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Abstract

This study examines the extent to which material and social inequality in post-apartheid
South Africa affect possibilities for poor citizens to gain access to mainstream spaces of
mediated political deliberation. Access is problematized in terms of the possibilities that exist
for poor citizens to ‘appear’ in these spaces as emancipated citizens with political agency.
The study is motivated by a perception that South Africa’s middle-class and privileged
citizens have more access to political deliberation because mainstream journalists pay more
attention to their political concerns. Because mediated political deliberation provides a space
for articulating the political will of citizens it is important that it reflects the multiple, and
diverse range of voices that make up South Africa’s polity. If the experience of socio-
economically marginalised citizens is not registered in the same way as the experience of
citizens with economic and political power, the balance of political decision-making

continues to be skewed against the interests of the poor.

Rather than a media-centric approach, the study centres on perceptions and views of poor
citizens about their relationship with mainstream journalists. The study combines information
from group interviews with citizens from Hangberg, Cape Town with 410 news reports in 18

mainstream newspapers about Hangberg citizens over a 20-year period.

The interviews show that poor citizens feel largely excluded from mediated political
deliberation; not because they do not appear in the news but because of ow they appear in
the news. The news reports confirm that mainstream journalists pay more attention to voices
with political and economic power than to the voices of poor citizens. Even in news reports

about Hangberg citizens, political leaders and non-governmental experts often talk about the
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One could argue that the ballot is the most powerful assertion of political will, and because
the poor in South Africa are a majority, and because they vote, that they already hold the
most powerful political card. In reality, more than 20 years of democratic elections have not
changed the racialized nature of poverty for the majority of Black South Africans. Black
South Africans remain poor and underserved when it comes to provision of housing, health
services, sanitation, education and employment. Taking just one indicator of socio-economic
wellbeing namely employment, the 2011 census (2012a) shows 30.5% of 'Black African men

and 21% of so-called coloured men being unemployed compared to 5% of white men.

Could it be that the attention mainstream journalists pay to citizens with socio-economic
power in between election cycles are more compelling to political decision makers than the
attention paid to citizens on the socio-economic margins of South African society? If
mainstream journalists pay more attention, or a different kind of attention, to the lived
experience of middle-class and privileged citizens, to what extent does this skew democratic
decision-making power against the interest of poor citizens? And to what extent does it

weaken the transformative power of poor citizens in political decision making?

If mainstream journalists are perceived by poor citizens to be part of the politically powerful
elite, and if poor citizens perceive themselves to be absent from mainstream deliberative
political spaces, what are the implications for how poor citizens conceive of, and construct
their own sense of transformative, and participatory power in political decision making? In
this context, how do poor citizens create or construct other forms of engagement to compel
journalists and politicians to pay attention to their participatory power in political deliberative

spaces?

1 References to race in this thesis conform to protocols used by Statistics South Africa. Racial classification is problematic but necessary to understand the
enduring legacy of apartheid classification in South Africa’s political, social, and economic narrative. Capitalisation of racial categories also signifies a
political choice. My choice not to use the capital C when referring to people of colour in this thesis conforms to styles used in academic articles written by so-
called coloured academics referenced in the study, and also by what seems to be the style guide in most South African newspapers. It is mostly guided by the

quote on page 59, which I repeat here: They call us the coloured people but we are not the coloured people. The system made coloured people (Kaganof 2010).






Dreher argues for establishing listening as a modality in mainstream media to shift the “focus
and responsibility for change from marginalized voices and on to the conventions,

institutions, and privileges which shape who and what can be heard in the media” (2010, 85).
A focus on listening, Dreher argues, turns attention to “receptivity and recognition and brings

the discursively privileged into analysis” (2009, 446).

Access to journalists on the part of citizens and access to citizens on the part of journalists
change the transformative potential of political power because it is through this
interconnected access that political power becomes visible in the public realm where it is

recognised in the presence of other citizens and political decision makers.

I examine access to mainstream journalists in terms of the ways in which poor citizens
perceive their interaction with mainstream journalists, and ways in which mainstream
journalists pay attention to — engage with, talk and listen to — socio-economically
marginalised citizens in post-apartheid South Africa. After Wasko (1992) I want to imagine
what the political dynamic in democracy could look like if poor and disempowered citizens
had the same access to mainstream newspapers as those citizens with economic and social

power.

2.2 Journalists in democracy

I understand the work of journalists as inherently ideological and political (Newbold 2006,
Carpentier and Cammaerts 2006, Jacobs and Krabill 2005) in that it has the potential to
connect “decentered, anonymous networks of flowing and interconnecting conversations” to
the “decisional public sphere” (Benhabib interviewed by Wahl-Jorgensen 2008, 964). To do
this political work, journalists draw from references embedded in patterns of social relations,
cultural codes, symbols and language that are familiar to them. In their engagement with
citizens, journalists tend to reproduce these familiar codes, symbols and language because
their power is invested in these (Newbold 2006, 328). This has implications for how
journalists work as providers of points of “common contact” to shape a collective sense of

what citizenship means in post-apartheid South Africa (Jacobs and Krabill 2005, 157).

