary power related to gendering on the potrend).

However, disciplinary power is not only critical enalyses of violent homicidal
encounters, but in reflexive understandings ofrttaner in which talk on homicidal
violence is produced, articulated and how meaniags conveyed. Hook (2004b)
notes that central to this reflexivity is the ca#®nal technology of disciplinary
power that is often associated with the interpnetatsciences. Confessional
technologies and disciplinary power certainly pthyself out in the research context
as well - between psychologist, researcher andrexpethe one hand; and criminal,
participant and ordinary subject on the other hdrttus, a focus on disciplinary
power from this perspective also allows for a a@#l examination of researcher and
participant subjectivities and positionalities with the interlocutory context, the
manner in which these are performed, and what theeproductive and resistant
functions and effects are.

By emphasising disciplinary power in the study ofrficidal violence, it is possible to
highlight the pervasive nature of power both witthie homicidal encounter, but also
in the research and interlocutory context of naratFurthermore, it enables us to
examine and critique the reproduction of power, &lsb the points of contestation
and resistance to power. Consequently, it may hlgblight the possibilities for

changing configurations of power.
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2.3. Discourse, Regimes of Truth and Ideology

Given that this study encompasses a discursiveysinabf male homicide and

attempts to delineate the ideological effects erdbddwithin these discourses, due
consideration of the relationship between discquesgimes of truth and ideology are
critical to demarcate how these key elements retaiach other and the manner in

which they are deployed within the study.

At its most basic level, discourse refers to thegstematic networks of meaning or
signification that pertain to objects and subjedt&nowledge (Parker, 1990, 1989)
While discourses are conveyed through symbolic $osoch as language, they in turn
also convey the social content of various manifesia of disciplinary power.
Together, disciplinary power and the discourses twavey it, contribute to the
generation of, what Foucault (1980) refers ta*segimes of truth”. Regimes of truth
involve a construction of the world as a unitaringslar version of reality that is
incontestable, naturalised, and taken-for-grarfedicault (1994, p. 131) argues that
truth is “produced only by virtue of multiple forms of camsnt. And it induces
regular effects of power. Each society has itsmegof truth, its ‘general politics’ of
truth — that is, the types of discourse it accemtsl makes function as true; the
mechanisms and instances that enable one to dissingrue and false statements;
the means by which each is sanctioned; the tecksignd procedures accorded
value in the acquisition of truth; the status adsk who are charged with saying what
counts as true’ As a process and outcome, regimes of truth tbexajive rise to a
relative stability of understandings of reality,canformity that helps to uniformly
regulate social relations. However, while regimégath always have at their centre
uneven relations of power, they do not always atficontribute to broader processes
of systemic domination. Where they are implicatethw broader processes of

systemic domination however, regimes of truth cooneave ideological effects.

When considering ideological effects, it is impattéo note that most contemporary
writers in the area would acknowledge that the ephof ideology is most frequently

utilised in the context of asymmetrical relations ppwer that are integral to the

2 For a more detailed account of the various dédinit and conceptualisations of discoursesGlespter Five
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maintenance of systemised forms of domination (Bdwr, 1980; Thompson, 1984,
1990). However, most writers also acknowledge th&t concept has undergone
significant transformations since its emergencenguthe French Revolution, thereby
revealing a lengthy, circuitous and complex hist(ifgster, 1991b; McLellan, 1986;
Thompson, 1984, 1990).

Foster (1991b) and Thompson (1984, 1990) provideses of the main conceptions
of ideology to date. The first understanding of tbacept of ideology was referred to
as thepositive conceptionand literally implied the rational study of theigin of
ideas that were free of all religious prejudiceatdr, theconservative conceptionf
ideology was introduced by Bonapartists and denaitggd proponent of democracy
who opposed the status quo. The label was esdgmiadative, and attempted to
marginalise such proponents as being extremistglotge and revolutionaries.
Thompson (1990) also refers to theutral conceptionof ideology which he utilises
in a descriptive sense to delineate any systenelfb, which may be accessible to
any social actor. In this context, ideology mayréfere be viewed as any set of
beliefs which is held by an individual or collealy by a social group, and it may
either be utilised in a manner which dominates rstloe in a manner which seeks to

challenge such domination.

Most importantly for this study is the Marxist tradn and interpretation of ideology -
the critical and relative conceptions Marxists argued that ideology stemmed from
idealism, as opposed to the materialist understgndf history. Cornforth (1963, p.
10) states that social views based on idealistopbphies fnaintain that thoughts,
feelings and so on are in no sense products of tenmahprocess’. It is in this sense
that ideology provides an inaccurate reflectiontlod existing patterns of social
relations, as it separates social relations franniaterial base. Thompson (1990)
notes that ideology according to this conceptiomiésved as illusory and one-sided
and furthermore, that it is &ystem of representations which conceal and misiead
which, in so doing, serve to sustain relations amehation” (p. 55), or alternatively,
that it is a“system of representations which serves to sustaisting relations of
class domination by orientating individuals towattle past rather than the future, or
towards images and ideals which conceal class imiat and detract from the
collective pursuit of social changdp. 41). As an extension of the critical conceptio
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the relative conceptionof ideology refers to all ideas which are classdaa and
distinguishes between Socialist and Bourgeois @pol These ideas serve the
interests of that specific class as they expreparial and incomplete view of the
world (Kamenka, 1983; Lenin, 1988). Cornforth (29pp. 68-69) states that

[...] In class-divided society, therefore, ideolegitake on a class
character. Different views are developed on thsidaf the different
places occupied by different classes in social potion, their different
relationships to the means of production, theifedé#nt roles in the
organisation of labour, their different ways of ainiing their share of
the social wealth, their different material intet®s The different

ideologies are thus developed in the service ¢érdift class interests.

These conceptions have certainly had an enormopadion current understandings
of ideology, and to some degree still operate todagster (1991b) however points
out that there have been several developmentsregtard to understandings of the
concept. Firstly, ideology is seen as being rédigcen discursive and non-discursive
material practices; secondly, through the working ideology, humans are
transformed into subjects who can function withiaocial structures and who
perpetuate the ideology to various degrees; thittigt humans have the capacity to
act as active agents in the critique and transfbomaof ideology; fourthly, that
ideology provides meaning which serves to sustaiaqual social relations; and
finally, that Marxist understandings of ideologyated to ‘race’ and gender have not
been adequate, and that any analysis needs tamaddmned to account for this relative
autonomy (Althusser, 1971; Bulhan, 1985; Stevefi861Thompson, 1984, 1990).

This study adopts Thompson’s (1984, 1990) refortmanaof the critical conception
of ideology which conveys a pejorative understagdmh the functions of ideology
within social formations. He notes that ideologyfisidamentally related to the
manner in whicHmeaning serves to establish and sustain relatiohslomination”
(p. 56). However, he also suggests that it is moply an illusory inversion of social
relations that only serves the dominant classewaneties, but may include relations
of domination that occur at the levels of gendeacée’ and ethnicity as well.
Thompson argues that meanings that are conveyedghrsymbolic forms such as
language are constitutive of social reality as thegy actively create relations of
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domination, but they also maintain such relatiohsough ongoing processes of
symbolic reproduction. It is thus a process thdp$i¢o organise social formations

along the lines of existing power relations (se&k&a 1990, 1999, on this as weff).

In the context of this study, male homicide is fuachentally viewed as an embodied
expression of certain power relations operant withsociety. The examination of
the discursive networks emerging from men’s accasirtherefore allows us to
determine the regimes of truth that they generatewaell as the potential ideological
effects operating beneath them. Given that systeaiforms of domination and
asymmetrical power relations are major features aintemporary societies within
the epoch of globalisation, it is safe to assumatthhese discourses will in fact
reveal certain ideological effects that are opematal. However, not only do they
reveal how ideology is represented and reproducethiw discourses, but also

potentially how it is contested and implicitly dqued.
3. ESTABLISHING THE THEORETICAL CO-ORDINATES OF THE ST UDY:
3.1. Male Homicide as a Gendered Form of Violence

In establishing the theoretical co-ordinates of 8tudy, the approach adopted is one
that argues that all violence is essentially geedléen some manner or another. By
gendered, what is implied or referred to is thecpss of implicating social
constructions of gender in all acts of violencegvever they may occur and between
whomever they occur (e.g. in intrapersonal formsvaflence such as suicide;
interpersonal forms of violence such as homicidegroup or broader social forms of
violence such as war). As indicated in the litematin Chapters Two and Three
gender features as a prominent element around winddnce is constellated in male
violence in particular, whether it is enacted agawwomen or other men. While the
dominant approach to gender violence has genefallyssed on men’s violence
against women, the approach within this study tands this perspective and

includes men’s violence towards other men as a fofrgendered violence as well.

% |mportant to note here however, is that Thompd®84, 1990) also points to the fact that systemieetis
of domination are not only established and maieihithrough ideological discourses, but also have- no

discursive counterparts in the structural arrangesef society.
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Even though recognising the ideological and liteyaimportance of the dominant
approach towards gender violence and the subsegaéms made by the feminist
movement in this regard (Walker, 1982; Wilkinsor@9@), Shefer.et al. (2007)
correctly note that this also reinforces the binafrhegemonic social constructions of
gender. This has unfortunately also resulted inakkamisation of the study of
violence, thereby re-inscribing this binary of nsalkes perpetrators and females as
victims. In making the argument that male homicideindeed gendered, three
supporting points require further articulation.

The first is that gender is central to all acts/imlence as gendered subjectivities are
probably the most visible forms of subjectivitiésit we draw upon and reproduce in
social interactions. This does not imply that otkabjectivities are not present and
implicated in acts of violence, but gender is dalyamore omnipresent. As Butler
(1999) notes, dominant constructions of gendepagmised on it being equated with
sex, and are therefore naturalised. As social sthjee are of course therefore
interpellated as either male or female, therebyueatly elevating the gendered
subjectivity above and beyond those of ‘race’, €lasd ethnicity. Given the
ubiquitous nature of gendered subjectivities, éréfiore stands to reason that they will
be implicated in violent encounters, and in thdipalar context of this study, in male

homicidal encounters.

Secondly and related to the omnipresence of geddstbjectivities in social
relations, is the centrality of violence and itupling to gender constructions. The
absence of violence as an interpersonal and ssiyi@ of relating not only helps to
define and construct successful ideals of femipiriut is also a pivotal feature of
defining masculine identities (Connell, 1987, 199600, 2002). It is therefore not
surprising to witness the rates of violence by raad among men in contemporary
societies across the globe. This pairing of viokeaod gender, either in positive or
pejorative terms, suggests once again that thate niedmicidal violence is
fundamentally related to the social constructiogerider.

Finally, while hegemonic gendered relations theresebften appear relatively stable,
they have historically undergone significant transfations, often resulting in
conflictual forms of gendered relating in sociahtaxts (Connell, 2002). Given these
heightened levels of tension and conflict, the i@y of gendered subjectivities in
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all social relationships, and the integral nexuswken violence and gendered

constructions of identity; it is appropriate to @egthat not only is all violence

gendered, but that all hegemonic gendered relaBoaslso imbued with violence at

some level.

While this approach may be critiqued as being somagwimplistic, it is certainly not

an attempt to undo the gains made by feminists dnee theorised around gender

violence in the particular manner that they havathBr, it is a more inclusive

gendered approach that may be characterised asi¢mi profeminist in orientation,

and attempts to broaden the area of gender violenoelude male violence against

women and against other men.

3.2.

Masculinities and Violence
3.2.1. Earlier Approaches

Given the specific gendered approach to violenderned to above, the
relationship between men, masculinities and viaeolearly requires some
interrogation, clarification and explication as theoretical basis of the study
is established. While much of this has already skemled to in the literature
review in Chapters Two and Threeit is nevertheless critical to demarcate

these co-ordinates clearly before proceeding wighainalysis of the data.

Earlier studies on thessentialism of male violencae certainly rooted in part
in biological, psychological and sociobiologicalethies, but have been
critiqued for being overly deterministic, reductisinand fatalistic in terms of
transforming gendered patterns of violence @kapter Twg. Connell (2000)

also refers to these approaches as a form of gataiem that assumes both
men and women to be pre-formed categories, andiavastances when these
approaches engage with issues of power, they do adimited manner (see
Butler's, 1999 seminal critigue on the naturalisatiof gender categories).
Male violence is thus conceived of as an intriraenponent of the human
condition or an inherent internal drive of men thequires control, rather than
being embedded within social processes. There ésefbtre very little

examination of power more directly as a social elrigf violence as enacted

by men.
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Similarly, sex-role theoryemerged in social theory and social-psychological
theory to understand gender relations and maleeno@l as outcomes of
expectations or social norms that are inscribed mir development. While
suggesting that human beings are socialised intaleged roles through the
social expectations and norms placed upon themiffereht contexts of
everyday functioning and interaction, the issupaker in social contexts was
only peripherally engaged with (Connell 2000). D&sproviding a social
understanding of gender relations and the reldtipnd®etween men and
violence, the analysis of power was not central but was rather oblique and
implied in many of these writings. While providiagscaffold and platform for
much of the feminist theorising and activism thaisvevident in the middle of
the 20" century, analytical problems around power emergecause of its
limited sophistication with regard to social theomg. Nevertheless, it
provided pointers to researchers to engage in Isti@arising around gender
relations, violence and masculinity from matertalend post-structuralist

perspectives.

However, a backlash against feminism also artiedlanale violence as a
reflection of thecrisis in masculinity but was heavily criticised as attempting
to re-assert male dominance and the naturalisaifohegemonic forms of

gender relations. Violence was thus construed o g&nic reaction, but a
particular reaction to the priviliege of male donmoa being eroded

(Clatterbaugh, 1990).

The effects of these earlier approaches to undefstg masculinity, men and
violence lead to several important shifts. Thet fivas a movement away from
essentialism; the second was a deepening of dbeatising around the social
construction of gender relations more generallyd #me third was a more

robust and critical interrogation of the crisish@fgemonic masculinities.
3.2.2. Materialist and Post-Structuralist Approaches

In the first instance,materialist understandingsof gendered relations
extended on the Marxist and socialist traditionat tban be traced back to

socialist feminist writers such as Alexandra Kotln At the risk of over-
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simplifying this approach, it notes the relatiopshietween patriarchy as an
overarching system that entrenches male dominanddeanale subjugation.
Furthermore, it suggests that patriarchal relatians integrally linked to
changing material conditions in both pre-capitabsid capitalist societies.
Under conditions of accumulation in early industcapitalism, patriarchal
relations became more ingrained through the massation of wage labour,
thereby generating uneven gender relations ondhes lof economic access for
men as opposed to women. In addition, social conitisation, privatisation
and ownership as central elements of capitalismewgansposed onto
institutions such as the family and into areas saglghild-rearing and sexual
practices. Not only were women and children opergreater measures of
control and domination by men due to their commodifon and
objectification, but violence enacted by men wittiamilies was partially
sanctioned because of its privatisation within dioenestic context. However,
this approach also argues that male violence has deployed as a direct
means of retaining certain material interests of img men, under patriarchy.
Alienation was also viewed as a pivotal processarndome of modern forms
of production under capitalism, resulting in theubi@-bind of certain
masculine social expectations, but an inabilityatain them for most men.
Writers who adopted this materialist perspectiverdfore often infused an
implied critique of hegemonic masculinity and tlegitimacy of patriarchy
into their work. Violence in interpersonal contextsis became viewed as an
entrenched mechanism for reclaiming a sense ofitgamder adverse class
conditions, frequently enacted among men, women dcmidren who were
intimately acquainted and in similar class circuamses. Connell (2000, p. 22)
notes that in this approactigender, masculinity and femininity [are]
historically specific features of social life in dernity [that] arise from the
specific course of development of the large-scaletires of society” While
noting the importance of social structure and niateonditions in shaping
masculinities and its relationship to violencesthpproach has nevertheless
been critiqued for being economically determinisdod structuralist in
orientation, and therefore too focussed on stabterstandings of masculine
identity. Furthermore, because of this, little rowms left for conceiving of a

range of transformative possibilities beyond thevellgpment of social
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movements and class consciousness to avoid reactiexpressions of male

violence.

Partly as a response to the criticisms levelledinsgastructuralism,post-
structuralism offered ways of thinking through masculinity aniblence in
the context of non-unitary and split subjects whrupy varying subject
positionalities (Hollway, 1984). This approach emgied the importance of
examining discourses or systems of significatiorthees key determinants of
constructions of gender, masculinities and femir@si In this manner,
multiple masculinities became possible, highlightihe ability of men to draw
on various discourses of masculinity and to perftmoth violently and non-
violently within a range of contexts. Furthermoiteglso highlights how men
do not all occupy similar positions of power, th®reaccounting for why it is
that men often commit violence against other mehe Tissue of the
performativity of masculinities is central for Betl(1999) who suggests that it
conveys a sense of coherent identity to self ahdrst but is highly dependent
on being seen or visible to others. Certainly \noke as a form of masculine
performance is a decidedly visibilised mechanismcfnveying masculinity,
but simultaneously reproduces discourses that alegarmale violence. While
most post-structuralists acknowledge that disceuesad performativity are
bound by the constraints of certain social miliepsst-structuralism has
nevertheless also been critiqued for its extrermengoof relativism at some
points, as well as its emphasis on meaning-makingsignification. In
particular, the turn to language as a medium fecalirse analysis rather than
an equivalent focus on socio-structural features fitame discursive practices,

events and performances, has received a greabfedtical attention.
3.2.3. Locating the Current Study: Connell's Gender RelatiApproach

In conceptualising gender relations, masculinitegsd femininities more
broadly, Connell's (20005Gender Relations Approactvas utilised in this
study. In particular, this approach was employedxamine the constellation,
practice and performance of masculine identitisswall as their intersection
and interaction within violence among the partiaiggawithin this study. While
this approach draws on elements of materialist gus$t-structuralist

155



understandings of masculinities and violence, & [soad conceptual tool that
is sufficiently flexible to conduct such analysesogs a range of macro and

micro socio-historical contexts.

Connell (2000) argues that gender relations, aretetbre by extension
masculinities and femininities, are socially stuwetl or patterned within
social formations. This structuring firstly occuakng axes of powemwithin
societies. The most obvious of these is the htstflyi patriarchal nature of
male dominance and female subordination within mod®cial formations.
Furthermore, globalisation has also resulted in ititernationalisation of
power differentials across nation state boundarasylting in the coexistence
of local and global axes of power at an economwellepolitical level, and
military level. However, in a context such as Soéthca, axes of power also
exist internally and regionally along highly racsald lines, across ethnic
cleavages and class fractures, as well as alongoedo and military levels.
He suggests that all of these axes of power nedx toonsidered when we
attempt to understand the manner in which mastiginibecome manifest.
What is therefore apparent from the above is tingt inderstanding of the
relationship between masculinities and violence tbasonsider the historical
structuring of this nexus along axes of power, al as the impact of more
contemporary axes of power. Stated differentlyaaalysis of the intersections
between masculinities and violence within male hude requires not only a
historical assessment of the influence of broaderep relations, but also more

current investigation of the influence of the polt economy of violence.

Secondly, he suggests that this structuring oatwasighproductive relations

and more specifically, the gendered division ofolab He notes that within
capitalism for example, wealth accumulation is higmasculinised and
therefore directly related to gender relations.Slwuth Africa, this certainly
remains true for much of the populace, where memane constructed as the
breadwinners in most households, irrespective ofethvr this always
attainable or not. However, globalisation, techgalal advancements,
increased rates of unemployment, the dominance aflti-mational

‘corpocracies’, the instabilities of the free-markes well as greater
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participation of women within the labour marketwerious contexts all need to
be considered as features that have destabilissleged productive relations

and therefore structured masculinities in a paldiconanner.

Thirdly, he suggests that structuring occurs alding lines ofemotional

relations which globally remain predominantly heterosexwald therefore
define sexual roles and positioning primarily irvdar of male dominance.
Here too however, challenges to heterosexism fraynand lesbian activists
have also contested this dominance and destabilgg@monic gendered
relations. Certainly, the impact of these shifts ha be considered in the

configuration of masculinities.

Finally, he argues that gendered relations arectstred throughsymbolism
specifically in the form of representations thatink gendered differences and
relations (e.g. language; media representations)péints out that symbols
focussing on the normative nature of hegemonic gestt relations are
sometimes sharpened in certain historical periodsia certain contexts (e.g.
representations of militarism and masculinity ie ttontext of the global ‘war
on terror’; globalisation and the preponderanceirobges reflecting the
cultural hegemony of the North). However, he alsghlights how these
images constantly coexist with symbols that reflant increasing level of
accommodatory responses to the gains made by f@mirfe.g. men as
participative in child-rearing). Symbolism may tefare frequently convey a
range of contradictory discourses on masculinitat tmay have varied
relationships to ideologies, and these have to dkent cognisance of in
understanding the association between masculiratidsviolence.

However, Connell (2000) also notes that the strirmguof gendered relations
extends beyond the levels of beliefs, symbolism disdourses, but also has a
direct influence on regulating our bodies, whetties occurs in the area of
sexuality, labour, or sport for that matter. Furthere, he notes that the
structuring of gender and its consequent impaatwrbodies does not simply
play itself out in an arbitrary manner within sdime, but are found in

systematic practices, performances or configuratioh gendered relations.
What this implies is that gendered relations ameagt defined within the
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parameters of particular socio-structural and caltg@onstraints, are visible
and experienced in multiple ways that are relayissistematic, and that they

can therefore be analysed in relation to context.

At a meta-level, Connell (2000) proposes that i@ study of masculinities
(and in this instance its relationship to violen@@veral common threads are
likely to emerge. Firstly, he argues thainfigurations of masculinity are
always multiple(i.e. the concept of masculinities as opposed asaulinity),
involving bothhegemonic and subordinated masculinitis? In addition, he
also suggests that while there are even differemadsn hegemonic and
subordinated masculinities, that they neverthatessey central elements that
collectively position them as either hegemonic wbagdinated. For example,
in the context of globalisation and internationapitalism, he points to the
primacy of what he refers to &sansnational business masculinityn South
Africa, this constellation of masculinity also coides in most instances with
being white, affluent, educated and corporatisorientation. However, at
micro-community levels, violent performances alodgsdisplays of wealth
may also be considered hegemonic, despite theereifces in form. What

cuts across both of these is of course the puosuitsible status, power and

31 Several writers have however raised important tsband critiques surrounding the dichotomisatién o
hegemonic and subordinated masculinities, notirsgg these are not fixed subjectivities, but are moare
fluid, dynamic and ambiguous. For a more detailsgtugsion and summary of these arguments, see {Lonne
and Messerschmidt (2005).

32 Connell (2000) draws on the construct of hegentbay was utilised by Gramsci (1971), noting thas ithe
mechanism for understanding how world views of dwmi strata within social formations become diffase
taken-for-granted as common sense by the entirdosscof the population. Similarly for Althusser9(il),
hegemony was obtained and maintained by force andemt — through the workings of the repressive and
ideological apparatuses of specific social formaidn this way, world views of the dominant strist@ocieties
take root through co-option and rationalisatiorg &olve processes of persuading subordinatedpgrot the
rationality and inevitability of subjugation thatten results in forms of capitulation, consent aeduiescence
among those who are subjugated. However, for bdtthusser and Gramsci, counter-points of resistandbe

process and outcomes of hegemony were also possitllmevitable.
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access to resources — all of which help to definerembroadly the

configuration of hegemonic masculinities.

Secondly, he notes that men are not simply passeeptacles into which
such social constructions of masculinity are irexgribut that theactively
reproducethese constructionsn their everyday practices and performances

of masculinities.

Thirdly, he argues thatontradictions are bound to emerge in the social
construction of masculinities, given the contrasligt nature of social

formations and their histories.

Finally, he suggests that this raises not onlyptbiential for areproduction of
ideology and its associated non-discursive forms of systedhidomination,
but also the possibility for eritique of ideologyand therefore the plausibility

of social transformation.

This chapter has attempted to distii a more cohesgnopsis of the key definitions,
demarcations and theoretical points of departueg thiformed the study. The following
chapter engages with the key methodological issunebk procedures that were employed

within the study, before moving on to the analysi€hapter Six
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CHAPTER FIVE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURE

Language can never “pin down” slavery, genocider.vidor should it yearn
for the arrogance to be able to do so. Its fortefelicity, is in its reach
toward the ineffable. Be it grand or slender, bwving, blasting or refusing to
sanctify; [...] the choice word or the chosen silengeamolested language
surges toward knowledge, not its destruction. [..drélMwork is sublime [...]
because it is generative; it makes meaning thairesoour difference, our
human difference — the way in which we are likether life. We die. That
may be the meaning of life. But delanguage. That may be the measure of

our lives.
(Toni Morrison, 1993Nobel Lecturg
1. INTRODUCTION:

The previous chapters have highlighted the broéidnae, scope and significance of the
present study, and have provided summaries oftteneliterature and primary conceptual
issues and frameworks that have informed this rekedn so doing, they have made
reference to the research methodology and procenptéoyed, alluding to the limitations of

positivist empiricism and suggested the need ferarientation towards qualitative research.

This methodological choice has not been capricibusijs rather premised upon transcending
the ontological and epistemological boundariesasitpvist research into this specific object
of inquiry, namely, power as a central feature aicidal encounters. However, not only is
the epistemic trajectory of this study divergemnirthat underpinning positivist studies in
this research area, but also from that of othelfitatige studies into male homicide. Here in
particular, the study favours a critical hermeneutipproach rather than a romantic
hermeneutic orientation that is evident in intetiprst studies, thereby allowing for a focus
on the social construction of power in the persaoraalatives of homicidal encounters. This
furthermore provides the basis for adopting a dsttantionist analytical method in the form

of critical discourse analysis.

The chapter attempts to lay bare an extended edéofor such a choice, as well as its
relationship to understanding discourses as systéragnification. It engages with the role

and function of language as a symbolic form anduxvehicle that conveys discourses, as
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well as discourse analysis as a method for deamtstg language. It therefore focuses on an
overview of the research methodology employed, elathorates upon the broad research
aims and questions, participants, data collectiomcqdures, analytical frameworks and
techniques, as well as the ethical consideratiatismthe study.

2. OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH:

Over the last three decades, debates as to thesmkguantitative versus qualitative research
have been commonplace within the social sciences (Gage, 1989; Huysamen, 1994;
Mouton, 1990; Rizo, 1991) and have been premisedgminantly on the ontological and

epistemological differences pertaining to the natfrthe human subject and research data.

However, despite ongoing philosophical skirmishéhiw psychology, the sterility of these
debates has resulted in an apparent impasse arelatvely cautious truce between
proponents of these positions. Consequently, thasebeen a broad acceptance that neither
gualitative nor quantitative research methods arand of themselves more or less valid
within processes of knowledge production and discgvbut that certain methods are more

appropriate for researching certain social phene@nf€arre Blanche & Durrheim, 1999).

Instead of entering the fray of this polemic dihgctt is sufficient to state that international
scholars such as Gergen (1985), Billig (1982, 198@nzin and Lincoln (1998), Marshall
and Rossman (1995), Potter and Wetherell (1992keP§1992, 1999) and Hollway (1989)
have all articulated the value of conducting gaéie research within the social sciences,
and in psychology in particular. In South Africhjst approach has found greater support
since the 1980s, especially given the influenceriical theory as well as post-modernist,
post-structuralist and post-colonial studies. A n#igant number of writers within
psychology have reflected this inclination, witrsecific focus on the deployment of the
discourse analytic method (see for example, Dunt886; Hook, 2001; Hook & Harris,
2000; Macleod, 1995, 2002; Stevens, 1998; TerredBle, 1997, 1998; Wilbraham, 1996).
Nevertheless, a synopsis of some of the key factmtvating for the utility of qualitative
research would be useful, especially since crititstourse analysis is employed within this
research study.
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2.1.

Anti-Positivism, Phenomenology, Critical Paradigamsl Qualitative Methods
2.1.1. Anti-Positivism

As early as the 17th century, the methodologicalinaéists who supported
positivist empiricism and its rootedness in Enlegithent rationality argued
that in order to gain scientific respectabilityetfiledgling social sciences
needed to adopt the quantitative research methogidoged by the natural
sciences (Mouton, 1988). The profound consequensssciated with the
eventual hegemony of positivism within the socialesces can still be
witnessed today. In particular, it can be foundhi@ emphasis on quantifying
observable social behaviour; attempts to apply alausodels to generate
universally valid laws that apply to the behavioafscohorts or populations;
the predictive value attached to such causalitg; ¢bntrality of ‘scientific

objectivity’; and the classic experimental reseadelsign within this form of

social scientific research (Gage, 1989; Huysamef41Mouton, 1988, 1990;
Rizo, 1991).

However, the assumptive underpinnings of this pasgion from the natural
sciences onto the social sciences have been waditigued. Such critiques
have either been articulated by those falling it tradition of anti-
positivism and who embraced a more phenomenologpmaiadigm or
interpretivist methodological approach, or by thedge have argued from a

critical paradigm and more deconstructionist metthagical approach.

The most common antithetical arguments questionirey appropriateness,
credibility and legitimacy of positivist logic with the social sciences, have
historically been encapsulated within the phenorogical paradigm.
Drawing on anti-positivist critiques as well as e philosophical works of
Hegel (Westphal, 2003), Heidigger (Ricoeur, 19844 dlusserl (Mohanty,
1982), amongst others, these arguments have cemnedpposing the
elevation of the natural-scientific method to thmative or gold standard
within the social sciences (Huysamen, 1994). Ini@aar, these critiques have
suggested that claims of universality are basethlbacious and deterministic

assumptions that reduce the complexity and unicgseaksocial interaction to
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a mere set of causes which impact on passive huetaptors. Furthermore,
these critiques have argued that positivist proptsélsely assume that the
guantification of observable behaviour through dperationalising of various
complex and multidimensional behavioural and exggial human elements
can be conducted. Finally, they have suggestedthieatinderlying intentions
and motives of human behaviour are often negleatiglin positivism, and
that completely distanciated, objective or neutralsearch is simply
impossible. In support of this argument, they nibtat research that is free
from the influence of all feelings, values, ideakx) opinions and contexts can
never be conducted as these are ever-present imnigeeness of human
interaction (Huysamen, 1994; Mouton, 1988; TerranBhe & Durrheim,
1999). Not only have these critiques centred onptiobdlems of the positivist
logic, but also on the associated politics of kremge production and

discovery.

In his critique of the pre-occupation with behaveluquantification and
measurement within the injury prevention sector which research on
homicide forms a significant component), Seeda02®. 9) argues that this
has given rise tédelimited appropriation” which “is an intellectual exercise
designed to restrict ideas and discourse to whatragarded as their
appropriate and relevant arena’in reality, this has translated into homicide
studies traditionally being viewed as the domain mfblic health and
criminological research, emphasising correlateshariicide as well as the
mapping thereof (see several South African exerafdgrLabuschagne, 2000;
Ladikos, 1995; Pistorius, 2000, 2002; Snyman, 1994ydies on power and
discourse have however often been viewed as beegfe to the domains of
literary studies, linguistics and disciplines sashpolitical science. He goes on
to state that the preoccupation with quantificatibkas also had a
“‘communicentric” outcome,“as some researchers and theoreticians [...]
make their own communities the exclusive centrh@funiverse and in turn
the only source for the development of methodaddgind conceptual tools”
This is certainly true in research on homicide, reht@e solipsistic tendency to
view alternative methodological tools as inappratgiand of lesser value,

either exists implicitly or overtly within thesestiplinary boundaries.

163



Other critiques directed against positivist emgsnt relate to the politics of
knowledge production in the context of gender amdence, and have also
been well articulated elsewhere (Fonow & Cook, 1994rding 1987). These
have often focussed on the limited examinationhef itelationships between
ideology, power, discourse, gender and violencel laave argued for the
importance of studying points of disruption andcdigtinuity by emphasising

subjectivity and positionality (Wilkinson, 1996).
2.1.2. Phenomenology

As an alternative, the phenomenological paradigggests an ontology in
which social reality is in fact the outcome of sdcsubjects’ negotiation of
meanings of actions, behaviours and events withmexts. The subject is
agentic, knowing, intentional, and through peraaptf experiences, comes to
interpret the world and re-constitute it (Mohanty982; Ricoeur, 1981;

Westphal, 2003). Social reality is therefore nagieen definitive truth, but

relative and dependent on the different ways inctvlgocial subjects may
come to interpret their environments, and languaganployed by subjects as
a medium through which to intentionally convey suterpretations. While

context is an important component of the meaningrenment ontological

dialectic, it is the subject’s interiority that f®regrounded in relation to
understanding this context and interpreting it (@eBlanche & Durrheim,

1999). Rather than social reality and meaning bdiaged on a materialist
conception (Cornforth, 1963), this paradigm defisesial reality, meaning

and the subject from an idealist perspective incivtihere is the centring of
the subject within the meaning-environment ontatabdialectic.

Epistemologically, such an idealist approach alsggssts that knowledge is
attained through examining, describing and intdéhpge the everyday
meanings and perceptions of social actors or stfhjedth the researcher
entering this domain and attempting to uncovertkended meanings that the
social actors are attempting to convey. The knogdedincovered is
considered valid, and while some degree of reqmétation occurs on the part
of the researcher, social actors’ interpretatioristheir worlds are not
contested. It presupposes that in order to knowusmalgrstand meaning, social
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actors’ perceptions and knowledge need to be exainivithin the context of
social action, and that meaning can not be takewgfanted as part of an
empirical analysis (Walsh, 1972). Furthermore, whilbjectivity’ is opposed,
there is also some measure of distanciation orkbtamy of researcher
subjectivity implied, but there is a reflective ackvledgement of the value-
laden nature of research and an acceptance ofeagelidn dialectical between
humans (as researchers and/or social subjectdhamanvironmental context.
Huysamen (1994, pp. 18-19) states tfafl man is unlimitedly bound to his
environment so that the researcher and the researdorm an inseparable
unity. Human experience, which is the object otpsiogical research, can
not be separated from the person who is experigndin Mouton (1990)
argues that these forms of social theorising asg@aieh are in themselves
social practices and are influenced by norms, mpredlue systems and
indeed, other social practices. By acknowledging, thne has to consider the
limitations of positivist objectivity as well as d@hpotential role that social
theorising and research have in either maintairangchallenging existing
social relations. Those claiming that ‘scientifigjectivity’ (as defined within
positivism) is indeed possible within research e tsocial sciences, are
nullifying and concealing the potential power otisb theorising and research
as an agent of social change, and are reinforti@gtatic and detached notion
of social research (Mouton, 1990). In fact, evenukda’s (1990) alternative
suggestion of understanding ‘objectivity’ within ethqualitative research
framework as being related to constructs of valjdappears to be a somewhat
placatory gesture at ingratiating qualitative reskeavith more mainstream
positivist empiricism. Rather, the phenomenologipatadigm assumes that
social theorising is fundamentally a re-interprietaof social reality by social
scientists, after social actors have already inédeg their own reality — thus
its interpretivist label. In essence, social thgog is therefore an academic
analysis of commonsense explanations of sociatydald by social subjects.
Schutz (in Mouton, 1988, pp. 5-6) succinctly argtineg
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The thought-objects constructed by the social sisignn order
to grasp the social reality have to be founded ugi@nthought-
objects constructed by the commonsense thinkimgeof, living
their daily life within their social world. Thushe constructs of
the social sciences are, so to speak constructthefsecond
degree; that is constructs made by actors on tl@akacene,

whose behaviour the social scientist has to obsangeexplain.

Ultimately this translates into methodological agghes within a qualitative
framework that include data collection techniqueshs as ethnography,
participant observation, case study research, tugisition of a range of
textual data forms, and analytical methods thalugee grounded theory and
thematic content analysis, to mention but a fewy@ddumen, 1994; Terre
Blanche & Durrheim, 19985.

Given that this study focuses on the narrativepasficipants’ experiences of
homicidal encounters, it is concerned with theirameg-making or patterns
of signification surrounding the event. In its taesense, signification refers
to that which is conveyed or signified, or in timstance, a set of meanings
that are conveyed through symbolic forms such mguage. Thompson (1990,
p. 13) notes that symbolic forms d&rmaeaningful phenomena which are both
produced and received by individuals situated iec#iic contexts; and more
specifically, that an analysis of these forms idelsi“meaningful actions,
objects and expressions of various kinds, in retato the historically specific
and socially constructed contexts and processdsmithich, and by means of
which, these symbolic forms are produced, transchiéind received(p. 136).
Furthermore, these symbolic forms are also perfowman nature, as they
occur within fields of interaction and involve bottransmitters and
interlocutors who may have varied access to ressuré¢his performative

aspect may therefore have certain power relatiofissed within them. In

% A perusal of theses, research reports and disiseitagenerated at South African universities, all as the
NEXUS database, provides a plethora of studiegyusiese methodologies, especially in studies odeeand
violence in South Africa.
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addition, the expression of these forms generayolve the application of
certain rules, codes and structures in their deimn, and are typically
referent in nature as they pertain to phenomenesugh hermeneutics as a
study of the interpretation of meanings, symbabieifs that are utilised in the
determination of signification can therefore be lgged to reveal certain
characteristics of the socio-historical terrain ditpson, 1990). The
phenomenological paradigm has generally deployeat wie today refer to as
‘romantic hermeneutics’ within interpretive anabtgi processes. Romantic
hermeneutics can be historically traced to fornehsas biblical hermeneutics,
in which there was an attempt to interpret thendézl meanings that were
being conveyed by speakers within their conteximiplies a certain agency
within subjects and valorises and privileges thiejextt’'s intentionality as an
ontological centre and source of meaning-makingdaployment of symbolic
forms within context. Rose (1990) notes that tl@yrof such an approach is
that we believe thdiin making our subjectivity the principle of our rs®nal
lives, our ethical systems, and our political ewions, that we are, freely,
choosing our freedom(p. 11), but that in fact this notion of individua
freedom is an illusory form of liberal humanism ahdt the character of the
social context actually comes to determine and tcains this notion of
‘individuality’. Similarly, the notion of a measuref distanciation or
bracketing on the part of the researcher in desgiland interpreting the
intended meaning behind the symbolic forms of athdwes not adequately
take into account that as researchers we are aibedded in the very same
context and can only render interpretations basedus own positions with

fields of interaction and socio-historical contefiscoeur, 1981).
2.1.3. The Critical Paradigm

Extending beyond the phenomenological paradigm, ¢hgcal paradigm
within the social sciences has also relied on simdritiques of positivist
empiricism, and has been influenced by a range hebreticians’ work
including Marx and Engels (1967), the neo-MarxigkdcLellan, 1979),
Horkheimer’s (1993) writings characteristic of thenkfurt School, as well as
the work of Habermas (McCarthy, 1978) and Fouc&i®66). Given this
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spectrum of influence, the critical paradigm is en@n amalgam of central
tenets associated with critical social inquiry ontique, rather than a
homogeneous or unitary paradigm. Fundamentallgugigests that reality is
socially constructed, but also includes the cent@icepts of materiality,
historicity and a philosophy of suspicion and eniaaton. Contestations
within the critical paradigm and in particular, sdcconstructionism, have
occurred along cleavages of modernity and post-nmatgle structuralism and
post-structuralism (Callinicos, 1999; Eagleton; &9%9yotard, 1989) and along
the continuum of relativism and realism (Burr, 19@®llier, 1998; Gergen,
1998).

From a realist perspective that incorporates elésneri dialectical and
historical materialism, the critical paradigm assgnmthat what is often
construed as reality has historical and materiatsradhat are concealed or
dissimulated by ideologies that can at times givee rto a ‘false
consciousness’. The aim of a critical paradignoisetveal or deconstruct these
concealments in the interest of emancipation fromrious forms of
domination (Collier, 1998; Cornforth, 1963; McLe&ila1979). In addition,
post-structuralist and post-modernist thinking haaleo been significant
influences, in so far as they have introduced thssibility of an infinite
relativism that allows for the subject to occupy nyadifferent positions
simultaneously within socio-historical contextsisTresults in the potential for
multiple social realities that are not absolute essence, as well as the
possibilities for discontinuity and disruption obwer relations (Foucault,
1977). While the relativism-realism debate is ofp@tarised, both Burr (1998)
and Gergen (1998) suggest that this need not alwagsssarily be the case,

and a synopsis of this discussion is detailed laen this chapter.

Epistemologically, knowledge of reality is a solyiatonstructed product and
therefore can be analysed to reveal certain undegriyocial mechanisms or
historical antecedents of such knowledge within i@adities. In addition, the
researcher is hyper-reflexive (Bauman, 1991; Gidd&@90) of the impact of
his/her own particular position within the conteoft the research process.

Social actors’ meaning-making about reality occtinsough systems of
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signification or discursive practices that are eabin context, and language is
seen as a key (but not the only) symbolic vehigteugh which and in which
discourses are conveyed, reproduced and conteShetefore, through an
analysis of discursive practices, aspects of tligodastorical context can be
revealed, highlighting the dialectical relationshigtween discourses and
contexts. It is also via language as an exemplardigcursive vehicle that the
social comes to ‘speak’ through the subject to ataspects of context, rather
than subjects speaking independently through theniional deployment of
language (Terre Blanche & Durrheim, 1999). Thisadagm therefore opposes
the idealist illusion of pure thoughts that occndependently, and suggests
that all thought and language gain meaning andlsmeously create meaning
in social practice (Cornforth, 1963). In this sedaaguage is conceived of not
simply from a structuralist standpoint as a sesighifiers relating to certain
signified objects, and governed or regulated bysthectural limitations of the
language itself (Holdcroft, 1991), but from a pesBticturalist perspective.
Here, language usage a social practice in and of itself (Terre Blandhe
Durrheim, 1999). In citing Bakhtin, Mkhize (2004, 58) states thatLife by
its very nature is dialogic. To live means to papate in dialogue: to ask
guestions, to heed, to respond, to agree, and db.fin this dialogue, a
person participates wholly and throughout his [.. hale life. [...] He invests
his entire self in discourse, and this discourseeminto the dialogic fabric of

human life, into the world symposium”

Methodologically, Thompson (1990, p. 274) statest thhere is‘a constant

temptation to treat social phenomena in generatl aymbolic forms [such as
language] in particular, as if they were natural jebts, amenable to formal,
statistical and objective analysis [...]. While 1@us kinds of formal, statistical
and objective analysis are perfectly appropriatedandeed vital in social
analysis generally and in the analysis of symbdbems in particular,

nevertheless these kinds of analysis comprisesttébpartial approach to the
study of social phenomena and symbolic formBhis paradigm therefore
includes examinations of textual data ranging framchival sources to
interview transcripts, and relies on various foroisanalysis such as critical

discourse analysis and the genealogical methoddas for the purpose of
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deconstruction (Terre Blanche & Durrheim, 1999).weduer, despite many
contemporary writings displaying a complete prepetion with the ‘language
machine’ in both data collection and analysis, thig partial and egregious
misreading of historical application of this pagdi as it has also been
instrumental in critiquing structural social conolits more broadly from a
materialist and realist perspective. Not surprisintghis paradigm has been
well-utilised in studies that have focussed on dleeonstruction of meaning
systems within uneven social relations and systenisrms of domination in
the context of gender studies, critical ‘race’ ssd post-colonial studies,
investigations of ideological effects, critiques &o-liberalism, and thus
forms the ontological and epistemological basis floe current research

endeavour.

In contrast to romantic hermeneutics, this studyptas a critical hermeneutic
approach to interpreting meanings that favours aderstanding of all
meaning and knowledge as not only being interpretgkin context, but as
deriving from and in relation to that very contexiRose (1990) argues that
even thouglthoughts, feelings and actions may appear as g Yabric and
constitution of the intimate self, they are sogialganised and managedp.
1). This approach suggests that all meaning isstber socially determined
and constructed, and through a careful deconstructf meanings and
knowledges, certain trajectories back to the socmhtext are traceable,
allowing us to make critical commentary on the edais of the social context
itself. While not rejecting the idea of human ageantirely (Burr, 1998), this
approach certainly does not subscribe to the @afisfitagentic humanism
embodied in romantic hermeneutics. Rather, it psepothat social actors’
understandings of the world are generated, conveyedroduced and
contested through systems of meaning or discoulsgsare already operant
within these social contexts. It is with this thia¢ study is most concerned, in
an attempt to identify the manifestations of powethin narratives of
homicidal encounters; ultimately tracing them backtheir socio-historical

roots.
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Furthermore, reflexivity and positionality becomentral for researchers
utilising critical hermeneutics, as it presuppotded all knowledge derived in
the process of research is also partly a sociastoaection of the researcher.
Reflexivity in this context refers to the idea thawven researchers’
interpretations are influenced and biased by thelues, beliefs and socio-
historical experiences, and need to be reflectednups they will be

represented in their work. It is a process by whitie researcher’s
interpretations bend back on themselves in a @rci@dedback loop and may
partly account for or even alter the nature ofitfterpretations. However, such
reflexivity is also premised on the acknowledgemehtthe researcher’s
positionality. Maher and Tetreault (1994, p.164uar that it is how we come
to define ourselves and othéirsot in terms of fixed identities, but by [...]
location within shifting networks of relationships3tated differently, it refers
to an interactional context of negotiated meanirgglpction, transmission and
interpretation. Within this interactional conteatir (and others’) locations and
presentations are imbued with social value, stapasyer, and differential

access to resources, and therefore influence theenaf meaning that is co-

constructed (Boonzaier, 2001).

This study utilises Thompson’'s (199@epth Hermeneuticas a meta-
analytical framework for critical hermeneutics. Heggests that various
analytical tools for the study of the interpretatiof meaning can coexist and
relate to each other meaningfully within this framoek. While this is
elaborated upon later in the chapter, the essehcBepth Hermeneutics
encompasses three levels of integrated analysieseThrefer to (1) an
articulation of the socio-historical context in whidiscourses are produced,
(2) a more formal discursive analysis looking antlatic content, rhetorical
strategies and repertoires, and (3) a cyclical ggscof interpretation/re-
interpretation of the functions of these discouraghin the socio-historical
context of production and transmission. Thomps@&®9Q1 p. 21) suggests that
the value of this idea lies in the fact that iniframework‘in which different
types of analysis can play legitimate and mutusiipportive roles. It enables
us to see that the process of interpretation isnemtessarily opposed to types

of analysis which are concerned with the structdeatures of symbolic forms
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or with the social-historical conditions of acti@nd interaction, but that, on
the contrary, these types of analysis can be lirntkggther and construed as
necessary steps along the path of interpretatiohhus, the current study
relies not only on critical discourse analysis (Elaugh, 1995, 2003; Parker,
1992, 1999), but also on aspects of narrative aimlylieblich, Tuval-
Mashiach & Zilber, 1998) within thiBepth Hermeneutiramework, and both
of these are further elucidated later in this chapt

2.2. Social Constructionism, Relativism and Realism

Given that the study is positioned within a critiparadigm, it is also framed by
certain central tenets of social constructionisimer&fore, some extended discussion
on the contemporary debates around social constnigtn would be useful to locate
the analytical tools utilised for the interpretatiof data within the study. The central
problematic within these debates over the last diecavolves around the extent to
which the world is constructed by, through and amguage, rather than by the
material and structural conditions of society (€dBtanche & Durrheim, 1999). In so
doing, the debates have become concentrated diivisata versus realism (Parker,
1998), and often in the form of contestations peirtg to post-modernism versus
modernism, or materialism versus idealism (Baum881; Eagleton, 1996; Giddens,
1990).

Social constructionism within psychology can beckssd in the key writings of
Gergen (1985), Billig (1996) and Burr (1995), tameabut a few. For Gergen (1985),
social constructionism is premised on the ideatstt we experience the world to be
is not necessarily a direct map of reality. In &ddi he argues that understandings of
the world are social artefacts that apgdducts of historically situated interchanges
among people’(p. 267), that they are continuously evolving, dmat the notion of a
definitive truth can therefore not be adhered te. furthermore posits that varied
understandings of the world are negotiated in $dit@aand therefore constitute social
actions in and of themselves. Similarly for Bur95, 1998), social constructionism
assumes that we create reality and that thesdiesaleflect our values, perception
and experiences of the world, rather than an ateuaessentialist depiction tie

world. She suggests that knowledge of the world aalcurs in relation to others in
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social interaction, and that language is a cruei@hicle for establishing this

negotiated knowledge.

Given the above perspectives, it is therefore ongirssing that social constructionism
has been hotly contested by both realists andvisliat alike, and even less surprising
that it has increasingly become viewed through tbkativist lenses of post-
modernism. After all, social constructionism impglieelativism as a fundamental
conceptual pillar. Certainly post-modernism assuthasthe world is more decentred
and not as systematised and coherent as previoasbkeived of. In addition, social
subjects are considered more fragmented and theitities are viewed as more plural
and ephemeral. Discursive repertoires are alsoapoesented as grand narratives but
rather as discontinuous and simultaneously cordtagi. Furthermore, the concept of
positionality becomes more critical within this rfia, as it defines one’s location
within the social world, and determines potentiddjsctivities and discourses that can
be accessed. These discourses become centradmmpéitig to understand how others
interpret the social world and are frequently fecemded as a point of analysis in the
‘absence’ of a social centre. Through these assuenpinderpinnings, post-
modernism offers different ways of thinking abooiyer and resistance. It allows us
to think of a micro-politics that involves resistas in the capillaries or margins of
society, and to be suspicious of binaries and abesdfuths. It postulates that the
confluence of material conditions, historicity asgitant discourses are integral to
contributing to certain conditions of possibilityat shape social worlds in ways that
are in fact discontinuous. It is therefore oftercussed on issues of subjectivity,
suggesting that subjects can occupy multiple powstithat may not only be
reproductive of such extant discourses, buy that atgo be disruptive and subversive
within the crevasses of discontinuity. this sense, the relativism of post-modernism
is a logical extension of social constructionismgl @ perusal of contemporary social
scientific writings within academe reveals thatsitbulging at the seams with post-
modernist epistemology (Eagleton, 1996).

Contrasted with the above position, is the realisiv that contests this extreme
relativism within social constructionism. In pattiar, Eagleton’s (1996) scathing, yet
lyrical materialist critique of post-modernism rs8sseveral points of divergence. His
thesis centres on sketching a socio-historicabplen which post-modernism finds its
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foothold — an epoch in which there has been anodemal retreat of radical critique,
and in which there are greater preoccupations asffects of the social that are more
ambiguous. He suggests that radical critiques fragriently retreated into and onto
themselves, rather than have to focus on the nafuegploitative social realities that
appear to be unbreachable by forms of resistaneetherefore posits that we have
come to devour post-modernism in the historicakexinas a replacement strategy for
the radical critique that pre-dated it. Secondly,suggests that the ambiguity within
post-modernism tends to act as a double-edged swdindt it has capacities for
emancipation and resistance, but simultaneouslprhes co-opted into oppressive
systems because its contradictory nature allowsdiativism to be employed in all
manner of conservative and oppressive ways. Thitdé/thesis opposes the view that
history is simply an ‘accidental’ set of convergesc but rather that it displays
remarkable continuity in patterns that reveal aadpstructural and material centre —
one of exploitation and uneven sets of power mhatithat generate systems of
domination. Fourthly, he argues that the naturefuman subject as ephemeral and
fragmented within post-modernism implies that wendbexperience reality in certain
consistent and collective ways, but he contesss liliimaking specific references to
collective experiences of social class. SimilaByrr (1998), in her review of realist
perspectives also suggests that within this pasitive real world exists and pre-dates
our experience of it, and that there is a ‘readittts not necessarily discursive, but
located independently in the material and struttomnditions of society. While
language may be a vehicle to assess the natuietys it is not the only discursive
form, nor does it imply that extra-discursive aisaly can not be done. Therefore there
is no privileging of language itself. Collier (1998xtends on this argument in his
reflections on Bhaskar’'s work on critical realissimd argues that if we are to examine
the repeated failures of history in promoting egaihd egalitarian human well-being,
then these failures do in fact point to a systensairof patterns in the social world
that are ‘real’ and evidenced in the recrudescahire of exploitation. Willig (1998),
in her reflections on critical realism also suggeiat it focuses on deep structures
within society, but is non-reductionist about sustinuctures and is also always
provisional about truth, and thereby avoids thegayl dogmatic and deterministic
approaches to materialism and historicity.
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While the above polarisations within these posgibighlight certain key differentials
and extreme points of divergence, they also illaterthe possibility of re-calibrating
our thinking to employ aspects of both positionghwmi the framework of social
constructionism. Giddens (1990) and Bauman (1984 lalready articulated such a
need for recalibration and respectively argued tipatstmodernism is modernity
coming to terns with its own impossibilitghd that it represents‘eadicalisation of
modernity”. Eagleton (1996, p. 24), despite his critical apph to post-modernism,
has also articulated that it is'@aradigm shift which has accordingly been brougnt
birth, a veritable revolution in our conception thie relations between power, desire
identity, political practice — [and] represents ammeasurable deepening of the
fleshless, anaemic, tight-lipped politics of anliesrera”. He goes on to suggest that
it is “radical in so far as it challenges a system whiiil heeds absolute values,
metaphysical foundations and self-identical objeagainst these it mobilises
multiplicity, non-identity, transgression, anti-fedationalism, cultural relativism.
The result, at its best, is a resourceful subversad the dominant value-system, at
least at the level of theory(p. 132). Burr (1998), in her review suggests #igtoints
these debates are framed as dichotomies and thetdnthe differences may not be
insurmountable. Davies (1998, p. 135) also arguest the realism/relativism
dichotomy is in itself a discursive act afek long as [... it] is understood as the
only, or even the primary, binary then its capadibygenerate obscurity is vast’
Similarly, Gergen (1998, p. 153.) also notes tlighése positionsare viewed as
cultural resources — then we may ask whetherrieisessary to set them against each
other. For what reasons would we want to submitrthie the traditional rituals of

argumentation in which one must subdue the other?”

Such a re-calibration may entail an acknowledgenwénthe importance of both
materiality and historicity as setting the contelkdr meaning-making that is
constructed, reflected, reproduced and contesteat; subjects are ambiguous and
contradictory; that understanding and meaning-ntakis relative and at best
provisional truths can be ascertained; that sdarahations may be comprised of both
centres and margins; that while certain pattermssaructures may exist within social
formations, that these are not necessarily defmitessentialist and absolute in nature;
that discourses are social practices that helpnsteuct and convey understandings of

reality; but that language is only one such diseerpractice that may illuminate
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aspects of social formations; and that extra-d&ear elements and analyses can
coexist outside of such discursive elements andysem Despite this perspective
frequently being described as a heretical or ‘wdmkind of social constructionism by
those who stridently prostheletize the virtues adrenpurist approaches to social
constructionism (see Armstrong, 1990; Butchart,8 990k, 2001, for examples), it
is the particular view that this research endeawsuscribes to. In so doing, it
articulates with both Bepth Hermeneutiapproach to the interpretation of meanings,
as well as with a critical discourse analysis oftipgants’ narratives of homicidal

encounters.
2.3. Discourse, Text and Language

As the study focuses on the pivotal concept ofalisge and its analysis, some
elucidation thereof is necessary, especially becafithe heterogeneous manner in
which the concept has come to be used in psychdiodsy. Terre Blanche and
Durrheim (1999) note that discourse has becomeasangly fluid in its definition
and utility, indicating the evolving nature of tbencept. Willig (2001) highlights the
fact that the relationship between discourse angthmdogy can be traced back
formally to seminal publications such as those ofté? and Wetherell’'s (1992),
which represented a tipping point and signalledira to language in psychology
(Parker, 1990). However, this had of course beeatquted by work on social
constructionism, as well as work in the 1950s @ngérformative nature of language
(Willig, 2001). This section attempts to modestlyrsnarise some of the key views
pertaining to discourse today, and thereby delesetie particular understandings of

discourse utilised within this study.

Two of the key strands out of which discourse arisee (1) the areas of linguistics,
communication studies and ethnomethodology, whattug on language as social
performance; and (2) the Foucauldian tradition tnaderstands discourse as both
productive and constitutive of objects and subjektswever, in both instances,

discourse is viewed as socially embedded and refttre a reflection, reproduction

and constituent component of social reality. Furtitre, in many respects these
distinct strands are often incorporated into alsiramalysis, and indeed, Potter and
Wetherell (1995) as well as Thompson (1990) arduet these should ideally be

synthesised into a more comprehensive analyticalgss.
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In the first strand of thought, Potter and WetHexe{1992, p. 7) definition of
discourse a%all forms of spoken interaction, formal and infoalnand written texts
of all kinds” suggests its clear connection to linguistics, comication studies and
therefore the centrality of language. Within theleyelopments, language was no
longer conceptualised simply as sets of binarigdssin which the possibilities for
meaning are marked (Macdonell, 1987), but was rathe-conceptualised as
productive; that is, language was seen to constwecsions of social reality and to
achieve social objectiveqWillig, 2001, p. 88). This linguistic constructief social
reality implied that'a better understanding of social life and sociateraction from
[the] study of social texts{Potter & Wetherell, 1992, p. 7) could thus baiagd.
Elements such as rationalisation, categorisatitinpation, naming, blaming, face-
work, hedging and distancing (Antaki, 1981, 1988e& & Robinson, 1990; van
Dijk, 1997) all became prominent features of howamegs of social reality were
negotiated through particular rhetorical deviced epertoires within language, in
the service of the speaker's social objectives iwitbontext. This action or
performative orientation towards talk has also bexended upon by others such as
Billig (1982, 1988, 1996), Williams (1993), and vaijk (1987, 1993) in the
examination of the discursive transmission of idggl within written and verbal
language. Language is an integral form of soci&graction and impacts on our
social cognitions as well as the acquisition andfiomation of our opinions,
attitudes and ideologies. The relationship betwaaguage, ideologies and counter-
ideologies is pivotal, as languatgays a crucial role in the enactment, expression,
legitimation, and acquisition’df ideologies and counter ideologies (van Dijk, 399
p. 2), and thereby contributes to the interpeltatd subjects into society. In other
words, individuals become subjects of a particatauiety in which various dominant
ideologies operate, and are not only products ege¢hdeologies, but also reproduce
and contest them to a greater or lesser degreeighréanguage. Jaworski and
Coupland (1999, p. 47) argue thaonstruing language as discourse involves
orientating to language as a form of social actias, a functioning form of social
action embedded in the totality of social process€xonsequently, this particular
approach to discourse within psychology has oftecu$ssed upon conversation,
narratives, speeches, and media representatiohs wicio-historical contexts, and

the meanings that are generated and constructed tigoworld that we occupy.
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While the Foucauldian tradition acknowledges theanance of language, it views
it as one exemplar through which discourses are/ey@d. Discourses are those
systemised ways of understanding, making sensegaestthin, acting on and being
acted upon by social reality, through a range @{t&’ or social practices that extend
beyond language to include everyday social intemastand institutional practices
(Hook, 2001; Parker, 1992; Willig, 2001). Thus féoung (1981), it is hard to
imagine a world outside of discourse. Derrida (196 158) also argues that
“[tlhere is nothing outside the text"and this view is central within this approach to
discourse. But access to discourses is implicidgeshdent upon differential power
relations, thereby creating an enabling and coimstia effect for social subjects
(Hook, 2001). Within this relationship to powerschurses offer us certain subject
positions from within which we may come to act peak. They are thus imbued
with power (Sheridan, 1980), are never neutral @baell, 1987), and their
meanings, functions and effects are altered depgnain the positions from which
they are used (Pécheux, in Macdonell, 1987). Dund®®3, p. 56) notes that
“dominant groups [...], by virtue of their control ewr existing ideological or
discursive apparatuses, have the power to ensatettie meanings which they give
to social phenomena [...] are the ones that gain damte and widespread
acceptance’ In this sense, it is both productive of certalnjects of social inquiry,
but simultaneously creates subjects who occupyaicenpositions within social
formations at given points of interaction. WilligQ01, p. 107) notes that because
discourses‘make available ways-of-seeing and ways-of-beidgytare strongly
implicated in the exercise of powerdnd they frequently result in the naturalisation
of hegemonic discourses aommon sense’However, as Foucault (1977) notes,
wherever there is power, there is resistance aniigyf2001) also points to the
possibility of discontinuous, counter-discoursesetnerge in all contexts as well.
Discourses are always generated in historical aratemal contexts, and all
discursive repertoires are therefore always a miodé a pre-existing and pre-
established historical discursive domain (Younggctin Hook, 2001). Finally, not
only are discourses reflected in language, butodises are also instrumental in
generating effects in the material realm of sodii@. This implies a dialectic
between materiality and discourses that mutuallyfoece each other, most notably
in institutional and everyday practices that legédte uneven relations of power
(Hook, 2001).
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Following in this tradition are several writers whave also drawn on a Foucauldian
understanding of discourse, and a brief outlinBarker’s (1990, 1999), Macdonell's
(1987) and Fairclough’s (1992, 1995) accounts s€alirse are provided below.

Parker (1990, p. 192), in his initial focus on laage suggests that discourses are
systems of meanings and th#ie statements within a discourse can be grouped,
and given a certain coherence, in so far as thderréo the same topic” This
emphasis on content deviates from the morphologiggiroach by Potter and
Wetherell (1992), but he also acknowledges thatodisses are realised in texts,
whether in the form of language or any other sesyohbols that convey meaning.
Thus, discourses refer not only to language bun&aning-making practices that
may be “visual, spatial, that may comprise face-to-facetemaction or the
organisation of national boundariegParker, 1999, p. 3). However, Parker (1992, p.
34) does suggest that their may also be an ex¢@asdiive and extra-textual space
when he notes thabbjects can both be inside and outside of texi&irthermore, he
asserts that discourses reflect on their own waysm#aking, and thus within
discourses, we can find the possibilities of ruptamd discontinuity. Parker (1990, p.
194) notes thatat these points, the discourse itself is foldimpand and reflecting
on its own way of speaking. The devices employdaritg about this reflection
range from the uneasy phrase ‘for want of a betterd’ through disingenuous
denials of a position being advocated (‘don’t get wrong’) to full-blown analyses
of the implications of a worldviewDiscourses are also referent in so far as they
draw on each other to convey meanings in instamd¢e=n there are discrediting
guestions and contestations about their legitin{aay. ‘race’ talk is couched in the
discourse of ethnicity). In addition, when they aneffectual these references
strengthen the coherence of the meaning systemig@amaphobia is combined with
nationalist discourses to facilitate support for)wv®iscourses also make reference
to social objects within our worlds (e.g. war; matiood; homicidal encounters), but
also contain subjects who are transmitting andivewethese discourses. Based on
the power and access or lack of access that ssaigécts have to resources and
discourses within a given context, we are positiomiferently within social,
relational and interactional exchanges. Discouraes fundamentally historical
phenomena, as they are not only reflective of aifipespace, place and time in

history, but also draw on discursive antecedentd #re pre-established (e.qg.
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discourses in the narratives of homicide today disav on discourses of homicide
over the last 50 years). Similar to Foucault's wdplarker (1990) also argues that
discourses support institutions, that their effeants experienced in material social
practices within institutions and sustain thesecficas and institutions (e.g.
discourses on marriage and parenthood often supip®rinstitution of the family).
Finally, discourses tend to reproduce power ratatiwvithin social formations and
therefore have ideological effects. This of coudees not imply a unidirectional
process, but suggests that discourses can eitbirspower relations or give rise to
resistances to them. In following Thompson’s (199058) work on ideology, it is
the“ways in which the meaning mobilised by symbolrri® serves to establish and
sustain relations of domination”In this sense, discourses are subservient to
ideologies and may have ideological effects but ralp serve as a critique of
ideology. They are therefore relatively open, iedainate and not only a means of
reproducing existing power relations, but also rstrument of resistance (Duncan,
1993; Thompson, 1984).

For Macdonell (1987), discourse is always an actidhin social context, a dialogue
through which meaning is reflected, contested, tiatggul and constructed. She states
that the“statement made, the words used and the meaningbheofvords used,
depends on where and against what the statemenade” (p. 1). Duncan (1993)
supports this idea of the dialogical nature of disse, when he argues that words in
and of themselves do not generate meaning outdideerdences, and that these
invariably occur within a dialogical interactioniddourses for Macdonell (1987) are
also notably found within institutions (althoughtrmmly here), and these institutions
reflect hierarchies of discourses - some hegemand others subordinated. In so
doing, discourses refer to specific objects atakpense of others, and delimit the
language and social practices that are possiblesdoral subjects to engage with
depending on their positions within power relatiorf@nally, she notes that
discourses are not only inscribed in language, dsb in technical processes,
behaviours and institutions, thereby expanding dbeception of the text to that
which acts as a conduit for systemised forms ofmmgamaking about objects and

social subjects in our social lives.
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Fairclough (1992, 1995) provides a useful anall/tcanplex of three key and inter-
related elements in defining discourse. While leegaises that discourses represent,
construct and constitute our social worlds, andtposus in varied ways as social
subjects, he also notes that they evolve througiotical periods and combine under
particular social conditions to produce new and encomplex discourses that are
reflective of these socio-historical conditions. $iggests that discourse can always
be found in an integrated, triangulated model dallee discursive event, and
includes social practice, discoursal practice &xtl fThe discoursal practice refers to
those discourses that are drawn upon and combimtdhvinteractions, while the
text dimension refers to vehicles for discursivenayance such as language. The
social practice dimension refers to the social iocaof these texts and discourses.
Thus, he views discourses and social practice parate, but integral. These three
levels within the triangulated model are therefoomtinuously interacting in the

production of meaning-making and social practices.

From the above approaches to discourse, it is sviteat texts may be found in
various forms outside of the realm of language, iapllide social phenomena such as
utterances, actions, and pictorial representat{eagclough, 1992; Hodge & Kress,
1988). Parker (1999, p. 4) refers to texts “amy tissue of meaning which is
symbolically significant for a readey”but does however emphasise written and
spoken languadgé as these are mo&sasily [...] caught and pasted into a research
study”. However, while not privileging language, it isrteénly the most common
form of text or medium through which discoursesamalysed. This is in part a result

of the relative accessibility of language as andiedid analytical object of focus, but

3 Duncan (1993) summarises differences betweenenriind spoken language and their relationship to

discourses (Brown & Yule, 1983; Thompson, 1984},dmncludes that these distinctions are perhagbdoply

drawn in the literature. These include argumeras $hoken language is less retractable, temperkdensored

than its written counterpart, that written languagianore decontextualised, and that spoken langhagea

more direct interlocutor or audience. However, loaitends that spoken language can also become easily

decontextualised through technology and transoriptirocesses in research or reporting, and théaraguage

usage always has an audience, irrespective opditken or written formats. Therefore, he suggesis while

some differences pertaining to the spontaneityanfliage usage and discursive production may esistelen

these two forms, that we should view them as cometgary.
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also because of the pervasive nature of languagesgsnbolic form through which
meanings about the social world are produced amyey@d. Thompson’s (1990)
work on symbolic forms such as language, pictorggdresentations, texts and art
suggests that they are not simply collectively hsjanbols that homogeneously
reflect the socio-historical context, but also vdrgm interaction to interaction.
Language as a symbolic form has five main featurasjely that they are intentional,
conventional, structural, referential and contek{d@dompson, 1990). It is therefore
produced and constructed by a subject who inteadhvey meaning through the
forms produced; it is conventional in so far asrd@pient of the discourse is utilising
a certain number of rules, codes or conventionsdie sense thereof; it displays an
articulated structure that can be conveyed and rstatsl; it represents or refers to
some social object; and finally, it is embeddedagio-historical contexts. Because of
this, language is open to linguistic analyses sfpérformative functions through
elements of social semiotics. In addition, it iscabpen to analyses of the discourses
that permeate it, thereby offering insights inte gocio-historical character of the
landscape in which it is embedded. In thinking dbdiscourse in the context of
language as text, Candlin (1997, p. ix) offers w®mprehensive integration of these
elements and a rationale for the focus on langiragescursive analysis when stating
that “discourse’ [...] refers to language in use, as aogess which is socially
situated. However [...] we may go on to discuss thresttuctive and dynamic role of
[...] discourse in structuring areas of knowledge ah@ social and institutional
practices which are associated with them. In thesse, discourse is a means of
talking and writing about and acting upon worldsm@ans which both constructs and
is constructed by a set of social practices witthiese worlds, and in so doing both
reproduces and constructs afresh particular sodiskursive practices, constrained

or encouraged by more macro movements in the sfarialation”.
2.4. On Types of Discourse Analysis

Given the above distinctions in the definitions aomceptualisations of discourse, it
is therefore understandable that varied approathdéise analysis of discourse also
exist. Within psychology, Willig (2001) notes thato main trajectories are present,
namely, discursive psychology and Foucauldian dissmanalysis. These approaches
have become more distinct in recent years withptethora of studies embarking on
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such discursive analyses, but additional distimstibave also become more apparent
within the area of Foucauldian discourse analysiparticular. Work by Bowman
(2005), Butchart (1998) and Hook (2001) have aBtidguished a more purist
approach to understanding discourses from a Fodieauperspective, in the form of
archaeological and genealogical analyses, and draued that it should be separated
from what has come to be referred to as criticetalirse analysis (CDA) espoused by
proponents such as Parker (1990, 1999) and Fagicl(i992, 1995).

However, several writers have argued that in comdgcanalyses, there are often
points of overlap and integration between theseerd®& approaches. Potter and
Wetherell (1995), Wetherell and Edley, (1998) andthérell (1998) all suggest that
focussing on rhetorical devices, interpretative eregires and broader social
discourses simultaneously, is not only possiblé,dasirable. Thompson (1990) also
suggests that in analysing symbolic forms suchaaguage, that multiple forms of
analysis that focus on form and content should dahined and synthesised into a
more comprehensive analytical process. Fairclouf®g) supports this approach
when he argues that the form-content distinctioanalysis is often arbitrary, as these
two areas are inter-dependent on each other. Hessthat the‘challenge is to
convince the increasing number of discourse analyghose disciplinary base is
outside linguistics or language studies that tekamalysis should mean analysis of
thetexture of the texts, their form and organisation, and just commentaries on the
‘content’ of texts which ignore texturgp. 4). Kress (1985) also argues that rather
than being concerned only with its form and strustuliscourse analysis also deals
with the content, function and social significanok language. In South Africa,
Macleod (2002, p. 17) has provided an account imnchvishe has drawn together
various aspects within the diverse approaches #trodrses analysis, thereby
cautioning against a methodological hubris and emising “that there is no
definitive method of discourses analysis, and tloeeeany methodological discussion
or practice contributes to the constant constructiand re-production of the

intellectual research activity called ‘discourseadysis™. Notwithstanding the above
views on integration and synthesis, the followingct®on summarises the key
differentials that distinguish discursive psycholdgom critical discourses analysis

and genealogical analyses, thereby building argtemien that will justify and
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elucidate why particular analytical tools are s#lil, as noted in thBata Analysis

section of this chapter.
2.4.1. Discursive Psychology

For Willig (2001, p. 93) discursive psychology fees on how participants
use discursive resources and the social effects gdheh usage has. She
suggests that discourse analysis in this sensasisdboria particular way of
reading — reading for action orientation (what is the telding?) rather than
simply reading for meaning (what is the text sayiig The socially
performative functions of utilising discursive resces are thus sought, and
there is not simply a focus on the surface or egfeal content of the text.
Discursive resources include both interpretativepertires (Potter &
Wetherell, 1992% used to construct social reality (and thus hascais on
specific and delimited thematic content used in expressions) (see for
example, Billig, 1982, 1988, 1996; and van Dijk8¥91993, for their work on
ideology and racism), as well as specific rhetdrazvices to manage social
and personal interests. These include metaphoadogias, direct quotations,
extreme and graphic illustrations, and disclain{®ustter & Wetherell, 1992;
Willig, 2001). In their edited volume, Giles and BRason (1990) also
highlight the use of non-verbal behaviours, distagd¢echniques, face-saving
strategies, justificatory and dissociative techegjused in interpersonal
accounting, and self-disclosure and self-presemtatio mention but a few.
While these rhetorical strategies may be fairlytides from interpretative
repertoires as objects of analysis, they are iatggbound to each other in
conveying meanings about social reality and theatacterests and effects
that underpin them. While certainly offering us atical approach to
understanding the construction, constitution armtaguction of social reality
through language and its social effects, this farindiscourse analysis has
been criticised for running the risk of relegatiegistance and critical politics

% Potter and Wetherell (1992, p. 149) define anrprtative repertoire as“gecurrently used systems of terms
used for characterising and evaluating actions,res@nd other phenomena [... which] is constitutedubh a

limited range of terms used in particular stylistied grammatical constructions”
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to a form of gymnastics in the realm of linguiggxtuality (Burr, 1998; Hook,

2001). Nevertheless, in the context of this stutyemains an important
element not only in understanding the productiorspécific social interests
through language, but is particularly utile in aisag the rhetorical strategies
that may be employed and deployed within interaetiomicro-processes
relating to subject positionality, self-presentati@and self-management.
Furthermore, while discursive psychology has foeds®n interpersonal
communications, reporting, conversations and esrygkplanations (Antaki,
1981, 1988), the focus of this study was on namaproduction of men who
had been involved in a homicidal encounter and diseourses embedded
within them. Here in particular, a significant ambuf work has been
conducted on the analysis of narrative form, stm&ctand content (see for
example, Clandinin & Connelly, 2000; Gergen, 19&Rjlich & Quasthoff,

1985; Kerby, 1991), and these are further expldtate the Data Analysis

section.
2.4.2. Foucauldian Discourse Analysis

In contrast to the discursive psychology and iiguistic emphasis, Foucault’s
(1997) pivotal conception of discourse as constuand productive as well
as being inter-dependent on and historically latatgthin practices within
society and it institutions, has had a profoundusrice on the social
application of discourse analysis today. It encasspa a much more social
analytical process that is focussed upon“thdes of formation’ which define
the possible ‘objects’, ‘enunciative modalities§ubjects’, ‘concepts’ and
‘strategies’ of a particular type of discours¢Fairclough, 1992, p. 38). Using
the archaeological method, Foucault (1997) sugdbatsdiscourse analysis is
then concerned withispecifying the sociohistorically variable ‘discuve
formations’ (sometimes referred to as ‘discourses)stems of rules which
make it possible for certain statements but noewstto occur at particular
times, places and institutional locationgFairclough, 1992, p. 40). It is a
deeply historical analysis of the particular forofigexpert) knowledge that are
possible within certain socio-historical periodsjthm certain material
conditions, located within pre-existing and preabished forms of
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knowledge. Thus it implies tracing the history eftain objects of knowledge,
subjects and positionalities, and understanding they have come to be what
they are in any given context (i.e. analysing psses of formation, descent,
emergence, exclusion, limitation and appropriafforifowever, this process
was later augmented by Foucault's genealogical odeffrairclough, 1992;
Hook, 2001), which suggested a turn towards unaedstg discourse in
relation to power and social practice. While noteaplicitly referred to as a
method by Foucault himself (Hook, 2001), Rabinowte(t in Fairclough,
1992, p. 49) draws the distinction between thegewlven he states that in the
archaeological method;‘[fJruth’ is to be understood as a system of
procedures for the production, regulation, distiiiom, circulation and
operation of statements’However, in the genealogical methdit]ruth’ is
linked in a circular relation with systems of powehnich produce and sustain
it, and to effects of power which it induces andcilextend it. A ‘regime of
truth™ . Thus, by examining contemporary discourses asvaltving process
through the lenses of history, materiality, powaations and pre-established
discursive networks, the conditions of possibilityr determining sets of

discourses in the here-and-now are generated.
2.4.3. Critical Discourse Analysis

Within Parker's (1992) approach to discourse anmslyseven criteria for
defining discourses can broadly be referred to has dtructural elements
thereof, and the three auxiliary criteria could benstrued of as more
functional or deconstructive (Macleod, 2002). Hoem\n the analytic process
these elements are inter-related and inseparatdeha accordingly identifies
20 steps for the analytical process. While not $squg on the preliminary
steps of textual generation, in summary he proptsasthe analyst needs to
reflexively highlight the objects being referred ito the text; specify the
subjects in the texts and their respective positgrhighlight the relationship

of discourses to the broader social context and thananages contradictory

% Also, see Therborn (1980) for his translation loé fatter three concepts intestriction, shieldingand

delimited appropriatiorin the ordering of discourse.
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discourses; examine contrasting ways of speaki leow they come to
create similar meanings; name the discourse andecbrit to other texts for
the purposes of elaboration; examine the histoaodgins and evolution of the
discourse; identify institutions that are supporbedubverted through the use
of this discourse; examine which subjects benefd axperience detriment
from the discourse and therefore either promotemthar pursue their
dissolution; and show how discourses sanction gspe and facilitate a

dominant view of history, while silencing others.

While showing some significant differences, Willi@001) nevertheless
similarly summarises an approach to discourse amsathat should highlight
discursive objects; show how these discursive coasbns feed into larger
social discourses within a particular social cotitedentify what the functions

of these discursive constructions are within contdetermine what subject
positions are created through this process andithemables or limits access to
resources; examine how social actions are inhibéegromoted by these
constructions and subject positions; and finaljyminate what kind of

subjectivities are generated by this process.

Finally, for Fairclough (1992) the analysis of diacse occurs across three
domains, including an analysis of discoursal pcasti to an analysis of the
texts, to an analysis of the social practices oictvhthe discourses are a part.
He argues that most analysts generally begin withargalysis of the social
context and practices within which discourses amgbexided. They then
examine the nature of the discourses that are etvgghin the text, followed
by a description of the textual elements and theictions that help to convey
the discourses. Finally, they engage in an intéapom of both the textual
elements and the discoursal practices within thetestt of these social
practices — thus an analytic process that movem finterpretation to
description and back to interpretation (see Thomissq1990] Depth
Hermeneuticdor a similar characterisation). Furthermore, €laigh (1992)
states that at the discoursal level, the analyst cacerned with
interdiscursivity (i.e. what broader discourseghe social formation are the
sample discourses drawing upon?); intertextualnshéie. does the sample
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discourse involve an evolution or shift, or are ytheelatively stable?);
coherence (i.e. are discourses homogeneous ombeterous, hegemonic or
subordinated, contested or uncontested?); conditadndiscourses practice
(i.e. what are the contexts of discourse producéiod consumption and their
effects?); and manifest intertextuality (i.e. ddles text being analysed draw
on other texts?). At the level of analysing texd, duggests that the analyst is
focussed on interactional control (i.e. is the waktproduction negotiated or
controlled and what are the effects?); cohesian (khat are the rhetorical
strategies employed in the text?); politeness \(iteat is the degree of socially
desirable responses and their functions?); etheswhat are the features that
construct self or subjectivity?); grammar (i.e. wisathe extent of transitivity
and agency, thematic structure and modality?); woedning (i.e. what are the
key words used within the text and what are theitucal significances?);
wording (i.e. what are the array of ways in whickamings are worded and
what are their significances?); and metaphor (kat are the choices of
metaphors and the effects thereof?). Finally, endhalysis of social practice,
he focuses on the social matrix of discourse (ueat are the relations and
structures that frame this discursive instance toair effects?); orders of
discourse (i.e. to what extent are the discourspsesented hegemonic or
subordinated or a combination of both?) and finatlye ideological and
political effects of the discourses (i.e. what #ire effects on social relations,
identities or subjectivities and systems of knowkednd belief?). Certainly,
one can see the nexus between Parker's (1992) wwewtbe structural and
deconstructive components of discourse analysis thadsimilar points of
connection in Fairclough’s (1992) work. Howeverlikm Parker who does not
always focus on the explicit linguistic componemwisa discursive event,
Fairclough incorporates this and extends on Fotisawlork in this sense.
Furthermore, he also does not separate the excardive from the
discursive, but rather views them as inter-relaBrdgmatically this represents
a way of putting“Foucault's perspective to work”(Courtine, cited in
Fairclough, 1992, p. 38). More specifically, it anlces the analytic process
with a focus on textually-oriented discourse analygthin discrete discursive
instances or events, but in a manner théthisoretically adequate as well as

practically usable” (Fairclough, 1992, p. 37). Thus, the focus of disiue
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analysis is not only on the evolution of expert Wiexige and its relationship
to power and regimes of, but also allows for anyaisof the appropriation of
these discourses for a variety of functions anckotéf in more everyday
interactions. The consequence is that Fairclougteshod creates an elbow-
room for the analysis of textual forms ‘outside’ thfe domain of expert
knowledge, including interview data, which come tepresent specific

discursive instances.

Within the meta-framework obepth Hermeneutic§Thompson 1990), this
study therefore utilises elements of narrative ysial as approached from
within discursive psychology, but also draws pilgtaon elements of
Fairclough’s (1992) and Parker’'s (1992) methodalalgapproaches to critical

discursive analysis.
3. AIMS OF THE STUDY:

Given the paucity of South African qualitative seglon homicide, this study examined the
narrational accounts emerging from 30 individudeimiews with men who have all been
convicted of murder. At the time of the study, tparticipants were all serving penal
sentences and were incarcerated in a DepartmenCoofectional Services facility in
Johannesburg, South Africa. The study focussed aniti@al discursive analysis of this
textual data, with a view to eliciting articulat®of power that are reflected in the accounts

of the homicidal interaction.

The study therefore aimed:

(1) elicit and uncover discursive networkspertaining to power in the personal
narratives of homicidal encounters of male particignts who have been
convicted and incarcerated for homicide in South Adca.

(2) illustrate the social basis and significancef these discourses by highlighting

how they come to reflect, reproduce and contest rafions of power that are
operational within the broader social context withh which the homicidal

encounters are located.
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(3) highlight the functions and effectof these discourses, both within the broader

socio-historical context as well as within the na@tional context or immediate

interlocutory space.
4, RESEARCH QUESTIONS:

Even though the use of hypotheses is not entirehsistent with the qualitative approach,
this does not preclude the use of certain resegrehtions that may function as a guide to the
researcher and the research process (Potter & Veé#{l1992). The following broad research
qguestions were utilised in the study, in order tovgle some degree of focus for the
researcher when facilitating participant disclosoirenformation as well as in the analysis of

the transcribed texts.

More specifically, the research questioasulting from these aims were:

(@) What are the forms of power reflected in the discusive networks

emerging from the personal narratives of homicidaencounters?

(b)  What is the social or thematic content of power réécted in the discursive

networks emerging from the personal narratives of bmicidal encounters?

(c) What are the linguistic structures within the narrational talk of
participants that convey the form and content of pwer reflected in
discursive networks emerging from the personal namtives of homicidal

encounters?

(d) To what extent and in what ways do these discourseserve ideological
functions associated with systemised forms of sotiamsymmetry or

domination within the broader socio-historical conext?

(e) To what extent and in what ways do these discoursest as critiques of
ideology in so far as they contest ideological futions associated with
systemised forms of social asymmetry or dominatiowithin the broader

socio-historical context?

)] What are the functions and effects of these discoses for participants

within the broader socio-historical context?
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(g0 What are the functions and effects of these discoses for participants

within the interlocutory context of narration?

From the above research questions, three distinatytécal areas of coverage can be
determined. The first relates to the concept of growas reflected within participants’
discourses (i.e. its form, social or thematic cofitand the linguistic structures and rhetorical
strategies that help to convey it). The secondsdieoadly to the social significance of these
discourses (i.e. the manner in which they comeefl@at larger discursive networks within
the social formation), and the third area pertaimsthe functions and effects of these
discursive articulations within the social contastwell as within the research process as a
form of social interaction (i.e. the way in whiahigects and interlocutors are positioned, and

the relationships between discourses, power araladg).

In the first instance, the study is concerned votims of power that may be reflected within
discourses, and here the work of Foucault (199paiticularly informative. While sovereign
forms of power may be represented within theseodises (see Mitchell & Schoeffel’s, 2003
edited volume on Chomsky’s varied illustrations tbese forms of power), the study
primarily examines disciplinary power and its asstwa manifestations. In addition, self-
regulatory mechanisms or technologies of discipyingower in the form of confessional
narratives are also explored. The emphasis onptiisary forms of power is indicative of the
more pervasive, ritualised and ‘naturalised’ foroigpower that exist obliquely in everyday
social life in contemporary society, and that ofietersect, coexist with, and reinforce
sovereign forms of power. At the level of social thematic content, power is often
articulated as an interaction that occurs in thers® of everyday human activity. Thus, it is
often attributed a certain social or thematic cohtdong various axes of difference that tend
to ‘naturalise’ power as a given within the sodi@atimation. Furthermore, with regard to
linguistic structure, the very nature of syntaxmaatics and morphology of language
becomes central to assessing how systems of meargrgeing conveyed within language as
a text (Williams, 1993).

In the second instance, the research illustratesdicial significance of these discourses by
examining the extent to which they reflect and oelpice power relations within the social
milieu. However, the study also examines the degffesocial contestation of these power

relations within the discourses. Here, the focusnisincovering hegemonic and subordinated
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discourses, thereby reflecting discontinuity and gotential for disruption and resistance

within social contexts.

Finally, in an effort to understand the social fiimes and effects of these discourses as they
are deployed, the study explores their potentiaoliogical effects in contributing to
systemised forms of social asymmetry or dominatierker, 1992), as well as their role and
function in organically critiquing ideology (Thompms, 1990). However, such effects and
functions should also be understood in the micnotext of textual and discursive generation.
Terre Blanche and Durrheim (1999) suggest thahénlatter instance of interlocution, there
are always shadowy and omnipresent listeners aadksps for whom meaning is being
constructed. In this research study, participangsirmvariably speaking to a wider audience
through the researcher, and the researcher isasiyndpeaking through the research findings
to other audiences. The performative functiondfuth the researcher and the participants are
critical to understanding meaning-making under é¢h@iscumstances, and so not only allows
for an interpretation of subject positioning amauayticipants, but also requires ongoing

reflexive examination of the researcher’s posititypa

Important to note in relation to the above, is tthese research aims and questions are of
course conveniently separated within this sectibthe dissertation, but the actual analysis
simultaneously combines and comprehensively integréhese aspects within tiReport

Chapter.
5. PARTICIPANTS:

In Chapter One a brief rationale for focussing on males who puesently incarcerated for
murder within a Department of Correctional Servitaslity in Johannesburg, South Africa,
was articulated, and the following serves to augri@a by noting participant characteristics

and inclusion procedures.
5.1. Initial Inclusion-Exclusion Criteria

Given that the study was of a qualitative natusan@e size, characteristics and
selection did not require the strict control praoed utilised within quantitative
research (Breakwell, Hammond & Fife-Schaw, 1995ula, 1988). However, this
does not imply that participant inclusion and setgcwas a non-issue. Because of the

constraints pertaining to the researcher’s langymggciency, the peculiar nature of
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the potential participant pool, and the researclirenment of a prison setting, several
inclusion-exclusion criteria were broadly adheredirt the identification, invitation
and inclusion of participants. Initially, the intewas to include an undifferentiated
and non-stratified group of males who had been ictew for their first and only
murder and who had been incarcerated within theique year. Furthermore, the
study sought to include only those who had ackndgéé participating in a homicidal
encounter, and who were at the time of conductiregresearch not appealing their
convictions for murder.