In South Africa, reliance on references embedded in a history of unequal social relations
create the potential for journalists to prevent access to deliberative political spaces where they

continue to rely on cultural codes, symbols and language that are familiar to them but






making power lies with citizens or whether it lies in the state’s representative power. This
study emphasises democracy as a citizen-centred, rather than state-centred project. It is
therefore most concerned with democratic spaces available to citizens to cultivate
possibilities for becoming “political beings” — that is, spaces where citizens discover
concerns shared with other citizens and where citizens take action to realise their political

potential (Wolin 1994, 11) to affect democratic decision making.
2.4 Citizens and political participation

My empbhasis in this study is on conceptions of the citizen as “the main actor in democratic
society” (Wolin 1993, 465). Rather than limiting citizenship to legal status or a rights-based
framework — important as these are — I assume participatory power in political decision
making as being inherently part of citizens’ status as sovereign agents in democracy. In other
words, authority to participate in political decision making is not authority bestowed on
citizens by the state. I recognize that it is the nature of the state to want to set limits to the
participatory authority of citizens. Wolin describes this propensity of the state to create
boundaries, as the politics of “regularized policy and rationalized administration” (1994, 14).
This version of democracy creates conditions for “continuous, ceaseless, and endless” public
contestation over “access to resources available to the public authorities of the collectivity”

(Wolin 1994, 11).

I examine the participatory authority of citizens in terms of possibilities for this authority to
appear, or become visible in deliberative political spaces where action is “transacted in

words” (Arendt 1958, 26).
2.5 Deliberation

The use of the word ‘deliberation’ has multiple meanings and contains diverse ideological
camps within democratic theory, which I will interrogate in more detail in the next chapter.
At this point it is important to state that | use of deliberation as it emanates from a conception
of democratic politics and political participation in which “shared speech” (Bickford 1996, 1)
gives citizens agency as political actors. Wolin’s assertion that “public deliberations” animate
the political potential of ordinary citizens to “become political beings” — to discover common

concerns and act on it (Wolin 1994, 11) is also an important conceptual starting point.



Bickford’s use of “communicative interaction — speaking and listening together” as a means
of “deciding democratically” and “under conditions in which all voices are heard, what
course of action makes sense” (1996, 2) may be a better description for what I mean when I
use deliberation in this study. However, I propose deliberative democratic theory as a useful
starting point to examine different conceptions of deliberation as it proposes to move “the
heart of democracy away from the vote and into the public sphere and practices of

accountability and justification” (Chambers 2003, 311).

Recognition and reflection make up a range of elements that constitute Dobson’s concept of
dialogic democracy (2014), Dobson turns to democratic and political theory to explore the
role of listening in democracy, and finds “the listening cupboard very bare indeed” (2014,
110). What he finds most surprising is how little attention listening receives in deliberative
democratic theory. Dobson turns to Habermas — “the source of inspiration for deliberative
democrats” (2014, 112) — and others (Giddens 1994, Tilly 2005, Young 2000) to focus on

physical presence, the “uniqueness of the interlocutors”, trust, and recognition in deliberation.

My argument is that making dialogue central to deliberation — and this means paying
independent attention to the practice and conditions for good listening — will improve

deliberative democracy and make it better to realize its promise (Dobson 2014, 114).

Dobson’s frame of ‘dialogue’ holds promise for examining the face-to-face moments of

interaction between mainstream journalists and marginalised citizens.

In keeping with the emphasis on the practical and the relational aspects of political
deliberation I refer, where possible, to citizens, journalists, and representatives rather than
civil society, the media, or government. This preference indicates a premise of this study, that
relationships between citizens, not institutions, determine the state of deliberative political

spaces.

3. The South African context that motivates the study

The long lines of voters in South Africa’s first democratic elections are an enduring image of
“a triumph for the democratic ideal” and the ‘resounding defeat of racism as an organising

principle of government” (Southall 1994, 629). The 1994 election ended apartheid and
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participate in policy-making and engage in public life — the capacity to deepen democracy —

remains a “core deficit” (2009, 126).

Leading up to the transition, and in the two years following the first democratic election in
South Africa, the Reconstruction and Development Programme (RDP) embodied a
framework that seems to have envisioned a governance sphere beyond mere consolidation.
The RDP, implemented in 1994, encapsulated the promise of representative and collaborative
decision-making in the project of building a new, more equal society. In the preface of the
RDP framework, Nelson Mandela framed the policy as one “not drawn up by experts ... but
by the very people who will be part of its implementation” (1994). Building on the tradition
of the Freedom Charter — the founding document of the African National Congress (ANC) in
1955 — the RDP was the result of a consultation process reflecting a vision of a decisional
public sphere in which people who are affected by decisions participate in decision-making.
“Regardless of race or sex, or whether they are rural or urban, rich or poor, the people of
South African must together shape their own future. Development is not about the delivery of

goods to a passive citizenry” (1994, 5).

The participatory vision of the Freedom Charter and the RDP could be seen as belonging to a
discursive tradition of African intellectuals dating back to the 19™ century and traditional
procedures of public engagement and collaborative, consultative decision making in South
Africa (Hamilton 2009, 357). It continues to be part of the language of participation in the

contemporary governance sphere:

Public involvement in our country has ancient origins and continues to be a strongly
creative characteristic of our democracy. We have developed a rich culture of imbizo,
lekgotla, bosberaad, and indaba. Hardly a day goes by without the holding of
consultations and public participation involving all ‘stakeholders’, ‘role-players’, and
‘interested parties’, whether in the public sector or the private sphere. The principle of
consultation and involvement has become a distinctive part of our national ethos

(Justice Albie Sachs in Calland and Nakhooda 2012, 916).

The dismantling in 1996 of the office that drove the implementation of the RDP — “the most
tangible symbol of the new direction” (Barberton, Blake, and Kotz¢ 1998, 6) — also
dismantled part of the scaffolding that contained a space for citizen participation at the centre

of the governance sphere. The implementation of the market driven Growth, Employment
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neoliberal capitalism, the rule of finance and the rule of people, humanism and

nihilism (Mbembe 2016).

As neo-fascist movements in North America and Europe increasingly gain support and
legitimation through the ballot box, Arendt’s prognosis of earlier democratic transformations

has an ominous ring to it:

It was not out of a desire for freedom that people eventually demanded their share in
government or admission to the political realm, but out of mistrust in those who held

power over their life and goods (1960, 31).

An equal claim to a share in government and admission to the political realm — what Moufte
calls the “symbolic resources” of democracy (1992b, 1) —is indeed a radical idea. It is this
political claim of citizens that the state or states intuitively tend to contain rather than expand.
This tendency manifests in democratic politics “regularized as policy and rationalised as
administration” (Wolin 1994, 14). And herein lies the paradox of democracy that Fukuyama,
Mbembe, Mouffe, and Wolin — along with other critical democratic and political theorists —
are struggling with: the loss of citizens’ sovereignty, less tolerance with difference, and
inequality at the same time as it promises the fulfilment of the sovereignty of the people, the

accommodation of difference, and equality for all.

This paradox seems to be at the heart of a prevailing sense of disillusionment with
democracy: “The collective engagement of a concerned citizenry for the public good — the
bedrock of a healthy democracy — is eroding” (Benhabib et al. 2013). In a report, What's
gone wrong with democracy? (2014b), The Economist asserts that democracy, “the most
successful idea of the 20" century” is in trouble because, among other reasons, the
institutions that are meant to provide models for new democracies seem dysfunctional and
outdated in established democracies (2014, 9). In both established and in emerging
democracies citizens seem to have developed a “habit of seeing the political system as
indifferent and unresponsive to their problems and their circumstances” (Mathews 1999).
Citizens feel they have been “abandoned or betrayed” by power elites who “continuously turn
a deaf ear” to their efforts to intervene, undermining their willingness to participate

(Dahlgren 2009, 16).
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In South Africa, poor people take to the streets protesting the slow pace of delivery now
almost on a daily basis (Suttner 2014, 24). Language of ‘abandonment’ and ‘betrayal’ is often
used to describe the driving force behind the protest action. These are poor South African
citizens who resort to protest action to claim back popular power because of democracy’s

failure to rise to their expectations (Southall 2014, 49).

The protests in South Africa create a perception of widespread dissatisfaction among
particularly poor citizens with the way in which the ruling African National Congress (ANC)
utilize the country’s public resources. One would expect that this dissatisfaction would
translate to similar defiance of the status quo when citizens go to the polls. Yet, in 2014, the
ruling African National Congress (ANC) won decisively at the polls. The fact that the anger
on the streets did not translate in alternate voting patterns confounded expectations of the
“liberal middle class” and political analysts (Friedman 2015a). While voting has not
completely lost its appeal as an important gain of the liberation struggle, the opportunity
presented by freedom from apartheid has not turned the tide for South Africa’s working class
and unemployed citizens. As in Russia and Eastern Europe, South Africa’s ‘democratic
moment’ did not represent an unmitigated triumph of democratic values or the final
manifestation of freedom, fraternity and equality. Duncan (2016) argues that the way in
which the South African state deals with dissent and protesting voices will be an important

test for claims to South Africa’s successful transition to democracy (2016, 4).

The world, says Moufte, is “undoubtedly living through the crisis of the Jacobin imaginary,
which has, in diverse ways, characterised the revolutionary politics of the last two hundred
years” (Mouffe 2005b, 9). And to deal with the crisis, says Mouffe, requires a radical lens to
unlock the ideals rooted in the French Revolution. The problem with modern democracy,
says Moulffe, is not its ideals, but “the fact that its political principles are a long way from

being implemented, even in those societies that lay claim to them”.

In earlier work Mouffe proposed that a radical lens of the modern democratic tradition does
not necessarily imply a rejection of liberal democracy, or replacing it with a new form of
political society through revolution in its traditional sense. Rather, she argued that it implies a

“different attitude towards liberal democracy” and a recognition of its strengths and
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That would in fact imply a society without politics. Democratic politics should create
the conditions for the conflict to find its expression in agonistic terms, avoiding that it
becomes antagonistic (Mouffe in interview with Carpentier and Cammaerts 2006,

973).

There are points of convergence in the conceptual shifts suggested by Neocosmos and
Moufte. Both theorists offer alternatives to current conceptions of the state and of civil
society. Both offer conceptions of democracy as rooted in the agency and the emancipatory
potential of civil society rather than democracy as rooted in the power of the state. These
conceptions, through the normative optic of a mode of democracy that offers new and
different understandings of the plurality of voices that constitute legitimate decision-making
as suggested earlier by McLennan (2007), raise pertinent questions about the political identity

of the participatory citizen.

The crisis of democracy in Africa, says Neocosmos, is not bad leadership — “the account
beloved of journalists and politicians” (2005, 159) — but rather the character of the state itself.
For Neocosmos, the nature of the state hinges on the relationship between the state and
society. Invoking Balibar, Neocosmos calls for a reconsideration of particularly African
democratization in terms of a ‘genuinely’ popular form of democracy that upholds the
sovereignty of popular institutions and maintains the ‘emancipatory’ nature of politics.
Neocosmos defines emancipatory politics in terms of a certain relationship between the state
and society in which civil society is implicated with the state in the production of political
power. The two are “fundamentally interconnected” (2005, 161-164). This implies a different

conception of the state as well as civil society.