The reason for the focus on males convicted arattecated for first-time and single
homicide encounters is that serial or repeat hateioffendery may require separate
scrutiny, given that our existing knowledge basetfese cohorts is relatively poor
(Canter, 2005; Fox & Levin, 1999; Pistorius, 202002). Also, the study adopted an
approach that views homicide in South Africa asidyf pervasive phenomenon, and
was therefore keen to focus on more ‘common’ ir#arof homicide. In addition, the
initial intent to focus on participants who had beecarcerated within the previous
year was an attempt to minimise the impact of masgeratives being generated
within the data, in the context of a prison settigge Steinberg, 2004, on prisoners’
appropriation and incorporation of a range of comnd@scourses and narratives to
construct their life stories). Mironko’s (2006, §8) study on incarcerated genocide
perpetrators also found thdhe same words, ideas, narrative structures arahfing
devices come up again and again in the accountsipd] it is tempting to wonder if
this is the result of these people having livedetbgr in prison for six years, with
plenty of time to discuss their actions and, camssly or unconsciously, to develop a
kind of ‘master narrative’ about what happenedurthermore, the study also aimed
to include only those potential participants wha lagknowledged their participation
in a homicidal encounter and were therefore noteajipg their convictions or

sentences. This was partly to avoid generatingniiee® data that did not elicit

3" This terminology is used guardedly, as it is imt@adiscursive construction in and of itself tiaisitions

subjects in a particular manner. While being caogmisof this, it is used here to represent and cefe

differentiated group of men who are also involvedomicidal encounters, but who are generally ustded as

a distinct sub-category within the extant literatbase, and in no way implies a non-reflexive azree of the

construction.
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narratives of homicide because of claims of innceehy participants, but also to
circumvent the research enterprise being placalatfor being drawn into appeal

processes as a form of currency at a later stage.
5.2. Access

Once approval for the study was gained from thedtepent of Psychology at the
University of South Africa and ethical vetting waltained from the Department of
Correctional Services, data on convicted and irezated males who were serving
sentences for murder were requested from the spé&difrrectional Services facility

in Johannesburg. A spreadsheet of all males clyrgtting this profile was provided

to the researcher, but only included partial infation such as registration number,
surname and initials, date of birth and age. Bexdhe spreadsheet was generally
compiled in chronological order, it was used toit@vpotential participants to
participate in the study and was worked throughosgiectively (i.e. starting with the
most recent males who were incarcerated and workatkwards in temporality).
Once the study had been explained and all ethssales had been addressed (see
section onEthical Considerations interested volunteers signed informed consent
forms for both participation and audio-recordingraérviews. Thirty interviews with
these purposive and conveniently drawn volunteeesewconducted and yielded
approximately 500 pages of transcribed textual .dBites provided sufficiently rich
and varied data, and at that point no further icea@ted males were invited to

participate in the study.
5.3. Selection and Participant Characteristics

Participants in the study were therefore secureautih a purposive technique and a
convenient method. A purposive technique referselection according to criteria of
relevance to the research problematic — in thisaimce all the participants were
involved in a homicidal encounter. Willig (2001, $8) suggests that this technique
implies “that the group of participants is homogeneoushe extent that they share
the experience of a particular condition, evensiuation [...], which they are asked
to describe to the researcherThe method was convenient in so far as parti¢gpan
were simply accessed via an already establishedbds¢, and based on a

retrospective chronology of incarceration, untiffisient data had been generated
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within the study. Despite the initial participarttacacteristics that were sought, in
reality this differed slightly from the final cohtorWhile known repeat and serial
murderers were not drawn into the sample, and #ricppants consisted mainly of
males who had been convicted and incarcerated fiostaand single homicide, there
were a marginal number of instances in which pgditts had been involved in an
event with multiple homicidal outcomes. These pgrtints’ interviews were utilised
within the study, partly because it could not béeduined that they were in fact a
distinct sub-category requiring special consideratas research participants. Also,
while attempting to stay within the boundariesha bne-year period of incarceration,
it soon became clear that the spreadsheet infasmatas partial and did not include
the total period of time incarcerated within thisanmy other facility. Many of the
volunteers had thus spent extended periods inrp@aseaiting trial, and so the final
group of participants included several who hadaict fbeen incarcerated for longer
than a year. In addition, even in interviews withrtigipants who had been
incarcerated for less than a year, master nareatwere still apparent, thereby partly
nullifying the importance of this temporal distifct. Those potential participants
who either disavowed any participation in a homatiehcounter or who were lodging
appeals, all automatically deselected themseh@® fhe study. Finally, volunteers
who agreed to participate were selected basedenl#mguages spoken, and due to
the researcher’s proficiency in English and Afrikgawere therefore fluent in one or
both of these. While not differentiated or stratifiby ‘race’, socio-economic status or
age, participants were from previously designateatial’ categories including
‘White’, ‘Coloured’ and ‘African’ and between thges of 22 and 48 years old. All of
the participants had been residing in predominanttyking class areas of Gauteng
Province at the time of committing the respectiveraers, with an equal number
being employed and unemployed at the time. Theopemsho had died in the
homicidal encounter was most frequently known ® plarticipant, either as partner,
friend or acquaintance within a community, but inm@nority of instances, was
unknown to the participant. Sentences among ppatits ranged between ten years
and two life terms of incarceration, with the peériaf incarceration at the time of the
research varying between several months up to gigtats. The above information
was particularly pertinent as it assisted in egthblg the authorial positionality of the

participants within the context of narrative protioic.
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THE IN-DEPTH INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEW METHOD:
6.1. In-Depth Interviews and the Generation of Rich TekData

The method of procuring data within the study wasugh the face-to-face, one-to-
one, semi-structured, in-depth, individual intewid.egard, Keegan and Ward (2003)
note that the defining features of this data ctilbec method lies in its flexible
structure, its interactive character, its ability &ccess rich and detailed textual
information that has depth, and its generative neatlihus the researcher is able to
cover pre-determined topic areas and to engagelanfication and additional
exploration; is able to encourage spontaneous ¢ggages interactively to follow-up
on particular topic trends; can pursue deeper mgarand narratives; and facilitates

new thoughts through a guided process.

Schurink (1988) also suggests that optimally, in&ws in the context of qualitative
research need to reflect spontaneous and natw@dmees of participants, and should
therefore be relatively unstructured. Willig (20049tes that it is the most widely
utilised method of data collection within qualitegiresearch, partly because of its
compatibility with various methods of data analysisch as discourse analysis,
thematic content analysis and grounded theory. Sénnctured interviewing is a data
collection method that is still driven by the resber, but is flexible enough to
contain an open-ended questioning approach arouvattopic areas identified as
relevant to the research problematic. While thesebeoadly adhered to, the precise
phrasing and order of questions may vary from sy to interview and are in part
shaped by the interactional exchange between tkeareher and participant.
Generally, the interview begins with more publianis of questioning to help
establish rapport and comfort, and then evolves mmbre personalised questions that
often require disclosure from participants (Breakw#ammond & Fife-Schaw, 1995;
Terre Blanche & Kelly, 1999; Willig, 2001).

Semi-structured interviewing, as means of dataecotin, has been well-established
and utilised practically and effectively in qualit@ research in South Africa. Given
that the aim of the study was to elicit and intetpdiscourses from participants’
personal narratives of homicide, this specific estgf data collection was opted for.

Schurink (1988) suggests that this approach isutsefcircumstances when highly
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unique, intimate and/or personal reflections ominfation is being sought from
participants and a group context is likely to inhdisclosure. Under these conditions,
a spontaneous one-to-one situation together witmi-stuctured, open-ended
questions facilitates greater interaction, disaussand stimulation, especially with
regard to topics that may be more difficult to lioformation on in formal focus
group contexts. In contrast to focus group intemgiethis method of data collection
offsets the possible effects of group interactimnprison settings around the topic of
homicide, which may have either inhibiting effeots personal disclosures, or result

in a confabulated bloating of narratives for cuagpurposes.
6.2. The Semi-Structured Interviewing Guide

In this study a semi-structured interviewing guateschedule was loosely utilised to
ensure that the interview process covered reletgmts in a relatively systematic
manner (see Appendix D). In addition, follow-up stiening was frequently
employed to clarify and explore emerging issuedioéct interest to the research
guestions, but were also selectively pursued basetthe literature review. Once the
initial introductory questions had been dispensétth W the interview, the primary
question centred on a narrative about the homiantadient with a beginning, middle
and end, thereby attempting to educe participamsderstandings of what happened
before the incident, during the incident and imraggly after the incident. The
discrete temporal nature of the questions containeadarrative to the incident itself,
and prevented lengthy historical accounts of lideratives. This allowed for a focus
on the event, without having participants genenag@aning-making and commonsense
master narratives about their actions based on ¢l interpretations of the impact
of their life histories. Also, the blend of structuand flexibility allowed for certain
comparisons to be made across participants’ neegtbut also for an opportunity to
construct uniqgue and more personalised narrativesugh their expressions
(Williamson, Karp & Dalphin, 1977). Other domainsvered by the semi-structured
interviewing guide included participants’ understaigs and meanings attributed to
the core conflicts within the event, precipitantgictim characteristics and
involvements, the role of weaponry, the use ofenck as opposed to other conflict
resolution methods, the relationship between mastuland violence, and the
context of the violent encounter. The interview extile followed similar lines of
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questioning to a range of previous quantitative gudlitative studies on homicide

perpetration. However, in this instance the reseprocess did not utilise the standard
guantitative research approach of criminology auldlip health to focus on elements
such as precipitants/triggers, victim charactersstind location typologies, in and of

themselves, but rather as vehicles for the expmesHidiscourses.
DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE:
7.1. Initial Institutional Contact

Once the initial proposal had received content rmethodological approval from the
Department of Psychology at the University of Soéftica, it was submitted to the
Research Directorate for ethics approval within tNational Department of
Correctional Services. Upon ethical approval, aterimal guide was appointed to
assist the researcher in navigating the Corredti®aevices’ system. Contact was then
made with the relevant personnel at a regionall|@rel thereafter with the area level
staff at the prison facility itself. After beingquided with a basic description of the
organisational components within this facility, thesearcher was referred to the
relevant section head of the prison in which pos¢marticipants were being housed.
This initial institutional contact also helped taild rapport and familiarise the
researcher with the contact people and the comkxésearch process. It involved
scouting visits (Lewis, 2003) which highlighted eiotial pragmatic obstacles (e.g. the
days and times that were not conducive to condgagtiterviews) that could then be

addressed appropriately and factored into the relsgmocedure.
7.2. Initial Participant Contact

Upon request, a spreadsheet of all current malesdby fitting the required profile
was provided to the researcher, but unfortunately ancluded partial information
such as registration number, surname and initddée of birth and age. A staff
member was then allocated to invite potential vidars to a briefing session with the
researcher, and they were generally accessed upg@f 5-10. This process was not
always consistent, and there were instances wldmetiied males could not be
accessed due to other scheduling clashes withirCtreectional Services’ system
(e.g. medical care needs; personal visits; engagme prison activities). While

there were therefore periods where the initial aontvith potential participants had
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gained a fair momentum, there were other occasiehen this process slowed
considerably, especially given the challenging twhgear at which the research was
being conducted within the prison (i.e. the endwedr period is generally more
securitised, but also involves personnel changestauhe proximity of the vacation
period). Groups of potential participants were edilvely seen within an office,
provided with information sheets in English andikdians that explained the nature
and purpose of the study. In addition, they wereféd on what would be required of
them, alongside their rights (see section Kthical Considerations The research
process was also verbally explained to potentiatigiggants and questions of
clarification were addressed by the researcher. fHsearcher was positioned as
someone interested in understanding the homicidedwenter, and references to the
disciplinary background of psychology were conssigpwomitted in an attempt to
minimise the positioning of participants in relatito the researcher. However, despite
careful avoidance of this, prison staff often pd®d participants with this information
when they were asked by participants to clarifyréeesons for being invited to speak
to a researcher. In addition, by the end of tha datlection period, it was also clear
that the ‘prison grapevine’ had already positiornieel researcher as a psychologist
prior to even meeting potential participants. Tipgocess undoubtedly had an
influence on the narrative production within theemiews (as discussed in tReport
Chapte). Those who deselected from the study were thamketreturned to their
prison section, while those who elected to paréi@pwere then individually taken
through the process once more. They were askegnardormed consent forms for
participation and audio-recording, thereby acknogieg that they had been
informed of the nature and purpose of the studyl alowing the use of data
emerging from the study by the researcher. In générese processes were all
conducted on the same day for logistical purpogggarticipants could often not be

accessed easily over separate contact sessions.
7.3. The Interview Process

Office space was provided within the relevant sectiat the Department of
Correctional Services’ facility, and individual amviews were then meant to be
conducted with participanteut of earshot, but in sight’although this did not occur

in all instances. While some interviews were conedicbehind one-way-mirrors,
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logistical demands within the facility meant thatterviews were sometimes
conducted in alternative office environments, buithwCorrectional Services’
personnel available immediately outside of thisriwiew context. In each case,
interviews were therefore conducted confidentialiyg in privacy, but with personnel
available upon request. Individual interview timesried from 45 minutes to 1%
hours, but generally the cut-off point was deteedinby a time at which no
significantly novel information was being disclosdxy the participant in the
interview. This variance was in part a reflectiontloe relative poverty of content
emerging from some interviewees, as opposed to elalmrated accounts by others.
Interviews were conducted over a three month pebeigveen November 2005 and
January 2006. Each individual interview commeneéth fairly innocuous and
benign introductory questions on the participamisne, age, reason for sentencing
and sentence received. This served to settle tieipants, helped build rapport, and
allowed for an organic transition into the moretcainquestions of the interview. This
was then followed-up with an open-ended questi@t taquested the participant to
provide a narrative of the homicidal event - witlbeginning, middle and end - to
relate what had happened prior to the murder, duhie murder and in the immediate
aftermath. Because of the semi-structured and epeed nature of the interviews,
follow-up questions were utilised to explore anarify particular aspects of the
narrative. Here, in order to remain attuned toitherviewee, parsimonious responses
and direct reflections of interviewees’ languageages were employed, thereby
deepening disclosures and the degree of detailirwitie participants’ narratives
(Arthur & Nazroo, 2003). Any topics not extensivellyspontaneously covered by the
participants in the interviews were addressed lyngsopen-ended questions from
the semi-structured interviewing guide. While naoinsistently used across all the
interviews, these were generally used to exploeepdn and clarify understandings
and meanings expressed by participants. More spabtyf these questions focussed
on the core conflicts within the event, precipigntictim characteristics and
involvements, the role of weaponry, the use ofenck as opposed to other conflict
resolution methods, the relationship between mastuland violence, and the
context of the violent encounter (see Appendix Blrthermore, this approach
allowed for the interview process to evolve fromeanterview to the next, with each
acting as a ‘pilot’ for the next. In so doing, eacidividual interview therefore

attempted to facilitate the disclosure of partiiigd narratives of the homicidal
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encounter in as much detail as possible. By engamirthis form of interviewing,
there is thus a transparent and reflexive acknaydegbnt of the importance of the
mutually negotiated, interactional, and co-cong&dmature of textual data that is
generated under these conditions. Throughout tbheeps, the researcher also made
additional notes on the interview process thatudet personal reflections on the
experience, potential analytical instances, andooirse follow-up questions. At the
point of terminating the interview, participantsregenerally asked whether they had
any additional information to contribute, or hag &mrther questions pertaining to the
process. Once these had been addressed, they lhaskeal to reflect on the process
of disclosure, to determine whether there were iamgediate affective responses or
reactions that the researcher needed to be awae af unintended consequence of
the interview. The opportunity to engage with thesident social worker or
psychologist was always provided, and participantse then thanked for their
participation. Throughout the process, digital audicordings of the interviews (with
the assistance of lapel microphones) were conddoteithe purposes of analysis at a
later stage. In addition, personal notations weagl@rnby the researcher of interesting

features that would be of possible importance énahalysis process.
7.4. Post-Interview Processes

Digital audio-recordings of the interviews were ddeaded onto a computer via a
specific software programme, saved and storedpasaword protected directory that
was only accessible to the researcher. After eatérview, the recordings were
listened to and brief notes about the process aodtaneous interpretations were
generated, as an augmentation to the notationsotwatrred within the interview.
Thereatfter, recordings were transcribed verbatismgithe minimal conventions for
transcribing audio to written data. Transcriptiovese then also saved and stored on a
computer in a password protected directory that v accessible to the researcher

for later analysis.

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS:

The study was conducted within the parameters sicbethical guidelines for research and

adhered to the principles of autonomy, non-malefieeand beneficence (Steere, 1984).

Furthermore it was conducted within the ethicadglines of the Health Professions Council
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of South Africa (HPCSA) and the Health Professiéwas of 1974 (alongside its associated
annexures), with specific reference to informedseor, confidentiality and anonymity. Once
content and methodological approval had been ofdafirom the University of South Africa,

a full research proposal was submitted for evabmatio the National Department of
Correctional Services’ Research Directorate. Upthiical approval, a contract was signed

with the Department and the research study was/atldo proceed (Appendix A).
8.1. Informed Consent

Once potential volunteers for participation withime study had been accessed, a
subject information sheet (in English and Afrikaawas provided to them (Appendix
B), and the nature of the study was verbally exgdiin both languages. Questions of
clarification were addressed, and potential pgréints were informed that the study
would entail a frank account of the homicidal entteu in which they were involved,
an audio-recording of this interview, and the udedwect quotations from the
transcribed interview data. Given the captive retirthis population and therefore
its vulnerable status in terms of perceived coerci@ssociated with
institutionalisation, potential volunteers were calgotified that participation was
completely voluntary. Finally, participants werdoimmed that the research findings
would be disseminated in the form of a researclortegnd possibly published after
approval from the Department of Correctional Sexsjcand that research summaries

would be available to them upon request.
8.2. Participant Rights, Risks and Benefits

Potential participants were also informed of thight to withdraw from the study at
any time, as well as their right to refuse to arrsargy questions. In addition, it was
explained that the voluntary nature of the studyoiwed no direct benefits (i.e. no
quid pro quoincentivisation would be infused into the resegrtiut also that there
would be no foreseen risks associated with pagimp in the study. However, while
no residual challenges were faced by the interveswadter the interviews, they were
provided with access to the social workers and Ipslpgists within the Correctional
Services’ facility for further debriefing if necesy. In previous research on homicide,
there have been instances in which re-telling ti@gimere at times accompanied by

post-disclosure acting out or a symbolic re-enantnoé the trauma within the prison
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setting (Houel, Sobota & Mercader, 2003), and tloeeethis contingency was a

necessary ethical consideration.
8.3. Anonymity, Confidentiality and Researcher Disclasur

Given the qualitative nature of the study, the fations of both confidentiality and
anonymity were explained to the potential partinigaNot only would the anonymity
of participants be compromised by the interviewhnodtof data collection, but in all
likelihood, these participants would be known toteather and to certain members of
the facility’'s personnel who had been involvedheit accessing and transportation.
Furthermore, confidentiality could also not bedlyi maintained, given that certain
direct quotations would be utilised within the finesearch report. However, potential
participants were assured that the data would btisad and stripped of all
identifying features, and that their names wouldhatpoint be made public. The
original data and transcripts were only accessible¢he researcher, were digitally
stored on the researcher’'s computer in a lockeideotind password protected, and
will be digitally archived by the researcher fovdiyears after the study has been

concluded.

With regard to researcher disclosures in the fofnbreaching confidentiality, this
proved to be a slightly more difficult ethical diena to manage. In previous research
studies focussing on violent social behaviours thatre considered criminal
(Vogelman, 1990), some participants advertently ioadvertently revealed
information that implicated them in the enactmedradditional crimes for which they
had not been charged, arrested and/or convictesudh instances, Vogelman (1990)
noted that researchers did not have a legal oligab disclose information of
unconfirmed crimes, and a breach of confidentialibuld compromise the process of
eliciting data for this critical psychosocial piigr Therefore, he argued that the
relationship of trust between researcher and paiits should be maintained as far
as is ethically possible, so as to ensure the iiyegf this relationship as well as the
integrity of future research in socially sensitiseeas. However, the legislative,
mandatory and ethical frameworks have certainlftestisince the above study, and
while agreeing fully with Vogelman’s (1990) sentim® the researcher needed to
accommodate for these shifts. Certainly, the faat the Department of Correctional

Services did not require participant identifiersnfr the researcher aided the process of
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confidentiality. Furthermore, the participants weegplicitly informed that the
interviews were focussing on their homicidal endeuffor which they were convicted
and incarcerated, thereby limiting the possibitifyinadvertent disclosures of related
criminal activities on their part. Based on the artpnce of maintaining
confidentiality and anonymity as far as possibhe] the utilitarian approach of acting
in the interests of the public at large, when gegifal disclosures of potential criminal
activities (e.g. assaults; thefts) were made bgaaly incarcerated participants in the
course of interviews, these were not explored &rrdnd were not disclosed to the

Department of Correctional Services or any relaed of the criminal justice system.

Once the above ethical considerations were tholgugkplained to participants, interested

volunteers were requested to individually sign sa&fea informed consent forms for

participation, audio-recording and for the use okd quotations from the data in the

research report and associated publications (Appeé2)d

9.

ANALYSIS OF DATA:
9.1. Depth Hermeneutics as a Meta-Analytic Framework

In line with the overall approach of critical hemeaitics, discourse analysis was
employed to interpret the data from the transaigiof the interviews. Thompson’s
(1990) Depth Hermeneuticeeta-approach for interpreting the meanings aitieidh to
symbolic constructions such as language was wuiles the primary framework in
which the actual analysis of discourses was unklemtaAs a meta-frameworkepth
Hermeneutic§ocuses on the study and interpretation of thenmnga conveyed by
social actors through their symbolic constructioasd in particular, allows for a
diverse number of analytical tools to be incorpedainto a more comprehensive
analytical process. More specifically, tbepth Hermeneutickamework consists of
three levels of analyses, namely, providing theicshistorical context of discourse
production, highlighting the social actors’ intezfations and constructions of this
context within their symbolic forms, and interpteia/re-interpretation of these
symbolic forms by the researcher. These three deoklanalysis constantly interact
and influence each other. The social actor gene@edain symbolic forms which are
determined by both the socio-historical terraingd anore importantly, by his/her

interpretation and construction of this terraine$é@ symbolic forms may themselves
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then maintain or transform the very socio-histdricantext in which they find
themselves, resulting in further interpretation,ngtouction and generation of

symbolic forms that are infused with meanings.

Thompson (1990) states that the first level of gsial needs to sketch the socio-
historical terrain in which the symbolic forms areplanted. Fairclough (1992, p.
231) supports this approach and suggests thanalsts of discourse generally begin
with “some sense of the social practice that the disseus embedded withinThe
analysis was thus located within a descriptionhef $ocio-historical context in which
fatal interpersonal violence is produced in SoufhnicA, a reflection of the prison
setting as context of textual and discursive prtidacand a reflexive account of the
researcher/participant positionalities within thesmtext of discursive and textual

generation.

Once this level had been completed, the second fesessed on a specific analysis
of the symbolic forms which not only reflect therrain, but also reflect the social
actors’ understandings and constructions of thisite It is in this intermediate level
of analysis that the socio-historical context ahé social actors’ interpretations
thereof converge. Finally, the third level involvas interpretation of the social
actors’ meaningful symbolic constructions by theeaacher. However, the object of
interpretation is often an interpretation in itsdilhompson (1990, p. 275) argues that
“the analysts are offering an interpretation of anterpretation, they are re-
interpreting a pre-interpreted domain [...]. Thebgects who make up the subject-
object domain (the intermediate level of analyai®), like social analysts themselves,
subjects capable of understanding, of reflectingg @f acting on the basis of this
understanding and reflection”More importantly, the second and third levels of
analysis in this framework are frequently combimethe analytical process itself and
involved a reading and repeated re-reading ofrdnestribed interview data as part of

the analytical process.
9.2. Examining Narrative Form

Given the narrative orientation of the intervievogess, elements of narrative analysis
were then employed as the first analytical tooghlich, Tuval-Mashiach and Zilber

(1998, p. 2) note that narratives can either the object of research or a means for
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the study of another questior” in this instance, they were a means for studtfiveg
nature, functions and effects of discursive netwodmerging in accounts of
homicide. While narrative form, content and struetgenerally consist of a specific
series of events that have occurred in the paativelto the time of narration, they
also involve a story that contains transformation amange, involve animate
participants, and employ certain linguistic struetu (Gulich & Quasthoff, 1985).
While form, content and structure obviously intetseonstantly in the process of
meaning-making, this study initially focussed omrative form. Here, using the work
of Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach and Zilber (1998, p.)3Barrative form refers ttthe
structure of the plot, the sequencing of events,réiation to the time axis, its
complexity and coherence, the feelings evoked dgttiry, the style of the narrative,
the choice of metaphors or words [...] and so fortlt’is for all intents and purposes,
the thematic meta-story (Boonzaier, 2001) that eewer (e.g. narratives of
transformation, decline, progress, stability andhticwity, erring and growth).
Narratives were read and re-read and coded for-thetaes that characterised their
forms. The importance of this analytical tool isitlt allows for an examination of
broad functions and effects of narratives withirithcontexts of generation, as
narratives are interactional process between atoarand a listener, interlocutor or
audience that is either overt or implied. The pssces one which is imbued with
power, and therefore the narrative as a sourceiscuisive material allows for an
analysis of the effects and functions of subjecsimnality as well as self-
presentation strategies on the part of the researahd participants (Elliot, 2005;
Hollway & Jefferson, 2000; Maher & Tetreault, 199Bxamining narrative form was
thus conceived of as a useful analytic tool to ustd@d processes within the
interview space between the speaker and interloclittherefore provided a frame
for reflexively considering the interactions of peny subjectivity and positionality

within the process of textual generation.
9.3. Employing Critical Discourse Analysis

The second analytical tool employed was Fairclosidh992)discursive eventriad.
This allowed for a focus on thdscoursal practiceevident within the narratives, and
given the similarities with Parker’ (1992) sevenitiad criteria for identifying
discourses, these were focussed upon within theidkerata. Thereafter, thextual
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elementghat helped to convey the discourses were exammedging on a body of
work that has been conducted within discursive Ipsiogy (see for example, Antaki,
1981, 1988; Fairclough, 1992; Giles & Robinson, @9@an Dijk, 1997). Finally, the
relationship between the discoursal practice, sxtlements andocial practicewas
explored. In exploring the political and ideolodiedfects of discourses, again the
similarities with Parker’'s (1992) three auxiliargiteria can be seen, and these were
specifically utilised within the study. In realityowever, this analytical process did
not occur in a linear fashion. Because of the gdrlength of transcriptions, coding of
the data was first completed as a means of redugimgeldy information into more
discrete and focussed areas for actual analysighiasprocess allowed for the
jettisoning of any information that was not of direelevance to the study. This
essentially involved a filtering out of recurringemes and systematic networks of
meanings from the transcripts, and the choice eintébs and networks were based on
repeated readings of the transcripts, the theateticentation of the researcher, as
well as background reading on previous researatinfgs (Levett, 1989; Potter &
Wetherell, 1992). Parker's (1992) seven criteriaentben applied to these categories
to elicit the discoursal practice. In addition, tkextual data were analysed to
determine the rhetorical strategies that were depldoy the participants to convey
these meanings. While lexical character was exaimimeelation to certain individual
words, there was also a broader focus on sentemug#ssets of utterances. With
reference to the latter, Duncan (1993, p. 66) ndies$ in the field of discourse
analysis within psychology, there is “growing trend [...] to go beyond single
sentences [and to] focus [...] on extended sequeltesentences and statements”
Finally, the analysis focussed on the deconstracfiwvocess and examined the
political, social and ideological effects of thesaburses in relation to social practice.
Here again, Fairclough’s (1992) work and Parkef’89@) three auxiliary criteria
share significant similarities. In applying thedeet criteria, the study drew on
Derrida’s (1976, 1978) work, and attempted to debsa the apparently continuous
nature of meanings within the corpus of texts. TWes done through identifying
oppositions within the texts as well as their lgatpositions of power and effects,
subverting these oppositions through revealing hioey are historically located and
not given, thereby sabotaging the continuous ahkéntfor-granted nature of the
regimes of truththat are conveyed by the discourses (see Macl200?). Terre

Blanche and Durrheim (1999) similarly point to sedeways of seeking out the
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functions and effects of discourses, through idginty binaries, the objects being
spoken about, and the subjects who are speakingg spoken about, and being
spoken to. They argue that these point to importeeys in which meanings are
constructed as given and continuous, and that tigatly analysing texts in this
manner, we can not only uncover their ideologiclkats, but also allow for
alternative or discontinuous meanings to emerge foarallel readings of the text. In
so doing, the analysis focussed less on the sucatent and more on the less easily
manipulated discursive contours of the participamarratives of homicidal

encounters.

Through the use of this integrated approach, dsseeimetworks within the narratives, their
social embeddedness, as well as their functionseffiedts were highlighted and analysed.
The findings of this process together with an efateal discussion are detailed in RReport
Chapterthat follows.

208



CHAPTER SIX: REPORT

[M]emoir and murder [are] not ranged simply in chological sequence
— crime and then narrative. The text does not eethtectly to the deed; a
whole web of relations is woven between the onelandther; they

support one another and carry one another in evenging relations.
(Michel Foucault, 1975Tales of Murdeyr
1. INTRODUCTION:

Unlike quantitative research in which the resutid discussion sections are often separated,
gualitative research combines these elements intsingle report section. Potter and
Wetherell (1992, p. 172) suggest that itnsore than a presentation of the research findings,
[and] it constitutes part of the confirmation andlidation procedures itself. The goal is to
present the analysis and conclusions in such a thay the reader is able to assess the
researcher’s interpretations”Thus, this chapter uncovers discourses withim#reatives of
participants and examines the ways in which théleae reproduce and contest existing
power relations within the context of discoursadgarction. It explores the manner in which
these discourses represent a synchronicity witad@odiscourses within society that in turn
have certain ideological effects (i.e. the degeevhich discourses are homogeneous and
contribute to systemised processes of dominatioborslination and subjugation), but also
searches for instances in which these discourseasa@n overt or implied critique of
ideology (i.e. the extent to which discourses attogeneous and offer alternative readings

of the social context).

However, important to note within this study isttinarratives are never pure reflections of
deeds, behaviours and events. Analysing the hoalin@rative can not yield a pure analysis
of the homicidal event itself, as the narrativeaisvays a site in which the personal
investments of speakers and listeners, and theeinfle of the social context on our
interpretations of the world, converge to give rteea constructed version of the event.
Foucault (1975, p. 204) argues that narrativeswafior speakers and their actions to be
elevated fronfthe familiar to the remarkable, the everyday te thistorical’, and allows for

a degree of immortality and/or infamy for the spevakt draws on vocabularies of motive and
justification, provides an opportunity for impremsimanagement and a negotiation of self-
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presentation, draws on exculpatBrystrategies, and utilises certain propitiatory and
rehabilitatory lexical registers and tropes to @na constructed version of the event.
Nevertheless, while they provide us with partiall ablique understandings of the homicidal
event, they can also provide us with insights itlie operation of a range of referent
discourses that support, reject or contest malieeni@ within a particular social context.
Analysing the narratives of participants thereforeolved a focussing of the analytic lens
onto emerging discourses and the manner in whiely thpresent broader socio-historical
features and fractures of contexts; but also dmairiterlocutory interview context in which
the narratives are co-constructed between the speltener and audience as part of the

operation of confessional technology (Hook, 2004b).
2. ANALYSING THE CORPUS OF TEXTS:

Before presenting the actual analysis of the cogdugxts, some delineation of the actual
process that was undertaken requires clarificatioorder to orientate the reader. Once the
interviews had been conducted, they were initibdiiened to and the researcher augmented
notes that had been generated during the interpreaess. This served as a mechanism for
refining future interviews, but also allowed forethdentification of interesting emerging
content and potential themes within the intervielWsereafter, interviews were transcribed
verbatim over several months and yielded approximd&00 pages of transcribed text for the
30 interviews. Given the specific audio-technoldlggt was being utilised, the quality of the
interviews was generally good. During the transmip process, minimal transcription
conventions were utilised so as not to interrupg flow of narrative production and
communication. This included the identificationtbé interviewer’s speech as well as that of
the participants as P1, P2, P3, and so forth, totisa the data and to remove overt
identifiers. In addition, vernacular expressionsljarjuial speech, slang and shifts between
English and Afrikaans were all transcribed verbatim instances where audio-recordings

could not be transcribed, the (???) symbol was .ugédtere there was doubt about the

3 Exculpatory strategies refer to forms of commutiica that prevent blame and guilt from being easily
assigned to those who enact violence. It is useal stightly different manner to the way in whichv@aagh,
Dobash, Dobash and Lewis (2001) use the term, andare closely associated with their understandihg
“excuses’, Wood's (2004) concept dflissociation”, and is essentially ‘@eutralisation strategy”that Hearn
(1998) refers to.
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accuracy of the transcription, the transcriptionswaaced in parentheses followed by
guestions marks (word??7?). When utilising extrdicisn the transcriptions as illustrative
exemplars within the analysis, additional convemgiovere also employed. These included
the use of italicised words to highlight the resbar's emphasis, the use of square
parentheses to illustrate omissions [...], and tlaeiph of additional joining or clarification

words or phrases within square parentheses [#ord]

The generation of themes within which discourseseveenbedded involved a reading of the
transcripts, an initial identification of potentthlematic categories, and several re-readings of
the transcripts to refine these categories. In @agj there were instances where thematic
categories were elaborated upon and extended,tattex points it involved a collapsing or
conflation of themes. This elaboration and condlatis a necessary part of thematising large
data sets, and invariably involves an ongoing mecef refinement within discursive
analyses. Potter and Wetherell (1992, p. 174) thate

on some occasions a discursive organisation wheemed clear-cut breaks down
and leads the researcher back to coding, or even ‘thw’ documents and
transcripts. [...] the process of writing helps clgrianalytic issues [...]. More
generally, this reminds us that these stages arergeptual scheme rather than a
rigid temporal narrative. Discourse analysis invedvfluid movement between the
different stages, with coding, analysis, validateomd writing each leading back
to earlier phases and ultimately to the talk andtwg that were the original

point of departure.

Important to note is that once thematic categdraas been finalised after this process, it did
not represent a definitive or conclusive analydisthe narratives, but rather one set of
plausible analytic outcomes. By its very nature, @ahalytic process within discourse analysis

is a socially constructed account itself, and isréfore not exhaustive ndhe singular

39 See Banister, Burman, Parker, Taylor and Tind&1B@) on forms of transcription conventions thatehbeen
adapted for this study. Also, others such as Gose(2D06), Durrheim and Mtose (2006) and Lau (20G8)e
applied aspects of such minimal transcription cotie@s within their qualitative studies in Southridé more

recently.
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interpretive outcome that could be generated. Asmipson (1990, p. 290) notesthé

process of interpretation is necessarily risky, fionladen, [and] open to dispute

With regard to the actual analytic process that wadertaken, Thompson’s (199Dgpth
Hermeneuticsvas employed as an over-arching meta-frameworlafiatysis. The first level
of analysis involves a sketching of the socio-histd terrain in which discourses are
produced, generated, circulated and apprehenddd. ndmmally involves an overview of
features of the social terrain such as the stratturstitutional and historical conditions that
allow for the production of certain discourses. Beeond level of analysis involves a more
formal discursive analysis of the textual data.eHerparticular, internal structure of the text
and the manner in which it functions to convey aearmeanings or interpretations of reality
in an orderly fashion becomes central to the amalgsg. narrative analysis; conversational
analysis; syntactic analysis). The third level oflgsis revolves around the researcher’'s
interpretation of the participants’ already intefgd version of reality in relation to the
context of discursive production and generationthid level, it becomes possible to explore
how social contexts constrain and determine whatadirses can be reproduced and
conveyed, but also how discourses can contestai@ntfor-granted understandings of the
social terrain (i.e. what orders of discourse grerant and how are they resisted). The text
therefore becomes a vehicle for understanding hiswown internal structure conveys
meaning, but also to understand the nature ofdbmlscontext in which the text is produced
in the first place. Within the actual process ofalgsis, levels two and three occur
simultaneously. In addition, these three levelsstamily feedback into each other in a
reflexive loop, thereby allowing for alternative derstandings of socio-historical context,

discourses and participant interpretations to emerg

More specifically in relation to the analysis ofstlcorpus of texts, it involved (1) a sketching
of the socio-historical terrain in which discoursesre produced; and (2) an analysis of the
internal structure of the discourses that were peed within participant narratives as well as
an interpretation of these discourses in relatmitst social context. Within this phase of the
analysis in particular, elements of narrative fomere explored as a particular analytic tool
for understanding discursive production within ihéerlocutory context (Lieblich, Tuval-
Mashiach & Zilber, 1998), followed by a criticalsdourse analysis of the overall narrative
content that drew on Fairclough’s (1992) and Pask@992) work.
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THE SOCIO-HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF DISCOURSE PRODUCTIO N:
3.1. The Global Context

While much of the global context of discourse pmrithn surrounding male
aggression, violence and homicide has been alludeid Chapter Twg Chapter
Three and Chapter Four, some additional illumination and summarisationtiuf

context is perhaps necessary.

Firstly, the elasticity of the uneven system oflbglbcapital as evident in the current
epoch of late industrial capitalism has generateceiasing levels of wealth disparities
within and across nation states. Unprecedentedsleskeinequality, poverty, and
differences in human development indicators carsd®n in the snapshot study of
United Nations Member Countries (UNDP, 2007). Asstecd with these levels of
inequality are a range of intersecting forms of powifferentials based on economic
vulnerabilities (e.g. imposed structural adjustmgoiicies; fiscal discipline and debt
associated with the Brettenwood Institutions) thathermore form a nexus with
referent manifestations of domination, subjugateéord resistance. These of course
include ‘race’, gender, religion, the integral magcisms of structural violence
implicated within contexts of systematic inequalignd the use of violence as a
pervasive tool for social and interpersonal contresistance and acts of terror within
and across such uneven contexts. Central to thensysf global capitalism is the
shifting economic, military and ideological confrgtions across the globe in the past
20 years. The dominance of western, and in paaticAmerican, cultural forms,
ideological positions, military might and econorsigpremacy (Mitchell & Schoeffel,
2003), has resulted in a global context that carchmracterised as fundamentally
unipolar and overwhelmingly unequal. Furthermohgs thas also resulted in a shift
away from ideological contestations and proxy whet characterised the Cold War,
to more overt forms of conflicts between nationefa(Mamdani, 2004). Levels of
conflict in the form of regional and global warsvhaincreasingly become manifest
(Zwi, Garfield & Loretti, 2002), with ideologies omilitarism, masculinism,
nationalism, racism and patriarchy intersectinghwine another. The integral
relationship between violence, weaponry and theketaconomy has also been well
illustrated by Chomsky (Mitchell & Schoeffel, 2008) his writings on the military
industrial complex. Across the globe, violence d&sran of social relating has become
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commonplace, often manifesting as an endemic ietegmal, intergroup and
international conflict resolution mechanism in aipe of global crisis (Kruget al,
2002).

A further feature of globalisation that extends dr&y the market economy includes
the rise in technological advancements which has edsulted in greater levels of
atomisation, alienation and the production of aaltiforms of hegemony through
access to information technologies. The penetratioh information and

communication technologies has in part facilitatieid greater level of cultural and
ideological hegemony across the globe, especiallig pertains to the normalisation
of violence. In this regard, such advancements hamistered orders of moral

discourses that either legitimise or delegitimigdent enactments.

However, most social theorists would balk at vigyie effects of globalisation
solely in this manner. The globalisation of capiw@ilture and social relations has
clearly also brought into sharp focus the levelsir@fquality, the possibilities of
different cultural forms to co-exist, has givena®ito marginal perspectives, and in

fact created counter-points of resistance to tresailing hegemony as well.

Secondly, productive and sexual relations have st&m significant shifts away from
male dominated forms of labour to an increasing lmemof women entering the world
of work. This together with the gains of the femstnnovement has resulted in greater
fluidity in the nature of gendered productive riglas, often altering the balance of
power that has so pivotally centred on the econdomdamentals that characterised
gendered forms of domination. In addition, sexe#tions have also undergone shifts
and challenges to hegemonic understandings of Eeadations have been shaped by
gay and lesbian relations and activism, and chaimgesship relations away from the
classic nuclear family model (Connell, 2000). Whhis has allowed for is the
opening up of possibilities to reconfigure femities, masculinities and sexualities in

a manner that uncouples it from the normativityiotence.

The above structural, ideological and cultural egtd have on the one hand therefore
raised the prospects for challenges to hegemoniweged relations and their
associations to violence through for example, deeulnisation effects. However, on

the other hand, it has also resulted in an incngagintrenchment of normative
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gendered relations and their associations withevicé, as well as the reactive re-
masculinisation of social formations, especiallyewhperceived to be under threat
from external sources (e.g. the re-masculinisaparjects underway in the United
States of America post 9/11; the re-masculinisaitiothe former Soviet Union states
since reintegration into the global market econarmyis clearly illustrates not only
the potential for changing gendered relations aneé hormativity of violence
associated with hegemonic masculinities, but aleo recrudescence of hegemonic
gendered relations and masculinities. While thesibdgies certainly do exist for
actively resisting militarism and militarizationné uncoupling violence from gender
(and masculinities in particular) (see for examf@eck, 2001; Kruget al, 2002), the
global balance of power does not unfortunately fmveuch resistances at present.
Despite organic dissenting social movements emgrfyjom time-to-time across the
world to contest this dominant worldview, there d®éo be an attentiveness to their
political limitations (see€Chapter ThreeandChapter Fouron this). Rather it appears
that the global context is destined to remain aesiad terrain in which change and
stability will co-exist, will be negotiated, and lwconstantly battle each other for
positions of dominance. The global context of disse production is one that is
fundamentally contradictory in its relationship w@lence, through delegitimising
certain forms of violence and reifying others. Targphrase Rostand (1962j,you

kill a man, you are a murderer, if you kill a milh you are a conqueror, and if you
kill everyone, you are a GodThis sentiment aptly conveys the paradoxical neatd
orders of moral discourses that govern our undedstgs of violence, but this
ambiguity also suggests reasons for its apparealaierance and mutability even in
the face of endeavours to reduce it.

3.2. The Context of South Africa and the Gauteng Pravinc

With regard to the South African and provincial o of discourse production, this

has already been stated in some detallhapter One

One of the most enduring features of this contexthat of a history of racialised
domination, social contestation and resistance uiojugation, civil conflict, and
violence as a pivotal tool for managing social tiefes. While there have been many
efforts directed towards reducing this historicedpact on contemporary social
relations (e.g. legislation away from corporal @iment and the death penalty; social
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campaigns against violence), South African sociegynains a context with
excessively high rates of criminality and violerfseeChapter Ong. However, given
the levels of public dissatisfaction with the swtapparent impotence at managing
such levels of crime and violence, recent writifigse for example, Altbeker, 2007)
have captured the public imagination and arguedrfore conservative measures to
address this psychosocial problem. Altbeker (20089 suggested that a historical
argument can no longer be hailed as entirely viai@ccount for the high rates of
violent crime. Furthermore, he argues that an gpm@ate response should include
harsher sentences, policing and criminal justiteruentions. Even though high levels
of crime seem unstoppable at present, this viedviedently generates a coterminous
possibility of an increasing spiral or trajectorly wolence to address and suppress

criminal violence.

As further elements that support the above-mentiohestorical continuity of
violence, the ideology of militarism and processésnilitarization have also been
endemic to South Africa and continue into the pmes#ay in increased military
expenditure and regional interventionism on a amjitscale (Cock, 2001; Cock &
Nathan, 1989). Violence, conflict, militarism, nlrization and securitisation have
been central to the development of the social ftionand continue to pervade South
African society today (Vale, 2003), with the retmship between masculinity and
weaponry being very well articulated as a normafeeture of subjectivity (Cock,
2001; Swart, 2001; Xaba, 2001). While gender gamns$avour of a feminist and
profeminist agenda have certainly been made intSdéditica alongside changing
productive and sexual relations, aspects of ti@ahtism, patriarchy, violence against
women and re-masculinisation also co-exist in tastext. Even though projects to
redefine masculinity have been embarked upon (Mp2€01; Shefert al, 2007),
they have not become sufficiently diffused into tpeblic domain and public
consciousness to represent a generalised alteemafty of configuring masculinity
and its normative association with violence (asdenced by the failure of social
movements to capture the ideological high grounthis regard and to roll back the

hegemony and normativity of masculine violence).

This particular historical and contemporary conteixtiolence also intersects with the
politics and economics of the transition in Soutiicdan society, giving rise to new
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permutations and possibilities for violent enactteerin post-authoritarian, post-
apartheid South African society there has beerealolown in authority structures, a
consequent breakdown in civil obedience and dis@pkation, and a lack of faith in
the social system’s ability to ensure social jestic many instances. Indicators of
anomie are of course evident in the high levelsrimhinality that appear unbreachable
by various arms of the criminal justice system (§d®apter On¢. In addition,
indicators of population well-being reveal signdit disparities in access to capital
and other social resources. In 2002, the total gipvate in South Africa was 48.5%,
with the Gauteng Province revealing a rate of 2004he population below the
poverty line. Black South Africans were most sigiahtly represented within the
cohort who fell below the poverty line. Between 2%hd 2001, the Gini-Coefficient
for South Africa had increased from below 0.6 tiohe0.65. During the same period
the Gini-Coefficient for the Gauteng Province irased from approximately 0.525 to
0.625, thus indicating that levels of inequalitydheot only increased in South Africa,
but also substantially within the Gauteng Provinéeverty and inequality indices
were also directly related to gender, the rurakorldivide, and ‘race’ differentials,
with women, blacks and urban dwellers being mostigk for effects such as
increasing unemployment (UNDP, 2003). South Afgcpolitical transition has also
resulted in a reintegration into the regional andbgl economies, and levels of
disparity and inequality have in part been drivgritie burgeoning of oligarchies and
multi-national 'corpocracies’ who have re-investeithin the economy. Thus, the
social formation is characterised by an increasavgl of poverty and inequity, but
simultaneously by a culture of individual entremership, a frenzied economic
feeding for self-enrichment, corporate competitaord aspirational values based on
the potential for economic and social mobility (Blpr2000; Desai, 2002; Terre
Blanche, 2006). Under these conditions, aspiratidrequently outstrip the
possibilities for their attainment within large sens of the population. Given the
economic and social conditions referred to abovepuld be argued that the moral
economy has ground to a halt in many ways, witterase of social justice being
absent from the lives of many South Africans. Thetdnical proximity of violence
and therefore its availability as a default meckiamof social relating is therefore not
surprising as a response to these conditions (Teompl971). However, while the
underlying power dynamics of the structural viokenaf South African monopoly

capitalism are similar to those underpinning hodativiolence, these discourses are
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ordered differently in favour of the former and agunistically towards the latter.
Here too, the contradictory and ambiguous mannewhich the social formation
responds to violence may in part be responsible ifer ossification within

contemporary South Africa. As Tawney (1926, p. 18djnments on the tension

between morality and capitalism,

To argue, in the manner of Machiavelli, that thes@ne rule for business
and another for private life, is to open a door #n orgy of
unscrupulousness before which the mind recoils, pnd to expose the

idea of morality itself [...] to an almost intolerabstrain.
3.3. The Prison Context

While the broader global, South African and prolahcontexts provide sweeping
brushstrokes that facilitate and constrain paréicdliscursive productions pertaining
to men and violence, the prison setting is muchemimmediate and corporeal in this
facilitation and constraint. The immediacy of cahtover subjects’ bodies creates
simultaneous conditions of capitulation and resista within prescribed and
circumscribed sets of discursive possibilities.

Studies conducted on prisons in South Africa haegealed high levels of

overcrowding, poor prisoner health that includeghhiates of AIDS-related deaths
(Goyer, 2001; Oppler, 1998), and inappropriatef ggagoner ratios to manage penal
institutions. While such overcrowding has in pagéb a function of the breakdown of
the parole system, inadequate diversion programaresa reluctance by the state to
utilise large scale amnesties, harsher sentendithgnvthe criminal justice system has
also resulted in lower rates of clearance from gorisettings (Steinberg, 2005).
Statistics obtained from the Department of Coroewl Services in Gauteng in 2005
indicated that the facility at which the researchswconducted had extended it
capacity for accommodating prisoners to between%t230% (Department of

Correctional Services, 2005). Under these conditidhe rehabilitative functions of

prisons are severely impacted upon, and prisorrerpuéntly articulate a sense of
boredom, tedium and monotony about the highly slkede regulated, patrolled but

ineffective rehabilitative penal environment. Inddmn, they display a sense of

hopelessness and a foreshortened sense of futateori/ does this constitute de
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facto negation of the residuum princifle but the environment may also act as an
incubator for ongoing criminal activity in the fosmof an informal underground
economy, ongoing prison gang activity and influerered therefore increased levels
of recidivism (Dissel, 1996; Steinberg, 2004, 2005)

Given the institutional surveillance and regulatiwinprisoners’ bodies through the
fundamentals of panopticism (Foucault, 1977), adl \we the above-mentioned
characteristics of South African prisons by andéait would not be an overstatement
to suggest that prison is a ‘hostile’ environmenbath the level of its functioning as
an institution as well as at the level of prisoredations. Such conditions result in de-
masculinisation, compliance and capitulation tdartity on the one hand, but also in
forms of re-masculinisation through the actual oseiolence, and through discursive
performances of violence to resist authority andetsure safety and status in
potentially perilous conditions. It is thereforecantext in which there is a tenuous
relationship and an ongoing negotiation betweendibale subject and the resistant
subject — the latter often enacting and drawingiotence as a means of resistance in
many instances. While this vacillation occurs ire tform of actual behavioural
repertoires, it was certainly also apparent indfseursive networks and tropes that

were deployed by participants within the intervigtacess in this study.
4, NARRATIVE FORM IN THE INTERLOCUTORY CONTEXT:

Given the above characterisation of the socio-hsibcontext of discourse production and
its influence on the authorial nature of the pgraats’ emergent discursive networks, the
following section provides a more formal interptita of their narratives and examines their
specific effects and functions within the interlomy context. While recognising that
discourses operate fluidly and simultaneously witie immediate interlocutory context as
well as in the broader social context, these twatexds of analysis have been separated for
the purposes of convenience within the study. Bin@ring the overall narrative form and its
effects and functions (Gulich & Quasthoff, 1985ellich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber, 1998),

it is important to first reflexively account for searcher positionality, participant

0 The residuum principle essentially argues thanhevken incarcerated, prisoners are entitled tochasinan
and constitutional rights (Steinberg, 2005).
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positionality, and the nature of the interview @xitas a space in whicltonfessional

technologies”and power relations are enacted (Hook, 2004b).
4.1. Researcher Positionality and Reflexivity

Using Maher and Tetreault’'s (1994) definitions eflexivity and positionality cited
earlier in Chapter Five reflexivity essentially refers to the process wkich the
researcher becomes cognisant of the impact angemde that his/her contributions
have on the research process and the outcomeslofresearch at an analytical and
applied level. This is particularly important irsearch conducted from within a social
constructionist frame, as all research is also thagerstood as a socially constructed
product. The researcher’s contributions therefaeeha direct bearing on the nature
and outcomes of the research process itself. Aldagbe construct of reflexivity, the
concept of positionality also requires interrogatwithin reflexive research. It refers
primarily to the manner in which the researcheates himself/herself within shifting
networks of social relationships in relation to erth (such as research participants)
that are imbued with varying degrees of status,qgvaand access to resources. Being
reflexive about positionality is critical if we ate understand the unfolding nature of
research, the peculiarities of research data, hadfihdings that can be concluded

from them.

My own position within the research study was mativ by a deep dissatisfaction at
the vilification of the poor and the marginalisegho so frequently have been at the
receiving end of taken-for-granted associationshwiiblence and therefore social
blame as it is attributed to male homicidal viokemet South Africa. | was interested in
understanding how male homicidal violence reflextsocial fabric that essentially

acts as an incubator for violence. My ideologicasipon was rooted in a materialist
understanding of the nexus between violence, ppverasculinity and other forms of

social differentiation. While | had initially drawon such a materialist perspective, |
had not significantly engaged with much of the tisog on masculinities and gender
that has emerged from a post-structuralist frammweéver, this changed during the
research process and | increasingly started to tligether these elements within an
over-arching theoretical understanding of male lowatai violence, that is cognisant

of both the impact of material conditions and sbsteuctures as well as the concept

of multiple subjectivities in making sense of néxas on male homicidal violence.
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To this end | had made a conscious effort to beenupen to the narratives of
participants, despite having read and heard allmuspectacular nature of violence
that was sometimes enacted within instances of ¢idmi My initial entry into the
research process was therefore characterised bBteg@enness to participants’ tales
of murder. In addition, | had tried to minimise nmole as a clinician in the process
and to even conceal it from the prospective padicis, as | was concerned about the
impact of this positioning on the nature and outeoaf the research process. In
attempting to avoid the inevitable confessionalt tta characterises relationships
between psychologists and those with whom theyanteorofessionally as clients or
patients, | positioned myself as a researcher aithinterest in understanding male
homicidal violence and also attempted to distangseatf from my own preconceived
notions of male homicidal violence as frequentlingegratuitous in nature.

However, tensions soon arose around this initigitmming. Prison personnel often
divulged to participants that | was in fact a psyolgist and in many instances this
fact became common sense among participants. Téet @fas to alter my positioning
in relation to these participants. | was constrdi@e the expert, they were constructed
as patients, and the interview was characteriseccdnfessional processes quite
frequently. Not only was this determined by thetipgrants, but | increasingly felt
this slippage in my own positioning as | took oe thantle of expert. Within a very
short period of time, | was associated with thesqomi personnel, | merged quite
smoothly into the institutional culture and hietayc and came to represent and
embody disciplinary power as epitomised by sociahca science practitioners
within prison environments. The interview process\wherefore undoubtedly imbued
with differential access to power, with participgamiften entering the interview in a

one-down position.

While | attempted to negotiate these two positiand always to remain cognisant of
my point of departure, this was extremely difficulihe slippage referred to above
clearly had an impact on the nature of the intevww@ocesses and the data that
emerged as well. In several instances, my positgas a critical psychologist created
a genuine concern for the participants. | vieweshtlas victims, but | also recognised
the manner in which | was drawing on socially deiierstic discourses to understand
their actions. In other instances | found that tigfo this positioning and the fact that |
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was a male researcher, that | felt that they mas lheen victims of circumstance and
that this could so easily have been any male’s (@guding my own). Here, my
reliance on discourses of risk convergence and@mviental determinism also came
to the fore. More importantly though, it represengeform of disciplinarisation that |
too was being subjected to — their narratives aaged mechanism to discipline me as
a male and to generate a sense of self-regulagomyself as a ‘potentially violent
male’. While |, as researcher, was fulfilling adminary role, they were thus also
able to invert this process to some extent. Funtbeg, my positioning as a clinician
generated responses by me that were more consgintlinical encounters. At
times | was horrified by the details of the murddénst simultaneously mesmerised by
the spectacle. | experienced a sense of being drawm@a world previously not known
to me, of being regaled by participants’ tales, had to be cautious of being seduced
by their narratives. There was no doubt a voydargmponent to this process, as |
attempted to understand what drove these individt@al commit such acts. This
positioning generated a desire to elicit fundameintaéhs about the participants, and
consequently also raised my concerns about thdityatif their accounts and whether
the proverbial ‘wool was not perhaps being pulledrany eyes’. In addition, my own
reliance on essentialist discourses of male homicitblence underpinned my sense
of horror at some of the accounts, as | was cotigtaging to understand what would
drive someone to these ends. Throughout the rdsg@aocess, | vacillated between
these various subject positions, but the tensidred emerged remained and |

attempted to negotiate between them and to mahage as reflexively as possible.

While | was able to reflexively engage with thesgying positions that | occupied
more easily after the data collection had been deteq there were several
fundamental effects during the data collection pssc Firstly, the power differential
was generally always in my favour at the commenceénd the interview. |
controlled the pace and the time of the intervithe, questions that were being asked,
and the content that was being covered. Despitpdhécipant information sheet and
the questions being broad and open-ended with tdteds purpose being to allow
participants to speak freely about their experientieis power differential was clear.
Participants in turn responded in several ways.tilies, prospective participants
simply resisted the process by refusing to pawiep while at other times the

interview appeared to be used as a means to reategtitis power differential and to
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put across views to me and to an invisible audiemtgch had not previously been
articulated and heard. Participants saw it as anm&agive voice to ‘their side of the
story’. This renegotiation also occurred in ins@sm which participants sometimes
made reference to me and suggested that withimteesiew process they were less
powerful, but that in others circumstances ‘on #ieeet’, that | would be less
powerful. In several instances | also had the imgon that participants were
participating to use the process as currency duheg stay in prison, while others
appeared to participate out of a feeling of beiogppelled to within the prison setting.
In all of these instances, there was a clear distin between ‘me’ and ‘them’, and
this no doubt had an impact on the nature of theatige forms that emerged within

the interviews.
4.2. Participants’ Positionality

While the above section reflects on my own positign there were also clear
instances in which participant positionality withime interlocutory context could be
delineated. In locating themselves within the refsl network of the interview
process, participants fundamentally positioned gedwes in relation to three primary
markers. The first was as incarcerated men iniogldad other ‘free’ men; the second
was in relation to my assigned role as expert mesavay or another; and the third
was in relation to the content matter being disedswithin the interview, namely
homicidal violence. These positions were all chemaged to some degree with
uneven relations of power within the interview @it but participants did not
always accept this power differential between thedues and the researcher. Rather,
narratives were variably infused with an acceptapicéhese power relations, a re-
definition and renegotiation of these power relagicand an inversion of these power
relations within the interview process as partinigaprovided accounts of their
homicidal encounters to me as a researcher andyother potential audience to

whom they may vicariously have access to throughrélsearch process.

At times narratives were characterised by eitheroastensible indifference to the
interview process, and even a sense of despaindrbeir incarceration. Participants
sometimes acceded to participating in the study aseans of ‘killing time’ and

varying the routine and boredom of prison life. dther points they positioned
themselves as rehabilitated and normal men, suggesiat the interview was an
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opportunity for them talk about their crime, to #et record straight about the events
surrounding the homicide, to try and understanangedves and their actions better,
and as a way of accessing help from a mental hgatifessional. Exculpatory,

justificatory, propitiatory and rehabilitatory leal registers were frequently deployed
as a means to offset the inherent power relatibas disadvantaged them in the
context of pervasive moral discourses, injuncti@ml censure directed against
homicidal violence. These were similar to what $¢b990) refers to as public versus
private transcripts. Public transcripts generafifer to public performances that are
designed to placate those in positions of powed, @present a masking of what
happens in private transcripts away from the publje. He suggests that public
transcripts serve the purpose of ostensibly caihg to the regime of power that is
operational within any context, but in fact alsoves to subvert this power regime at

some level.

In other instances, power was negotiated diffeyentithin the interview context.
Participants sometimes positioned themselves asrimgsculine and through their
narratives recounted their violence in a positianer and as performance within the
interview context. Here there was even a tendeaciyftate and to brag about the
homicidal event, thereby challenging directly therat discourses that are utilised to
vilify men who commit acts of murder. The point @éevas clearly to offset the taken-
for-granted relation of power within the interloont context and to generate a sense

of infamy around their actions.

Finally, in relation to me and their perceived piosing of me as a researcher who
was also a male psychologist, several interestaigtional positions also emerged
among the men to address this power imbalance. isearcher from a university,

and a mental health professional, they made inée®mbout my level of education
and my access to knowledge resources. Here, pamits often positioned themselves
as helping me to understand violence and constiube interview process as a way
for them to ‘school’ me around issues of homicidalence. In addition, given that

the participants and researcher were all male laaidwe were directly addressing the
issue of male homicidal violence, they sometimetengbted a generate an
identificatory collusion with me that placed us am equal footing when discussing
matters such as the normatively of men’s need dargp, their use of violence, men’s

224



drinking habits, and normative gender relationthacontext of intimate relationships
with women. These attempts to comply with, renegetiand unbalance the power
relations within the interview context were evidentthe narratives that will be

discussed later.
4.3. Confessional Technology and Power in the Interv@atext

What was apparent from the above reflections oreareher and participants’
positionalities was the centrality of what Hook @20) refers to asconfessional
technologies”,that were operant within the interviethsHook suggests that within
psychology in particular, confessional technologiepresent an intimate form of
surveillance that is based within disciplinary fermaf power, and that ultimately
allow for subjects to reveal the possibilities s@lf-regulation and an introspective
ability to know themselves. However, in speakingatoexpert the subject not only
gets to know themselves, but their understandingerhselves is also regulated by an
Other. It is through this interaction with th@ther that the subject enters into a
process of persuasion that attempts to convinceOther that they are sufficiently
insightful, self-regulated and socially well-adgdt In turn, the expert provides a
‘clean bill of health’ if the client responds im@anner that is considered socially well-
adjusted. While this power relation is often insig, it is not always complied with.
Subjects within the study constantly attemptedrtbinge the dynamic at the fulcrum
of power. While there were certainly points of daegaence among participants, there
were also distinct points of disruption, and bothhese constantly played themselves
out in the interview. While this was not a clinicaterview by far, it certainly
resembled the confessional technologies that afeeqaently associated with mental
health professionals’ dealings with patient popated. However the confessional was
not simply a unidirectional relationship. It wasala transaction in many instances.
Through the confessional, participants appropriditeddiscourses of confession, but
also had an opportunity to give voice to their ssfiehe story. This was not only for
my benefit, but also for the omnipresent listertbet Terre Blanche and Durrheim

(1999) suggest are always in attendance in thatiamrof accounts.

*1 See Foucault (1975, 1977) on this as well.
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4.4. Emerging Narratives

Narrative analysis certainly in part allows for examination of the ways in which
subject construction, positionality, masculine rtegmn, and power are worked
through within the interlocutory context and alsome to reflect the broader social
context of narrative production. As mentioned eaylinarratives are essentially a
connected succession of events that are told iresmsqguential manner by a narrator
to an interlocutor, listener or audience. Howevtbke, assumptions within this study
follow those of Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach and Zilb@r998) who argue that narratives
are never absolute, but are always relative anglmtic. While narratives sometimes
imitate life, they are not equated with it, but am@her constructions and co-
constructions of events that occur between theat@rand the listener and reflect
aspects of subjectivity, social phenomena and dleeakworld in which the narration
is produced. As Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach and Zill{¢®98, p. 8) posit, narratives

should not be taken

at face value, as complete and accurate representbdf reality. [...]
stories are usually constructed around a core ofdar life events, yet
allow a wide periphery for the freedom of indivitlityaand creativity
in selection, [...] emphasis on, and interpretatiorf these
“remembered facts”. [...] They contain “narrative tiloi’, which may
be closely linked, loosely similar, or far removiedm “historical
truth”. [...] When a patrticular story is recorded artdanscribed, we
get a “text” that is like a single, frozen, stillhptograph of the
dynamically changing identity [of the narrator] [..\vhich is [...]

constantly in flux.

The two primary dimensions across which narratmay be analysed include content
and form. While content refers to the explicit dabse of the story and is dealt with
later in this chapter, form refers to plot and @lestyle of the story, and is the

immediate focus of attention in this section.

In the context of narratives of violence, speciiinictions and effects can also be
determined from an analysis of form. However, rtareaform, functions and effects

are never singular or uniform in nature and ofterclude hesitations and
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contradictions within and between them. These tarssireflect the contradictory
nature and response of the social milieu to issfig®wer and male violence and are

therefore encapsulated within various narrativenfar

At the level of social functions, narratives pravidn opportunity for impression
management and positive self-presentation in agiieg context in which male
homicide is often viewed negatively against the kidamp of pervasive moral
discourses that delegitimise it (Boonzaier, 200&aitd, 1998; Lau, 2008). In addition,
Polk (1994) notes that most men who are asked Yy tommitted a murder in the
immediate aftermath of the encounter often respwitid a sense of derealisation in
which they can not account for there actions. Nama therefore provide an
opportunity to construct a version of events, toegate personal meanings associated
with the homicidal encounter, to rationalise acsioand to do so in a manner that
allows for a maintenance of the integrity of subjety. While a significant amount of
research has shown the use of neutralisation gieaten the form of dissociative and
justificatory meta-stories emerging from men whaen@ommitted acts of violence
against their intimate partners (Boonzaier, 200&afd, 1998; Lau, 2008; Wood,
2004), these were not the only registers and assakcrhetorical strategies that were
evident in the narrative form of participants withihis study. Lieblich, Tuval-
Mashiach and Zilber (1998) highlight three typesafrative form that are frequently
present within life stories and these include rtevea of stability/continuity, decline,
and transformation/growth. Each of these narrdiivens were present in some way
or another within the data and often included tegss that were justificatory,
exculpatory, propitiatory and incorporated aspeftsegret, remorse, atonement and
rehabilitation that allowed male participants tostuct and position themselves in
relation to the interviewer and the enactment oferice in ways that were positive.
However, narrative forms were not always as sabuigrin nature, and also conveyed
noxiously normalising and even bombastically reifiegisters within more stable
accounts of homicidal violence. Importantly at atadevel, the functions of
narratives therefore always involved a performgiiBegler, 1999) and the use of these
performances for currency purposes in relation tteers who fulfilled the role of
audience. Virtually in all instances, this curremp@rtained to neutralising negative or
hostile attributions from an external audience,nt@ning positive self-presentation,

facilitating impression management, elevating pgréints’ personal status, and

227



fundamentally offsetting the power relation of timerview process (Hearn, 1998;
Willig, 2001).

At the level of effects, narrative forms were sames more acquiescent and
sometimes more resistant to power relations witha interview context, and thus
sometimes reproduced and at other points challeripede relations of power
between the interviewer and the participants. Atdamological level, narratives most
frequently buttressed and reinforced normative tmys around male violence.
Through essentialist, deterministic and fatalistiews of male violence as well as
post factorejections and renunciations of male violence tigipants reproduced
dominant orders of moral discourses that legitintieenormativity of male violence
in general, but also specifically rejected male loe as an illegitimate form of
social relating, violence and conflict resolutibtowever, the elevation of violence to
a desirable and ‘successful’ form of masculine grenince in some instances also
provided an implicit disruption and critique of dimrant orders of moral discourses
that govern the legitimacy and illegitimacy of malgte violence. Varying narrative
forms thus revealed the contradictory manner inctvhgociety responds to male
violence — on the one hand embracing it at cegamnctural, institutional and socio-
cultural levels and on the hand denouncing it witeccurs in the pernicious

manifestation of homicide.
4.4.1. Stability and Continuity: Murder as an ExtensiorEekryday Life

One of the most common but more complex narratigggerging from
participants’ talk included a form that can best dbaracterised as one of
stability and continuity. Lieblich, Tuval-Mashia@nd Zilber (1998) refer to
this as a steady narrative in which the eventsritet are not constructed by
the speaker as out of the ordinary, and where tiseeenormalcy within the
account. In these particular instances within tadet, the trajectory of the
plot surrounding the homicidal encounter was frediye constructed by
participants as a logical extension of a pre-exgstpattern or history of
criminality and/or violence. The primary lexicalgisters deployed included
that of continuity and normalisation (Lieblich, TalMMashiach & Zilber,
1998), but also extended to a reification of vigkems an instrumental tool for
personal gain of some sort. Justifications (Booeiz#& de la Rey, 2004,
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Hearn, 1998; Lau, 2008; Wood, 2004) and rationatiea (Cody &
McLaughlin, 1990) were thus the most significargtdrnical strategies utilised
within these narratives. Responsibility within themicidal encounter was
therefore accepted by participants, but blame wagwaed to an external
source (Hearn, 1998). While participants made soameessions about their
involvement in the killing of another person, jfisations and rationalisations
formed the primary basis for constructing meaning gualifying their level
of involvement in the homicidal encounter. Howevérere were distinct
intertextual shifts in these narratives that resdan evolution of the story to
include minor exculpatory and expiatory registefeese served to buttress
and reinforce their initial accounts through faislgphisticated argumentation,
and were premised upon rhetorical strategies ti@dtided excuses (Dobash,
Dobash & Lewis, 2001) and claims of dissociatioro@l, 2004), a denial and
loss of control within the act, appeals to acciderkillings, distancing
strategies (such as disclaiming and hedging) taaedhe moral judgements
potentially directed against them, references &ir tbwn victimisation within
the post-homicidal context, and minor attemptsrtecalate morality lessons

that had been acquired through their experiencedy(@& McLaughlin, 1990).

The following extended extracts serve as exemmaithe primary narrative
form referred to above.

Okay, I'm like a guy that depends or makes a livimgcrime, like it's my lifestyle

[...]- But then we just decided to just take a drieeRosebank and you know I'm
actually into hijackings, so we just decided tolgjack a car that morning. [...] It's

about business. [...] Right, the cop himself, [...] wa®n duty on the moment, he
just pulled up, hit the brakes next to us, gotafithe car, pointed my friend that was
sitting in the hijacked motor vehicle, pointed hiith a firearm. Okay, but that stage
he told my co-accused to get out of the car andid®very like you know, paranoid
and shaking, he didn’'t want to get out of the aat 80 on. [...] Okay my friend got a
bit shaky and he tried to get out of the car to. rAnd that's the time when he
pointed my friend to shoot at him and he told hinstand or else he’ll shoot. And he
just ran and he shot one warning shot and thahew took out the firearm and shot

him.

(Participant 1)
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So we robbed his boss, you see but when we robiseldoss he ran away with the
money, you see it was quite a lot of money [...]. Wkke get a base of operations
there selling drugs and having stolen stuff, pagkétolen vehicles. We would use
that building for that. So | took them to this Haliilg [...]. So when we got in there |
just pulled out the firearm, | had them [...]. Whadtually wanted was my money,
my share of the money, because look these guysriad than R800 000.00 cash,
money and diamonds that | had to rob, you undedstemat | mean? | just wanted
the money, that is what | wanted because look Inaanried and | have got kids.
These are young boys they don’t have responsdslitike me. [...] Right, | just
wanted them to feel pain, you know, like pain likéh a tube, you know how you
take a tube? [...] Take a tube you let him lie dowmad gou pull it over his face.
When he faints, you throw water down his nose, bhkes up, just carry on until he
confesses something, you know. | pinched him witd pliers, all the different
places, you know, just torture them, giving thenmgda..]. So | thought to myself,
no man these guys, they're too far gone. You untdedswhat | mean? | am going to
have to kill them. [...] | was angry with them anavanted my money. | mean that
was a lot of money [...]. And to do the crime | hadgb and hijack the car and hide
the car away and use our hijacked car, | still trachake number plates for that car,
you see. And use my car, my guns. | had to robgthe | had to hijack the victim
again, you understand? [...] No they had really dowee in, they really double-

crossed me [...]. You couldn’t use a gun there. 8gseld a knife [...] | stabbed them.
(Participant 5)

Ja, | was a member of the Majimbos. Actually | @y that in the society of
Westbury | am a well known guy, but people only Wwnme for the bad | did. [...]
and we wait for long, for victims to come down thewWhether young, whether old,
it doesn’t matter. [...] Sit ons nou en kom die merjgesien. Okay, vra maar ‘n
cigarette van hom. Maar ek weet vir myself wat,isvat wil ek hulle maak, verstaan
iy? Ek weet ek wil hom roof. Want ek en my bras kiaar beplan, [...]. [...] en ek
gaan daai mannetjie stop, verstaan jy? Sorry mjeoutet jy nie ‘n gwaai vir my
nie? Maar nou die mens [...] hy wil net uitkom, dad hy net uitkom. [...] so sé ek
nee gee my ‘n gwaai, het jy nie ‘n light nie? Jnsas ek sé ek het nie ‘n light nie, so
draai hy om. Hy sé, my bra wat soek jy, jy het roun gwaai gevra nou vra jy vir
‘n light. Jy sien, net daai tyd, ek reach die gknvang hom, [...] ek het hom net
geskiet daar, jy sien? [...] Jy sien daai man, Hynet my baklei daai man. Ek sé vir
myself, okay die man is langer as wat ek is. Toeks@ir myself, sé ek het die gun.

Hy gaan nou nie terug slat vir my nie. [...] Ek siat die eerste skoot. Ba.

(Participant 16)
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Ja, me | was in, | was released from prison, tlitibe June 2002 on the 18Ja as |,

soos ek in die lokasie ingekom ne, ek het mos @gegehad, verstaan jy? [...] Uh,
die bekende Majimbos gang. [...] Dis nou karre renfdie verstaan jy? [...] Ons
gaan toe Funvalley toe jy sien. [...] Soos ek leymbol staan, hier duik iemand in die
pool in verstaan jy. Die tsotsi, hy spat my natklign uit jy sien. EkK wys hom, hey

my buddy, ek het my foon by my, jy sien. Ek het fogn by my en jy spat my nat.
Hy praat met daai man, hy klim uit, hy doen diedelfing weer verstaan jy. Nou ek
wys hom, soos hy nog in die water is, ek vertel iy jy, jy moet kyk wat maak jy,

jy sien. Moet nie ‘n mens vir ‘n poes vat nie.][Ja, hy klim uit. Ek wys die ouens
haai, laat ons uitstaan jy sien, laat ons loop. Mjjeavat hy maak, hy klim uit die

pool uit. Twee right skote, goep, goep! How my byddat maak my buddy? [...]

Ja, jy sien. Hy embarrass my voor die hele kindamshiers die hele kinders, jy sien.
Okay daars nie ‘n probleem nie, kar toe, ek gaal O gun. Ek gaan haal die
vuurwapen jy sien, kom terug en nou wat sé jy, eige die gun, bridge die gun,
nou wat sé jy. Hy jy, skiet my, skiet my, skiet niyAmn, ek skiet hom. Ba. [...] Jy
ken by die lokasie, jy ken hoe lyk dit by die lol@sis spinnery by die lokasie,
verstaan jy. Jy is so0s, jy spin, jy het mos ‘nutaion, verstaan jy my broer. Ja,
verstaan jy, jy’s nou ‘n gang member al die godjemoet lewe according to daai

reputation van daai, sien jy?
(Participant 25)

In all of the above illustrations the core elemeotghe narrative form are
clearly reflected, namely, theormality of violencealongsidejustifications
and rationalisations for the use of violenc&®eferences to makirn@ living
on crime”, crime as'’business”, “selling drugs and having stolen stuffbeing
a “gang member”in the “Majimbos gang”, “karre roof”, “ek wil hom roof
[...] ek en my bras het klaar beplaif1 am a well known guy [...] for the bad
| did”, and being previouslyreleased from prison; all indicated a prior
involvement in criminal activities. In addition, dfe was also an implicit
suggestion that this included aspects of confraaand violence in several
instances, as many of the activities referred twvalare in fact coupled with
violence or act as gateway activities into violenicemany South African
communities. The violent homicidal encounter waeréfore constructed as a
normal and logical extension of the social lives mdrticipants, with
participants not attempting to distinguish it aatraordinary event.
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Certainly one of the effects of this constructioaswo implicitly challenge the
dominant moral discourses that tend to censureredoems of interpersonal
violence such as homicide within the immediate dmwdader discoursal
context. Participants were unequivocally statingt tviolence remains a
legitimate means of social relating within certaiocial contexts and under
specific social conditions. While the language oé-meditation was not
always apparent, motive was implicit in almostidtances. This suggests that
even if the homicide had not been planned itskedt violence had been either
overtly or covertly considered as a potential ooteoof a confrontation
between the participants and others. In additionthis normalisation of
violence and criminality in which the encounter wast necessarily viewed
outside of the norm of participants’ social actast justifications were also
present as a means to rationalise the violentseif.iHere, rational qualifiers
that included references to exacting justice, evighin the context of criminal
activities (e.g.”l wanted my money, [...] they really double-crossee”),
enacting self-defence (e.gHy wil met my baklei), the protection and
defence of others (e.the pointed my friend to shoot at him [...] and that
when | took out the firearm and shot hiynand the protection of masculine
honour (e.g“Damn, ek skiet hom. [...Jy het mos ‘n reputation, [...]. Jy moet
lewe according to daai reputatiol” were all present. In particular, they
ensured a degree of deflection of blame for theoemier, and allowed for a
certain measure of positive self-presentation tontentained within the

interlocutory context.

While the normalisation of violence was certainlgrgmount within these
narratives, and was predominantly accompanied bstifizations and
rationalisations, there were also instances in Wwhids was extended to a
reification of violence Registers of excess that were sometimes diffitault
believe at face value, accompanied by little oremorse, and even a brazen
form of bravado, were also articulated by the pgoéints. Certainly, it
appeared that much of these unsolicited discloseesed functions within the
interlocutory context, and were utilised as an ai¥e strategy with shock

value to convey the legitimacy of violence as apression of ‘successful’
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masculinity to the researcher and the invisibleratamal audience. The

following extracts illustrate this phenomenon.

[...] | stabbed him, let's see, | think about 37 t®Ig..] the one who survived, |
stabbed him 27 holes, but he survived, | don't krlmow. [...] do you want a
detailed description? Well you know we take a gliand you use them on a guy’s
penis, you know just the tip there where the udomes out and sperm comes out.
[...] Actually pliers can break fingernails, toenailwreaking the fingers, break the
nose, probably the ears, stuff like that. Undexstane? [...] You know, work on the

nerves.
(Participant 5)

Ja you see, the time when we got arrested né, tene other bodies found. [...] Ja,
but now these other bodies, my co-accused didrdwwkabout it. [...] Ja, both of
them. It was a male and a female. You see bothevhtwere found there. But now
they said the case was temporary withdrawn ‘caudenit know, they had to send
away what, for dental what something see. [...] Bay didn’'t know who the people
were you see. [...] Ja, and uh, dynamite né, | ta@d gothing about the dynamite
and the firearms that were found in this house gee. But according to the
newspapers there was a child and a mother foutttkirceiling. Actually, according
to the newspaper, all and all there were 14 batii@sthey got there you see. But uh,
there was only three. Two was only skeletons, oas @ full body, you see. The

other two were skeletons. [...] Most of my other marsdare unknown murders [...].
(Participant 12)

Die enetjie klap hom, daai enetjie skop hom, dietjgmsteek hom so ‘n klein gaatjie

in die kop in jy weet. [...] So sé ons vir ons selfs steek nie hom om dood te steek,
net om hom krag uit te haal. Steek hom, steek lst@ek hom, so hy gaan sit nou in
die hoekie in. [...]. Hy is defenceless nou, siene Daan ons uit, SO0s ons uitgaan,
hy's besig om te soebat nog. [...] Okay, raait ouglkeen het die paal, ons tel een,
twee, drie, val hy uit. Toe val die hele rotse Besaop hom. [...] ek weet nou nie hoe
het daai gebeur nie, een hele stuk van hom beeafyebreek, seker soos hy die

stene wil gekeer het. Want kyk, ek praat van grotse.

(Participant 13)

In all of the above extracts, violent encountersengescribed with a degree of
excess and spectacle through references sucistalsbed him 27 holes”

“dynamite and the firearms that were found in thause”,“all and all there
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were 14 bodies that they got theréTwo was only skeletons, one was a full
body”, “daai enetjie skop hom, die enetjie steek hom skiéim gaatjie in die
kop in jy weet”,and“een hele stuk van hom been het afgebre&espite the
almost unbelievable and spectacular nature of thdagures by participants,
the impact of these registers served as a mechdaisimhinge and unbalance
the interview as a confessional space, throughrgéng queries about the
accurateness and truthfulness of these discloshuesalso through the sheer
shock and voyeuristic value thereof. In these ms#a, participants often
positioned themselves as the educator who wouldad¢he researcher about
the nature of violence in many South African comities. Furthermore, this
shift in the balance of power within the interviemsntext was also partly
achieved through participants’ performances of mnf@f hypermasculinity
that was coupled to violence. This is particularportant in the context of
Dissel (1996) and Steinberg’s (2004, 2005) worktanutilisation of violence
within hostile settings such as prisons, where hyasculinity is linked to
violence and therefore to status as well. Grapbgcdptions that were almost
hyperbolic revealed participants’ more overt cotasns and challenges to
hegemonic discourses of morality that govern tigéiteacy or illegitimacy of

homicidal violence with South African society.

More specifically, thejustificatory and rationalising rhetorical strategis

referred to above are reflected in the followingexpts.

| only have two words in my mind, do or die, beaifsit wasn’t him [...], | was

actually awaiting my friend’s death. Because histfreaction when my friend got
out, [...] he couldn’t do this to my friend and thatwhere the conflict came. |
couldn't lose a friend, | had to do it, | had toitldCause | was just in that situation.

‘Cause if | never fired, he could have acted a sipoin him.
(Participant 1)

Ek het gedink, die ou hy is lank agter my, is aithwg of dis ek, want die ou, eendag
hy gaan my kry, dan is ek off guard, dan skiet imynwy. Dit gebeur so in ons se
lokasie in. As jy ‘n squealery het met iemand, aitdig nie net daar nie, dit raak
groot. Op die ou einde, hy kry ‘n vuurwapen, ek krywuurwapen dan daag mekaar

af. Daag mekaar af, dis either hy skiet vir myebfskiet vir hom.

(Participant 4)
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Nou sien jy, jy kry twee soorte mense as jy rosfel kan dit so stel. Jy kry daai
soorte, jy vang hom, hy sé kyk my bra, vat allepelie my seer maak nie, vat ek
alles, dis klaar. Dan kry jy daai soorte wat horhsélek word nie geroof nie. Daai
eene wat homself sé hy sal terug baklei vir hong,ddaai was die case daai dag,
verstaan jy? Daai ou, ek het gevoel hy gaan téaldei want ek het met hom

gesoek.

(Participant 16)

Participants provided clear rationalisations aswioy their actions were
justifiable in the context of the defence of seifiahe defence of others, and
incorporated registers in which there was an appacempulsion to act
violently to avoid further harm. In each exampleere was a sense of
delimited choices available to them, and the comsimisof the homicide was
therefore constructed as a justifiable rationabsain that context. This is
reflected inl couldn’t lose a friend, | had to do it, | had o it”, “dis either
hy skiet vir my, of ek skiet vir homand “Daai ou, ek het gevoel hy gaan
terug baklei want ek het met hom gesoékhile the first two extracts reveal a
defence of others and self, the third highlights gonfrontational aspect of
many crimes and inverts the perpetrator-victim diyathe service of claiming
self-defence as well. In all of these instancesteths thus some deflection of
blame, given that the choice to commit an act oferice appears to have been
‘forced upon’ participants. In relying on these doies, participants were in
fact also attempting to persuade the narrationdiesge of the correctness of
their construction through pitting their constroctiof the outcome of the
event against an even potentially more untenahbieoowe. The primary effect
was to generate a sense of positive self-presentatiound their involvement
within a homicide, and to minimise the pejorativesponses likely to be
generated by the narrational audience around tmenission of homicides.

Given that the normalisations, reifications andijicstions referred to above
emerged most prominently within these narrativestigipants made very few
unqualified concessions about their culpabilityhwtthe encounter. However,
there were intertextual shifts within the narrasivéhat includedminor

exculpatory lexical registers and rhetorical strafies of dissociation, denial
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and loss of control, appeals to accidental killingstancing strategies, and

claims of victimisation due to impropriety by authies.

The following represent some instances in whichhthvaicidal behaviour was
attributed tosubstance use, abuse and intoxicatjothereby allowing for
participants to excuse their violent actions. Etreugh less prominent within
the narratives, these excuses provided further astipg arguments for
participants about their limited responsibilitye(i.that they accepted blame,
but not responsibility). The effect was once agamminimise judgemental
responses from their respective audiences, analgieb their positive self-
presentation in the face of prevailing moral ceasihile the first two
extracts were clear representations of such insfaife.g.“ek was hoog’,
“you don't think clearly once you got drugs in yooody”), the final extract
also included hedging as a rhetorical strategy isplay a sense of
responsibility and culpability, but then to undemsnithis by relying on an
external attribution to excuse the violent behawifaig.“l won't blame the
drugs knowing that what | am doing is wrong. Butla end of the day the
mind just snaps, you, you basically go into a déffié world”). Hedging in this
instance allows for a toning down of the impacaaitatement and to mitigate
forceful judgements that are likely to be madehd statement is made in an
unmodified manner (Lakoff, 1972).

Nie eintlik dronk nie, ek was hoog. Ek het Ecstgepruik. Ja, en CAT gesnuf.
(Participant 4)

You know when you on that substance, this rocksJike a cocaine substance mos
with some chemicals and you know you don't thinkacly once you got drugs in

your body. And | was heavy on drugs, when | waside, | was heavy oniit[...].
(Participant 1)

Uh, okay first of all, it start with, it really st@ with, started with me having drugs in
my system. Drugs in the system, okay | won't blah® drugs knowing that what |
am doing is wrong. But at the end of the day thedhjist snaps, you, you basically

go into a different world.

(Participant 16)
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However, participants also used the rhetorical tea of appealing to
accidentsas a further mechanism of excusing their actiom$ absolving
themselves of responsibility. Here in particulgspe@als to accidents did not
merely minimise responsibility, but erased it coetply as the participants’
agency was entirely evacuated from the encounteugfn suggestions that

they had no control over the homicidal event.

But | don't know, things went wrong, | don't knowhere. [...] | grew up in a family
where firearms was a day-to-day basis thing youknnd for me to use a firearm,
its | mean, I'm well trained in it, so that morniitgwas just quick reaction of you
know, my hand just went and that's it. Sort of like accident, so | don't know,

don’t know.
(Participant 1)

Okay, ons loop nie met die mes in nie, maar dagj dk weet nie man, dit was net
S0 uitgesit om te gebeur, toe het hy so klein apped in hom sak in. [...] Okay, ek

het omgegee vir hom. [...] Kyk dit het net gebeurhivitan instant.
(Participant 17)

Gun goes off, it just goes off, person is layingtha ground, you are in shock, in

that state of shock, obviously you run away.

(Participant 16)

In the above illustrations, there were not onlyedir references to an
“accident”, but the minimisation of participant agency wasoabbvious (e.g.
“Gun goes off, it just goes 6ff“dit het net gebeur; “my hand just went and

that's it. Sort of like an accideny”

Distancing rhetorical strategieswere also deployed by participants as a
further mechanism to neutralise any judgementalammjunctions against
homicide perpetrators. Here in particular, denaisl hedges emerged quite
strongly as rhetorical strategies through whichdistance the participants’
actions from more extreme and sensationalised favmsiolence that are

frequently heavily censured.
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Even after that day it still bothers me, I'm noatiype of person. It's about business.

I don’'t know, | won't blame my friends, | got my omife wrong.
(Participant 1)

Ek is nie soos die psychopaths and serial killgis mense wat kry ‘n rush as hulle

daai ding doen.
(Participant 17)

Because | won't hurt you or kill you for nothingaim not a psycho, you understand

what | mean?

(Participant 5)

Denials and disclaimers were most commonly usedli&iancing participants
from what they constructed as more extreme or pagizal forms of murder
through references td’'m not that type of person”,“Ek is nie soos die
psychopaths en serial killersgnd“l am not a psycho’ In the first instance,
there was an attempt to differentiate between thkent and the non-violent
masculine self that Hearn (1998) refers to, while katter exemplars again
utilise the denial of psychopathology as a meansuggest that the murder
was rational and justified, thereby reducing anggement directed against
them. Also,Participant 1 once again utilised the hedge in mitigation of his
actions during the homicide by suggesting on theeltand that it was all about
“business”, but simultaneously toning down this statementwiite qualifier
that“l won’'t blame my friends, | got my own life wronglhese strategies are
employed as a means to minimise judgement, buttalsvoke a degree of
understanding and even sympathy from audiences, pnomoting positive

self-presentation once more.

Furthermore, participants even went so far asdimch position of victimhood
within these narratives, utilising rhetorical ségies such asondemning the
condemnerto position themselves in this manner. The follogviextracts
reflect how several participants utilised the rhiet strategy of condemning
the condemner (Cody & McLaughlin, 1990) as a meahsdefence or

mitigation.
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Well, like | said | knew this cop. Okay, this wasarupt official that approached us
that morning because we used to make deals. [...§llyshie catches me with cars, |
just give him a certain amount of money. There desgthere we go. That is how we
deal. [...] So | made a case at ICD, | had quarrdth the investigating officer
because he was promising my co-accused money, hanglst you'll get a better
sentence and all that. So, there’s no evidence @eromthis case actually, my co-
accused went and gave a confession on everythohghatis about it, ja. [...] | plead
not guilty on this whole case, because first of ialwas my ID, no-one could have
pointed at me on my ID, but during my trial the gedassumed [...]. Ja, but a lot of
evidence of mine were never brought in front of toart, anything, | don’t know.

They just went on the co-accused’s statement,gladit’ That's it.
(Participant 1)

I’m gonna make a retrial now. That's the way thegtenced me you see, because of
a gun ne, the one at Funvalley, the gun didn'tespond with the bullet that came
out of the deceased you understand. [...] they adesty younger cousin you see,
the very same day, you see. He was arrested wétlyah and for the murder. [...]
Uitwysing kan nie vervang word nie, en die getuie loulle was uitdruklik gevra
[...]. Maar ek staan ‘n baie goeie kans, maar nou ekagaan maak ek wil net
uitvind by hom advokaat, jy sien. Die ding wat ek ¢, my jonger cousin, hy moet
‘n affidavit maak. Jy sien, so as hy affidavit mahk stem die saak. Daai man was

nie daar, ek het geskiet, as hulle mos terugaatieniele facts van die saak, verstaan
Iy
(Participant 25)

Participants somehow suggested that they were itemg of a flawed
criminal justice system and that they were in facfairly judged. References
to a“corrupt official”, “promising my co-accused moneyegvidence of mine
were never brought in front of the courtthe gun didn’t correspond with the
bullet that came out of the deceasedid “my younger cousin [...] was
arrested with the gun and for the murdemere all exemplars of inverting
processes of moral judgement to reduce the extemotentially negative
evaluations directed towards them. In both of thH®va extracts, the
participants, despite noting their own involvemenmithin the homicidal
encounter, continued to suggest that they had eenh lgiven a fair trial in
some way or another, and that ineptitude on thegdanvestigation teams or
improper conduct by members of the criminal jusBgstem had resulted in
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their incarceration. While this did not erase thewolvement in the homicide,
the strategy of condemning the condemner served aasnitigating
communicative strategy to highlight their unfair ctunisation, the
infringement of their rights, and therefore undegpattempts to create a more
sympathetic response to them amongst audience membghin the

narrational context (Cody & McLaughlin, 1990).