2.2 Democracy’s citizens

Neocosmos uses ‘politics of emancipation’ (2005, 2012) as an alternative and critical
conceptual frame with which to rethink the citizen as a participating agent in democracy. This
is a kind of politics, based on the ‘popular practice’ Neocosmos observes among social
movements constituted by poor shack-dwellers and landless people in South Africa. These
politics, argues Neocosmos, are indicative of citizens surmounting “hegemonic perspectives”
of what liberal democracy is and what democracy can be. It provides alternatives grounded in
the lived reality of people’s lives. These practices are universal in character, yet it remains

‘marked’ by its location (2012, 465).
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Moufte’s conception of radicalized democracy also hinges on questions about the political
identity of citizens. ““A radical democratic citizen must be an active citizen, who conceives
of herself as a participant in a collective undertaking”’ (1992b, 4). The shackles of liberal
democracy, argues Mouffe, are the emphasis on “individualistic and rationalistic premises”
that have stripped notions of citizenship and community of their content. Radical democracy
needs to retrieve, from liberal democracy, the democratic traditions of active citizen

participation and pluralism (1992b, 3).

Neocosmos’s emancipatory politics and Mouffe’s radicalized democracy emphasize
citizenship as an active and collective undertaking. The possibilities for both these
enactments of political participation must be considered in terms of South Africa’s current
power dynamic in terms of decision making. The power elite in South Africa, argues
Southall, comes from the political and the corporate sectors. In these positions, these are
currently the actors in the ‘commanding positions’ of decision making power — their
“decisions or non-decisions have major consequences for masses of ordinary people ... who
have little or no chance of changing them”” (2012). The context described by Southall poses
substantive and radical challenges to perceptions of citizens as participants in the substantive

routines of democracy and political decision-making.

Wolin (1993, 1994), Mouffe (1992b, 2005b, a, 2013), and Neocosmos (2005, 2007, 2008,
2011, 2012) take up this challenge with their conceptions of the citizen as “the main actor in
democratic society” (Wolin 1993, 465). All three agree that it is a liberal conception of
democracy that is eroding the active position of the citizen in decision-making processes.
Wolin’s focus is on liberal democracy as it is constituted by forms, structures, and boundaries
that contain rather than expand the political potential of citizens (1994). For Mouffe, it is
liberal democracy’s rationalism, and individualism that undermine possibilities for
articulating the political demands of citizens. For Neocosmos it is how the hegemony of the
rationale that liberal democracy is the only possible imaginary of governance is sustained in

developing contexts through monetary coercion.

Wolin starts his theoretical challenge to democracy — he is reluctant to describe it as a ‘form’

of government — with his conception of what democracy ought to be:

In my understanding, democracy is a project concerned with the political

potentialities of ordinary citizens, that is with their possibilities for becoming political
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Wolin, these moments personify the radical essence of democracy. It is the political that

keeps the possibility of democracy alive.

Democracy needs to be reconceived as something other than a form of government: as
a mode of being which is conditioned by bitter experience, doomed to succeed only
temporarily, but is a recurrent possibility as long as the memory of the political

survives (1994, 23).

How does Wolin help to understand the identity of the democratic citizen vis-a-vis

democracy, political participation and access to the media?

In the nation-state, institutional democracy creates boundaries that assert a citizen identity
defined by the state (Chipkin 2009, Mamdani 2001, Cornwall, Robins, and Von Lieres 2011).
The institutional framework of democracy creates boundaries that signify exclusion — “keep
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out!” — or containment — “keep inside” (Wolin 1994, 11)! Through containment and
exclusion, the boundaries demarcated by the nation-state create the impression of a
demarcated space in which people share the same citizen identity — those who were born
there, who speak the same language, shared nationality, or citizens with equal rights.
Likeness or similarity is valued because it is considered as the most important ingredient for

unity. ““Unity, in turn, is thought to be the sine qua non of collective power” (1994, 12).

The state, says Wolin, deals with difference in a paradoxical manner: On the one hand
differences are the bases for separation, exploitation, and exclusion. On the other hand
differences are used to ‘extol’ pluralism as a ‘distinctive political achievement’ (1993, 464-
465). Here, Wolin’s distinction between ‘diversity’ and ‘difference’ is important. Wolin
proposes that the politics of pluralism — an important theme of the ‘democratic moment’ — is
more concerned with the dilemmas of ‘difference’ than with the ‘comfort’ of diversity. Let
me explain through Wolin. “Diversity is blandly democratic; it recognizes mere unlikeness”.
Difference, on the other hand, “possesses a certain inner coherence that may indicate the
presence of a hard core of nonnegotiability, some element that is too intimately connected

with identity to allow for easy compromise” (1993, 467).

Mouffe poses a similar argument in her assessment that it is its preoccupation with consensus
that weakens the potential of liberal democracy to hold plurality. In Mouffe’s vocabulary

difference, or plurality, embodies ‘the political” — that crucial ‘agonistic dynamic’ in
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democracy (Mouffe 2013). Elsewhere Mouffe argues that if this agonistic dynamic is ignored
by an over-emphasis on consensus or recognition of ‘mere unlikeness’, it increases the
“marginalization of entire groups whose status as an ‘underclass’ practically puts them

outside the political community”.

A healthy democratic process calls for a vibrant clash of political positions and an
open conflict of interests. If such is missing, it can too easily be replaced by a
confrontation between non-negotiable moral values and essentialist identities (2005b,

6).

Moufte’s model suggests that contestation between groups that coalesce around different
interests are a given,; it is also necessary for dealing with the pluralist nature of modern
democracy (2005b, 2013). If difference, in other words, is ignored, or made invisible by less
threatening frames such as ‘diversity’, ‘difference’ changes from an ‘agonistic form’ to an

‘antagonistic form’.