Finally, participants also utiliseexpiatory registersof regret to suggest that
they had experienced a lapse in moral judgemeningluthe homicidal
encounter, but that they had subsequently comersalegsation of this lapse

and corrected it. References to beiagrry at the end of the day™realising
where you went wrong'and“God [...], he’ll see to everything else'eflected

the morality lessons that participants were att@mgdb convey.

| just wanna say up till today I'm sorry for the @b thing | did, | mean they ask me
in court to show remorse. | just couldn’t take sitend you know, because | just felt,
maybe by that time | still had that in me to sagy lyou still doing crime, you still a
gang member, so don’t go and say sorry man. Youbsttl am sorry at the end of
the day you know, | feel bad for this whole thindidl. But | just don’t know where
my life turned around, you know, where my life tomkurn, | don't know. But all |
can say is you know, God will create somethingu®all, and he’ll see to everything

else.
(Participant 1)

And finally, doing things on your own and you rsalithat at the end of everything
murder has occurred, everything has been donehemdyiou land up in a place like

this and start realising where you really went vgron

(Participant 16)

However, this level of moral correction was not log®neous, but was rather
contested. The following extracts reveal that thees in fact no sense of
remorse or regret displayed and articulated by spamgcipants, once again

suggesting the normalisation of violence in thediwf participants.

Ek het maar net vir myself gesé, haai hy’'s dood daik. [...] Ja ek het goed gevoel

in daai sense.

(Participant 4)
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| won't say that | am sorry for what | done, | austj sorry | got caught. [...] As |

told you, | am not sorry for what | did.

(Participant 5)

In contrast, the above two extracts directly chgke the notion of regret and
remorse, with one participant suggesting thelt het goed gevoel|” and
another suggesting thdtam just sorry | got caught. [...] As | told you,am
not sorry for what | did” In both instances, this again served to contest t
pervasive moral discourses that censure male hdatigiolence, indicating

that participants were resisting such a moral yaokls
4.4.2. Decline: Murder as a Negative Tipping Point

The second most common narrative form to emerge frarticipants’ talk can
be characterised as a narrative of decline, in kvitihe homicidal encounter
was constructed as a crisis point within partictpaitives, that had been
unexpected, and that had materialised in the comtExan acute altercation
with another person. Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach aribet (1998) note that this
is generally a regressive narrative that includeferences to elements of
deterioration within the person’s life circumstasic&éhe homicidal encounter
clearly manifested in three distinct narrative @sasamely a pre-event phase,
an event phase, and a post-event phase (Liebliolal‘Mashiach and Zilber,
1998). For several participants, the homicide tleysesented a sudden failure
in judgment, a momentary lapse, and a negative emlirdng spiral that
ultimately resulted in their incarceration, a ladkreedom, and a disruption to
past and future plans within their lives. The lexXicegister that was most
common in these narratives was the crisis tippirgntp and relied on
rhetorical strategies that included references ttemial and loss of control
(Lau, 2008), dissociations (Wood, 2004), and exsu&obash, Dobash &
Lewis, 2001). Rhetorical strategies such as an appe accidents and
disclaimers were also utilised to minimise the abipty of the participants
(Cody & McLaughlin, 1990). Unlike the previouslysdussed narrative form
in which justifications served as the primary ratibsing strategy to defend
participants’ actions, these narratives primariypldyed exculpatory registers.

Blame was thus accepted by most participants, Haset registers allowed for
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some deflection of responsibility (Hearn, 1998).weéwer, justifications did
present themselves as they did in the previousitiaerform, but they were far
less prominent than the exculpatory registers. dditeon, the intertextual
shifts reflected a plot development within theseoamts that also incorporated
registers of regret, remorse, and references tddteelosure of their future
aspirations because of their involvement withinibenicidal encounter (Cody
& McLaughlin, 1990; Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Ziés, 1998). As in the
previous narrative form discussed, participantriss again contained
concessions about their involvement within the teidail encounter, but these
concessions were qualified by the exculpatory matirtheir rationalisations.
The distinction between the two narrative formscdssed thus far clearly
indicates a level of inversion in the primary amgd@dary use of exculpatory
versus justificatory registers. While the previmerrative form was more

justificatory in nature, the second was much maifpatory.

The following extended extracts reveal the abovetroeed narrative form.

As ek dit weer so kan stel. Ek was nie rerig o@rtgewees nie. [...] En uh, as ek dit
so kan stel, sy het net tiepe mind games gespedaylshe isa  good person, she
pretends okay | do still love you. Tomorrow shergi@a That was still confusing.
And on the other hand she used to throw me withwlads. No you don’t want to
look for a job whatsoever. And that stuff, | amtjimttling them up, swallow,
swallow everyday. So at that time | guess everghias too much, it was too much
for myself. Then | just explode. [...]JEn ons het wd®@ma mekaar gesling daaroor,
en ek het haar daai oomblik gedreig en gesé, ngmak jou slaan. Okay alright en
sy het my gedreig ook, sy het ‘n bierbottel waglshaar op die tafel gestaan het. Sy
sé sy gaan my met daai bierbottel slaan en staekoBder om na te dink het ek die
vuurwapen uitgetrek en haar geskiet. [...] Nee, &l ekawil sé is eintlik dat ek het
my les geleer. Vuurwapen is ‘n baie gevaarlike dimgek sal lank dink dat mense
daar buite wat vuurwapens het, hulle moet nie dile loen as wat ek gedoen het.
Dis nie ‘n goeie ding nie. En die plek hier waarigkis nie ‘n goeie plek nie. [...] jy
kry kos en kleure maar stil jy het nie jou vryhelg.kan nie doen wat jy wil waneer
jy wil nie. Jy doen dit opdragtig.

(Participant 2)
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Okay ek het nie intention gehad om te sé ek g@mmednse seermaak of sien. Dan
rook ons nou. [...] Ek rook, rook, ek los maar. Klgarook het ek net gesé, ouens
okay ek gaan loop. Nou wat ek wil loop, die magaaian die gun is myne jy sien.
Ek het gesé ouens julle sal ‘n magazine kry, okalfethet gegaan met daai want
hulle het eintlik die gun gesoek. Toe wat ek dia gul vat om die magazine uit te
haal nou, ek ken dit lyk seker die ouens het vagejraat né, ons gaan hom nie die
magazine gee nie. Ek het die gun geruk van honDkfy die twee hulle het stil
gesit, maar die ene. Lyk daai laaitjie voor hy gakioet, hy't gerook maar hyt nie
pille gerook, lyk hyt gafief gerook jy sien. Hom @é&s paranoid, wit en groot jy
sien. Daai kind het gesqueal vir die gun. Ek s@yakk het hom geskiet maar dit was
nie my fout nie. Kyk toe ek die gun neergesit Bétek die safety toe trek ek dit op.
Toe ons squeal vir die gun, die safety by sy hagtldit seker afgesit by accident of
whatever. Maar die gun was klaar gebridge jy didtay ek het getrek, trek totdat hy
die gun los, toe gaan my vinger op die trigger, shiet dit. Skiet ek hom deur die
gesig jy sien. [...] Okay ek in my hart, ek ken ek Hee trigger getrek jy sien. Ek
regret dit nou nog. [...] As jy vér in die lyn aflo@m jy kyk dan was dit nie worth it
nie. [...] As jy stil sit jy dink, miskien hulle hetie daai op hulle gedagte gehad nie.
Miskien hulle wil maar net, hulle was mal vir dieirg Of hulle wil afgeshow het.
Maar ek kan net sé wat gebeur het, het gebeuraelnie tyd terug draai nie jy sien.

Kan maar net voorentoe kyk vir ‘n beter tyd.

(Participant 3)

Maar toe ons nou lekker gekletter raak toe sé hynyidat my dogter weer daar was
die dag. Toe vra ek hom nou wat het sy hier gemtaksé hy vir my jy ken nie
eintlik hierdie dogter van jou nie. Sy is eintlik bietjie los maar hy dit meer in ‘n
grapperig tiepe van ‘n manier gesit. En toe hy simn ek hou nie van die manier
waarop hy dit stel nie toe dis asof hy my ‘n beetjekoggel het, en toe verloor ek my
humeur, toe verwurg ek hom. [...] En toe jong, $0ap ek, ek het hom aan die nek
gegryp en ek het hom uit daai stoel uitgetel erbgeo sy nek aftrek. [...] Ek het ‘'n
goeie werk gehad, huis, ‘n kar daar was eintliksnilat ek gekort het nie. Okay dit

was ‘n stupid ding wat ek gedoen het.

(Participant 14)

Hy het vir my in die face geslaan, maar um, jy waeleken, jy het die gedagte in jou
kop, hierdie ou is ‘n recce. Hy het dit aan jouagu en nou slaan hy jou agter die
kop. Toe draai ek om, toe vat ek die vuurwapendieai ek die vuurwapen en toe
skiet ek hom en hy het nie geval nie, toe skieivekr en toe tot hy gelé het. Sien dit
was op daai stadium, ek het nie, ek weet nie, skksr nie die enigste persoon wat
nie hou daarvan as ‘n persoon agter my kop klapDiteis, jy slaan blank. Op daai

stadium dis ‘n kwesie van (snaps fingers) dis netdis ‘n split second. Toe ek sien
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wat klaar gebeur het, toe sien ek hiers nou mdwelik Toe weet ek nie wat om te
doen nie. [...] Jy kan maar op my rekords gaan Rykrekords is skoon. Dis nou net
hierdie fout wat ek gemaak het. [...] En ek is eknpyt die ou is dood, want ek
meen, as jy vat hoe kosbaar ‘n ou se lewe eirglikiih. Dis baie kosbaar, daar is nie
iets wat dit kan replace nie, nie geld nie, niks. ffi..] Maar nou vyf jaar down the

line sit ek in die tronk. [...] Nee, ek sou tien tesan a bestuurder nou gewees het.

(Participant 18)

From the above, references to @motionally escalated interpersonal
altercation are fairly clear in‘ons het woorde na mekaar gesling’Ek het
die gun geruk van hom af. [...] Daai kind het gesgjwir die gun’, “hy my ‘n
bietjie gekoggel het, en toe verloor ek my humgarid“Hy het vir my in die
face geslaan”Here in particular, the encounter was narrated maaner to
suggest that premeditation was absent, and thavenatose spontaneously.
Unlike the previous narrative form discussed, thr@micidal event was
constructed as a tipping point outcome of an exdiaary set of
circumstances, rather than a continuous and staefieetion of a pre-existing
history of criminality and/or violence. Alongsidéhelse references were
exculpatory registers in the form of allusions tdemial and loss of control as
a tipping point (e.g.“Then 1 just explode”;“"En toe jong, toe snap ek”; “jy
slaan blank. [...] dis net ‘n, dis ‘n split secondas well asappeals to
accidents (e.g. “ek het nie intention gehad om te sé ek gaan diesme
seermaak] “Dis nou net hierdie fout wat ek gemaak hetin addition,
Participant 14 and Participant 18 both utilised euphemisms within their
accounts in an attempt to minimise the seriousoéghe encounter and to
soften the register of the narrative by referriogtihe event as a mistake
(“fout” ) and a loss of a sense of humdi@n(toe verloor ek my humeuy.” In
all of the above, there appeared to be an initakptance of blame that had
been attributed to them, but responsibility wasudiedeflected and avoided.
By utilising these exculpatory registers and rhetdrstrategies to rationalise
their violent actions, participants were also afigng to generate a degree of
credibility and positive self-presentation in redat to their narrational
audience. To further support this construction ef svithin the homicidal
encounter, the narratives also included expiatory registerin which

participants performed a degree of self-reflectionto the moral
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appropriateness of their actions. Direct refererog®k het my les geleer”,
“Ek regret dit nou nog”, “dit was ‘n stupid ding waek gedoen het”, and “ek
is eintlik spyt die ou is dood”all point to specific registers of regret and
remorse. Morality tales were utilised as a rhet@ratrategy in some instances
with Participant 2 ending his narrative with a lesson for an intestocy
audience who may apprehend his story. This not ealyed as a means of
‘educating’ others, but in the process also allovi@dthe positioning of the
self on the moral high ground through the disclesefrthe encounter. Finally,
all the narratives also includeegisters of life deterioratiorwith references to
loss of freedom and the compromising of past artdrial future plans. The
rhetorical strategy deployed here was the tempmadparison in which past,
current and future life circumstances were eitheertly or inadvertently
compared. In some instances, participants referted their present
circumstances as a negative or deteriorated cosgpato a more idealised
past that had been lost because of the homicidesalosiequent incarceration
(e.g.“En die plek hier waar ek is, is nie ‘n goeie pleie. [...] Jy kry kos en
kleure maar stil jy het nie jou vryheigd"Ek het ‘n goeie werk gehad, huis, ‘n
kar daar was eintlik niks wat ek gekort het rieivhile in others instances,
they compared their current circumstances impjicitlith a different life
trajectory that may have come to fruition or hoplgfwould come to fruition
in the future (e.g:Kan maar net voorentoe kyk vir ‘n beter tyd'Nee, ek sou
tien teen een a bestuurder nou gewees)h@dtie fundamental social function
of the narrative form was not challenge the prawgilmoral discourses
directed towards the condemnation of homicide pgeapms, but rather to
renegotiate moral credibility and to re-positiorrtggpants on an equivalent
moral playing field through the exculpatory and iexgry registers. The
degree to which the confessional space was beiregthyi challenged was
therefore significantly less, but these qualifiassisted in constructing the
participants as reasonable and normal men who gilrgad an accidental and

momentary lapse in judgement.

More specifically, theexculpatory registergelied primarily on strategies of
denials and loss of control, minimisation, and &pdo accidents in the

following examples. Boonzaier and de la Rey (20@f¢r to minimisation as
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an attempt to deflect the seriousness of the bebawngaged in, thereby
reducing the moral judgements that may directednagane. In the first
extract below, the reference tblank geslaan”, “gesnap”, “split seconds’,
and“alles het net so vinnig vir my gebeuyrthere is not only an allusion to a
denial and loss of control, but also to an imputgiend dissociation from the
event. The second illustration also suggests adbsentrol (e.g:'snap”), but
also makes direct reference to it (é\gerloor beheer oor jouself). However,
in the third instance, the appeal to accidents sotoehe fore in the extract
(e.g. “I see my case as, as more like an accidgntiut this was also
accompanied by a minimisation strategies in thenfaf denial (e.g.”l
decided to myself this is not murder, I'm not goplead guilty to this), and a
disclaimer (e.g‘l caused his death, that | agree upon, yes buthd murder
this person). Here too, while concessions about involvementewaade by
participants, the responsibility for the act wasnsbow either evacuated or
renegotiated though the use of these exculpatgigters, once again ensuring
some degree of moral credibility and positive ge#sentation.

[...] en seker dis net daai klap agter die kop emetknet gesnap. Ek het net blank
gegaan. [...] Ek het blank geslaan op daai dayjHn ek kan nie onthou wat hy het
gesé nie, maar hy het net iets gesé en toe, tdekdy, toe slaan hy my. [...] En toe
dis net split seconds gewees. [...] Jy weet disaletyou nie die ou roof nie, dis net

alles het so vinnig vir my gebeur.
(Participant 18)

En toe jong, toe snap ek, ek het hom aan die ngkygeen ek het hom uit daai stoel
uitgetel en probeer sy nek aftrek. [...] Ja, hyt gekameen ek het hom, toe ek by
myself bietjie kom, toe sien ek nee wag laat ek Im@@rgooi maar, toe is dit klaar te
laat, ek het hom te lank gehou. [...] Ja jy weetim@ans kan dit nie beskryf nie. Dis

vir my moeilik om the beskryf. Ek dink uh, ‘n oun@or beheer oor jouself [...].
(Participant 14)

| see my case as, as more like an accident. [..édid#d to myself this is not
murder, I'm not gonna plead guilty to this, I'm g@nplead not guilty. Because | did
not murder this guy. Because of what I've done figsson died, but | didn’t murder

this person. | caused his death, that | agree ymbut | didn’t murder this person.

(Participant 24)
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However,other exculpatory registeralso emerged within the narratives and
included references to the use of substances anstdles of intoxication that
many men found themselves in at the time of theibtidey as well as the
implication of being socialised into a life of vesice. While some of these
were more proximal to the homicidal event, otheesenmore distal. The first
two excerpts on the implication of alcohol in demmsmaking and the
consequent compromising of participants’ agency, &flected in“as ek
nugter was sou ek miskien anderste opgetraati“ek was ‘n alkolis. [...] toe
die sneller getrek is weet ek nie. Daai stukki@iismy duister” The third
extract also makes reference to the essentialljentionature of men as
compared to women, and supports the naturalisafigender differences that
Butler (1990) critiques (e.g'Men are stronger, they are, | think they got
harder feelings”; “vroumense is meer saggeaard as mans uh, dis
vanselfsprekend” Taken-for-granted notions of masculine violenaed
female passivity as a binary were relied upon heneinforce the regimes of
truth that govern hegemonic gender relations. Hawnethe final excerpt
reveals what Cody and McLaughlin (1990) refer tahas sad tale, in which
participants reflect upon historical or distal etgethat have brought them to
the point of enacting certain behaviours. Heregrexices to a troubled past
involving violence being perpetrated against thetigpant was used as a
means to further deflect responsibility within teecounter (e.g:hy het my
gemolest’ “dis hoe jy opgebring is jy sien™ek het niemand gehad nie, ek

het gefend vir myself jy sien”

Toe het ons bietjie gedrink, gekuier. Dis maar atmal my mense, meeste ouens
drink maar met my. Ek meen ons is swaar drinkerd. Pa ek sal sé drank het ‘n rol

gespeel daar, as ek nugter was sou ek miskienstadgrgetree.
(Participant 14)

Ek was ‘n hele rukkie sonder werk, as ek werk getnetl het ek dit basies verloor
deur my gedrinkery, ek was ‘n alkolis. Ek het gelrvir die eerste span. [...] Um,
maar soos ek kan sien, toe die sneller getrek & efe nie. Daai stukkie is vir my

duister.

(Participant 24)
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Because maybe they're [men] stronger, they're wegthe pants, they're in charge.
And if things doesn't go well they take the lawartheir own hands, that is what |
would think. [...] die vroumense is meer saggeaarthass uh, dis vanselfsprekend
[...]- Men are stronger, they are, | think they gatder feelings, they don’t worry as

much as women.
(Participant 24)

Okay, die boytjie hy het my gemolest, dan is ek juk. Voor my pa uit die tronk
kom. Hyt my gemolest, hyt my geslaan, hy maak jmetwvang so op die grond sit.
Dan klap hy dit. En jy sal nie opkom tot hy sé jpehopkom nie, jy sien. Nou bra al
daai, dit het gemaak dat ek goeters doen wat ek mmet doen nie. [...] Ouens wat
in die location bly wat ek ken, het my familie sgemaak jy sien. [...] ons het vir
[hom] gesteek. Nadat alles begin bra, dis hoe pebping is jy sien. Vir my, ek kan
sé, dit het daar begin want ek het niks gehadekidet nie ‘n Pa gehad nie net ‘n ma

gehad. So basically ek het niemand gehad nieeeggdiend vir myself jy sien.

(Participant 3)

To further strengthen their positioning as normaasonable men, the
participants also often relied on logical proofs ddiculate registers of
concern for others and their law-abiding naturéolk (1994) notes that this is
not uncommon for many men involved in homicides andlso a distancing
technique to ensure that their actions and themtitles are not constructed by
others as pathological, criminal or depraved. Th#éoding reflect this
positioning in participants’ accounts of the posthicidal actions that they
took. In the first and third extracts, the men reted instances such ‘anoet
net wag vir die SAP om op te daag. En dit het aund Igevat nie; and“het ek
die vrou gesé, okay gaan skakel die polisie, sBulle ek is hier en hulle moet
vir my kom optel” In the second extract, the participant indicated “ek het
gebel, eerste die polisie, na die polisie bel ek ainbulance” The intention
certainly appeared to be directed towards indigaéin internalised sense of
right and wrong, being law-abiding, and ultimateliso concerned for the
well-being of another human-being. In general, temmponent of the
narratives appeared to utilise proofs of theiradito foster even further the
construction and positioning of participants asmal; and thereby avoided the

judgements of criminality or pathology.
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Ek het geweet nou’s ek in die moeilikheid. Nou'siekdie moeilikheid. Uh, wat
presies ek gedink het seker weet ek nie, ek hegawetet ek is in die moeilikheid, ek
moet net wag vir die SAP om op te daag. En ditrfietlank gevat nie, toes hulle

daar.

(Participant 24)

En ek het gehardloop. [...] om te sé nou gaan eladibulance bel. Alright, ek het

gebel, eerste die polisie, na die polisie bel ekasthbulance.
(Participant 6)

Ek kom huis toe. Bly daar weer waar ek gebly hevam daar het ek die vrou gesé,
okay gaan skakel die polisie, sé vir hulle ek & kgn hulle moet vir my kom optel.

En sy het so gemaak en hulle het my kom optel.

(Participant 2)

Within the intertextual chains of the narrativegrén was also an evolution of
the plot to incorporatgustifications as a secondary argumernb support

participants’ initial exculpatory contentions abahé event. The justificatory
register was specifically articulated through referes to potential
victimisation and therefore drew on rationalisasioof self-defence and the

defence of others.

Ek kan nie presies onthou wat ek teruggesé hetmaar ek moes iets vir hom terug
gesé het, wat hy, ek kon sien, die man wil my kamval, hy wil my aanrand. Dis

toe ek nou opspring en die vuurwapen sien, en a#sdpad kies uit die kamer uit.
[...] Die vuurwapen op daai stadium was in my hdrakies sé op my pens, maar dit

was toegemaak met ‘n kontinentel kussing. [...hEkhom twee skote gegee.

(Participant 24)

Toe gryp ek die hand met die mes, alright hy hetgesteek. [...] Okay hy steek my
in die hand en finger, toe gryp ek sy hand. Gelgkkkay hy is groter wat ek is.
Maar net gelukkig sy plakkies het geslip. En ek kgkek omtrek gly hy en hy kom

voorentoe en ek kry ‘n kans om die mes die gry V& hy in die mes in.

(Participant 6)
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Jy weet na hy, toe hy my oor die kop geslaan hetjie feit dat hy gedreig het hy
gaan my familie en my vrou en my kind leed aand@aai slag toe hy my teen die

kop tref. Toe dink ek hier is dit nou, hy wil nebeilikheid maak, jy weet?
(Participant 18)

The above three extracts reveal a register ofdsddnce that is apparent as a
justification and rationalisation for why it is thaiolence was enacted by
participants, as evidenced lyy wil my aanrand”, “hy het my gesteek’and
“hy gaan my familie en my vrou en my kind leed aami. However,
Participant 6 nevertheless couples this self-defence registdr an appeal to
accidents when he suggests thabe val hy in die mes in”thereby even

further reducing agency, culpability and respotisybsimultaneously.

Further still, the narrative evolved to include mexpiatory and propitiatory
registers and included elements such as regret and remdaiskke the

previous narrative form in which participants weren regretful of being
caught, or were quite satisfied with the outcoméhef homicide, this form of
dehumanisation was not present in this narrativemfoRather, they
constructed the homicide as something negativéeir tives, that they were
regretful of because of the impact on self and ichate others, but also
remorseful of the effects of the homicide on othet® would have been

affected indirectly by the homicide itself.

‘n Mens kan nie lekker voel nie. Dis ‘n lewe watwees is. Die persoon het na sy
Ma omgesien, sy was eers voorheen die opsigtehysmorgevat by haar. Is nie
lekker nie, om te weet jy het ‘n onskuldige lewesiba, wat iemand anderste wou
beskerm het, doodgemaak het. Dis nie lekker nie.

(Participant 24)

They don’t know how | feel, ‘cause | mean, she wgswife, she was like my wife,
my mother, my sister, you understand. | think I'mrenhurt, | know | can’t be more
hurt than her son you see, but I'm hurt as wdllntw | think about it. [...] What
happened and things like that you see. [...] Ekés'miviolent type mens nie. Hulle
weet watse type persoon ek is, so hulle weet eklihetie bedoel laat sy haar lewe
moet verloor want ek het a confession statement gea [...].

(Participant 20)
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Ay, | feel bad about it. Especially as I'm herepitison, but ay | can not turn back the
hands [of time] you see. | feel bad about it, | f@ry you see. Even for him and his
family because they have lose their child you seat's why | feel sorry about it.

Maybe |, sometimes | used to think that maybe tlveas another option maybe |

should have (?) but now it's too late. It's tocelaiow.

(Participant 27)

In the first and third extracts above, the idearefgret is conveyed by
participants in their reflections such ‘as Mens kan nie lekker voel nig™|
feel sorry you see”and“Ay, | feel bad about it] but is also extended to
include more remorseful registers pertaining toithpact of the behaviour on
the victim and significant others. Here, referenteds nie lekker nie, om te
weet jy het ‘n onskuldige lewe basies [...] doodgaki, and“for him and his
family because they have lose their child you ted’'s why | feel sorry about
it" . However, the second extract above reveals a meophisticated and
indirect manner of conveying remorse and regret,still infusing it with a
construction and positioning of the self as a mctHere the narrative excerpt
inverts the perpetrator-victim dyad once more drel garticipant reflects on
how “I think I’'m more hurt”, “‘cause | mean, she was my wifedven though
he was responsible for her death. In all of thevabexpiatory and propitiatory
registers were evident as a mechanism to indidaepgrticipants’ insight
around their wrongdoing, thus accepting blame anegotiating a position of
moral credibility through these qualified concessi®mf involvement within

the homicidal encounter.
4.4.3. Transformation and Growth: Murder as Erring and d&itation

The final narrative form that emerged within thetiggpants’ talk was that of
transformation and growtpostthe homicidal event. Within these narratives,
participants constructed the homicidal encountea @sedominantly once-off
event that was unplanned, and that representeadarfiuental point of erring in
their lives. This was similar to the narrativesdaicline referred to earlier in
which distinct phases prior to the event, during &vent, and after the event
could be detected. However, they more importarilg ancorporated registers

of the event being a turning point for growth (Lieb, Tuval-Mashiach &
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Zilber, 1998). This was frequently supported by mBogpession in the

intertextual chains within the story that pointedat desire for, and provision
of proof of, rehabilitation. While certainly reperged far fewer times within
the overall data set, these narratives were neslegs present as well. Even
though justificatory and exculpatory registers wpresent, the distinguishing
feature was the more propitiatory and rehabilitat@yisters which included
references to regret, remorse and atonement. Rtwt@trategies such as
apologies and logical proofs (Cody & McLaughlin,909 were utilised to

highlight participants regret, remorse and actuaebcess of atonement.
Participants made concessions about their involmeméthin the homicidal

encounter, with far fewer qualifications than iretprevious two narrative

forms discussed.

While not focussing extensively on the exculpatang justificatory elements
within this narrative form (given that they haveeheaddressed in the previous
two sections), the following two extended extragighlight the propitiatory
and rehabilitatory registers within narrativesrafisformation and growth.

We went to the place where we found a guy and aamothere. There’s a bush,
okay they were having sexual intercourse there.yOke just mugged them there.
And then we point a firearm at the lady and the. g\nd then we demanded money.
They say no we don’t have the money. Okay | propalst shooting one shot, | shot
the guy in the head [...]. When | reached thereylrgafreeze. We need money, they
tell me they don’t have money. Okay fine, the laithg, lady squealed there till | end
up firing you know but the intention was not tcefat the guy, was just to make them
to be scared. To show that we are serious, beasluise you are young, when you
make a robbery, uh, some people you can pointsopewith a firearm and he won't
get scared, because they saw we are still younghengou won'’t shoot. So | fired a
shot to scare them but | was pointing the fireatrtha guy. [...] Okay [...] after |
killed that person | feel, then | just talk with napcestors you know, I've killed a
man. | have killed a man. | don't know what to dat for my ancestors to just
forgive me, you understand. Okay, to kill | dorfitrik is a good thing [...]. | said no
I'm fine but | go to confess and say you know, Véilled [...]. [...] | went to him
as a priest [...]. But like now when I'm in prisonhan | sit down, | say you know
what, | was a churchgoer outside. [...] my Mothedtoie that no, you know what,
the ancestors, they need you inside the churchoof 8ut now | say | belong to the
church [...]. Those people I've killed is those peopplvas supposed to go and serve

them as a prophet. [...] What | was wishing afterakvarrested, | wish to be there in
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his funeral but the, it won't happen, even | cak t® government to do so, they
won't do for me. Okay, | say what if they can take there just to go and bury that
guy but | don't deny so that they can put me irsqni[...]. Because | know it is
painful to kill because first | don't know what the cost of the funeral and
undertaker. | don't know how much is a casket, m'tlnow how much is the food
that they eat. | don’t know how much they costtladl cost of the funeral, | imagine
I'm doing this thing and the people | know at theadral, people are crying. All the
family are crying but | killed this person. [...] Babw when they call me to come
here | was at other section, we were doing casnaraf the HIV/AIDS. [...] You
understand, right now | just say no, what | wasdpdefinitely, sure, | was totally
wrong, you know. | just say no maybe I'm an emadioperson, okay let me just
change my attitude okay since I'm in prison | jtsach myself to live with the
people. [...] let me change my attitude, let me fadkite with other people, let me
respect other people’s feelings. If you don't respmurself, other person he won't
respect you either you understand, so | say okandetry to respect myself so that |

can know other people, let me listen to other pegplthey can listen to me [...].

(Participant 10)

Ja, | got this information from the duty point guiyeard that guy was her boyfriend,
you see. So from there on after | give her the mpslee says there is no way | can't
get the money back. So this where | shot her tWicd.Yeah, | feel that both of us,
we are travellers and we travel for our homelanda/were we come from, so how
can you crook me? The way | felt was if you croog, ihat is part of life, but you
also involved with another man who is my juniorvairk. You use the tricks of
taking the money to finance another man, not youn enan. [...] Ja, when | heard
that she’s dead, | cried. No | did not know shddad. [...] Ja, ja, | think how honest
| am to her, she is not honest with me, punishieig But so after this | feel so sorry
and after my, before my conviction | apologise lte tompany, the state and the
family. | am a human being. | try to console thmilg, because if this case happen
in my family, what am | going to do? We are hunb@mngs. Anybody can make the
mistake. What has happened has already happenesegol...] | got God through
my heart, | am a sinner, | pray to God, | repehtma} sins that | commit before
myself and my God. Because I, though it happenredthat it's not something that |
plan in my life that | will assassinate [...]. Sorhaundred percent sure that once |
make up my mind that | will not do violence. [...]t&f | think of it | realise it is
where | commit a sin before myself and my God. Sead Bibles, | did the Bible

course, my certification comes next month.

(Participant 21)
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In both of the above extracexculpatory registergappear to form the primary
basis for rationalising the participants’ involvemén a homicidal encounter.
In the first extract the participant describes aeng that essentially included a
robbery that had ‘gone wrong’. In this account, Utdised an appeal to
accidents by making reference“twt the intention was not to fire at the guy,
was just to make them to be scaredhd suggests that while the motive of
robbery was clear, that the murder itself was nameditated, but rather
accidental. Similarly, the second extract highlgytiie participant’s appeal to
accidents in the form of a reference to an errgudfiement. Here he claims
that “Anybody can make the mistakednd“it's not something that | plan in
my life that | will assassinate’suggesting again that premeditation was not
clear. As with the previous narrative form discusskeoth participants had
never been involved in prior killings, and constagcthe event as a once-off
failure, lapse, accident and mistake. The excutgat@ature of the account
positioned these men as out of control, with litigeency, and therefore with
little responsibility. Howeverjustifications were also employed within the
second extract in which the participant committeel ¥iolent act as a means to
“punish” his female partner for acting as“arook” given that she was
“‘involved with another man who is my junior at workThe justification
therefore centred around responding to a senseeiofjbemasculated by a
woman, but also as a means of defending his hanawlation to alpha-male
challenges from a younger work colleague. Here the, taken-for-granted
nature of intimate relational transactions betweeen and women were
utilised as a means to rationalise the event, filmiiser serving as a minimiser
of blame. This account positioned the participasitaavictim and therefore
justifiably suggested that he was entitled to achis defence. In addition,
there was some deployment of distancing techniguebe use ofl am a
human being; thereby minimising the possibility of his actior®ing
construed as inhuman. In both instances, attemssitive self-presentation
and the avoidance of negative judgements againrpimied the use of these

registers and strategies.

However, the expiatory and propitiatory registeeyevfar more present in the

narrative excerpts from these two participants hBaatcounts reflect references
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to regret in utterances such‘@as kill I don’t think is a good thing’ “what |
was doing, definitely, sure, | was totally wronguyknow”, “I cried” , and“l
feel so sorry” However, regret was supported by referencesnmrge in the
context of the victim and the victim’s significanthers. Both participants
were clearly more compliant in the disciplinary tex of the interview and
the prison setting, and reflected on processeslbfegulation that highlighted
their remorse through references to a need“donfess”, asking for
“forgiveness” as a‘sinner” and seeking out those who would be able to offer
absolution in some manner (e“gncestors”; “priest” ). Here in particular, the
religious and spiritual component of the narratiegealed a strong synergy
with the confessional technologies that the inesvepitomised, and in fact,
the interview took on a decidedly confessional tdil further, the account
from both participants revealed the use of logipedofs to display their
pathways to atonement. References to wanting i bee funeral and to show
atonement throughif they can take me there just to go and bury tgay”
were also accompanied by actual steps taken primcarceration, such dk
apologise to the company, the state and the famigtticipants also however
provided logical proofs of the steps taken to rdiiate themselves and this
register can be seen in such reference$Btd now | say | belong to the
church”, “I read Bibles, | did the Bible course, my certditon comes next
month”, “let me just change my attitude okay since I'm ns@n”, “If you
don’t respect yourself, other person he won't resp@u either’; “So | am
hundred percent sure that once | make up my miatd till not do violence;
and“we were doing cast drama of the HIV/AIDSh all the above instances,
not only was a sense of self-insight being conveyethe participants, but the
actual steps that they had taken to become morllyocesponsive and
spiritually driven were also reflected upon. In gext, what this allowed for
was a construction of the self as a wrongdoer, W erred, and who had
subsequently embarked on a path of self knowledgejal and spiritual
enlightenment, and had therefore attained some edegof growth,
transformation and rehabilitation. Participants diat overtly challenge the
prevailing moral discourses that censure homicialence, but instead
accepted and appropriated them, and then attemimedegotiate their

positioning as morally rehabilitated members ofistycthrough expiatory and
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propitiatory registers. While some exculpatory guntificatory registers were
clearly present, participants were able to makecessions about their

involvement in the homicide with far fewer qualdtons.
4.5. Social Functions and ldeological Effects of NaxratiForms

From the above descriptions of the primary nareafwms within the data set, it is
apparent that the interview process was fundamgraal interpersonal accounting
exercise that involved patrticipants’ self-disclesiabout a homicidal encounter in
which they were implicated. Holtgraves (1990) notkat all self-disclosures are
essentially instrumental in attaining certaocial goals especially pertaining to self-
presentation, impression management, the estaldishrof credibility, and the
management of what Tracy (1990) refers tofaase Holtgraves (1990) and Tracy
(1990) note that face work can generally be con@dised as attempts by speakers to
ensure that they are well regarded and approveuly ajthers, and to avoid others’
impositions on their positive self-presentation.wédweer, interpersonal accounting is
not simply a set of strategic linguistic manoeuviest occur within a vacuum, but is
also bound by the positioning of speakers and th&rlocutors within specific socio-
historical contexts and contexts of narrative patiun. Thus, in examining narrative
forms and their social functions, not only is aralgsis of the speaker-interlocutor
relationship possible and desirable, but an amalgéithe immediate and extended
contexts within which such narrative production wsc also becomes possible
(Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber, 1998).

Within the narratives of stability and continuitythe functions of participants’ talk
centred around constructing and positioning theweselas men who had acted
violently out of necessity. While relying predommly on justifications (and to a
lesser extent on exculpatory and expiatory reg¥tey acknowledge blame but to
offset responsibility, participants neverthelessptiiyed elements of compliance in
relation to the prevailing moral condemnations aumnding homicide within the social
formation. Despite being willing to accept somereegof qualified guilt however, the
primary register deployed was that of normalisateord reification. Even though
Scott’'s (1990) conceptualisation of the public s@ipt was therefore evident in the
articulation of minor exculpatory and expiatory istgrs, they appeared to be
employed predominantly as part of a transactionatgss between the researcher and
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the participants, allowing for the men to have 6&ito openly articulate and reveal
more private transcripts surrounding their involesin in homicidal violence.
Participants generally engaged in a manner to irtidy judgements by a standard of
morality that often accompany such interviews aodfessional processes, were not
justifiable. Fundamentally, the function was to stouct themselves as necessarily
violent within contexts that demanded it, and aasomable men who were acting
reasonably within such contexts, rather than asigoasly violent. In considering the
function of this strategy within the participantcial contexts, it is apparent that
most of these men experienced their environmenthaléenging and perilous, and as
social spaces in which criminality, violence anckithown unemployment were
significant features. In addition, the prison camte which they found themselves
was also one that could be described as precarldnder these conditions, the
establishment and performance of a violent masitylserved as greater currency for
these participants, as it was intimately relateth® attainment of power and status.
Connell (2000) notes that under conditions whenenative and hegemonic forms of
masculinity can not be attained, that men may natgotheir masculinities in such a
way that its coupling with violence becomes morenpunced. Similarly, Bhana
(2005), Thomson (2002), Willis (2004) and Dolan@palso noted that in adverse
social contexts where the hegemony of a transretibnsiness masculinity is not
attainable, that the coupling of violence and mhsities becomes a distinct
negotiated form of identity for men, especially tife historical context already
sanctions some degree of violence. The social mwayrembedded within a violent
masculinity was also pivotal for participants, asny disclosed a foreshortened sense
of future (e.g. Participant 16 commentéds ek nie dood gaan, dan gaan ek tronk
toe”). Here, they could not essentially conceive ofrthesitions within their contexts
altering, nor could they envisage the social canitself being reconfigured in their
favour. Constructions of violent masculinity thenef served to anchor their identities
as fairly fixed in contexts that they believed wéaely fixed as well, and in which
there was little opportunity for shifts in resouaecess or future prospects. This form
of hypermasculinisation and its integral linkagesviolence was thus an appropriate
adaptive strategy for many men who could not faremgy other forms of hegemonic
masculine identity attainment possible within thewcial contexts. Despite the
disciplinarised environment and context of the nvieww and the prison setting,

participants were implicitly and actively engaged subverting and resisting the
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power relation within the interview process. Notyowas this accomplished through
the normalisation of violence, but also througheas$p of excess, spectacle and shock
that they conveyed in the interviews, as this skrte unbalance and invert the
generally established disciplinary relation of powathin interview contexts. The
dominant moral framework was implicitly or overtfiputed within the interview,
with participants providing internally cohesive angents (Fairclough, 1992) to justify
an alternative moral benchmark against which tduata their actions.

Within the narratives of declingthe social functions of participants’ iterationsre
somewhat different. They were highly invested isipee face work and actions that
helped to position and construct them as normal wiem had been functional within
their contexts prior to their momentary lapse iigement within the homicidal
encounter. Active attempts at positive self-preston therefore became much more
significant within these narratives, as particigaattempted to deploy exculpatory
(and minor justificatory) registers and strategeseduce negative moral judgements.
The strategy of constructing themselves as normet mcluded references to the
normalcy of their behaviours after the event (swh calling the police, the
ambulance, and eliciting help from others). Thees whus an attempt to reduce the
potentially negative effects of moral judgement®tigh constructing and positioning
themselves as dissimilar to the crazed, depravedathological killer. When
considering the function of this communicative &gy in relation to the social
contexts of participants, most of these men haemisipced their environments as less
constraining than articulated in the previous rtareaform. Most were employed at
some time or another and constructed themselvgs@ductive citizens’ within their
social worlds. There was thus greater purchase poweonstructing themselves as
normal in order to position themselves as potdgtiptoductive citizens’ who could
be reintegrated into their communities in futurdedtly, their location within the
social formation prior to the event and their pptmns of their potential location
after their incarceration played a role in the whgt they constructed themselves.
While these patrticipants had been able to reflacagast set of life plans that had
gone awry, as well as a potential future set @& fifans that had been compromised
due to their involvement in a homicide, these witens indicated that they did not
have an entirely foreshortened sense of futureitiBoisg themselves as normal men

who had experienced a failure in judgement theeef@mpresented a compromise
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position of accepting some degree of guilt and moeasure about their homicidal
actions, but in the service of potentially re-emgrsociety as ‘acceptable citizens’ in
future. There was also a greater sense of capdnléd the disciplinary process that
was epitomised by the interview process, and rathan overtly contesting the

implicit power relations, they attempted to renéagettheir moral credibility through

exculpatory registers. Resistance and capitulatiars manifested simultaneously
within the interviews, or as Scott (1990) notesré¢hwas the deployment of both
public and private transcripts. The main strateygréfore appeared to be directed
towards minimising social and moral judgementsepiugnance against them, in order
to potentially reintegrate and reinsert themselu#® their lives, families and

communities at a later stage.

Within the finalnarratives of transformation and growththe primary function of the
men’s talk was to distance themselves from thaitewit pasts as far as possible, and
to reconstruct themselves as rehabilitated men wér@ ready for reintegration into
the social formation. Here, the context of narefwoduction was once again critical.
Unlike the first two narrative forms in which paipants either saw the hostile
context as unchanging, or envisaged possibiliteespbtential reinsertion into their
‘normal’ lives, these participants relied on a nhocarrrency as a strategy for
reintegration into their communities, through afpenance of rehabilitatory and
propitiatory registers. The apparent driver of hesrratives was their internalised
sense of the social context as one that is mocaltglemning with respect to homicide
perpetrators, and they thus adopted the strategyparhl compliance (see Rauch,
2005, for an illustration of South African societyemphasis and preoccupation with
moral degeneration and regeneration at presentihditlevel of disciplinarisation,
these men were much more acquiescent in relatidghetaonfessional space of the
interview and showed only minor resistances toTiheir credibility was thus
established through their construction and posiigrof themselves as ‘exemplary
sinners’ who could be socially reintegrated. Faugh (1992) makes reference to
these strategies as those of politeness and stesahbility, and the presence of such
public transcripts certainly outweighed the usepo¥ate transcripts (Scott, 1990).
However, these all served as mechanisms for negagtiand offsetting the balance of

power within the interviews, through an appropaatof dominant moral discourses
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and an extensive use of neutralisation strategiethe form of displays of self-

regulation, insight, growth and transformation.

From the above, it was apparent that men posititmechselves differently in relation
to violence for various purposes and functions withe social context. Importantly,
the contextual demands and possibilities oftenrdeteed how this positioning or
ethos of subjectivity (Fairclough, 1992) was constied. Men who experienced the
social context as perilous and unwavering, with femwspects for change and the
attainment of a hegemonic masculinity, clearly e@lion a greater coupling of
violence and masculinity that was normalised arehaeified within their narratives.
Men who observed some possibilities and fewer camgs within the social
formation were more circumspect in their overt #igks between violence and
masculinity. Finally, others who constructed thecigb context as one that was
morally condemning relied on strategies that cadipieoral rehabilitation and
masculinity as a means of appropriating the dominaoral yardstick as a means of
subverting its impacts on them. Within all of theenatives, the interviews represented
a disciplinarised space that was never unidireaticend was varyingly responded to

with acquiescence, capitulation, and resistance.

At an ideological levelthe most immediate effect can be seen in theiam@nd
overt challenges to dominant orders of moral disses that govern the legitimacy
and illegitimacy of violence. While some of the abmarratives clearly reinforced
and reproduced these moral discourses, othersyopentested them. These resistant
or subordinated moral discourses highlighted tlseaditinuous nature of hegemonic
forms of morality and their instability in sociabmtexts. The continuum of the
narratives spoke to the manner in which constrastiof masculine violence and
violence more broadly, are also reflections of twomtradictory manner in which
violence is addressed, legitimised and delegitichisathin contemporary social
formations. The normalisation of violence, the agnlous relationship to violence,
and the denunciation of violence all mirror theiabformation’s inconsistent moral
response to it. On the one hand, state-sanctiomedsfof violence continue to be
found in increased levels of militarization ands@csation that are underpinned by
militarist ideologies; the market economy legitigssstructural forms of violence that
encourage avaricious corporate profiteering andpatition that are underpinned by
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classist and individualist ideologies; and insidiofiorms of violence at an
interpersonal level are reinforced by ideologiedamiilism, ageism, and sexism. On
the other hand, severe forms of interpersonal mo®e such as homicide are
disavowed and delegitimised. While not suggestirag homicide should be socially
accepted, there needs to be some cognisance tddhthat these forms of violence
are all underpinned by precisely the same legitmgisdeologies and discursive
networks. In essence, they point to a failure i@ mhoral economy, and alternative
moral yardsticks will of necessity emerge underséheircumstances to contest the
moral centre of any society (Thompson, 1971). @nmgés to dominant moral
discourses surrounding violence therefore exposeessentially violent nature of
South African society in general, and offer theeptial to critique the ideological

effects of the discourses that reinforce such wicde

Despite the tensions, contradictions and rupturest twere evident within the
narratives, the underpinnindiscursive networksdeployed by most participants
continued to reinforce the violent nature of masaiy. Here, discourses of
essentialism that naturalised masculine violenceevedten utilised for exculpatory
reasons, while environmentally and socially detarstic discourses were frequently
deployed as a means to justify violence. Discourdfesstrumentality were also
present and conveyed the normalisation of violenmgeocesses of acquiring access to
certain social, interpersonal and material resaur&eferent gendered, familial and
ageist discourses were also apparent in accoufdingiolence. Once again, while
these discourses reinforced the centrality of thepling between masculinity and
violence they also provided an opportunity to irdgate the social context as an
incubator of masculine violence. In this sense stmaple discourses underpinning the
narratives provided a snapshot of their interdisieer relationship to broader
discourses operant within the social formation rgtaugh, 1992). While many of the
discourses surrounding male violence were fairlynradive and defensive in nature
and were therefore more homogenous in their coberéRairclough, 1992), there
were a minority of discourses that were also ma@amodatory (Morrell, 2001),
thus revealing points of rupture, discontinuity ameterogeneity in the discursive
contours themselves. In the following section them, functions and ideological

effects of the participant’s discoursal practicesexamined comprehensively.
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5. FORM, FUNCTION AND IDEOLOGY IN DISCOURSAL PRACTICES :

From the previous section, it is evident that tleratives that men generated were all
underpinned by a range of discursive networks d¢ither pertained directly or indirectly to
the relationship between masculinity and violen€ais section examines the primary
discursive categories and themes that prevailedinwithe narratives, and explores their
overall form, functions and ideological effects.hlghlights their linguistic form by noting
the general lexical registers and specific rhetdratrategies deployed, their interdiscursive
relations to broader social discourses, their $darections in relation to the reproduction and
contestation of broader power relations, and theproductive or critical effects at an
ideological level. Thus, in addition to determiningw these discourses served to reproduce
existing discursive patterns within the social fation, the analysis also interrogated the
degree of coherence within the data and pointegossible ruptures and instabilities that
allowed for alternative readings of the texts (Elamgh, 1992; Parker, 1992). It therefore
adopted a deconstructionist function to examinertt@ner in which discourse utilisation
reinforces power relations by generating certakenafor-granted regimes of truths, but also
searched for oppositions and contradictions thag charupt continuous understandings of

the world and allow for alternative or discontingaueanings to emerge (Macleod, 2002).

Four main discursive categories were delineatedhinvithe participants’ narratives, and
reflected a continuum of discourses surroundingemalence. While these discourses were
not deployed in a sequential manner within the ateves, some broad reflection on their
relationship is perhaps instructive. Firstly, papants often relied on distancing discourses
that minimised their agency within the homicidatennters, and these generally included
understandings of the origins and reasons for mialence. This was followed by a second
category that reflected on a range of referentadises as a means of justifying and
supporting male violence. The third category ofcdigses extended even further and
provided discursive content that highlighted thatdity of violence in the construction of
masculinity among many participants. Finally, tlastlcategory provided support for the
utility and importance of male violence in econong@in and resource acquisition. This
continuum of discoursal practices revealed an dioglion of the relationship between
masculinity and violence from constructions of im&bility, to justificatory, to pivotal in
identity construction, to instrumental in resouraequisition. In each of these broad

categories, the relationship to the context of alissal production was fairly illuminating,
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pointing to the manner in which systems of sigaificn that are operant within South

African society primarily contribute to a pervasigeceptance and legitimisation of male
violence. Nevertheless, ruptures and instabiliils® manifested, with participants revealing
duelling sets of discourses within their narratia¢s/arious points (Wood, 2004), and these

are reflected upon at the end of this section.
5.1. Minimising Agency in Murder: Distancing DiscoursesMale Homicide

Within the first broad discursive category, papamts employed a range of
discourses that served exculpatory social functians relied on essentialist, moral
and deterministic understandings of the origins measons for male violence. While
allowing for some distancing from the act at theeleof their personal responsibility,
these discourses tended to reinforce the esseatialn and naturalisation of male
violence (Butler, 1990). In addition, they alsoneguced dominant moral discourses
that located the origins of male violence in a cornpsed set of ethical standards by
which the participants were conducting themselvestthermore, they reflected
broader discourses of environmental determinisn theilitated a construction of
participants as high-risk individuals from highkiscommunities. Forms of
disciplinary power that regulate hegemonic consimns of gender and the uneven
nature of gendered social relations were articdlaaad reproduced within these
themes, as well as internalised moral barometedssatf-constructions of being at-
risk and marginalised. At an ideological level, fvemary effect was to reinforce
patriarchal, masculinist and sexist ideologies tialerpin specific forms of gender
domination, which consequently legitimise a range nealignant behavioural
repertoires that men often enact in gendered ememunin addition, while the
participants appropriated discourses of moralitg anvironmental determinism for
exculpatory purposes, these reinforced binariedcemmalisations of high and low-
risk communities, as well as morally deficient astdble social categories, that are

both frequently appropriated in support of a raofyelassist ideologies.
5.1.1. “We are what we are’ Essentialist Discourses

One of the most common articulations within men&caunts of their
homicidal actions was to rely on taken-for-grantadnaturalised gender

differences between men and women. In particular, these eéiffegs were
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constructed around inherent personality differencesd behavioural

repertoires that were linked to violence or nonlesnace, across gender.

I'd say women are more clever than men. [...] becausean in a situation, where
your adrenalin is pumping, you get cross. You dbe'objective [...]. You look at it
one way [...]. I'm gonna beat the shit out of him. M&n look at it another way,
what'’s the options | can take. Men don’'t. Most ndem't.

(Participant 9)

Because men, maybe they’re stronger, they're wgdtie pants, they're in charge.
And if things doesn’t go well, they take the lavtoirtheir own hands, that is what |
would think. [...] vroumense is meer saggeaard assmandis vanselfsprekend dink

ek laat ‘n vrou nie tot so ‘n daad sal oorgaan.
(Participant 24)

Nee, jy sien, vrouens word altyd gedreig tot optimt, jy weet. Nou ‘n man nou né,
hy gaan nou alles doen net vir die fun van disign. Maar jy sien, ‘n vrou altyd sy
het daai patience, sy gaan staan vir dit. Sy gaatujster, sy gaan sien tot wanneer
sy nou nie meer kan nie. Nou ‘n man, nou hy sé ktmwgat, die ene word my
gewoond, ek gaan hom nou breek, jy sien. Nou ‘e, sy het daai patience sy

gaan daai pyne staan jy sien.
(Participant 13)

‘n Man [gebruik geweld]. Dis maar altyd so. Die waly ken. Ag kyk, die vrou is ‘'n
sagte mens.

(Participant 25)

This discourse of naturalisation was reflected éhdvioural differences such
as women having morépatience”, being good listeners‘lgister” ) and
examining their‘options”, and men takindgthe law in their own hands’
being less‘objective”, and acting violently (e.dadrenalin is pumping, you
get cross’ “I'm gonna beat the shit out of him™ek gaan hom nou breel”

In addition, inherent differences in constitutiorere also reflected upon in
“die vrou is ‘n sagte mens’and“vroumense is meer saggeaard as mgns”
implying a binaried opposite for men. While the ite register of innate
personality and behavioural difference can be saeove, the rhetorical

strategy that was utilised most frequently here tii@sassertion of fact. Not
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only were most articulations statements that were-tentative in orientation,
but men also relied on terms such“eanselfsprekend”and“dis maar altyd
so0” to reveal the unquestionable nature of their statés and the historical
continuity of their assertions.

Extending on this initial discursive articulatiores expressions of thmale
aggressive driveliscourse. Participants’ talk centred on the esalesttnature

of male violence with reference thuman nature”, the role of evolution and
being born with such characteristi(sg. “That is something that came out
along with us’; “leiers word gebore’). In addition to the assertion of fact as a
rhetorical strategy once agaiparticipant 3also crisply utilised the simile of
“brandy and coke’to explain the natural synergy between men antknee.
Registers of the natural order could also bee seeeferences tdhuman

nature”, “if you look at nature”, “territory” and“soos in die natuur ook’

reinforcing the inevitability of this construction.

Okay, men and violence, that is human nature Iid $hat is something that came

out along with us.
(Participant 1)
Ouens en bakleiery gaan saam [...] soos brandglen it mix net saam.
(Participant 3)

Um, if you look at nature, [...]. There is a leaderevery territory. Almal wil ‘n leier

wees. Maar nie almal kan leiers wees nie. Um, deveord gebore, hulle word nie
gemaak nie. [...] jy wil die girls wys kyk, jy is ste jy weet. Sy kan veilig voel by
jou of sulke goeters, jy weet. Of jy kry nou die mat altyd, hy is die local ou
daarso, hy wil net wys hy is nog die local ou, avttb want to come through that

territory, moet hulle self kan bewys jy weet. Sgodie natuur ook.

(Participant 18)

An even further development of this discourse ca@ $een in the construction
of men as impulsiveand not being able to control their emotions asp@Ens
(Houel, Sobota & Mercader, 2003)

265



[...] sien daai frustration bou so op hy maak jeurdoer in. Here, jy’s kwaad, tot jou
broer sal jou keer, jy sal hom doodmaak. Jy kan Hoodmaak net van keer jy sien.

Daai frustration wat opbou in jou in.
(Participant 3)

| was angry with them and | wanted my money [...].uYdon't actually think, you
are just in a rage. How can | say, | wouldn't 95y a rage, it's just like you know. |
can't explain it. You are just so pissed off wittist guy that you just want to hurt

him.
(Participant 5)

So at that time | guess everything was too mucivai too much for myself. Then |

just explode.
(Participant 2)

It's like a strain that snaps inside of you, thatiaybe how | can explain it. It was

just like a strain that snapped inside of me.

(Participant 9)

In the first two extracts above, the centrality erhotions such as being
“‘angry” , experiencing“rage” and “frustration” prior to the murder all
indicate a sense of men being at the mercy of Bpealatile emotions,
namely those pertaining to aggression. In the skéan extracts above, this
register of volatility is accompanied by one obad of control, with references
to “explode”, “snaps” and“snapped inside”to illustrate the uncontrollable
nature of men’s volatile emotional states (Lau,&00Vhen coupled with the
previous registers, these accounts reinforce thi®@mof the aggressive male
who is always on the brink of a momentary lapsé wikh allow for a slippage

from civility back into a bestial state (Hearn, 899

Finally, such momentary lapses and slippages ih® hestial self were
accounted for by discourses wiale disinhibition through the use of alcohol
and drugs. The primary register was one that gleadicated how control
could be lost under certain conditions of intoxizaf to reveal this inhuman
split in the self (Hearn, 1998). References‘dedrink”, “swaar drinkers”,

“we were drunk with drugs’and“drugs in my system’followed by“het nie
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beheer oor myself"“voel ek dat ek kan baklej"*you basically go into a
different world”, and“toe snap ek’, are all variants of the discourse of the
uncontrollability and dissociative nature of merdggression, and relied
predominantly on the use of excuses as a rhetastcalegy for exculpatory

purposes.

[...] ek was bietjie gedrink gewees [...]. En ek hie beheer oor myself. [...] Op daai

tyd, ek was baie kwaad gewees [...] .
(Participant 2)

As ek nou gedrink het dan voel ek dat ek kan baklei enige iemand. As iemand
miskien net my lelik kyk, dan vra ek hom, hoekonk ky my so kak? Jy moenie so

kak kyk nie, ek moer jou nou.

(Participant 6)

[...] started with me having drugs in my system [.[.].] But at the end of the day
the mind just snaps [...]. [...] you basically goairat different world. [...] your mind
is not really there where, how can | say, how caalll it. It's not really there where

the murder is or is going to take place [...]. Andwere drunk with drugs [...].
(Participant 16)

Toe het ons bietjie gedrink, gekuier. Dis maar atmal my mense, meeste ouens
drink maar met my. Ek meen ons is swaar drinkerd. Pa ek sal sé drank het ‘n rol

gespeel daar, as ek nugter was sou ek miskienstadgrgetree. [...] Ek meen hy’t

gesien ek was woedend oor wat nou weer gebeuf.hpEn toe jong, toe snap ek,

ek het hom aan die nek gegryp en ek het hom uitslaal uitgetel en probeer sy nek
aftrek. [...] Ek dink uh, ‘n ou verloor beheer qouself op ‘n oomblik. [...] Ek was

baie kwaad. [...] Ek dink dit is waar, ‘n ou afswitchiets.

(Participant 14)

By locating the locus of control for violence withithe natural constitution of
men, these discourses not only provided the basisdé&flecting personal
responsibility, but also minimise the extent to evhisystemic critiques of
male violence may be proffered in everyday inteoast However, a critical
reading of the texts reveal that all of the abowengle discourses found
interdiscursive resonances in social discourseg thehotomise gender

relations into male emotional volatility and femadenotional stability; the
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naturalisation of the male aggressive drive andafenpassivity; and male
uncontrollability and female thoughtfulness. Thdsearies not only drew
upon, but also reinforced hegemonic gender relatibat unevenly position
men and women within social formations and suppl@tlogical processes of
male domination and female subordination. Not aitdythey legitimise male
violence against women, but also centralise mal&erce in relation to other
men. While the coherence of these discourses watested to some extent
through discursive heterogeneity, this were noguemt, but did point to

possible ruptures in these meaning systems (sararathis section).

The deployment of these discourses by men shostd afl course be viewed
in the context of discoursal production. Ever chaggsexual and gender
relations based on the gains of feminist movemegidbally and in South
Africa, altered patterns of labour and productieiations that have resulted in
mass unemployment and poverty, as well as incrgasi@alth disparities,
have all made the possibilities of attaining a tmassful’ masculine identity
more challenging in many South African contextsidfa(Bulhan, 1985) notes
that under conditions in which structural violensexperienced, populations
often turn to forms of interpersonal violence withiheir own communities as
a means of regaining and asserting some measuwentabl over their lives.
Given that the naturalisation of gender differenkbas been one of the most
enduring, recalcitrant and historically pervasiveaming systems through
which to understand male violence, its extensives@nce within the textual
data is unsurprising. Furthermore, it continuefirtd resonances in scientific
knowledge generation and discovery (S#eapter Twq. Finally, in contexts
where hegemonic forms of masculinity can not alwigsachieved, the use
and deployment of violence as part of a defensévenasculinisation process
(Morrell, 2001) is strengthened by allusions to itsate and inherent

foundations, and helps to structure regimes ohttiuat are uncontestable.
5.1.2. “The devil made me do it"Moral Deficiency Discourses

In the second discursive theme within this categamgn also made use of
moral discoursedo account for their homicidal actions. While thegre not
as well represented in the textual data as theiqusvdiscourse, they
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nevertheless deserve some consideration, givenfthrgtions and ideological

effects.

In the extracts below, spiritual and religious refeees and registers were
employed as a means of accounting for the violetd@s within the encounter
through iterations such dshad a devil spirit in me’, “it was temptation that
made me do it’ “l am a sinner”, and “l saw that this [violence] is a
witchcraft thing from my grandmother she did to m&xcept for the last
extract in which the participant positions himsedfsomeone with a degree of
agency, the predominant rhetorical strategy utliseas for participants to
position themselves as the objects within thesetites, thereby reducing
their levels of agency within the account. Theggsters were also supported
by additional registers that suggested that a moédet external force was
directing their actions and is reflected“iWhy | allow the situation to control
me you seg”and“She is a witch, my grandmother. [...] That she magtool

everything you see”.

| was thinking for just now, | wasn't thinking feomorrow. The devil was using me.
| had a devil spirit in me you see. [...] Ja, | hadewil spirit in me. Because what |
was doing, when | think, when | am here, when ladame | see | wasn’t supposed to
do such things like that. Why did | do such a thiikg that? Why | allow the

situation to control me you see. [...] Okay, | wasiraner.
(Participant 7)

She is a witch, my grandmother. She was sort of witchcraft. Ja, there is a thing
of this witchcraft and my grandfather is being mpssed by witchcraft, which is from
this grandmother. That she may control everythiog see. [...] my grandfather, my
father was made a zombie by this grandmother.The] way she had used witchcraft
to make my grandfather be possessed that he mavantlove us you see. [...] And
I am having this particular fit which | don’'t knowyhich is being assumed it is
epilepsy where as it is not a epilepsy. [...] they #as not the epilepsy. | saw that

this [violence] is a witchcraft thing from my grandther she did to me.

(Participant 23)
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| can say it was temptation that made me do it¢vioe].
(Participant 10)

[...] before myself | got God through my heart | ansianer [...]l realised it [ the

murder] is where | commit a sin before myself and@od.

(Participant 21)

At a broader social level, these sample discours¢so reflected
interdiscursive connections to dominant moral disses that delegitimse
severe interpersonal forms of violence such as ¢tidmi Participants were
clearly reproducing, appropriating and internaljsithis dominant moral
discourse for an exculpatory purpose and as a meéngaradoxically
subverting the degree of moral censure directednsgghem. While the
immediate social function allowed participants toeflect personal
responsibility for their actions, these discourséso locate the source and
origin of violence within a breakdown of the indluwial’s moral constitution,
and thus minimise the degree of organic critiquéhefsocial system itself as

homicide- inducing.

However, a more critical approach to the textsrapaghlights that these men
positioned themselves as being morally deficiersame manner or another,
with references to spiritual and religious registénat implicitly produced
binaries of good and evil. Such binaries are ofegaresented socially as those
of the righteous, non-violent male versus the inahowiolent male. In
extending on this binary and considering that higtages of homicide are
often implicated in marginalised and depressed conities (seeChapter
One and Chapter Two, there is frequently an extrapolation of this alor
discourse to entire social categories. Such disesureproduce and reinforce
a range of classist ideologies that attribute blafoe violence to the
underclasses, legitimise the use of technologiesafl orthopaedics within
these ‘morally deficient’ communities, and mobilisstitutional processes to
control the degree of ‘immorality’ within such cormnities. Classist
ideologies of this nature are directed towards @sses of subjugation and

systemised forms of domination of certain socidégaries, and conceal the
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fundamentally unjust nature of the social systemofpson, 1971) through
the projection of blame and the concealment ofifag of the moral economy.
The presence of discourses such as these ther#terepoint to fault lines of
inequality within social formations that are thetass drivers of structural

violence.

When considering the above in the context of disgauproduction, it is

apparent that many South Africans currently expegethe state as being
unable to meet their basic needs, that there isck of confidence in the
institutions of government to protect its citizeasd that the economic and
productive relations are less than equitable int-ppartheid South Africa.

Terre Blanche (2006) notes that processes of weatumulation in post-
apartheid South Africa have been characterised uperselites and the
entrenchment of oligarchies on the one hand, lureasing poverty for many
South Africans on the other hand. Citizens havemany instances either
attempted to exact a form of social justice theweselor have engaged in
activities such as the informal underground econddmnsurprisingly, within

this same context there has also been a focusenitiain directed primarily at
the marginalised and underclasses as nodal pdimsl degeneration and
subsequently, also as a focal point for moral reggion (Rauch, 2005).
Thus, the presence of moral discourses of thisr@eatmne perhaps sound
markers that point to the persistence of fissufesoial inequality within the

underbelly of South African society, that are thelwss drivers of violence in

may instances.
5.1.3. “It's about upbringing”: Deterministic Discourses

The most significant feature within this discursibeme was the reliance on
forms of environmental determinismto account for male violence.
Participants deployed registers of inadequate palrémolvement, described
a process of social learning from violent contexdis,indicated that their
violence was due to a set of peer pressures th@iceed gangsterism. In the
first two extracts, there are clear referencesdg grootmaak” and to the loss
of a parent in the participant’s accouttny father passed away when | was
three-months old). Furthermore, they described peers as a sourdbeaf
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violent behaviours and criminality in articulatioeach as‘deurmekaar met
gangsters”and“the people you hang around with'Still other references to
the observation and learning of violence from tbeia context were also
evident in attributing responsibility to“aiolent background’, “as jy sien jou
pa slaan jou ma; “n geweldadige agtergrond, and“we see violence as
something that has to happen in lifedh each of the extracts below, some
form of environmental determinism was used as timagry discourse through
which to account for male violence. The main registas essentially one of
failure in socialisation, and the primary rhetorisaategy was that of the sad

tale as a rationalisation (Cody & McLaughlin, 1990)

[...] jy sien as die mense jou groot gemaak het degglik, jy sal nie worry met

violence. Jy sal nou en dan baklei in die strasaareal, maar jy sal nie worry om te
sé die ene, as ek hom vang ek sal hom kry, jy #ieny reg groot gemaak is, maar
nou as jy met ‘n violent background kom, as jy gin pa slaan jou ma, tomorrow

jy't ‘n girlfriend. Jou girlfriend doen iets verked jy gaan haar ook slaan.
(Participant 3)

[...] my father passed when | was three-months oldheNchildren, my mum was
alone, she wasn’t working at that time, we grewpuogtty harsh. | started stealing at
the age of seven when | was breaking in. | stacidying a gun at the age of 11.

Started robbing at about the age of about 13.
(Participant 5)

Ek kon seker gaan werk soek het en sulke tiepegead, maar die tiepe mense wat
ek meer deurmekaar was op daai oomblik. Ek hetlgj@los toe ek in nog in St. 7
was, in die begin van St. 7 jaar en alles. Vanatois ek deurmekaar met gangsters
en al daai tiepe van goeters. So ek glo nie ekrsaormale werk gekry het al het ek
gaan soek nie. So crime was my enigste uitweyEk. het nog altyd ‘n geweldadige

agtergrond gehad.
(Participant 8)

[...] it's all bad influences. [...] Second of all, gge change you. The things you do,
the things you say, the people you hang around, Wit environment alone changes

you.

(Participant 16)
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Well, for me. I'll put it this way. You see the waye grow up, the environment we
grow up at, we see violence as something that didgappen in life. For there is
always people who are fighting here, people whofigtging there. We get used to
these kinds of stuff, you see so we don’t see aoplpm with that. So that's why
most of us tend to be violent at times. Becaus@envgeen most elders solve their
problems violently, so we think that’'s the kindtbg& way. That's how we need to

solve our problems as well.

(Participant 26)

At a broader social level, these sample discouat®s have interdiscursive
synergies with discourses of environmental detesmin that have
characterised our understandings of violence inttSdfrica for several
decades. The existence of these broader sociauigses are partly due to the
historical analyses that were conducted during operi of heightened
repression under apartheid, in which less nuanoédnaore vulgar forms of
determinism sometimes came to the fore to explaéndausal relationships
between uneven and unequal contexts and psychbswollems such as
violence. While appreciating the ideological impaoithese studies at the time
as well as their potential liberatory functionsgytmevertheless contributed to
a broader discourse of environmental and sociardenism. In addition,
current scientific knowledge production and disegveontinues to feed into
these discourses at present (S&mapter Twq, thereby reinforcing their
popularity within everyday understandings of thegios of crime and
violence. Within the talk of the participants, teediscourses of determinism
were again deployed for exculpatory purposes, atigwor a deflection of
personal responsibility within the homicidal enctarn In addition, while
noting the role of environmental determinants inmare localised and
focussed manner, the discourses implicitly veerealydfrom broader systemic

critiques of the origins of male violence.

Here too though, a more critical reading of theédexithin context reveals that
they had the effect of reinforcing the dichotomy esfvironmental failures
resulting in male homicide perpetrators, versusirenmental integrity

resulting in well adjusted males. Similar to thepous discursive theme,

when transposed onto epidemiological and criminickdgesearch into male
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homicide in South Africa, the effect is to extehdstbinary to generate high-
risk and low-risk communities who respectively heimsgh-risk and low-risk
individual men, that often also correspond direatlith marginalised and
more affluent communities. At an ideological levéhe power relations
embedded within, and reproduced by these discowssege to reinforce
ideologies that allow for the control, subjugatiand domination of the
underclasses, and are particularly supportive absist ideologies in the
period of modern industrial capitalism. Foucaul®94) notes that within
capitalism, the primacy of the labour force directiee social gaze towards the
underclasses to ensure their stability and dociiitythe service of the
expansion of capitalism. Thus, tidangerous individual” was therefore
examined within the context of the underclassesagsotential threat to
material processes of accumulation, and associateethanisms of
surveillance, moral orthopaedics, and institutior@htrol emerged to contain
the possible resistances offered by the underdassesuch processes of

systemised and structural domination.

Within the South African context of discoursal puotion, Foucault's (1994)
thesis finds exemplary reverberations. One of tlegqling concerns in South
Africa society is the effects of crime and violenme the economy and the
stability of the social formation on general. Rdcezsearch attests to this
focus and preoccupation, with an increasing nunabestate and intellectual
initiatives being directed towards assessing tlwader social and economic
burden of homicide in South Africa (Bowman & Stese2004; Butchart,
2000; Peden & van der Spuy, 1998; Phillips, 1989)ythermore, surveillance
technologies have also increased within South Afisince the demise of
apartheid and the deregulation of the market ecgns®e for example the
increase in basic epidemiological research durihg tast 10 vyears).
Discourses of determinism in this context pointirtberent power relations
between high- and low-risk communities, and supptassist ideologies of
subjugation, control and domination of these higk-communities. While the
presence of these discourses within the textual catainly reflects a specific
function for participants within the narrationalntext, it also serves as a

marker of inter-community and class cleavages efjurality, subjugation,
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structural violence and systemised forms of donmnatwhich in themselves

may act as an incubator for forms of interperser@ence.

In general, this discursive category pointed to rtkenner in which men deployed a
range of discourses for exculpatory purposes withgir narrational and interlocutory
contexts. However, a closer critical reading of tinets reveals that embedded within
these discourses are several manifestations aptimary power that have resulted in
the reproduction of certain regime of truths, biesrand taken-for-granted ways of
understanding the origins and reasons for maleenc®. In essence, the reproduction
of these discourses highlights the manner in whhiely act to produce and constitute
docile subjects in contexts that are fundamentalheven. Through a critical
examination of their ideological effects, it is apgnt that these discourses point to
meaning systems and social practices that represedt reinforce fractures of
inequality along cleavages of gender relationsgrisbmmunity relations and class
relations. Furthermore, these fractures of inetyadire all integrally linked to
exploitative processes of subjugation and systemigems of domination that
reinforce and legitimise violence at an interpeeddevel as well as at a structural
level within the South African social formation. @ Hundamental point emerging
from this discursive category is that distancingcdurses that were employed reflect
a social context that is highly differentiated, wee, and legitimising of violence at

various levels.
5.2. Motivating for Murder: Justificatory DiscourseshMuale Homicide

The second major discursive category included s¢vkemes that served the broad
social function of justification within the partgants’ narratives. Here in particular,
the discourses were predominantly of a referenireatParker, 1992), allowing for
the intersection of a range of varied systemsagpiication to bolster and support the
utilisation of violence by men. Included in thigegory were discourses of survival in
hostile contexts, female commodification, familiend adultism, and privatisation
and ownership. In general, these discourses not whforced the normality of
masculine violence, but were also themselves recgby sustained and maintained
as particular regimes of truth that govern uneveoias relationships. Forms of
disciplinary power that result in uneven parentethielations, familial relations,

gender relations, competitive individual relatiorsd ownership relations were
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therefore all reproduced within the themes. Furtltee, these have the primary effect
of supporting systemised forms of domination thioudeologies of individualism,

ownership and privatisation, patriarchy and sexassnwell as familism and adultism.
5.2.1. “It's the law of the jungle” Discourses of Survival

In the first discursive theme within this categottye overall lexical register
that was evident was that @farwinian fitness and survival Participants

reflected on their actions as a means of protedtiegnselves and ensuring
their survival in a range of circumstances andainsés. These included self-
defence within the context of confrontation, murdsra pre-emptive form of
self-defence to avoid future prosecution or harmsoime sort coming to
themselves, and murder as a form of self-defendesarvival within hostile

and competitive social contexts. The primary bindrgt were established
through this discursive theme tended to reflect tfhahe powerful man versus
the weak man, and while it drew on discourses ofdge implicitly in the

construction of masculine ‘success’, this was sdaon to the necessity of

enacting violence as a means of survival.

In the following extracts, participants recounteeéit involvement within the
homicide as a critical instangdysical protectionin the face of another who
was more powerful in some way. Masculine power thas referred to in an
embodied manner, and included registers of physitahidation, size and the
power of their antagonists. Words and phrasescddatiure this arégroter as

my, [...] hy het meer krag™ek kan seerkry of even worse ek kan my lewe
verloor”, and “die een het ‘n lekker body, hy kan my overpoweFor
participants, these instances represented a sengdysical danger that
allowed for the justification of their subsequestiens (e.g.“Ek sal myself
gaan defend;“Jy worry van jouself daai tyd [...] Daai is ‘n matt®f saving
yourself before you get hurtso steek ek hon). The sample discourse
essentially reflected a broader social discours¢ th encapsulated in the

notion of ‘survival of the fittest’.
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Hoekom ek sé vir myself. Ek sal myself gaan defdnd] verstaan jy, want hy is

groter as my hierdie mannetjie, first of all, hyt heeer krag as wat ek het [...].
(Participant 16)

[...] ek kan seerkry of even worse ek kan my lewdogar Jy worry van jouself daai
tyd, [...] jy skenk nie aandag nie, al maak jy horarsgy skenk nie aandag nie, [...]

solank jy net wegkom daar. Daai is ‘n matter ofisgyourself before you get hurt.
(Participant 3)

Okay alright, so kyk ek, die een het ‘n lekker boldy kan my overpower, hy kan
my seermaak. Laat ek net die mes gaan haal net lasnh met hom goeters sien jy.
Okay soos ek besig is sien ek naai hy gaan my owap So haal ek die mes uit, so

steek ek hom.

(Participant 15)

In other instances, the primary nature of the actetas of murder as a pre-
emptive action. Participants reflected on how tlagtions were attempts at
preventing future harmcoming to them, primarily through the criminaltjas
system. In addition, there was a register of cosipalto act that was based on
fear, and a sense of limited choices availabldéoparticipants once they had
embarked upon a course of violent action. Unlike phevious excerpts which
justified their actions as attempts at protectingjrt physicality in the context
of a confrontation, these extracts reveal a seictibns to prevent a constraint
to their freedom. Here too, justifications and oaslisations were most

prominently deployed as rhetorical strategies.

| am going to have to kill them. You understand thaean? That's now after | saw
now hey this is better, | have to kill these guys[t..] And scared of being caught.

[...] You do it not to get caught. You understand@c&use a dead man tells no tales.
(Participant 5)

| think fear. Fear of being caught out. [...] He veasired, ‘cause the lady knew us.
He was scared that she was able to point us out And when he did it, | got fear |
think from my side, it was more of a fear of begaught for attempted murder so |

said no, let’s rather finish it up and then no-caa ever say who did and whatever.

(Participant 9)
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[...] Toe check ek nee man, ek wil nie tronk toe gaansien jy. So vra hy my nou
wat gaan ons maak, toe sé ek hom nee man, disdietenetjie, ok, ek maak hom

sat.
(Participant 15)

References téfear of being caught out’“scared of being caught’and“ek

will nie tronk toe gaan nie'were all articulated in the above as justificasion
for their actions. In addition, once the decisioncommit the act had been
reflected upon, participants often used linguistavices to dehumanise the
victims, making it more palatable to themselves a&odtheir narrational
audience (e.d.die enetjie, ok, ek maak hom satlet’s rather finish it up”,
and“a dead man tells no taleg’ In these instances, victims were either not
referred to at all, or were spoken about in béditlterms, or as referred to

symbolically through idiomatic expression.

The final set of extracts revealed a sense ofdsfénce angbrotection in the
context of hostile and brutal environmentsThe hostility of contexts was
conveyed though registers of war and predatiorims$ and phrases such as
“one thing that never went through my mind was uaender”, “territory”
and*“spilled your blood”. This conveyed a sense of how participants viewed
their actions in such contexts, once again dravangthe ‘survival of the
fittest’ and ‘kill or be killed’ lexical registerReferences tédo or die”, “is
either jy of hy, jy maak hom seer of jy wis honadbuit”, “you spilled my
blood. And | have to spill yoursand“dis alles van wies die eerste ene wat
die trigger trek”. In each of these utterances, the lexical bin&tifeoor death

helped to convey a sense of compulsion, and amayge act in self-defence.

But one thing that never went through my mind wasurrender. [...] | only have
two words in my mind do or die, because if it wasnm, | was actually awaiting my
friend’s death. [...] | couldn’t lose a friend, | hémldo it, | had to do it.

(Participant 1)
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It's about, ‘n man se ego, hom territory, as jynimplek lank is. Jy soek nie ‘n ander
ou van ander plek moet kom, jy al die jare jy tespek. Jy kry respek van almal af
in daai plek in. [...] so ‘n ander ou wat net komhgnwil jou verneder [...]. Jy moet

iets doen omtrent die saak. Is either jy of hymigak hom seer of jy wis hom totaal

uit.
(Participant 4)

At that time | told myself when you in Rome, do wki'e Romans do. Die wat hulle
kan doen, kan ons ook doen. En beter as wat hitltbodn. [...] | told you that time
we were only eight gang members so we had to poovselves you see. And they
reduced us back to seven you see. [...] That meanspitted my blood. And | have
to spill yours. So what that actually means is @fan get you, your mother, your
father, your sister, your brother, whoever your ifgrmember, is like. ‘Cause if |

spill anyone of their blood, | spilled your blood.
(Participant 13)

So gebeur dit onse lokasie. Dis deel van onse iekawe. Gangsterism, dis deel, so

dis alles van wies die eerste ene wat die triggdr So werk dit in onse lokasie.

(Participant 4)

While the survivalist discourses above were commatilised by participants
to justify their homicidal actions, they also hawéerdiscursive counterparts
within the social formation in the form of broadsocial discourses of
masculine competition, fithness and survivabilitys avell as economic
competition, fitness and survivability in the coxttef patriarchal and market-
driven economies. One of the most significant besaigenerated by these
discourses is that of individual masculine strengginsus weakness, with a
much higher premium being placed on positive fignegalues and
survivability. At an ideological level these diseses are not only reflective
of, but also reproduce gendered ideologies thapleohegemonic notions of
masculinity with strength, but these also intersdiotctly with individualist
ideologies that allow for the unfettered pursuitiodlividualist ideals and
aspirations. The latter is most commonly associatgd contexts in which

markets flourish, and is the ideological bedrockapitalism.
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In the context of contemporary South Africa as kbeation of discoursal
production, the post-apartheid period saw an umgkeated deregulation of
the South African economy and the embracing of etaitteals and models
that included trade liberalisation, privatisationdaconsequent levels of
unemployment, poverty and wealth disparities (T@l@enche, 2006). Slovo
(Cronin, 2007) in some his earlier work charactatishe nature of capitalist
accumulation as a form of barbarism, in which layef the social formation
cannibalise others for their own interests throtigd rough-shod pursuit of
their own personal wealth acquisition and ambitiovhile some would
suggest that this is perhaps an over dramatisafidime nature of the market-
economy, the current human development indicatoggest that it is in fact
apparent in many marginalised communities. Giveselsocial and economic
processes, and the underlying ideology of indiviidua it is unsurprising that
discourses of survival are this prominent withie tharratives of participants.
Also, the referent interplay between discoursemas$culinity and discourses
of economic fithess mutually reinforce each othmrt in conditions where
economic fitness is constrained because of straictohibitors, many of the
men adapted these meaning systems and deployedutitieim the context of
their own lives. The result for many participantgpe@ars to have been an
enactment of the fitness and survival registershef economy through the
lenses of masculine aggression — rampant attentpgeting ahead at the
expense of others, and deposing antagonists thrthughuse of violence,
which presented itself as the primary conditionpogsibility for masculine

identity expression.
5.2.2. “She is my woman”Discourses of Female Commodification

A second discursive them to emerge within thisgate pertained to referent
discourses of female commodification, emasculagiod loss, and the manner
in which men articulated their violent actions aseaponse to this. While
serving a justificatory function once again, pap@nts’ articulations included
registers of ownership of women, as well as thesequent effects on the
masculine sense of self or identity when this owhigr was compromised in
some way. In the first and final extracts, theraevelear references to the
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transactional nature of gender relations, espgciaiugh“give her money’
“no way | can get my money backmaking expenses in respect of yoahd
“she was just using me all these years, while | wawsking you see”
Participants were suggesting a degree fiaancial transactioning that
positioned men as providers, productive earnerdreadwinners, thereby
generating the belief that there was some degresvoérship and control of
women that could be purchased or that was due é¢m thecause of this
investment. While registers of entitlement were alatays clear in the textual
data, participants did convey a sense of having tiegemonic position as
provider undermined, being cheated through a bre&t¢he implicit contract
with their female partners (e.gdyou crook me”; “you use tricks), and
ultimately resulting in the killing of their femafgartners.

| heard that guy was her boyfriend, you see. Smfitieere, | give her the money, she
says there is no way | can get my money back. 8aghvhere | shot her, twice. [...]
The way | felt was if you crook me, that is partité, but you involved with another
man who is my junior at work. You use the trickstaking the money to finance
another man, not your own man. [...] | am making ees in respect of you, while

you know that you are having another boyfriend.
(Participant 21)

Net daai attitude, daai sterk attitude wat hy heffi &€, nee ek is in hom huis in, ek
is met hom meisie so hy kan my nie nog vertel pie] Ek drink saam met jou
meisie, so jy, ek kan jou nie kop toe vat nie minis nie man genoeg om haar man
te wees nie. Want hoekom ek drink saam met jou,\yyosit en kyk my net so. So sé
ek myself, okay alright, [...] hom body rondswaai sdty wil, sien jy. Daai is wat

rerig gemaak het ek moet hom steek. [...] So in awaja, was ek jaloers.
(Participant 15)

En ek vra vir haar hoekom, waarom doen jy die gdeg®é luister, get out of my
life, I don’t want you anymore. En ek is like, ##&n nie wees nie. Ek kon jou mos
lankal gelos het, as ek geweet het dinge sal seetkt ons sou nie eers getrou het
nie. [...] Dit is ‘n pyn op die hart daai, dis ‘n pyp die hart, dit is soos ‘n skok wat
deur jou gaan om te sé dat die persoon vir wigefyis wat nou sé jy moet fokof uit
haar lewe uit. Na dat julle alles al deurgegaan $eam gestaan het, dit is seer. Dit

raak ‘n persoon. [...] Dis moeilik, ja dit raak, gesik raak dit jou aan [...].

(Participant 19)
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Ek en sy was verloof gewees en op die betrokkehéagns ‘n squealery gehad. [...]
En haar terug aantwoord was gewees, hoekom loggik haar aan. Alright ek is
‘n bietjie gedrink en kyk ek voel ‘n bietjie seengaak.[...] Today she is a good
person, she pretends, okay | do still love you. doow she change. That was still
confusing. And on the other hand she used to thmewwith that words. No you

don’t want to look for a job whatsoever. And thaifs | am just bottling them up,

swallow, swallow, everyday. [...] Vir my het dit gé&lyas dit nooit sal wees nie dat
ons bymekaar kom, dit sal nooit weer so wees ni€l Ek dink dis gevolg van

gevoelens wat ek vir haar gehad het, en sy weelidiar op daardie oomblik het sy
dit net reject. So vir my ek kon dit nie aanvaae. itk kon dit nie aanvaar nie. Dit

breek ‘n man ‘n bietjie.
(Participant 2)

That's when he [my stepson] pushed me okay, bytistepushed me then | fell you
see. Then he came and he kicked me here you sgelljat's when he kicked me
you see, now | think they [my stepson and wife} l@spect and things like that for
me. [...] Like | said that last couple of months siridost my job things just started
getting worse for me, you see. Things just startethn't know, it just deteriorated,
you see. | don't know, things just got worse edesy [...] because to me it looked
like she was just using me all these years, whilea$ working you see, now | lost

my job, now I’'m nothing in their eyes anymore, ysme.
(Participant 20)

However, variants of this discourse can also be sé®ve in the encounters
that Participants 15 and 2lrecounted, in which the act of murder was
premised onsexual jealousyin relation to another male whom had been
constructed as a sexual rival or adversary. Nog did Participant 15make
reference to the stabbing as a result of his jesgl¢$o in a way in, ja, was ek
jaloers”), butParticipant 21also articulated an implied sexual rivalry as the
justification for his actions (e.gYou use the tricks of taking the money to
finance another man, not your own mafl’am making expenses in respect
of you, while you know that you are having anotheyfriend”; “but you
involved with another man who is my junior at work'In addition,
Participant 15also adopted a first person position in re-telling event from
the perspective of the victim to convey his expae of being taunted and
challenged. The overall impression from these twooants was that the

homicide occurred in response to alpha-male sexiallenges to the
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participants (e.g-Jy is nie man genoeg om haar man te wees ;niebm
body rondswaai soos hy wil, sien Jy’but more importantly reveals the
manner in which men are positioned in relation doheother as adversaries,

and women are positioned in relation to them asngodified objects.

In addition, the above extracts also represenseodrse oemasculation and
lossand the murderous consequences thereof. Partisigascribed the sense
of loss of this relationship in real terms, butgominantly as a loss of their
self respect and the respect from others, and ftrereaccount for the
homicide as a defensive strategy to wrestle baokesdegree of control and
power. References tthow | lost my job, now I'm nothing in their eyes
anymore”, “het sy dit [my gevoelens vir haar] net reject. @omy ek kon dit
nie aanvaar nie. [...] Dit breek ‘n man ‘n bietjieand“dat die persoon vir
wie jy lief is wat nou sé jy moet fokof uit haawéeuit. [...] dit is seer. Dit
raak ‘n persoon; all provided some indicators of men’s positioninf
themselves through the lexical register of emofiametimisation, that then
entitled them to act as perpetrators of violence.

These sample discourses echoed interdiscursivelly lroader discourses
operant within the social context of narrative prctibn, and in particular,

with social discourses of female commodificatiorthe context of capitalist

societies. As a referent discourse, it also intgesedirectly with hegemonic
gender relations, thereby supporting and legitinggighe use of male violence
against women. From the extracts, there are suggsshat women resisted
commodification in several ways. Firstly, they stsd directly by breaching
the transactional contract through involvement veiteexual rival. Secondly,
they rejected their partners, thereby offering amplied resistance to

commodification. Thirdly, they devalued their malartners as unable to act
as an agent of commodification, constructed thefaibed men, and therefore
attempted to annul the transactional contract.lliofathese instances, men
either described a sense of anger, rejection andti@mal pain, or

emasculation. Furthermore, each instance alsod@ere to represent a failure
of control over women as objectified and commodifsexual partners. Here

again, the enactment of violence in response to bieach or annulment of
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the transactional contract can perhaps be seeffieasiie strategy (Morrell,
2001) that men engage in under circumstances whenedominant forms of
masculine presentation are undermined either bygihg gender relations,
sexual relations, or levels of unemployment. Irt,féltese accounts reflect a
microcosm of changing gender relations within irgien interpersonal
relationships, and support the thesis that defensig-masculinisation
processes often accompany such changes in gendelyctive and sexual
relations. The participants’ positions as breadersn providers, productive
earners and chosen sexual partners were clearlermited in these
encounters, thus establishing the basis for re-ntiaggation strategies.
Within the context of discoursal production, shifisgender relations, family
relations, labour relations and sexual relationspabvided the basis for
undermining the attainment of normative hegemonanstructions of
masculinity. Adapted forms of masculinity that theften rely on violence
become more pronounced as a means to assert ¢@spelcially in contexts

of masculine disempowerment.
5.2.3. “I mean, I'm a father™ Familist and Adultist Discourses

A further discursive theme that emerged was thameé on referent familist
and adultist discourses to justify and support kbgitimisation of male

violence. Participants accounted for their violenog constructing and

positioning themselves as the protective fathes, gloviding father and the
adult who needed to meet out a measure of diseigiinan unruly child.