The most salient example in the case of South Africa is arguably the “choreographed unity”
(Msimang 2015) in the image of the ‘rainbow nation’. In Wolin’s terms this image would
arguably be described as a ‘blandly democratic’ recognition of diversity serving a myth of
homogeneity. The homogeneity falsely establishes cultural perimeters within which different
kinds of oppression disappears. Because citizens are amongst ‘similars’ — we are all South
Africans — they will now be free to enjoy a good that is truly common. The vision is of a
political in which being similar is equated with having things in common (Wolin 1994, 12).
The ‘common good’ of being free from apartheid legitimises the state’s authority and
becomes the rallying point for a false sense of shared citizen identity. The rainbow nation
signifies the “redemptive fantasy” (Hudson in Hassim 2009, 456) of “the fragmented subjects
of apartheid” united in a singly polity (Hassim 2009, 456). It also makes dissenting voices

suspect and depoliticizes deliberation about difference in the public sphere.

Twenty years into the South African transition to democracy, important aspects of Wolin and
Moufte’s analysis resonate with theoretical and empirical critiques of the effect of
institutionalised liberal democracy on possibilities for poor citizens to assert and articulate
their different political presence. “Those who live in poverty are spoken about endlessly but
never speak themselves, except perhaps when they vote” (Friedman 2015b). And yet, there

are ‘vibrant’ practices of political and economic association among poor citizens as
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The state-centred political life that Wolin describes, says Bickford (1996), predicts a kind of
citizenship that limits participation by prescribing the boundaries of forms and spaces for
political action. Referring specifically to Wolin’s conception of state power intermingled
with other institutional and societal elite forces, Bickford cautions, as Wolin does, that this
political logic has an interest in producing a web of power in which political problems get de-

politicised — “that is, prevented from appearing in the public realm” (1996, 179).

Citizens want to participate in ‘meaningful’ political interactivity, and many are active
despite the cliché of non-participation and apathy. The problem, says Bickford, is that there
are not enough “accessible and robust” forums for participation, and that the diverse “venues

and institutions” that do exist, are not recognised as such.

The deliberative, communicative contexts ... are embedded in a broader cultural
context, one that is forcefully shaped by the mass media and by what Sheldon Wolin
has called the ‘megastate’ (1996, 179).

2.3 Democracy’s journalists

Carpentier and Cammaerts argue that Mouffe’s agonistic model of democracy requires
particular attention to “discourses and identities” that fall outside of established patterns of
social and economic power. “Mouffe’s agonistic model not only allows theorising the
increase of pluralism and agonism within journalism, but also the increase of pluralism and
agonism through journalism” (2006, 972). It requires, in other words, attention to the
contingency of social and economic exclusion and making connections that counter the

weight of the prevailing power discourse.

Even as possibilities for ordinary citizens to be producers of, and participants in (the) media
are increasing (Turner 2010), the assumed centrality and power of the media to sustain a
‘public connection’ and engage citizens in political action is in question (Couldry,
Livingstone, and Markham 2010, Barnett 2004a). It seems that the more media have become
an integral part of people’s lives, the more the assumption of journalists as “a vital part of

public life” (Sparks 1991, 58) has become a tenuous proposal.

The same tension referred to earlier between the ‘is’ and the ‘ought to’ in normative

assumptions of democracy, emerge in assumptions about the position of journalists in modern
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democracy. Nowhere is the fragility of the link between journalism and its effects on society
more evident than in the evolution of the “rather over-ploughed terrain” (Carey 1975, 183) of
audience effects research. Developing from a linear ‘magic bullet’ premise — the media
directly affect responses to a range of societal matters including politics — effects research
now has a more complex understanding of the media as one variable among many from
which individuals in a particular social or cultural context derive meaning (Newbold 2006,
118). Media-centric approaches to effects research — ‘what the media do to the people’ — have
now shifted to more complex considerations that include ‘what people do with the media’,

and how people “choose to be affected by the media” (Newbold 2006, 121).

The analytical starting point for understanding what people do, and can do with the media, is
the terms of access to the media as a means of self-representational power in the public space.
That “self-representational power”, says Couldry and Curran, depends on the “relative
control” society has over “representational resources” (2003, 4). These resources are to a

large extent embedded in the power of the media.

Instead of departing from the clichéd ‘the media are powerful” conception, Couldry and
Curran suggest a more nuanced analysis of where, or ‘in what’ media power is located. This
analysis, they suggest, presents a paradox: on the one hand media power is dependent on the
function of journalists to be ‘conduits’ for the content generated by other forms of power, like
the state or the corporate sector. On the other hand, journalists remain the centre of
processing power. The media do not only mediate forces battling for representational power;,
the media itself has representational power embedded in its means of production (Couldry
and Curran 2003). In other words, the media’s representational power lies in the
“conventions, institutions, and privileges which shape who and what can be heard in the

media” (Dreher 2010, 85).

Current media conventions — reporting on public opinion polls, and facilitating phone-ins —
says Wolin (1994), tend to draw attention to politics through “pronouncements of television
oracles, talk-show babble, and the political burlesque hustled by the pundits”. This, Wolin
argues, sets up an “illusory connection” between citizens and politics. It draws attention to
‘representations of democracy’. Rather than paying attention to where and how citizens
conceive of themselves as active participants in a “collective undertaking”, journalists

disempower citizens by representing them as passive recipients of the rewards of
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If Nyamnjoh argues that the media have power to facilitate meaningful participation in public
discussion, is it possible to imagine a journalism that pays attention to the nature of political
contestation, how contestation is negotiated, and the nature of the institutions and the forms

with power to transform democracy?