Relations of power between parents and childrahefa and mothers, as well
as broader adult-child relations, were thus repcedwvithin this theme.

In the following two extracts, participants positenl themselves gwotective
fatherswho acted violently in defence of their familiés.both instances there
was a construction of an external threat to the beemof the family - the first
being through an act of molestation and the sec¢braligh a direct threat to
the safety of the family members by an acquaintaite overall lexical
register was therefore one that could be descialse@parative within the first
extract. While making reference to a failure inimgrfor his daughtef‘ek het
opgeslip [...], ek het gefai); Participant 14 accounted for his actions as a
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manifestation of his own guilt‘Ek dink dis dalk ‘n skuldgevoe)! In the
second extract, the overall register was more defenin nature with
Participant 18accounting for his actions as a form of defendnng family
(e.g. “hy gedreig het hy gaan my familie en my vemw my kind leed

aandoen’; “om myself te verdeurdig en my familie te verdegitili

However, in both instances, these sample discounsge drawing upon
broader discourses of the taken-for-granted rolatbiers as protectors within
the construction of the nuclear family (Poster, 898While this referent
discourse draws on ideologies of patriarchy andilfemm, it also intersected
with and referred to discourses of normative masitylin the context of

hegemonic gender relations. These interwoven disesutherefore also
obliquely reinforced ideologies of masculinism, yding a complex

legitimisation of the violent positioning of men thin social formations. In
particular, because of the emotional currency aasat with familism,

violence enacted in the service of protecting thamily is often legitimised

even further.

Ek meen dis my klein dogtertjie. [...] Ja well, ek lopgeslip, ek kon dit nie gekeer
het nie. [... ] Ek was nie daar om seker te madlddanie weer gebeur nie, ek het
gefail. [...] Jy weet as ‘n pa wil ek so goed asontbk vir my kinders en vrou sorg,
dis hoekoem ek altyd baie lang ure gewerk het. BEk. dink dit was altyd vir my
teleurstellend, dat ek te min tyd aan my familisggndeer het. Dat ek nie daar was
op daai oomblik toe hierdie molestering gebeur hiet Ek dink dis dalk ‘n

skuldgevoel.
(Participant 14)

Ek het nie die ding beplan nie, verstaan jy, dis wat so, ek het dit [die vuurwapen]
vir hom gekry om myself te verdeurdig en my famikeverdeurdig. [...] en die feit

dat hy gedreig het hy gaan my familie en my vrourgnkind leed aandoen. [...] To
protect my family. That was it. Myself and my faynil

(Participant 18)

A variant of this discourse could also be foundhat of theproviding father,
through which participants constructed themselvas amting violently
(frequently in the course of robbery and theft)omder to provide material
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resources to their families. The overall registethese excerpts suggested that
they were under social pressure to act as breaéwsnto provide, and to fulfil
their responsibilities to their families. Referesde “you have to buy clothes
for the child”, “I was just thinking about my kids, my family [..Here is
December, | need that money for my kid®k sal nie gaan slaap as die
kinders nie kos het nig’and“the pressure lies on the father [...] to provide”
all constructed these participants as being comged act to fulfil these roles.
In so doing, it allowed for the justification ofein criminal and homicidal
actions. Here too, making reference to familistcdisses positioned
participants on the moral high ground, and redutkee potential for
judgements to be directed at them. However, moportantly, it again points
to the construction of men as breadwinners in fasiilas occupying a position
of dominance in relation to productive and labalations within the family,
and reinforces their position of power within bojendered and familial
contexts (e.g'he’s the one who has to provide to the wife angl wife has to
provide to the kids you seg”

[...] you have to buy clothes for the child, yourlfjiend wants to go out, you have
to socialise, you have to have money to socialisie fiends, things like that. So the
part-time jobs | had by that time, | couldn’t meay ends with the money | was
getting paid, you understand, | had to put extr& lrere’s when | went over to crime

and like | said, the do or die part.
(Participant 1)

| was actually very chuffed with what | was doing,be honest with you. As | say, |
wasn't sorry because my kids, | was just thinkilgw my kids, my family. | am
doing crime, [...]. What about my kids? Here is Debem | need that money for my

kids. The laaitjie wants a Daisy Gun, the other waats this. | have got two kids.
(Participant 5)

[...] ek sal nie gaan slaap as die kinders nie kdsnie [...] ek het daardie dag
geroof, [...] | work for it, | steal it. Anyway, amyhich way dat ek daai geld gekry,
daai is die eerste ding [...]. Jy sien, pressurejtarruk.

(Participant 16)
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Men are involved in this things ‘cause they aredhe who has to provide in most
cases you see. Men, the pressure is always orhthéder of the men. You see this
thing, I'm the one who has to provide, even at howitaen a wife has nothing and
the father has nothing also, the pressure liesherfdther you see. ‘Cause he’s the
one who has to provide to the wife and the wife toagrovide to the kids you see.
‘Cause the kids are crying for their mother. Thmather is crying to their father, you

see.

(Participant 11)

While not fitting neatly into the familist discows referred to above, a similar
adultist discourse emerged through which participants articulated and
reproduced the uneven relations of power betweeitsadnd children. In the
instances below, men accounted for their homicatdions as a means of
disciplining a younger person who had shown digesmnd who had
attempted to challenge the taken-for-granted ageatihy and pecking order.
The initial lexical register was mainly centred the importance of the age
differential as a means of establishing respecth Barticipants below made
reference to this though utterances suchHsis klein”, “hy was nog baie
jonk”, “die mannetjie”, and “hierdie laaitjie”, positioning the victims as

children in some way, and therefore justifying theolent actions.

Alongside this, was a register in which victims wepositioned as
disrespectful in relation to their elders. Phramash ashy moet respek he vir

mense wat groter as hom js’hy het geen maniere nie™Hy gaan nie vir my
‘n laaitjie maak nie”all highlighted the implicit power relation betweadults
and children that was being deployed and reproducedccount for the

participants actions within the homicidal encounter

Finally, the accounts ended with registers thatstrocted the homicidal
violence as a mechanism and process of discipliaimg restoring the adult-
child relation of power. Phrases such'als wil hom maar net gedisiplineey”

“ek discipline hom’; and“Ek wil hom nou net maniere geleer hetflected

the manner in which adult-child relations are ratgd in a unidirectional
manner with regard to discipline, punishment andlevice. Here too, the
sample discourses essentially reflect and reprothecaneven nature of adult-
child relations (i.e. the adultist notion of ‘spdhe rod, spoil the child’), but
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were utilised to convey a sense of duty to teach @mrect the behaviour of

‘younger upstarts’, and therefore justified the ooission of the homicide.

[...] EK wil hom nou net maniere geleer het om terséenie die ding doen wat jy
doen nie, dis verkeerd. [...] Hy is klein, hy moespek he vir mense wat groter as
hom is, verstaan jy? [...] Daai dag, toe vat ek hewd, sien jy dit? [...] hy was nog
baie jonk, hy het niks gesien nie. [...] ek wil honaan net gedisiplineer [...]. [...]
Ek het aan myself gesé nou gaan hy maniere hetsaldwy respek het. Hy sal nooit
weer die ding doen nie. [...] ek dink my mind het gesnap toe sé ek maar hier is ‘n

kind man, hy is nog baie jonk, dis ‘n laaitjie. Kgn nie so praat nie, jy verstaan.
(Participant 17)

En ek het hom gesé, kyk hier ek is nie jou laaitje Hier is jou laaitjies, en ek het
ook my laaitjies. Jy moet vir hulle rondvok, nie my nie. Vir my sal jy nie rondvok
nie. [...] En daai mannetjie wat doodgegaan [y.hbt gesoek om seer te kry want
die hele oggend het hy so aangegaan. [...] Waliehgeen maniere nie. [...] En ek
sien, nee man hierdie laaitjie hy het nie respgkptaat nie mooi met jou nie. [...]
Daai is nie reg nie, ek discipline hom. [...] Hyaganie vir my ‘n laaitjie maak nie.

Ek sal vir hom ‘n laaitjie maak, nie hy vir my nie.
(Participant 6)

The disciplining adult, the violently protective ttiar, the aggressively
providing father, and the belligerent man are attusely related referent
discourses of masculinity that draw on and repredamnilar ideological
outcomes that position and legitimise men as domjnaore powerful, and
naturally violent within a range of institutionalérelational arrangements and
encounters. The intersection of these referentodises give expression to
each other, allowing for a reinforcement, justifica and support of male
violence in general. In addition, they reciprocatlinforce and reproduce
gendered ideologies as well as familist and ageesilogies that allow for the

domination of women, family members and children.
5.2.4. “This is my home? Discourses of Space Privatisation

While the final discursive theme was not heavilpresented within the
overall data set, it is nevertheless importantadnsaer as it draws on similar

discourses ofprivatisation, ownership and survivalbut in the context of
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participants’ homes. In each of the extracts belowen constructed
themselves as defenders of their homes, as exesnpligprivatised spaces.
The overall register within these discourses centre an experience of threat
within their own homes, after which they positiorteémselves as rightfully

defending themselves.

Huh uh. Ek het dit koel gevat, want kyk sy het mg rintlik hard geslaan nie,
verstaan jy, is maar net ek was kwaad, want hull@ewu oor vat hier by my. By my
plek. Dis wat my kwaad gemaak het. [...] It just made feel like, ja, this is my
place and no-one will tell me what to do and thifigs that. I'm not going to let
another person come take over here by me and thikegshat you see. [...] Ek sal
uh, kyk as jy ‘n man is van die huis is né, kykvgrwag mos altyd om bo te wees,
verstaan jy, so jy, jy gaan nie wil hé iemand asdroet jou plek kom oor vat nie en
dinge soos daai nie, so jy wil, jy wil hulle wystgg al moet jy nou slaan en so aan
verstaan jy. Jy wil hulle wys dat nee, jy's die dag's die baas van die huis of jy’s
die baas van die vrou. [...] Ek dink, nou baie vas oranne as ons, as ons daai hold

veloor, dan raak ons vulnerable.
(Participant 20)

Normaal weg sou ek nooit so iets gedoen het niés,adk raak geweldadig, maar om
iemand se lewe te neem, nee. Dit is nie in my utiedis baie moeilik om vir jou te
sé. Miskien die rede omdat hy in my woonstel, tér@k/gelé en slaap het, my kom
krap, krap het. Dis al rede wat ek vir jou, watkek dink, hoekom ek dit gedoen het.
[...] Daar was ‘n bietjie van ‘n gesquealery met thee wat, hy vir my gesé het, |
think you must take your things and fuck off, kan raiskien sé, dit het my laat
trigger. [...] Ek het gedink, wies jy om in my kaniarte kom en my te kom vertel
wat om te doen in my kamer. [...] Ek meen, dis doagids, niemand kom in jou
kamer en sé vir jou om jou goedijies te vat en keffmie. [...] So ek dink as hy dit

op ‘n beter manier met my kontak gemaak het, sbnidj defnitief nie gebeur het.

(Participant 24)

In the above extracts, both men refer to actuakegpces of threat as well as
perceived experiences of threat. In the first insta the participant explains
that he was attacked by his partner, even thoughwhs a minor altercation
(“sy het my nie eintlik hard geslaan nie, verstagn is maar net ek was
kwaad”), but that he experienced it as a threat to himidant role in his

privatised space. He notes thatille wil nou oor vat hier by my. By my plek”
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“kyk jy verwag mos altyd om bo te weeshd“Jy wil hulle wys dat nee, jy’'s
die baas, jy’s die baas van die huis of jy’s diab&an die vrou” In a similar
manner to which women are commodified and objectjfiso too was the
space of his private dwelling. The second partitipa these extracts also
notes a similar experience when he states‘tBatryl ek gelé en slaap het, my
kom krap, krap; and“hy vir my gesé het, | think you must take youngjsi
and fuck off’ In both instances participants responded witHewice that
ended in a homicide, the first being through sgttire dwelling ablaze and the
second through a gunshot. Their motivations aréuceg in“I’m not going to
let another person come take over here by me aindgHike that you see”
and“Ek meen, dis dood logies, niemand kom in jou kaemesé vir jou om jou

goedjies te vat en te fokof nie”

While the overall register initially appears to that of defence in the face of
threat, a closer reading of the text reveals than ifact a register of staking
claim to a privatised space, asserting the righowm it, as well as acting
authoritatively within it. In all of the above, thigscourses of privatisation and
the protection and assertion of self in the contxprivate property, finds
strong resonance in liberal democratic societieh as South Africa. Under
these circumstances, the privatisation of propanty space is a central tenet of
the social order, valued beyond many other rigkts apeaks directly to the
nature of modern industrial capitalism and its asded emphasis and
protection of individual ownership. While the diseses certainly acted as a
justification, they also further supported the idgoes of privatisation,
individualism and patriarchy, all of which colleatiy locate and position men
at the centre and head of households. The int@yseloetween constructions
of aggressive masculinity and the absolute rightiééend private property
mutually reinforce each other in this context, dndtress the enactment of

violence in privatised spaces.

Within this discursive category, the above disaregshemes were primarily deployed

by participants for justificatory purposes. Howewehile they did not pertain directly

to violence, as a referent set of themes theydetie and reproduced forms of

disciplinary power that govern intimate heteroséxakations, family relations, adult-
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child relations, interpersonal relations and relahips to property and privatised
spaces. Throughout this process of reproducingetdescourses, certain regimes of
truth that naturalised the uneven character ofethegationships in men’s favour
became apparent. Not only did these regimes df position men as dominant, but
also reinforced their entitled enactment of violntmportantly, these discourses
point to ways in which central elements of socelhting within social formations
deeply entrench the normalisation of male violeimcthe context of sexual relations
within an intimate partner, within families, and tWween adults and children.
Furthermore, interpersonal relations within pulaiad privatised more broadly were
also characterised by strong overtones of individom privatisation and competition
that encouraged violence. What this again points tbe centrality and pervasiveness
of violence within systemised forms of significatiadhat reflect and dialectically
construct our social worlds, our social practiced aur behavioural repertoires within
them. Essentially, this discursive category aga@wvealed that the context of
discoursal production is a pernicious incubatoryiremment within which male

violence is fostered as normative.
5.3.  Murder as Spectacle: Public Performance Discoursktale Homicide

Within the third discursive category, there wasleady distinguishable shift away
from essentialising and justifying masculine viaento the point of locating such
violence as a central feature of masculine identigvelopment amongst many
participants. Violence was constructed as an iatagechanism or tool to perform a
masculinity (Butler, 1990) that was considered ¢assful’ within the confines of the
participants’ contexts (Connell, 2000). Here tdwe bverall function for participants
was to normalise violence as a necessity in pevilmuhostile social environments,
but at an ideological level, it also served to i@ice dominant or hegemonic
constructions of masculinities as invariably inunly elements of aggression. The
coupling of violence to male power and status; He preservation of masculine
honour; and to the overt display of masculine ‘ssst through the brandishing of
weaponry; were all evident in the discursive thethes follow. This set of discursive
themes highlighted the performative aspect of vibleasculinities most starkly, as an
adapted appropriation of hegemonic elements ofcessgful’ manhood, which were
then transposed onto more constraining contextshich such dominant forms of
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masculinity were often unachievable. At the levél disciplinary power, they
reflected the manner in which men’s accounts remtesl an internalised
performance of their sex in an attempt to gend@ragpiately within their contexts
(Butler, 1990). At an ideological level the themrext only reinforced ideologies of
masculinism, but also reflected and reproducedlogdges of militarism that tend to

underpin sovereign forms of power within the Soiftican context.
5.3.1. “Violence makes reputations’Discourses of Masculine Status

In the first theme within this discursive categamgn articulated the centrality
of utilising violence in a public manner to helpnstruct a valued form of
masculine identity that was premised upon powengdeousness and respect.
The overall register was one of the ‘meek shallinberit the earth’, and the
public enactment of violence was associated wittsuecessful’ form of
masculine identity in hostile contexts in which &ewnic forms of
masculinity were not attainable. In general, meatsounts revealed a focus
on the social and personal identity gains thata¢dd@ made from this kind of

public performance of violence.

References to accessing respect from others weaglycland unambiguously
articulated as a function of violent displays. Twverwhelming lexical register
was of theessential nature of violence in ‘successful’ masitid identity
attainment Participants referred ttgain that respect through violence®if
you are rough and stuff like that, that is when ywll get respect; “To gain
respect you have to hurt somebodyGong is ‘n hond, hy vat nie kak nie,
klomp goeters, sien jy? [...] Jy maak vir jouself mdaand“Hulle sien ek het
plak. Ek is nie bang nie"From the above, the relationship between violence
and respect, as well as violence an dangerousness all articulated as a
regime of truth within the participants’ lives. Tbhewas the implicit
assumption that public reputation would be forgedthe enactment of
violence, where the participants would be fearedl simultaneously revered.
These sample discourses reflect a regime of tra#t s operant within
broader social discourses as well, where men apected to present
themselves as highly competitive, powerful and essful in order to gain
respect within the context of hegemonic construgtiof masculinity.
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However, in contexts where this form of hegemonasaulinity is not always
attainable, violence is valued as a more visible easily accessible attribute
through which to show strength, power, and to at@ncomitant forms of
wealth, status and recognition. This is perhapsiquéarly true in contexts
where rates of violence are high, as a higher premis placed on violent

displays as a means of forging an adapted ‘suadéssdsculine identity.

[...] they just have to respect you, and you gair teapect through violence and all

that, you understand.
(Participant 1)

[...] en as jy hom wys, dis even beter want nou isvrdor mense. So hulle kan sien
dat jy ernstig is. Jy is nie bang nie. [...] Hullesiek het plak. Ek is nie bang nie.
[...] So toe voel ek daai aand, daai aand, ek ied&wat no bo is, hy’s nou die ene

wat onder is. So ek is die ene wat die krag het.
(Participant 4)

[...] if you are rough and stuff like that, that id@n you will get respect. [...] this
guy gets slapped around, just anyhow in the strelet. won't be respected,

understand what | mean? But the one who slappedioomd he will be respected.
(Participant 5)

To gain respect you have to hurt somebody, to loevknso it is part of violence.
(Participant 16)

[...] daar haal ek ‘n gun uit en ek is bo-op hulle.][Ai, jy sien hulle, ek weet ook
nie, hulle sé nee ek is ‘'n boss en klomp goeteos saai sien jy, sal sé ja ek is ‘'n
Gong, hy’s ‘n hond, wat wat, dis my bynaam. Gong] Sien jy. Okay dan sal hulle
sé, Gong is ‘n hond, hy vat nie kak nie, klomp go®tsien jy? [...] Jy maak vir

jouself naam.

(Participant 22)

However, there were also more personalised registethe accounts of some
men, indicating that they experienced an interedlisense of success through
their violent actions. The following extracts arexemplars of this

phenomenon.
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Can you imagine how it feels bungee-jumping? Thiad'w it felt, ‘cause | felt like a
doctor or a powerful God or something. What wenbtigh my mind is, I'm taking

someone’s life away.
(Participant 9)

Its about a ego thing because if you like say wym@n go to school, if you scared to
fight a boy, they gonna call you a sissy and whattéowut if you fight that guy, you
proving to the other guys that you can take outevice and you’re proving to
yourself that you're a man. [...] You feel now by yself that I've proved to this
guy that I'm the boss, I'm stronger than him, he#iver come and look for shit to

me again. So the only way to get there is througlerce.

(Participant 9)

In the above, the registers of personal gain caseleea in references to words
and phrases such d&ego”, “lI felt like a doctor or a powerful God or
something; and “you’re proving to yourself that you're a man’and all
indicated that masculine identity was not simplyeaformance for others, but
also a performance for the self. This reflectsdbgree to which the amplified
relationship between men and violence is in faftiren of disciplinary power
that acts on men in a manner that facilitates regjtdation and the active
pursuit of this specific regime of truth. It is repented here in the duality of
identity performances for both the external worklveell as for the self. It
furthermore suggests that masculine identity agdittomally conceptualised
within psychology is not a separate internal antemmal process, but is
socially constructed to yield both internal andeemal gains and motivations.
Ideologically, it of course drew on and reinforcadrange of gendered
ideologies that help to maintain the dominant pasiof men within social
formations. Finally, this discourse also directlgaltenged the idea of a
singular hegemonic masculinity, as many of theigpents articulated the
integral relationship between men and violence asiaessful masculinity.
Rather than understanding this as a subordinatsdutaity, or a reflection of
a crisis in masculinity, participants reframed the$ationship as an adapted
performance of hegemonic masculinity that was daéteed by prevailing

conditions of possibility.
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5.3.2. “Don’t disrespect me’ Discourses of Masculine Honour Preservation

While asserting one’s reputation, developing a ‘earfor oneself, and
claiming a degree of respect were all associateecttly with the public
enactment of violence, there was also a discutsigme that highlighted the
maintenance of this power in relation to otherse Tbcus was thus on the
retention and preservation of male status and oespke primary register was
the management of face credibility through whakR©994) has referred to as
honour disputes. Here, participants accounted Heir tviolent actions as a
response to a public test of masculinity in whiclrée was a taunt or question
about their status from an external source. Thes®ur disputes normally
involved some degree of emasculation, public hatidn and embarrassment
which then needed to be defended. Forms of defensiasculinity such as
these often become more entrenched within contekt®-masculinisation,
which in various ways speaks to the nature of mlastas in many

marginalised contemporary South Africa communifidsrrell, 2001).

In the extracts below, the register ofteanour challengewhich was public in
nature was extensively represented within the dis®s. Participants
reflected on events such &30e begin hy nou my ma se poes vioek en my
vioek”, “Weet jy wat hy maak, hy klim uit die pool uit. Teveght skote’, “I

had a clash with some other guys there and theybaeting me very bad”
and“he grabbed me, he told me I'm a young boy all éhtisings, all those

vulgar languages and there’s nothing maybe | camodaim”.

This process seemed to have triggered a set aftgffdae primary being a loss
of face in the public domain. Participants reflelcten this as“n negatiewe
effek het op my ego™Dit het vir my laat klein voel teenoor hom en tyy i
jonger as my; “Hy get geen respek [vir my of my ma] nj¢'Hy embarrass
my voor die hele kinders*Hy het my geslaan voor mense sien,jjdit maak
hom klein, sé eintlik dies ‘n poes die jonghd“the way he was grabbing me
and his friends they were laughing you sekel’ response to these challenges,
all of the men represented in the extracts beloweviken involved in an

escalated altercation, in which their challenges &ided.
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Dit het vir my laat klein voel teenoor hom en hyaager as my, so in die lokasie dit
sal ‘n negatiewe effek het op my ego want in dieakie is alles oor my ego. [...] So

as hy so agter my is, hy maak dit laat ek moenHigi voor mense.

(Participant 4)

Toe begin hy nhou my ma se poes vioek en my vlioek.As iemand my ma se poes
vlioek, hy slaap nie met my ma nie. Nee hy slaapmeéé my ma nie. En hy ken nie
my ma nie. Hy ken mos nie my ma se poes nie.jisJnet my pa vat haar poes kan
vloek want hy slaap met haar. Hy ken haar poespnémder man. Sy is nie ‘n hoer

nie. Sy slaap nie rond met ander manne nie. [y.§i&t geen respek nie.

(Participant 6)

Die tsotsi, hy spat my nat, hy klim uit jy sien.][Ek het my foon by my en jy spat
my nat. [...] ek vertel hom, hey jy, jy moet kyk waiaak jy, jy sien. Moet nie ‘n
mens vir ‘n poes vat nie. [...] Weet jy wat hy mahi klim uit die pool uit. Twee
right skote, goep, goep! How my buddy, wat maakbugdy? [...] Ja, jy sien. Hy
embarrass my voor die hele kinders, en hiers die kinders, jy sien. [...] Kyk ek is
‘n mens ek like nie gembarrass word nie. Veral wooumense sien jy. Ja, dit was
maar hom flop, daai outjie. [...] Hy het my geslamovmense sien jy, en daai is een
ding wat ek nie van hou nie, hy sien. [...] Ek is mosnan van vroumense sien jy.
Like jol en al daai soort van dinge. Die main diagnoet my nie embarrass nie man.
Jy ken dit maak die ander duiwel wakker. [...] Het#t,maak hom klein, sé eintlik

dies ‘n poes die jong. [...] Dit laat jou klein voel.

(Participant 25)

| had a clash with some other guys there and theybaating me very bad. [...]

Well, there’s this pride in there, you see for yolbe a man, you have to have pride.
Isn’t it so? When | beat you up in front of otherople, what happens to the pride?
You see that's what makes other people very muclemi. Because right now, I'm

this kind of person doing this [...]. | have no tréeilvith anyone, no-one, then you
come from nowhere and you beat me up in front opfee Then these people won't
be respecting me the same way they were respeatinigefore, you see. They think

this one is weak stuff, he’s been beaten [...].

(Participant 26)
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Uh, you see this guy uh, at first before he grabined he told me I'm a young boy
all those things, all those vulgar languages amdetb nothing maybe | can do to
him. Actually he disrespected me that day you 8&m. [...] Yes, ja, the way he was
talking to me and the way he was grabbing me wiyhjaxket here. That shows he
was disrespecting me. You see that's why we wettide, | was already angry by
the time | went outside. [...] Because he, the wayvhs talking to me. And the way
he was grabbing me and his friends they were langghou see. And this girlfriend
did see us still you see because it's difficultati can slap in front of your girlfriend.
It was better if this girlfriend was not even heext to me. [...] This girlfriend will
not be going to respect me anymore. [ ...] | donwarfor women, but for us men to
be disrespected, it's too difficult because if yare disrespected, uh, it shows maybe
that you are not a man. I'm not saying that a fighthe way of showing that you are
man. Fight is not good, but sometimes you havégtat in order to bring things
back to right.

(Participant 27)

In general, the above extracts point to the faat thasculine power is not
simply sought after, but also needs to be mainthihsuccessful masculine
identity is to be stable within these contextsadtin speaks to the degree to
which the sample discourses reflect masculine ctitige within broader
social discourses, but in instances where nonivioknd more socially
accepted forms of masculinity can not be attainalence is elevated to a
special attribute that is to be sought after arebgnved. It also reinforces and
reproduces gendered ideologies and constructiomaasiculinity as violent,
especially in contexts where these honour dispotesir in front of women.
However, a more critical reading of the discouraés reveals how they
implicitly critique myths of moral absolutism thgbvern the legitimisation
and delegitimisation of male violence. While sesdorms of interpersonal
violence such as homicide are frequently deleg#edj the participants’
accounts offered an embedded critique of morallabsm, by suggesting that
in their contexts such displays are valid and d&deio successful masculine
identity negotiation.

5.3.3. “Guns make a man”Discourses of Weaponry as a Masculine Display

This particular discursive theme highlighted theafic relationship between

men, weaponry and masculinity. It revealed howlttandishing of weaponry
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represents a functional form of protection andtydfa many men in contexts
that are violent, and where there is a perceptibthieat directed towards
them. Beyond this survivalist overtone or registemen’s accounts, there was
also a more overt utilisation of weaponry as aremesibn of the performance
of violent masculinities to ensure a degree of f@ad respect from others.
While reproducing to some extent the notion of #aent male, a critical
analysis of these discourses in context also lggtdi its relationship to
ideologies of militarism in the historical militaation of South African

society, and the place of gun culture within tleatext (Cock, 2001).

In the extracts below, several participants memiibthefunctional utility of
firearms in insecure environmenta/here they lived. It was constructed as an
equaliser, as a means of safety, and as a meanstézt oneself in dangerous
circumstances. References“tek is kort, het geen krag. [...] ‘n vuurwapen
[...] dis sekuriteit basies"“ek voel baie unsafe [...] dan is ek alleen by die
huis. [...] As jy nie met jou gun is, jy voel unsgfesien”, and“Kyk ‘n mes is
very close. Jy moet baie nader ingaan om hom seewit maak en ‘n
vuurwapen kan jy seermaak van ‘n ver distance, faafistance’, were linked

to a register of self-protection, thereby reinfagcithe social construction of

firearms as a tool of defence.

Maar enige man is maar so, hulle hou van vuurwgpses hoe kan ek sé, sé nou
jy's groot sterk en alles. Ek is kort, het geengkod dit nie. Maar ek wil nie hé almal

moet rondloop en vertel, ja daai ou is ‘n bangbroglar hy doen niks daaraan nie
so. As jy ‘n vuurwapen by jou het, dis sekuritediskes. Daar is nie juis iemand wat

by jou moeilikheid gaan soek of wat ook al nie.
(Participant 8)

Soos ek, as ek my gun los by die huis. Ek loopekejoel baie unsafe, jy sien. Daar
was ‘n tyd dan reeds my broer, jy gaan pee megjoy jy gaan kak met jou gun, as
jy kombuis toe gaan. [...] En dis mos net ek, myanamy pa en sustertjie, en die
sustertjie, sys nou agt jy sien. Dan is hulle megwdan is ek alleen by die huis. Jou
gun |é hierso, jy gaan toilet toe, jy vat jou gjys in die huis in jy sien. Jy vat jou
gun, jy gaan pee, jou kom terug, jou gun bly by. jbwenty-four hours [...]. As jy

nie met jou gun is, jy voel unsafe, jy sien.

(Participant 25)
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Okay, die een ding is meeste van ons mans, jy hawven om ‘n vuurwapen te dra.
[...] EK het meer krag oor jou, ek kan net sé neerssmiskien squeal [...] Maak nie
saak of jy het of nie. Ek het dan iets, backup. Meemy hande wat kan werk. Tog
enige van ons weet, ‘n vuurwapen is ‘n baie geikeading. [...] Kyk ‘n mes is very
close. Jy moet baie narder ingaan om hom seed t@agk [...] ‘n vuurwapen kan jy

seermaak van ‘n ver distance, from a distance.

(Participant 2)

However, while this functional and protective régisvas certainly present in

the accounts, by far the most significant registas the use of firearms as an
extension of power that could be visibly displaytedothers. In this context,

brandishing firearms was a means of instilling feamd consequently, of

instilling a sense of respect in a very public mamParticipants made direct
linkages between the attainment of power and fingan their sentiments, as
conveyed in the following extracts.

[...] look at hunting you know, competition, thintike that, that is something you
enjoy with a dangerous weapon and it's something gan really involve other
spectators and people. So I'll say men got tha¢ soghave power to rule [...]. Net
daai krag, net daai wilskrag, om te sé, nee hyitag in sy hande. Want sodra jy ‘n
vuurwapen in jou hand het, almal gaan bang weegouirveral as hulle sien jy
gebruik dit. [...] No, | felt | got a firearm, | ggtower in my hand, why must |

surrender.
(Participant 1)

Vir ‘n ou, gun is die vinnigste way wat jy iets kaattle. As ek vir jou soek, ek haal
‘n gun uit, ek point jou, jy sal my nooit weer pig. [...] Die anders is bang vir ‘n

gun, jy sien. [...] Ja, en ‘n gun gee jou meer krag
(Participant 3)

[...] om ‘n vuurwapen te het en mense weet jy'vturwapen, dan is hulle ‘n bietjie

bangerig vir jou. [...] Jy't krag, jy't krag. [...]¥Eis in control.
(Participant 4)

And uh, weapons, | would say they give you a pow@y give you strength. So if |

am standing with a gun you would think twice abliing me nonsense.

(Participant 5)
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[...] hulle loop met ‘n wapen, hulle gebruik hom. kuWwil mos nou die cowboy
wees in die movie in. [...] Almal moet nou bang we@shom. S&, daai man het ‘n

mes of daai man het ‘n gun. Jy moet nie speel m&itman nie.
(Participant 6)

‘n Vuurwapen, hulle is meer bang vir ‘n vuurwapen][ Ek voel naai, ek is ‘n
koning, a king. Hulle sal my niks vertel nie, eweh‘n policeman, hy sal kom, ek sal

hom ook skiet. [...] hulle ken, ou Gong, haai hy ni& kak nie. Ja.
(Participant 22)

References to the instillation of fear in othergevexpressed through phrases
such as‘almal gaan bang wees vir jou veral as hulle signgebruik dit”,
“anders is bang vir ‘n gun, jy sien™is hulle ‘n bietjie bangerig vir jou’
“with a gun you would think twice about telling mensense; “Almal moet
nou bang wees vir hom"and“hulle is meer bang vir ‘n vuurwapen”The
instillation of fear was supported by a masculidentity spin-off within such
overt displays of aggression. Participants agdieatd on how it gave them
a greater sense of power in utterances su¢maser krag”, “they give you a
power, they give you strength'Ek voel naai, ek is ‘n koning, a king. [...] vat

nie kak nie”

In the above, the carrying and brandishing of weapaertainly served a
functional purpose for many, but was also viewed &aluable component in
displaying a violent and ‘successful’ masculiniyhile this may have been
the primary social function of these discoursesf@ny participants, there
were also ideological underpinnings that were bee&ilpcted and reproduced
through these discoursal practices. In the hisabraontext South Africa,

levels of militarization alongside ideologies of litarism and survivalism

have always been central to its construction asmatate (Vale, 2003). While
the demise of apartheid ostensibly saw a waninghe$e institutional and
ideological practices, they continue to be insidlgipresent within the social
formation. The social fallout from failures to reggrate ex-combatants within
communities, the proliferation of small arms withimany communities, the
ongoing securitisation of South African societyge tpublic discourse of
harsher criminal justice and policing interventioi®outh Africa’s role in
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Africa as a peace-keeping force, and its role & Wmited Nations Security
Council, all reflect a society that continues to roditarised. Cock (2001)
refers to this as a taken-for-granted and “banditanism” that involves the
normalisation and legitimisation of war, violencedamilitary might. Given
the historical and contemporary levels of militatian, it is not surprising that
the gun culture in South Africa is as rampant as.iXaba (2001) also points
out that prior to 1994, militarised violence wagitenmised as something noble
that provided one with social credibility, espelgiaf it was constructed as
anti-state. However, in post-apartheid South Aftita is no longer the case,
and many men find themselves utilising their mijiteskills in criminal
activities and butting heads with the law. Thus, phesence of militarised and
survivalist registers and overtones within partcifs’ narratives and
discourses reveals in part their reproduction ofitanism, but also their
adaptive location of themselves in a changing $owiarld where overt
militarist displays are no longer legitimised. Qthihan the militarised
underpinnings of many of these discourses, thene \atso clearly referent
linkages to discourses of masculinism and hegemmmstructions of gender,
within which the gun culture represents an adamtatdbf a ‘successful’

masculinity in endemically violent social contexts.

Within this discursive category, participants nofyoshifted away from distancing
and justificatory discourses, but directly arti¢caththe importance of violence in the
construction of ‘successful’ masculinity within thesocial contexts. Here, the
emphasis on violence in the attainment of a refuutatnd status, the preservation of
this status in disputes of honour, and the impadaaf weaponry as a physical
extension of masculine performances, were all cedtk within the discourses and
narratives. While the ideological effects can bens@& continued gendering of men as
powerful and violent, as well as the insidious oeluction of militarist ideologies
through the reification of the firearm in particyléhese discourses also point to the
importance of recognising hegemonic masculinityuastable and compound. While
the overt articulations of the relationship betwesgsculinity and violence would be
delegitimised in many social contexts, these padids were highlighting the
importance of understanding hegemonic masculimtynultiple ways, as adaptive,

and as a negotiated form of identity within the ditions of possibility that social
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contexts provide. Central to this argument is #®ognition that the social fabric in
which discoursal production occurred is one whish facilitative of violence,
reinforces its normativity, and in fact encouragdasrough a range of discursive and
social practices.

5.4. Murder as an Instrumental Means: Economic Discaurs®éale Homicide

The final discursive category can generally be diesed as one in which violence and
its linkages to masculinity were elevated to a deg@f normality within processes of
obtaining economic and other material resourcege Hthe discourses served to
convey a sense that the use of violence was anoetomecessity and norm, and
found interdiscursive resonance with dominant disses of wealth and material
resource acquisition, competition for resources statis, and the inevitably hostile
nature of such economic processes within markeedricontexts. Participants
highlighted the instrumental and utilitarian valag violence in several instances,
suggesting that it was an acceptable modus operandiecuring material and

economic resources. In social contexts where tisetlge unlikely attainment of what
Connell (2000) refers to as the transnational mssinmasculinity, participants’

discursive contours represented a form of mascuhegotiation around their

functioning within a market-driven and consumeeisbnomy. The social construction
of ‘successful’ men as competitive providers witloroader economic discourses
intersected with hegemonic constructions of ‘susftdsmasculinity more generally,

and ensured that they mutually reinforced eachrogingl legitimised processes of
resource accumulation as fundamentally competénat violent within the context of

capitalism. With regard to the implicit power retats that were reproduced, the
distinction between the ‘economic haves’ versusd¢henomic have-nots’ became an
important feature around which the men construdteir masculinity. While the

primary functions of these discourses were cesajustificatory in nature, these
discourses also supported classist and marketages! that ascribe and attribute
greater levels of status and power to those withens access and wealth, and

consequently justifies material gain and benefihatexpense of others.
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5.4.1. “Getrich or die trying™: Discourses of Material Gain

While this was the only theme identified withindhliscursive category, it was
nevertheless important to consider, given that reé\marticipants articulated
narratives that coupled violence with economic ghirthe first instance, men
reflected anormalisation of violence and crime as a means obkmng a
living and constructed their violent actions as an inséntal mechanism in
processes of material gain and resource acquisidrile some participants
articulated this instrumentality as a necessitgontexts of limited financial
resources, others were more overt in their critigi¢ghe labour market and
explicitly argued for violence and crime as a mexpedient manner through
which resources could be attained. In the two etdrdbelow, the men’s
accounts were conveyed though a primary lexicaistelgof necessity, and
crime and violence were thus constructed as thndyr @ption to offset difficult

financial circumstances that they had experienced.

[...] okay I'm like a guy that depends living on cemniike, it's my lifestyle, not

actually my lifestyle because | used to work aslwekorked [...] about four years
[...]. At that stage they made me a floor managevas a floor manager about for
eight months and this thing of, what do they chllbiack empowerment, okay, |
won't go into apartheid but where a black man isaged above you. [...] And | just
thought, well for me to drag on in this job, I'mmgm be unhappy in this work
situation and | don’t wanna be unhappy in my w@t.there is where | just quit, and
| thought well the package they gave me and evernythnd | just decided. | tried to
have a straight job and everything. | got thatpapte of R1000’s monthly, | can't do
my thing, it doesn’t meet my ends you understand $@d to like get extra [...].

That is where | went into crime.
(Participant 1)

What | was trying to do was open a business, tmraly man. | came from prison,
this is not my first time in prison. My first timeas for murder as well. Show people
| am changing, you understand? Get some propeecgspu understand? But now,
how can | say, things were just too bad. | hatetwrt to crime here and there. [...]
The only time | use violence in crime right, is fiamancial gain. So | would say
because of poverty. [...] You have to get money. ‘¥awive to buy clothes, have

food on the table, understand, help my mum wittoants and stuff like that.

(Participant 5)
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Here, references tmkay I'm like a guy that depends living on crimileg], it's
my lifestyle”, and“The only time | use violence in crime right, ig fomancial
gain” illustrated the normalisation of violence and @inm resource and
financial gain. Alongside these iterations weresrefnces to failed attempts at
engaging the economy and therefore a failure inneeuc thriving.
Participants reflected on these circumstancé®vinat | was trying to do was
open a business, be a family man. [...] But now, baw | say, things were
just too bad. | had to resort to crime here andrétie and”| tried to have a
straight job and everything. | got that, a coupfeR1000’s monthly, | can’t do
my thing, it doesn’t meet my ends you understand sad to like get extra
[...]. That is where | went into crimeThese strategies of justifying their
criminal activities were supported by comments sastyou get money. You
survive to buy clothes, have food on the tableetstednd”. In general, the
content of these accounts was underpinned by tipdicintension between
poverty and instrumental crime, thereby affordirggtigipants an opportunity
to establish a compelling argument to motivatelies instrumentality.

Despite the justificatory social function of thecaants, at an ideological level
these utterances reinforce notions of the crimuraerclasses, and support
classist ideologies that suggest that marginalcsedmunities require greater
degrees of control and surveillance. While simitar the environmental
determinism reflected in the first discursive catggdiscussed earlier in this
chapter, these discourses represent a form of Isagterminism that
establishes a causal relationship between pooroeaencircumstances and
criminality and violence. However, a more criticalading of the text also
reveals the implicit binary of the criminal undexs$es versus the upperclasses
who embody greater levels of civil obedience. Sumharies within
systemised forms of signification are frequentlprpriated into classist
ideologies that argue for institutional and struakwcontrol, as well as for the
subjugation of marginalised communities. In soeitsuch as South Africa
where wealth disparities and class divides do ot &ist as a social and
material reality, these discourses fuel ideologiesl practices that could
conceivably be understood as structural forms olevice. The mere presence
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of these discourses thus point to cleavages wittersocial formation that act

as a fulcrum on which structural violence rests.

However, while these discourses offer us the oppdst for implicit critique,
several participants were more vociferous in thegct critiques of the labour
market within the market economy, and its explfaiture to justly provide
opportunities to make a living. In the followingteacts, participants parodied
and caricatured attempts at engaging the sociakaadomic system through
mainstream channels. Referencesbk het gedink daai [studeer en werk] is
nie vir my nie, daai is net vir moegoes, ek is mesn moegeo nie'revealed
the denunciation of these mainstream mechanismshasé who engaged the
economy in that manner. Similarly, a more afflugoung men who had
greater access to mainstream engagement with tmoey was referred to as
a “mama’s baby”. Participant 22clearly distanced himself from these
parodies of masculinity by referring to himself @asthug” and his social

experiences dshuglife” .

Like ek sé, daai het ek gevat, daai is my werlekabke sé ek gaan uit vandag ek sé
ek gaan drie karre gaan haal. Daai, ek ken, eerskar my ma en vir die huis, die
ander enetjie is vir my kind om goedjies te koapdes ander een is vir my. Sien jy.
[...] Ek het gedink daai [studeer en werk] is nie wiy nie, daai is net vir moegoes,

ek is mos nie ‘n moegeo nie.
(Participant 22)

Ja, dis like as ek sé, ek sit daarso ek sé, nasahyet weer enetjie kry, dis mama’s
baby, hom baas sal hom enetjie kry, dis myne did. Ja, soos ek hom gesien het,
toe sien ek ne, dies ‘n mama’s baby. [...] Eish,ile& jy sal hom sien miskien aan
hom drag, hoe gedrag hy homself, [...]. [...] Jashylooi aangetrek [...]. [...] Daai

sal nie in die thuglife in kom nie. [..] Ja, homvieis baie makliker as ons sinne.

(Participant 22)

Participants also made direct comparisons betweaimstneam economic

engagement and instrumental crime in the follovértyacts.
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[...] alot of people got the mentality that if \reato work for a boss, | have to listen
to his shit for the whole month, | have to listehathe is saying to me, if he says do
this | have to do this, if he pushes me in thatation | have to go in that direction, if
he says my shoes isn't clean enough, | have ta¢hesm, if he says this and this and
this. So at the end of it | think people if theynag@o and steal, firstly you don’t have
someone telling me what to do, secondly you are goun boss, thirdly I'd say it's
knowing that you are getting all that money in sackmall space of time, whereas
you would have got it in a long space of time véttot of bullshit. Just to be honest,
so | think, ja, it's about you actually setting yauind and you work it out what is
the best for you. Steal or do work, steal or dok®oknd at the end of the day when
you look, when you have the positives about stgaliis much more than the

negatives. Much more.
(Participant 9)

Ons sien hierdie groot mans, om te sé, hy hetidig, thy het dit gekry en so aan. So
ek gaan dit ook kry soos hy dit gekry het, en niethgaan my stop om daar uit te
kom nie. [...] Nou jy werk vir drie duisend ‘n maarek maak drie duisend in ‘n dag
in. EK gaan nie gaan werk nie. Ja, ek het gediekhdinest living is net ‘n bluff,
verstaan jy. The way to make money, the easiest iwdyy robbing, hijacking,

stealing, doing all sorts of crime, verstaan jy.