3. Appearance, recognition, and political participation in public spaces

A common way of describing South African citizens post 1994 was in terms of being free, or
being liberated from apartheid. Everyone was now free to participate as equal citizens in the

political life of the country.

But the status of freedom, says Arendt, is not a given following the act of liberation. In
addition to “mere liberation”, freedom is dependent on a plurality of voices being able to
articulate different experiences in the company of others. ‘ Appearance’ — visibility and
recognition — depends on “the presence of others who see what we see and hear what we
hear” (1958, 50). Political participation is animated when free citizens gain access, through
talk and action — “word and deed” — to the common public space of the “politically organized
world” (1960, 29-30). “Without a politically guaranteed public realm, freedom lacks the
worldly space to make its appearance” (1960, 30).

In the light of this study’s rootedness in the contemporary South African context, the
rationale for reconsidering mediated political participation through an Arendtian lens — a lens
which is assumed as thoroughly grounded in a Western epistemology — may not be
immediately obvious and could even be contentious. Without overstating the Arendtian

reach, I want to argue that Arendt transcends narrow interpretations of the Western tradition.

Arendt is perceived as particularly controversial for her distinction between the public and
the private realms, or between the social and the political. Her distinction in this regard has
also been problematized with specific reference to post-apartheid South Africa
(Christodoulidis 2011). But distinctions are tricky and can “enlighten as well as cloud an
issue” (Benhabib 1992, 73). I would shortly address Christodoulidis’s particular critique that
Arendt’s distinction between the social and the political de-politicizes poverty in South

Africa.
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My primary intention is to insert Arendt’s voice for her conception of political action as
action that is “transacted in words” (1958, 26). The capacity to talk and to act, says Arendt, is
what makes us human. We ‘appear’ to others, who are different from ourselves, as we
articulate our unique selves in the company of others. In the terms of this study: citizens get
access to the plurality of one another’s experiences when they articulate who they are in their
own experience, in the company of others. This articulation of a plurality of experiences
creates a common public space out of which a ‘political realm’ emerges where citizens talk

and act together as equals despite their differences (1958, 198).

South Africa’s own new beginning — or ‘natality’ in Arendtian terms — can be interpreted in
terms of struggles of representations that reflect the “doing, seeing, hearing, tasting, feeling,

and touching” of the “African self” (Mbembe 2001, 6).

In Arendt’s work, I find a helpful substantiation for a narrative with potential to re-imagine a
public space that registers and recognizes different tones and different timbres of political
participation. It raises the mark for journalists to pay atfention to, and draw attention to a
range of ‘performative vocabularies’ — some of which may not be in a language of enactment
journalists are familiar or comfortable with. It raises questions about the language with which

journalists construct, or represent poverty and poor citizens in the public space.

Benhabib suggests that Arendt engages a methodology that conceives of political thought as
‘story telling’ in order to regain her intellectual hold on events: “Such thought exercises dig
under the rubble of history to recover those pearls of past experience, with their sedimented
and hidden layers of meaning, so as to cull from them a story that can orient the mind in the

future” (1992, 76).

In presenting or “re/presenting those whose stories we cannot hear or share first-person”
(Benhabib 2008, 969), journalists can arguably retain their position as on behalf of, or they
can relinquish the power of being the voice to being the ‘hearer’. In this position journalists
are arguably more likely to recognize the position of poor citizens as audible narrators of, and

political actors in their own, different lived experiences.

First, I depart with Arendt on a journey to examine the s#ow of political interaction in the

public space of the political.
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plurality denoted by poverty and wealth. Arendt’s assertion is that poverty is more than
deprivation; it is a state of “constant want and acute misery” marked by the “dehumanizing
force” of public shame and disgrace (1963, 50). To break free of the shame and disgrace,
poverty has to be framed in political, not personal terms. What does this mean? Is the

personal not political?

To answer this question, I refer to Arendt’s conception of the politically organized world as a
realm with a plurality of voices, and where the voices, which represent different experiences,
should be translated so that it ‘can be seen and heard by everybody’. Arendt does not suggest
that the experience of being poor should be ignored in the public realm; what she tries to
convey is the opposite: poverty is such a ‘misery’ and so ‘dehumanizing’ that its articulation
in the public realm can remain a translation that fixes on a generalised ‘brutal misery’ and the
‘suffering poor’. In this depiction, the political agency of the people who experience the

misery of poverty remain invisible.

Bickford articulates Arendt’s dilemma of a narrative that conflates the private narrative of
poverty with the political or the public narrative of poverty as a narrative that changes the

identity of poor participants in the public realm:

First, it changes who the participants are — or rather, changes them from ‘whos’ to
‘whats.” Instead of being plural, unique individuals, they are interchangeably alike,
with identical and predictable needs — in effect, a mass. And so, second, the activity
appropriate to the social realm is not action or speech, but administration — the
bureaucratic process by which we find efficient means to already determined ends

(1996, 72).

When poor people thus ‘appeared’ in the political realm during the French Revolution,

“necessity appeared with them” (1963, 50). This was the real revolution, argues Arendt.

The idea that poverty should help men to break the shackles of oppression, because
the poor has nothing to lose but their chains, has become so familiar through Marx’s
teachings that we are tempted to forget that it was unheard of prior to the actual

course of the French Revolution (1963, 56).
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The problem is, as Arendt shows, that the fall of the French monarchy did little to change the
relationship between rulers and the ruled. Here Arendt’s argument about the ‘subjective’ state
of being poor versus the ‘objective’ state of poverty sets a context, I would argue, for her
distinction between the social and the public realm. In the democracy following the
revolution, because they were now ‘represented’, poor people became the ‘object’ of the
ruling class that now included the “men of the Revolution” (1963, 64). They became ‘whats’
instead of ‘whos’ — one mass object for compassion, instead of citizens with individual
stories but part of a collective with equal agency and authority to define the political origins

of their state of poverty (Arendt 1958, 175-188).