(Participant 17)

Here, participants noted thiat | have to work for a boss, | have to listen to
his shit for the whole month [...]. Steal or do wasteal or do work? And at
the end of the day when you look, when you havedkitives about stealing,
it's much more than the negativesind“die honest living is net ‘n bluff [...]
The way to make money, the easiest way is by rgpbijacking, stealing,

doing all sorts of crime, verstaan jy”

In addition there was also a register of actingigieely in the criminal
attainment of resources and wealth. Men withingtugly revealed thadiou
better get it or else no-one else will get it fouy If you wanna be rich you be
rich, if you wanna be poor, you'll stay poor if ydon't make a plan about

it” , and“jy soek daai ding, jy gaan mos plan maak om daagde kry”.

Finally, there were also registers of expedienad tkeflected opportunistic

criminal instrumentality, as well as the ease withich resource acquisition
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could be attained. This was represented in paaitg) references ttbaie
successful mense sien jy as criminals in onse iekfs.] So automatically
the environment | grew up in, | adapted that |ljésof that environment™jy
gaan mos plan maak om daai ding te kry. Verstaahqg gouer, hoe beter”

and“n Thug se lewe is nie so nie man. Is nou, is nusien. Is nou, is nou”.

Ja, die geweld kom nou wel in die lokasie wat edogmword, verstaan jy? Um, baie
successful mense sien jy as criminals in onse lekdit is mense wat hulle is

betrokke in dwelms en karre te roof, verstaan §¥automatically the environment |
grew up in, | adapted that lifestyle of that enmiment, verstaan jy. So daai het
gekom natural met al die goeters wat ek sien hier vny, verstaan jy. Ek het nou
maar net geadapt aan dit [...]. Nee ek dink disedisiest way to get whatever you

want. Verstaan jy.
(Participant 17)

Jy verstaan, kyk as jy ‘n thug is, jy kyk net watag jy benefit uit studeer. Jy dink
nie vir die jare wat kom, jy dink vir nou. Ek pagd R20000 ‘n kar miskien verstaan
iy [...]. Ons het R20 000 ‘n day gemaak, kyk hoevsdlit vir die week. [...] Kyk as

jy ding nou gaan sien miskien, verstaan jy, jy sdadi ding, jy gaan mos plan maak
om daai ding te kry. Verstaan jy, hoe gouer, haerb&erstaan jy, ek sal nie gaan,
ek het ‘n R2000 in my sak, hiers ‘n ding van R508K gaan nie deposit sit of lay-
bye of whatever. [...] ‘n Thug se lewe is nie se man. Is nou, is nou. Jy sien. Is

nou, is nou.
(Participant 25)

[...] for me life was like, you better get it or elee-one else will get it for you. If
you wanna be rich you be rich, if you wanna be pgou’ll stay poor if you don’t

make a plan about it. That is how I live on a dayday basis.

(Participant 1)

Certainly, many of the sample discourses reflect#tove have
interdiscursive synergies with broader social disses pertaining to
successful functioning within the economy. Regstafr decisiveness and
expedience are common within market-driven econsmand in fact
come to represent admirable attributes of men wpdomise the
transnational business masculinity. However, intexts that are more

constrained and do not allow for the accomplishmanthis form of
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masculinity, many of the participants appearedpjorapriate these central
markers of success and adapted them to more cmirsgyaocio-economic
environments. As a more accessible attribute, no#envas deployed as a
means of expressing economic expedience and dexcess in the pursuit
of material resources. Fundamentally, the discaraivderpinnings in both
contexts are similar, but result in the constructiof the glorified
corporate raider on the one hand, and the vilifiedent criminal on the
other hand. At an ideological level, these discesirsf course reflected
and reproduced the normativity of consumerism,dragalth acquisition,
economic expedience, and business decisivenessaldmtprovided an
implicit critique of the pervasive violence and trawlictory nature of the

market economy.
5.5. Discursive Instability and Discontinuity

As noted earlier ifChapter Five discourse analysis is fundamentally concernetl wit
destabilising the apparently continuous nature eammngs within a corpus of texts.
Within this study, this was done through identifyioppositions within the narratives,
as well as their relative positions of power anesemuent ideological effects. In
addition, these oppositions were subverted throtgytealing how they are socio-
historically located and not given, thereby sabioigdghe continuous and taken-for-
granted nature of the regimes of truth that areveped by such discourses. By
engaging in such deconstructionist processesatluwed for alternative meanings to
emerge from parallel readings of the texts. Furttoee, through exposing the myth of
the unitary and fixed subject, discourse analysigeals how in the minutiae of
everyday interactions the potential for resistarases alternative ways of being in the
world become evident (Macleod, 2002; Terre Blan&Heurrheim, 1999). However,
important to note is that while these potentialcggafor resistance to disciplinary
power may exist, that conscious social processebs @mpjects to harness such
discontinuities in the service of transformationsinibe undertaken, as the prospect of
resistance does not in and of itself imply the itadulity of social change. While
many of these critical tasks referred to above Haaen infused into the preceding
analysis within this chapter, the following repmseadditional illustrations of
oppositions and instabilities within the discursoaegories and themes.
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Several participants revealed more contested utahelisgs of the origins and
reasons for male violence. The following extra@present narrational moments in
which social constructions of the impulsive andately aggressive male were
challenged. In the first two extracts, despite pinesence of hedging as a rhetorical
strategy, participants were clearly articulatingemse of personal responsibility that
countered the pervasive exculpatory registers wWerte present within distancing
discourses. In the third extract, the naturalisatid gender differences was first
generalised“Men don’t”), but was later mediated through the rhetoricaltsgy of
particularisation ‘Most men don’t), that suggested that this was not necessarily

applicable to all men.

Ek kan nie sé ek was nugter nie. Maar ek kan aelsé ek het nie geweet wat ek

doen nie. Want ek het duidelik geweet wat ek doen.
(Participant 8)

As a human | don't think, | mean if it was builtéenhuman beings, everybody would
have gone around killing everybody here and doihgtever. | don't think it's built

into humans, | think certain people push themseilodbat level for certain reasons.
(Participant 9)

I'd say women are more clever than men. [...] becausegan in a situation, where
your adrenalin is pumping, you get cross. You dbe'objective [...]. You look at it
one way [...]. I'm gonna beat the shit out of him. M&n look at it another way,
what'’s the options | can take. Men don’t. Most ndem’t.

(Participant 9)

Similarly, there were also clear discontinuitieattbontested the discourse of moral
deficiency, as evidenced below. These participantterances directly challenged the
prevailing moral barometers that are employed gitiraising and delegitimising
certain forms of violence. In so doing, orders obrat discourses were clearly
competing, and reflected the unstable and discootis nature of morality

surrounding violence within South African society.

As | told you | am not sorry for what | did.

(Participant 5)
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Ek het maar net vir myself gesé, haai hy’'s dood daik. [...] Ja ek het goed gevoel

in daai sense.

(Participant 4)

In addition, while the first extract below reflecém attribution of blame to peer
influences as an environmental determinant of nicégParticipant 6simultaneously
challenged the taken-for-granted idea that familycfioning and socialisation was a
determinant of his criminality. The second extraelow also relied on hedging as a
rhetorical strategy, but more importantly, agaispdited the idea that peer influences
determine criminality and violence. Clearly, thespresented minutiae of ambiguity
and potential resistances to prevailing environagnteterministic explanations of

male violence and crime.

[...] ek kan nie sé dit was van ek groot gemaakvemt ek was groot gemaak in ‘n
regte huis. Groot gemaak in ‘n regte huis. Maardietvriende wat ek, ek het eintlik

met verkeerde gemeng, met verkeerde vriende.
(Participant 6)

| don’t know, | won't blame my friends, | got my omwrong. But | don’'t know,

things went wrong, | don’t know where.

(Participant 1)

Finally, the participant in the following extractgaed that the brandishing of
weaponry was in itself a risk factor for attractwiglent assault. Contrary to the more
prominent articulations of participants, firearmseres constructed as a focal point or
lightning rod for violence, rather than being a etefive tool or instrument for

publicly displaying masculine prowess.

As hy net uitkom ons vang hom. Ons vat daai guMagk hulle hom nou dood ook
nog. Daaroor eintlik, wapens, is nie eintlik nodig‘'n man om met ‘n wapen te loop

nie. Dis nie nodig nie.

(Participant 6)

While the above illustrations were by no meansndésl to offer an exhaustive
account of the discursive instabilities within thparticipants’ narratives, they

nevertheless provided a snapshot of the internatradictions within narrational
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communications and discursive productions. A clesading of the previous analytic
sections within this chapter reveal many more saostances, as well as the presence
of duelling discourses within the narratives (etlhe protective father and the
aggressive man; the providing father and the exp¢dcriminal) (Wood, 2004).
When considering all the instabilities, ambiguitéesl contradictions reflected within
the narrative and discursive analyses in this @ragite potential for disrupting and
subverting continuous and taken-for-granted regiméstruth surrounding male
homicidal violence becomes more apparent, and dksilpilities for transforming and

uncoupling masculinities and violence appear moreeivable.

In concluding this chapter, it is perhaps instnwetio return to Tolson (2004) and Carrigan,
Connell and Lee (2004), who note the limitationswéh analytical studies. In essence, these
authors all argue that broader social movementscandal social coalitions will necessarily
have to engage in social, political, material armahsciousness-raising struggles if the
transformatory potential revealed within the anialys this and other textual data is to be
materially realised beyond the linguistic contekimeaning-making. The following chapter
concludes the study by providing a synopsis of tesearch findings, highlights the
limitations, significance and implications of thedy, and explores the possibilities for future

research.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: CONCLUSION
Each murder is one too many.
(Jurgen Habermas, 2008,Dialogue with Jirgen Habermps

1. INTRODUCTION:

By way of conclusion, it is perhaps useful to reflen the problematic of male homicidal
violence once more and to distil some of the keynelnts that have emerged from this study.
Even at a cursory glance the extent and magnitbitt@sopsychosocial phenomenon suggests
that it is a significant global and national comcéhat continues to pervade many social
formations. Furthermore, it has displayed a remaekhistorical recalcitrance, obstinacy and
mutability even in the face of significant reseangsources and intervention strategies being
directed towards its prevention and reduction acrtdse world. While for many the
persistence of these global and national pattesssdsulted in a level of apathy, despair and
fatalism that has reinforced male homicidal violeras a regime of truth that is simply
insurmountable and unstoppable, Tolson’s (200Z8p.view of this phenomenon is perhaps
more circumspect, realistic and tempered. Rathan thearching for the holy grail of
interventions, it is more useful to conceptualise telationship between masculinities and
violence as deeply embedded within social andioglat processes, and as a phenomenon
that it is“interwoven with ideology’and the material conditions of our time. Underdiag

it as a much broader social problem is more usaftraming our research and interventions
in the long-term, as it foregrounds the need fataned social analysis and interventions at
the levels of social relationships, systemised ®wh signification, institutional processes,
cultural practices, and structural arrangementgh\Wiis in mind, this chapter focuses on a
summary of the findings of this study as a potérdantribution to this sustained form of
social analysis, highlights its significance angiizations, engages reflexively with some of

its limitations, and explores the prospects fourfatresearch.
2. SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS:

In tracking the analytic process that was utiliggthin the study, the findings can broadly be
delineated into two areas, and while they are bjleategrally related to each other, are

addressed separately for the sake of convenience.
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The first broad area generally pertains to theifigsl that emerged from the analysis of
narrative formswithin participants’ talk. Narrative generation svassentially conceptualised
as an interpersonal accounting exercise that imeblprocesses of self-presentation,
impression management, the establishment of ctagil@nd the management tsice Three

primary narrative forms emerged during the analysamely, narratives of stability and

continuity, narratives of decline, and narrativesgransformation and growth

Within the narratives of stability and continuitythe functions of participants’ talk centred
around constructing and positioning themselves as mho had acted violently out of
necessity. While relying predominantly on justifioas to acknowledge blame but to offset
responsibility, participants nevertheless displagigiments of compliance in relation to the
prevailing moral condemnations surrounding homicidé&hin the social formation.
Fundamentally, the function was to construct thdwese as necessarily violent within
contexts that demanded it, and as reasonable menwere acting reasonably within such
contexts. In considering the function of this sggt within the participants’ social contexts, it
is apparent that most of these men experienced #miironments as challenging and
perilous, and as social spaces in which criminalitglence and their own unemployment
were significant features. Under these conditidhs, establishment and performance of a
violent masculinity served as greater currency tf@se participants, as it was intimately
related to the attainment of power and status. Mimygortantly, in adverse social contexts
where the hegemony of a transnational businessutiaisg is not attainable, the coupling of
violence and masculinities becomes a distinct natgpat form of identity for men, especially
if the historical context already sanctions somgréle of violence. Constructions of violent
masculinity therefore served to anchor the paricip’ identities as fairly fixed in contexts
that they believed were fairly fixed as well, amdwhich there was little opportunity for
shifts in resource access or future prospects. Tdrnism of hypermasculinisation and its
integral linkages to violence was thus an adapsivategy for many men who could not
foresee any other forms of hegemonic masculinetityeattainment possible within their

social contexts.

Within the narratives of decling the social functions of participants’ iteratiomgere
somewhat different. They were highly invested isipee face work and actions that helped
to position and construct them as normal men whibldeen functional within their contexts

prior to their momentary lapse in judgement witthe homicidal encounter. Active attempts
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at positive self-presentation therefore became nmgcte significant within these narratives,
as participants attempted to deploy exculpatorystes and strategies to reduce negative
moral judgements. When considering the functiothed communicative strategy in relation
to the social contexts of participants, most okthenen had experienced their environments
as less constraining than articulated in the previoarrative form. There was thus greater
purchase power in constructing themselves as nommnakder to position themselves as
potentially ‘productive citizens’ who could be regrated into their communities in future.
Positioning themselves as normal men who had expezd a failure in judgement therefore
represented a compromise position of accepting sdeggee of guilt and moral censure
about their homicidal actions, but in the servide potentially re-entering society as

‘acceptable citizens’ in future.

Within the finalnarratives of transformation and growththe primary function of the men’s
talk was to distance themselves from their violgawts as far as possible, and to reconstruct
themselves as rehabilitated men who were readyefategration into the social formation.
Unlike the first two narrative forms in which paipants either saw the hostile context as
unchanging, or envisaged possibilities for potém&ansertion into their ‘normal’ lives, these
participants relied on a moral currency as a gsafer reintegration into their communities,
through a performance of rehabilitatory and prepitiy registers. The apparent driver of
these narratives was their internalised sense efstitial context as one that is morally
condemning with respect to homicide perpetratons] they thus adopted the strategy of

moral compliance.

Ideologically, the most immediate effect was seerthie implicit and overt challenges to
dominant orders of moral discourses that goverridggimacy and illegitimacy of violence.
While some of the above narratives clearly reiréddrand reproduced these moral discourses,
others openly contested them. These resistant mrdimated moral discourses highlighted
the discontinuous nature of hegemonic forms of fitgrand their instability in social
contexts such as South Africa. The normalisationiolence, the ambiguous relationship to
violence, and the denunciation of violence all orithe social formation’s inconsistent moral
response to it. The continuum of the narrativesstispoke to the manner in which
constructions of masculine violence and violenceararoadly, are also reflections of the
contradictory manner in which violence is addresdegditimised and delegitimised within
contemporary social formations such as South Africa
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The second broad area of analysis examined thefispzms, functions and ideological
effects of the discoursal practicethat underpinned the narratives. Four main diseairs
categories were delineated within the study, namdigtancing discourses, justificatory
discourses, public performance discourses, andoeaiordiscourses.

In the first discursive categoryessentialist, moral, and environmentally determitiés
discourseswere most prominently represented within the taktlata. A critical reading of
the texts revealed that embedded within these dises were several manifestations of
disciplinary power that have resulted in the repuiatitbn of certain regime of truths, binaries,
and taken-for-granted ways of understanding thegirmsi and reasons for male violence.
Through a critical examination of their ideologiceffects, it was apparent that these
discourses pointed to meaning systems and socsdtipes that represent and reinforce
fractures of inequality along cleavages of genadations, inter-community relations and
class relations. Furthermore, these fractures efuality are all integrally linked to
exploitative processes of subjugation and systeirfigens of domination that reinforce and
legitimise violence at an interpersonal level adl ag at a structural level within the South
African social formation. The fundamental point egmeg from this discursive category is
that distancing discourses that were employed atefle social context that is highly

differentiated, uneven, and legitimising of violerat various levels.

The second discursive category encompassed raddreigcourses of survival, female
commodification, familism and adultism, and privattion and ownershipAs a referent set
of discourses, they relied on and reproduced fafmssciplinary power that govern intimate
heterosexual relations, family relations, adultehielations, interpersonal relations and
relationships to property and privatised spacesoddhout this process of reproducing these
discourses, certain regimes of truth that natwedlishe uneven character of these
relationships in men’s favour became apparent.dwdt did these regimes of truth position
men as dominant, but also reinforced their entidedctment of violence. Importantly, these
discourses point to ways in which central elemehtsocial relating within social formations
deeply entrench and support the normalisation ofemaolence in general, but also
specifically in the context of sexual relationshiit an intimate partner, within families, and
between adults and children. Furthermore, integreisrelations within public and privatised
spaces more broadly were also characterised byngstimvertones of individualism,
privatisation and competition that encouraged vioée Essentially, this discursive category
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again revealed that the context of discoursal bo is a pernicious incubatory

environment within which male violence is fosteesdnormative.

The third discursive category was characterisedibgourses of masculine status, honour
preservation, and the use of weaponry as a masaulghsplay Participants articulated the
centrality of violent public performances in thenstruction of ‘successful’ masculinity
within their social contexts. While the ideologiedfects clearly contributed to a continued
gendering of men as powerful and violent, there alae a more insidious reproduction of
militarist ideologies through the reification ofrdarms in particular. However, these
discourses also pointed to the importance of resognhegemonic masculinity as unstable
and compound. While participants’ overt articulaio of the relationship between
masculinity and violence would be delegitimisedmany social contexts, they highlighted
the importance of understanding hegemonic mastglmimultiple ways, as adaptive, and as
a negotiated form of identity within the conditioospossibility that social contexts provide.
Central to this argument was the recognition the $ocial fabric in which discoursal
production occurred, remains one which is faciv@&bf violence, reinforces its normativity,

and in fact encourages it through a range of brnodideursive and social practices.

The final discursive category focussed primarilyemonomic discourses male homicide.
Men'’s talk reflected aormalisation of violence and crime as a means oéking a living
and constructed their violent actions as an instntal mechanism in processes of material
gain and resource acquisition. Certainly, manyhef sample discourses represented within
this category had a degree of synergy with broasmmial discourses that constructed
‘successful’ men as economically decisive, expedi@md well-resourced. However, in
contexts that are more constrained and do not dibovthe accomplishment of this form of
hegemonic masculinity, many of the participants emppd to appropriate these central
markers of success and adapted them to more constygaocio-economic environments. As
a more accessible attribute, violence was depla®d means of expressing economic
expedience and decisiveness in the pursuit of matersources. At an ideological level,
these discourses of course reflected and reprodilngedormativity of consumerism, rapid
wealth acquisition at the expense of others, ecamenpedience, and business decisiveness,
but also provided an implicit critique of the emted and overt violence that characterises

the market economy.
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From the above, the findings suggest that men’swats of their homicidal actions reflected
socially constructed realities through their navest and discoursal productions, that were
peppered with references to the normalisationjcedibn and legitimisation of masculine
violence and dominance in a wide ranging set adrpgrsonal, institutional, cultural, social
and structural practices and arrangements. Whiiegbsocially delegitimised, murder did
however represent a logical and seamless extersdighis normalisation, reification and
legitimisation of violence, but within the specifmonstraints of the participants’ social
contexts. Nevertheless, the instabilities, ambigsiiand contradictions reflected within their
accounts also raised the potential for disruptimgy subverting the taken-for-granted coupling
of masculinities and violence. However, such paaémrocesses of de-linking masculinities
and violence are not inevitable, and are likelyréquire broader social movements and
critical social coalitions to engage in social, ipchl, material and consciousness-raising

struggles if this transformatory potential is torbalised.
3. IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS:

Given the above, the implications for translatingse findings into utile data in the service of
transformation and prevention are fairly extensivimst importantly, the study re-centres
violence as a deeply embedded social phenomenbhabka complex set of underpinnings at
the material, structural, institutional, socio-cu#tl, ideological, political, interactive and
significatory levels. While recognising that thenee no doubt certain individual factors that
contribute to this phenomenon as well, the mordi@kmmplication is the foregrounding of
the social basis for male violence, and homicidearticular. The findings reveal how male
homicide appears to be in part an extension of ngoiaidian instances of violence that
occur in everyday social practices, but also hoasé¢hreflect a deep social crisis that allows
for referent support of male violence in all spiseoé social life. Rather than only focussing
on specific risks for male violence, it is perhapsre instructive to view male homicide as a
vestige of a social formation that is in itselfiskrfactor for homicidal violence. This is key if
we are to address male homicide more holisticatly & avoid the fatalistic trap of social
blaming that fosters popular notions of masculinee, carnage, mayhem and murder as the
norm. In practice, this implies alternative waysstrhtegising around transforming dominant
constructions of masculinity, and de-linking suamstructions from violence. However,
given the complex social foundations of masculinelence, Morrell's (2001, p. 33)
comment thatfor the most part gender change is slowis quite sobering and realistic.
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Nevertheless, preventing and reducing male violemtehomicide will of necessity have to
include a transformatory focus on material andcstmal practices that continue to generate
inequitable social and economic conditions thabpon and foster forms of violence; on the
institutional practices that generate and reinfageadered inequalities; and on social and
cultural practices that referently reify male doarnoe and violence at an interpersonal level.
Pragmatically, this points to the possibility oataing lessons from the feminist movements
that have so ably produced a ferment that hasteesim various counter-cultures, newer
forms of feminism, gay liberation and shifts in dered relations that were inconceivable
almost 200 years ago when women’s suffrage movesnérst came into being. Here,
foregrounding consciousness-raising exercisescalritieconstructionist forms of education,
mainstreaming critical masculinity studies and pcas, and facilitating the development and
strengthening of social movements directed towacdsically transforming gendered
relations, are some of the strategies that coulérbbarked upon to address the persistent
social dilemma of male violence. This may allowtasmove beyond the legislative and
regulatory equity strategies of ‘improving numbeatdng gendered cleavages and fractures
at institutional levels, to more generalised prafést social practices that will include men
more centrally. At the level of social researche #tudy also highlights the importance of
engaging in more reflexive research that decontstnmeaning systems and meaning-making
processes. Furthermore, it suggests that that a@dimore cautiously accept positivist and
descriptive quantitative research that can freduestide the complex and nuanced
relationships between male violence and other $ewEHdiscursive and non-discursive social
practices within social formations. Finally, theudy also suggests that the triumph of
existing regimes of truth and taken-for-granted svaf being in the world, which are often
premised on forms of systemised domination, exaiioih and oppression, is not an
inevitable outcome. Ruptures and discontinuitieex@t with more continuous and
reproductive discourses and social practices, andat the possibilities for alternative ways
of constructing gendered relations, masculiniteesd uncoupling violence from masculine
subjectivities (see Morrell, 2001; Murphy, 2004).

4. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY:

The most significant limitation in the study peniad to the methodological approach utilised,
and in particular, the data collection and analySisen that such a large corpus of texts was

generated through the narratives of participahts,study was simply not exhaustive. While
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this is a limitation of most qualitative studiestbfs nature, it would nevertheless have been
useful to have mined the data further, as therénaggiably a range of analytical possibilities
that are jettisoned or overlooked within such lagelitative data sets. The findings
therefore represent one plausible, partial andpgets/al analysis of the data set, not only
because of its size, but also because the prodesseopretation is in itself a socially
constructed endeavour. That being said thougts, @so critical to highlight that while the
overall exhaustiveness and generalisability of sfedy’s findings may be partial, that
transferability of these findings to understandihg relationship between men and violence
is significant, given the degree of internal coteisy within the findings as well as the
degree of consistency with other findings in thdaek literature. In addition, while the
narratives yielded very rich textual data to amnalysome additional follow-up interviews
with participants may have been useful in unpackimg instabilities and discontinuities
within their accounts more extensively. This wobhkl/e allowed for greater interrogation of
the alternative ways in which men came to undedstamd represent their experiences of
homicide as well as their social contexts, witheit narratives. However, in the spatial
context in which the research study was condudtesl pragmatics of pursuing this avenue
would have extended the study period considerainlgl, such follow-ups could not always be
ensured within the institutional environment of tBbepartment of Correctional Services.
Finally, at the level of reflexivity, some addit@inconsideration of the manner in which the
competing demands of colluding with participantd aritical distanciation from them within
the research process, could also have been uneertakis would have perhaps allowed for
a more detailed explanation of the actual processeslved in conducting challenging

reflexive research from within a social construeisb perspective.
5. FUTURE DIRECTIONS:

While noting the importance of a sustained soaiallygsis of male homicide, several specific
areas of possible future research also emerged thmmresearch study. In particular, a
separate follow-up study to further interrogatesthearratives with as many of the original
participants as possible, would attend to one eflithitations referred to above. This would
allow for a further exploration of men’s varied stmuctions of their homicidal actions in a
more focussed manner, and may yield important médon on where potential social

interventions based on these disruptions may bectéid towards. In addition, given the
intersection of gendered constructions and violemgthin this study, a comparative
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examination of women who have been involved in mib@al encounter such as murder,
would provide interesting data against which to pare these findings. Finally, research into
alternative masculinities would also be a crucigaaof future research, would allow for
more detailed explorations of the possibilities fioasculine subject constructions, and may
further contribute to debates surrounding the dyodimidity of hegemonic and subordinated

masculinities.
6. CONCLUDING COMMENTS:

In conclusion, the historical and contemporary estmgent of male violence with various
features of the South African social formation cetspus to consider the prevention of
violence from a social perspective and as a sagigkrative. Avoiding this crucial link
between the social and the interpersonal realmgdalmel tantamount to a form of denialism
that would by default condone the inevitable skdieng the path towards barbarism. While
avoiding such an outcome undoubtedly requires grebvels of public commitment,
coalition-building, and social organisation, theeedative is perhaps unthinkable. Here, it is
fitting to once more reflect on Tawney’s (1926,1484) comments on the tension between
morality and capitalism, as this appears to be mirale and implicit feature that runs

throughout the narrative accounts of the men mshudy.

To argue, in the manner of Machiavelli, that thexene rule for business and another for
private life, is to open a door to an orgy of ungmulousness before which the mind recoils,
[...] and to expose the idea of morality itself [.0]an almost intolerable strain.
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APPENDICES:

Appendix A: Department of Correctional ServicestrRission to Conduct Research

DEPARTMENT: CORRECTIONAL SERVICES
REFUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA

Frivate Bag X136, Prototia, 0001, Tel. 112 - 207 2329 Facsimile 012 - 328 511
U4 Cumub Stemol Wam, Povaton Buitding West 1loek, Pretorin

1 )
Mr G,R. Stevens Reference:  8&/7/1

PO B?xwa? Enquiries: Ms B.J. Matshego
%gggs | Date: August 2005

Dear Mr Stevens 7

Re: Permission to Conduct Research on “Men and Meanings of Murder:
Discourses of Power in Narratives of Homicide in South Africa”

it is with pleasure that | wish to inform ybu that your request to conduct research in the
Department of Correctional Services on the above topic has been appraved,

Kindly ensure that the terminology used is in fine with that in the White Paper on
Corrections in South Africa (February 2005).

Dr L.B. Bergh (Director: Psychological Services) has been a’ppoihted as your interna) .
guide. You are requested to contact her before you commence with your researgh
project at telephone number 012 305 8125.

The relevant Area and Regional Commissioners will be informed af your pending
research project. It is your responsibility fo make arrangements for your visiting times. it
is recommended that your identity document and this approval letter be in your
possession when visiting the center.

Should you have any enquiries regarding this process, please contact the Directorate
Research for assistance at telephone number 01 2-307 2359/305 8043.

Thank you for your application and interest to conduct research in the Department of
Correctional Services,

Yours faithfully

CHIEF DEPUTY COMMISSIONER: CENTRAL SERVICES

J A SCHREINER (Ms)
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CORRECTIONAL SERVICES

GAUTENG
Private Bag X393 Tel. 0124260147
Pretoria Fax. 012-3424233M11
0001
Mr. GR Stevens Your ref:
P.0. Box 392 My ref: 8112
Unisa Date: 2005.08.08.
0003 Enquiries: Mr. JM Janse van Rensburg
Tel: 012-4200147

E-Mail: Sias.van Rensburg@dcs.gov.za

Dear Mr. Stevens

Re: Permission to conduct research _on “Men and Meanings of Murder”:
Discourses of power in Narratives of Homicide in South Africa

The Chief Deputy Commissioner, Ms. JA Scheiner's letter dated 15 August 2005
refers,

Attached please find a copy of this office’s fax transmission dated 6 September 2005
for your attenticn in this regard as well as contact details of all Area Commissioners
in this region for your convenience.

 trust that you would find the above-mentioned in order.

Yours Faithfuliy
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Private Bag X393
Pretoria
0001

CORRECTIONAL SERVICES

GAUTENG

Tel. 012-4200147
Fax. 012-3424233M1

Fax

To: All Area Commissioner: Gauteng

From: Regional Commissioner: Gauteng

For attention : Area Commissioner

My ref: 8/1/2

Your ref:

Date: 2005.09.06

Date:

Enquiries: Mr. JM Janse van Rensburg
E-Mail; Sias.van Rensburg@dcs.gov.za

RE: PERMISSION TO VISIT CORRECTIONAL CENTYRE IN GAUTENG: MR. GR

STEVENS: UNISA

1. The above-mentioned matter refers,

2. Attached please find a letter as approved by the Chief Deputy Commissioner,
Ms JA Scheiner regarding the above-mentioned matter. It would be
appreciated if all Heads of Correctional Centre could be-informed should Mr.
Stevens decide to visit your correctional centres in this regard.

3. Foryour further attention, please.
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Appendix B: Participant Information Sheets (Englstd Afrikaans)

0L4<?§
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university

of south aftica
World Health Organization Collaborating Centre
for Injury and Violence Prevention Research and Training

SUMMARY OF RESEARCH STUDY CONDUCTED BY MR. GARTH STEVENS FROM THE UNISA
INSTITUTE FGR SOCIAL AND HEALTH SCIENCES

Information for Prospective Participants in the Studv

‘What kind of research is being done?

As part of Mr. Stevens’ university studies and degree, this research project is being undertaken through the University of
South Africa (UNISA), and is trying to understand men who are involved in the act of killing another person or persons. In
other words, it is trying to understand men who have been convicted of murder in Gauteng. More importantly, the study’s
main aim is to understand the act of killing from the point of view of those who have been convicted for the act. The main
objective of the study is to understand the interaction or encounter leading to the death of another person or persons, and to
obtain as much detail about the circumstances explaining why and how this act occurred, directly from the persons
convicted themselves.

How will the research be done and what are the procedures?

Participants will be interviewed, within view but out of earshot, at the Johannesburg Medium B Department of Corrections
Facility. This procedure will last approximately 1 hour and the interview will be recorded using an audio-recorder. Once
this has been done, the recorded interview will be transcribed (i.e. transferred from audio information to written text) and
analysed. It will then form part of the research report and possibly be published, if permission is granted by the Department
of Correctional Services. Participants will be asked questions about the murder as a form of the homicidal encounter or
interaction, and will be expected to provide a frank, open and honest account of this interaction, in as much detail as
possible. Once this has been done, and all analysis has been completed, the original information or data in both the audio-
recorded and transcribed forms will remain confidentially stored and archived at the University of South Africa.

‘What does the research mean for you?

All interviews are confidential and remain the private communication between the participant and the researcher. All
references in the recordings to the participant’s names or any other information that may be able to identify the participant
will be removed from the transcriptions, research report and/or publications. Participants will therefore be granted
complete confidentiality and anonymity and the information provided during the interviews will not be utilised to
incriminate the participant in any way, and will not be handed over to the South African Criminal Justice System (i.e. the
South African Police Services, Department of Correctional Services, Department of Justice, etc.) for these purposes.
However, participation in this project is completely voluntary and no rewards, incentives, assurances ot forms of immunity
will be granted to participants whe agree to participate. Participation in this study will however allow for an opportunity to
discuss the reason for incarceration, and also allow others to learn from this as we attempt to prevent murder as a form of
homicide in South Africa, ‘

‘Where to from here?

If you have any questions, please feel free to ask them now. If you decide that this is not the kind of research study that you
would like to be involved in, then I thank you for your time and the opportunity to talk to you about this project. However,
if you are interested in participating in the project, then please go onto the next page, read it carcfully, ask any questions if
you are not sure about it, initial this page, and sign the form on the following page, granting me permission to interview
you and to use the information coming from this interview in the research smdy and any publications that may arise from
it.

Thank you.
GARTH STEVENS
(Researcher)

Institute for Social and Health Sciences and Centre for Peace Action
Route K43, House No 1, South East Metropolitan Complex, Lenasia 1827
PO Box 1087 Lenasia 1820, PO Box 293 Eldorado Park 1813
Telephone Int +27 1t 857 1142 Facsimile +27 11 857 1770
www.ishs.org.za
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university
of south africa

‘World Health Organization Collaborating Centre
for Injury and Viclence Prevention Research and Training

OPSOMMING VAN NAVORSINGSTUDIE GEDOEN DEUR MNR GARTH STEVENS VAN DIE UNISA
INSTITUUT VIR SOSIALE EN GESONDHEIDSWETENSKAPPE?

Inligting vir Voornemende Deelnemers aan die Studie

Watter soort navorsing word gedoen?

Hierdie navorsingsprojek word deur die Universiteit van Suid-Afrika (UNISA) onderneem as desl van mor Stevens se
universiteitstudie vir graaddoeleindes en is daarop gerig om mans te probeer verstaan wat by die moord op 'n ander mens
of mense betrokke was. Dit probeer dus om mans wat in Gauteng aan moord skuldig bevind is, te verstaan. Meer spesifiek
is die studie se hoofdoelwit om die moordhandeling te begryp uit die cogpunt van die persoon wat daaraan skuldig bevind
is. Die hoofdoel van die studie is om die interaksie of ontmocting wat tot die dood van die ander persoon of persone gelei
het, te verstaan en om soveel inligting moontlik direk van die mense wat daaraan skuldig bevind is te verkry oor die
omstandighede wat kan verklaar waarom en hoe hierdie handeling plaasgevind het.

Hee gaan die navorsing gedoen word en wat is die prosedures?

Onderhoude sal met deelnemers gevoer word binne sig, maar buite hoorafstand, van amptenare by die Johannesburg
Medium B Departement van Korrektiewe Dienste Fasiliteit. Hierdie prosedure sal ongeveer een uur lank duur en die
onderhoud sal met behulp van 'n bandopnemer opgeneem word. Daarna sal die onderhoud getranskribeer (dws, van oudio-
inligting na geskrewe teks oorgeplaas word) en ontleed word. Dit sal dan deel van die navorsingsversiag vorm en moontlik
gepubliseer word, mits die Departement van Korrektiewe Dienste toestemming verleen. Vrae sal aan die declnemers gevra
word oor die moord as 'n vorm van doodslagontmoeting of —interaksie, en daar sal van hulle verwag word om 'n reguit,
openlike en eerlike weergawe van hierdie interaksie in soveel details moontlik te gee. Na die gesprek en die ontleding
voltooi is, sal die oorspronklike inligting of data in sowel die oudio-opname as getranskribeerde vorms vertroulik as
argiewe by die Universiteit van Suid-Afrika geberg word.

‘Wat beteken die navorsing vir u?

Alle onderhoude is vertroulik en bly die privaat kommunikasie tussen die deelnemer en die navorser. Alle verwysings na
deelnemers se name, of enige ander inligiing waardeur die deelnemers geidentifiseer kan word, sal uit die transkripsies,
navorsingsverslag en/of publikasies verwyder word. Deelnemers sal dus volkome vertroulikheid en anonimiteit geniet. Die
infigting wat tydens die onderhoude verkry word, sal nie gebruik word om die deelnemer op enige manier te inkrimineer
nie en die inligting sal ook nie aan die Suid-Afrikaanse Strafregstelsel (bv-Suid-Afrikaanse Polisiediens, Departement van
Korrektiewe Dienste, Departement van Justisie) beskikbaar gestel word nie. Deelname aan hierdie projek is egter geheel en
al vrywillig en deefnemers sal hoegenaamd geen beloning, aansporingsmaatreéls, waarborge of immumiteit ontvang nie,
Deelname aan die studic sal egter aan die vercordeeldes die geleentheid bied om die redes vir hulle gevangenskap te
bespreek en aan ander die geleentheid bied om daaruit te leer as deel van die proses om moord as 'n vorm van doodslag in
Suid-Afrika te voorkom.

Wat is die volgende stap?

As u enige vrae het, kan u dit gerus nou vra. As u besluit het dat dit nie die tipe navorsingstudie is waatby u betrokke wil
wees nie, bedank ek u vir u tyd en die geleentheid om met v oor hierdie projek te kon praat. Indien u egter wel belangstel
om aan die projek deel te neem, kan u die volgende bladsy sorgvuldig deurlees, enige vrae vra oor sake waaroor u onseker
is, hierdie bladsy parafeer en dan die vorm op die volgende bladsy onderteken. Daardeur verleen u aan my toestemming
om met u 'n onderhoud te voer en die inligting vit so 'n onderhoud in die navorsingstudie en enige publikasies wat daaruit
voortspruit, te gebruik,

Baie dankie.
GARTH STEVENS
(Navorser)

Institute for Social and Health Sciences and Centre for Peace Action
Route K43, House No 1. South East Metropolitan Complex, Lenasia 1827
PO Box 1087 Lenasia 1820, PO Box 293 Eldorado Park 1813
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Appendix C: Consent for Interviews and Audio-Re@ogd (English and Afrikaans)

UNISA o

‘World Health Organization Collaborating Centre
for Injury and Violence Prevention Research and Training

RESEARCH AGREEMENT

INFORMED CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH PROJECT WITH MR. GARTH
STEVENS FROM THE UNISA INSTITUTE FOR SOC!AL AND HEALTH SCIENCES

[ B encen craaeon0 BaaeRa B RO A0 ABAEAEA A HACE00 D00 HOCaDBOC GAA DO (full name),

the undersigned, do hereby voluntarily agree, without duress, coercion, threats, assurances of reward or
immunity, to participate in an individual, in-depth interview to be used in an official UNISA research project
(Doctoral Study) on murder/homicide, that has been approved by the Department of Correctional Services.

The nature and procedure of this interview and the research project was explained to me to my complete
satisfaction, and | do hereby offer my informed consent to the use of an audio-recording of the interview and a
transcription thereof, for the specific research purpeses referred to above.

| am fully aware that the recordings, franscriptions, findings and/or conclusions will not be held against myseif in
any way and that this interview is conducted with my informed consent and that none of my personal
details/information will ever be attached or linked to any findings, conversations or publications.

On the understanding that my personal interviews will remain confidential and my identity will at all times remain
anonymous, | agree that information supplied to Mr. Garth Stevens may be used to further the aims of the study
in question. Therefore, any recommendations and/or observations consequent to such research may be made
available for publication after permission has been granted by the Department of Correctional Services fo
publish.

This letter of consent is binding on both parties and signed and witnessed undermneath.

Name of PartiCiDantT ... e e
[T < D TP S U SRR N

SIGMATUIEY <ottt et e et e

UNISA RESEAICNEI. L. i e s e rrrras crr e e s
[ D2 YRR PRSP PSP PPN

SIONAIUTE. -t e e e

VIS S, 1 eiterieet e vetee isabs i eeera st et e sat e sem s s ensas sen sas et ee e n e e et neann e e et
S L= T U PP PR PE PR

SIGNAIUIE. oot iiet et e e e e
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(@)

/
\il}qj U N E S A | university
of south africa

‘World Health Organization Collaborating Centre
for Injury and Violence Prevention Research and Training

NAVORSINGSOOREENKOMS

INGELIGTE TOESTEMMING OM DEEL TO NEEM AAN NAVORSINGSPROJEK MET MNR.
GARTH STEVENS VAN DIE UNISA INSTITUUT VIR SOSIALE EN
GESONDHEIDSWETENSKAPPE

U PP P U PSS PO P IT SIS EOTSE ML TS {volle naam),

die ondergetekende, stem hiermee vrywillig en sonder dwang, samespanning, dreigemente, waarborge van
beloning of immuniteit, toe om deel te neem aan n individuele, diepte-onderhoud wat gebruik gaan word as
deel van ‘n amptelike UNISA-navorsingsprojek (Dokforale Studie) oor moord/doodslag, wat deur die
Departement van Kerrektiewe Dienste goedgekeur is.

Die aard en prosedure van hierdie onderhoud en die navorsingsprojek is fot my volle tevredenheid aan my
verduidelik en ek bied hiermee my ingeligte toestemming dat ‘n oudio-opname en ‘n transkripsie daarvan
gebruik mag word vir die spesifieke navorsingsdoeleindes waama hierbo verwys word.

Ek is ten volle daarvan bewus dat die opnames, transkripsies, bevindings en/of gevolgtrekkings nie op enige
wyse teen my gebruik sal word nie; dat hierdie onderhoud met my Ingeligte toestemming gevoer word en dat
daar nooit op enige van my persoonlike besonderhedefinligting beslag gelé sal word nie of met enige
bevindings, gesprekke of publikasies verbind saf word nie.

Met die verstandhouding dat my persoonlike onderhoude vertroulik sal bly en my identiteit te alle tye anoniem
sal wees, stem ek hiermee toe dat inligting wat aan Mnr. Garth Stevens verskaf word, gebruik mag word om die
doelwitte van die betrokke studie te bevorder. Enige aanbevelings en/of waarnemings wat uit sodanige
navorsing spruit, mag dus vir publikasie beskikbaar gestel word nadat die Departement van Korrektiewe
Dienste tot publikasie toegestem het.

Hierdie toestemmingsbrief is bindend op albei partye en word hieronder deur albel partye en gefuies
onderteken. .

NAAM VAN QEEINEIMET. .. ovtvevrieit eeenrrariceeseeetes e et e e sstnn s s rpes s n st bb s bbb s

(DL T 111 LT TTTTE T T U P OO PPPTP TSP PR PIIEITR AP PIRPIY

T a1 (=) 0012 Yo T RACARAARALIELE

UINISANBVOISET < eveeeeee et e ieseeeessarsaeeeteresrie st shses e s s e e oo st ae et
(BT 10|11 TR T TR ORI RPUPPURTOT PR PRPRSPRSE RS SRS S

HANCHEKEMINGT +1vven e eeties ettt iar e oms et e s

Lo 011U UE RO S PSP PP RP PP PRITPP RPN
[ D=1 1011 1 TP TR U PRSP PP PP PP ST PP PP PRSP

HaNGEKEIING: .e.e.ee vt e e s s
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Appendix D: Semi-Structured Interviewing Guide/ Pl

10.

Can you tell me about the incident that you wek®lved in that resulted in the death of
another person(s)?

If you think about the incident as a story, couddiyell me about it in a way so that the
story has a beginning, middle and end OR, about iduapened immediately prior to the
incident, during the incident, and immediately aftee incident?

a. How do you understand what precipitated or trigdehe incident?

b. How do you understand your response in the incjdamd what in particular about
yourself do you think contributed to the persorésith?

c. What happened immediately after the incident?

What do you think the main conflict was about iis thituation that resulted in a person(s)
dying?

Why do you think that incident ended in violence aras not resolved non-violently?

Can you tell me about the community in which thedent happened and why you think
it happened here?

Can you tell me about the specific place whereitlegdent it and why you think it
occurred here?

Can you tell me about when it occurred and why ik it occurred at that time?
If weapons were used during the incident, why do §nk this weapon was used?
a. What are your thoughts about the relationship betwaen, weapons and violence?

Can you tell me about the person who died in tleedent and what in particular about
this person you think contributed to his/her death?

How do you understand your role as a man in beiaglved in another person’s death?

a. What are your thoughts about the relationship betwaen and violence?

“2 Each individual interview commenced with fairlynscuous and benign introductory questions thamate

reflected in the semi-structured interviewing gdidetocol, and pertained to the participant’'s naage, reason

for sentencing, and sentence received. This heipestttle the participants and to ‘break the iestablished

initial rapport, and allowed for an organic traiwitinto the more central questions of the intewibat are

reflected in this semi-structured interviewing gafjatotocol.
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