The significance of “being seen and being heard by others”, says Arendt, lies in the fact that
“everybody sees and hears from a different position” (1958, 57). But these positions must be
relevant in the sense that other participants can see or rather, hear, what it is that they can
take on as common cause for action. Relevance is what distinguishes talking or articulation as
an act of political significance. “Wherever the relevance of speech is at stake, matters

become political by definition, for speech is what makes man a political being” (1958, 3).

Why then, or more accurately, what does Arendt argue for when she makes a distinction
between the public and the social realms? Or as Bickford puts it, “between questions of

freedom and questions of poverty” (1996, 72)?

The distinction between the public and the social, or the public and the private starts with
Arendt’s understanding that because we are all different we need ‘speech and action’ to
articulate our differences for us to act together on those things we have in common. By
talking to others we initiate action;, we set something in motion (1958, 175-177). In my
understanding, Arendt’s controversial distinction between how to talk, and what to talk about
in the public realm is rooted in her proposal that a person’s ‘appearance’ in the public realm
is constituted at the same time by the ‘who’ and ‘what’ you are. Physical traits are revealed
actively and do not need to be articulated; it is the passive, or more hidden traits of ‘who’ and
‘what’ you are — “qualities, gifts, talents, and shortcomings” — that need to be revealed by

what you say and what you do.

In acting and speaking, men show who they are, reveal actively their unique personal

identities and thus make their appearance in the human world, while their physical
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identities appear without any activity of their own in the unique shape of the body and

the sound of the voice (1958, 179).

The relevance of disclosure in the ‘company’ of others in the political or public realm is that
it reveals the “agent in the act” (1958, 180). If the identity of the ‘agent’ — the ‘who’ and the
‘what’ — is subsumed within a mass identity of ‘whats’ instead of ‘whos’ it affects the

authority and agency with which a person appears in the political realm.

It is not that Arendt disregards poverty as a political issue as Bickford (1996, 72) and
Christodoulidis (2011) imply. Neither does Arendt argue that poverty does not belong as an
issue in the social realm, or in society, which is the form where “mutual dependence for the
sake of life and nothing else assumes public significance and where the activities connected
with sheer survival are permitted to appear in public” (1958, 46). But it is in the political
realm of the public — the realm that requires a particular courage to enter into (1958, 36) —
where the challenge to articulate poverty becomes more complex. Poverty should be
articulated in terms of the political — as a problem of common interest while still retaining its
meaning as it is rooted in the lived experience of the individuals affected by being poor. A
common world emerging from the public realm is contingent on the “simultaneous presence
of innumerable perspectives” (1958, 56). All participants cannot assume the identity of the

poor participants through compassion or pity.

The political trouble which misery of the people holds in store is that manyness can in
fact assume the guise of oneness, that suffering indeed breeds moods and emotions
and attitudes that resemble solidarity to the point of confusion, and that — last, but not
least — pity for the many is easily confounded with compassion for one person when
the ‘compassionate zeal’ ... can fasten upon an object whose oneness seems to fulfil
the prerequisites of compassion, while its immensity, at the same time, corresponds to

the boundlessness of sheer emotion (1963, 94).

It is therefore not that poverty is not a political issue, it is the ‘who’ and the ‘what’ of poverty
that 1s political and fit for talking about in the public realm. Bickford is correct that Arendt
argues that poverty is a-political in that there is no disagreement that people should have food
to eat and clothes to wear (1996, 72). The disagreement in the public realm, the issues that

should arguably be talked about, is, in Wolin’s terms, the politics of poverty: the public
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S. Listening as appearance and access to mediated spaces of political deliberation

The challenge in this study, is to propose practices of listening that enable journalists to
articulate poverty in terms of the political: the ‘who’ and the ‘what’ of poverty that connects
citizens with different lived experiences in mediated spaces of political deliberation. What
kind of listening would make it possible to articulate poverty as a problem of common
political interest while still retaining its meaning as it is rooted in the lived experience of the

individuals affected by conditions of poverty?

Perhaps it is important at this point to be clear about the particularity of the relationship
between journalists and citizens examined in this study. While acknowledging the power of
the media as an institution, what is at stake here is what the connection looks like in those
intimate spaces where journalists and poor citizens come face to face with one another. What
does acts of listening look in those spaces if it were to create possibilities for poor citizens to

appear as emancipated, equal agents in mainstream spaces of mediated political deliberation?

A focus on listening puts the spotlight on the way in which journalists define their
relationship, not with ‘the public’, but with citizens. This focus goes beyond ideas of
journalistic approaches such as those proposed in the public journalism movement. Public
journalism, important as it was to reconsider journalism’s relationship with citizens in
democracy, seemed to have fallen short in that it continues to provide access to mediated
deliberation to those “already articulated networks of community leaders who generally
participate in community affairs” and “exclude those who do not share this deliberative
orientation” (Friedland, Sitorovic, and Daily in Haas 1999, 354). In the same way as citizens
react with cynicism when governments play the “listening card” (Dobson 2014, 9), citizens
seemed unconvinced by efforts of the media to bring them into the process of prioritising

news agendas.

The intention is therefore to shift current conceptions of deliberative practice in democracy
away from institutions to people. This means, for example, a re-interpretation of Dreher’s
challenge to ‘mainstream media’ to take on the responsibility of listening to marginalised
voices (2009) rather than the responsibility of marginalised groups to be heard. This
challenge, I propose, would find concrete meaning in an examination that focuses more
closely on how journalists do their work as the embodiment of a “discursively privileged”

institution.
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Spivak (1990) is often invoked in the literature about listening when she proposes that
questions about who should speak are less important than questions about who will listen
(1990, 59). But, earlier in the same text, Spivak speaks more pertinently to this study when

she reflects on her own privilege:

But if I think in terms of the much larger female constituency in the world for whom 1
am an infinitely privileged person, in this broader context, what I really want to learn
about is what I have called the unlearning of one’s privilege. So that not only does one
become able to listen to that other constituency, but one learns to speak in such a way
that one will be taken seriously by that other constituency. And furthermore, to
recognize that the position of the speaking subject within theory can be an historically
powerful position when it wants the other actually to be able to answer back (1990, 42

my emphasis).

Taking Spivak’s position here as a metaphor for the position of mainstream journalists as
interlocutors in spaces of political deliberation, clarifies the challenge of examining listening
as a concrete, and political, journalistic practice. And a practice that enables appearance and

access to deliberative political spaces of the plurality of voices that are embodied in a polity.

To develop this argument, I want to start with broader theoretical conceptions of public

spaces, or the public sphere, as a site of political communication.

Aware of its baggage as a theoretical concept, I have so far avoided references to the public
sphere unless it was referred to as such by a referent. Instead, I have opted to use
‘deliberative spaces’ firstly because that is a more accurate description for this study’s
interest in mediated appearance and visibility among members of the polity. Secondly, in the
South African context the post-apartheid public sphere cannot be idealised as one monolithic
concept. Rather, there are several spaces with fluid boundaries marked by “constant

contestation” (Jacobs and Krabill 2005, 157) of at least race, class, language, and gender.

Mediated spaces of political deliberation have to contend with differences that constitute
political practices beyond “matters of discourse and language” (Mbembe 2001, 6). These
spaces have to consider “the constitution of the African self as a reflexive subject also
involves doing, seeing, hearing, tasting, feeling, and touching” (Mbembe 2001, 6). In this

context, global discourses on ‘emerging’, ‘new’, or democracies in transition, which include
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The central role Katz envisions for journalists in these spaces is to serve the “polity as a
whole” and to inform citizens of what other citizens are thinking. This vision of participatory
democracy remains part of the Habermasian imaginary of the symbiotic relationship between

citizens, journalists, and political decision makers in the public sphere (1989).

For this purpose, Lacey’s examination of listening in the public sphere as an auditorium is an
interesting starting point. Katz’s description is an effort to model contemporary spaces of
political deliberation on what Lacey calls, the embodied activity and interactive politics of
the ancient city republics where “public life was once lived out entirely in acoustic space”

(Lacey 2013, 159).

In the post-acoustocratic world, there is no public life before or outside of
representation. No longer do citizens appear before each other in shared acoustic
space. It is precisely the mediation of the public sphere which makes possible the
imagining of a collective subjectivity and which serves as a common frame of

reference (Lacey 2013, 160).

While Lacey’s conception of a “post-acoustocratic world” is a useful frame for mediated
political spaces, I propose that “shared acoustic spaces” do exist. Citizens appear before each
other in, for example, community meetings, or spaces of protest action. The problem for
journalists is to interpret what they hear, if and where they are present in these shared spaces,
in ways that connect “decentered, anonymous networks of flowing and interconnecting
conversations” to the “decisional public sphere” (Benhabib interviewed by Wahl-Jorgensen

2008, 964).

Bickford’s interpretation of the purpose of mediation seems to be different from that of
Lacey. For Bickford mediation of the public sphere means something different: Instead of
creating possibilities for imagining a collective subjectivity or serving a common frame of
reference, Bickford imagines listening as a mediating activity within a conception of politics

in which the ‘collective subjectivity’ do not share a common frame of reference.

Politics is not simply about shared interests or shared conceptions of the good; it is
how we decide what to do in the face of conflict about all these things. Politics in this

sense is constituted neither by consensus nor community, but by practices through
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which citizens argue about interests and ends — in other words, by communication

(Bickford 1996, 11).

This conception of politics, says Bickford, should sound familiar to proponents of
participatory democracy, and of course it evokes Habermas’s concept of communicative
action. Bickford’s problem with theorists of participatory democracy and Habermas’s

communicative action is their “transformative and consensual vision of politics” (1996, 14).

Like Mouffe and Wolin, Bickford puts a premium on practices with potential to deal with,

rather than avoid, or ignore the conflict of interests and diversity inherent to democracy.

What is missing from most contemporary accounts of democratic deliberation, says Bickford,
is an understanding of procedures of confrontation to deal with the adversarial nature of
politics. These are procedures that neither dismiss deliberation in favour of contestation as
she suggests Fraser does (1996, 17), nor stress the role of community and friendship in
democracy as she suggests Mansbridge does (1996, 19). 1t is the presence of conflict that
makes communicative interaction among citizens necessary (1996, 19). For Bickford then,
listening is a crucial political activity that “enables us to give democratic shape to our being

together in the world” (1996, 19).

When Bickford asks: what kinds of attention do journalists foster; what kinds of citizens do
they construct; and what forms of power do they produce or prevent (1996, 180) her
questions have to be seen in terms of how an emphasis on listening could help journalists to

do their political work of shaping a polity to be together in the world.

Couldry (2009) describes the ‘act’ of listening:

Listening here 1s, first and foremost, the act of recognizing what others have to say,
recognizing that they have something to say, or, better, that they, like all human
beings, have the capacity to give an account of their lives that is reflexive and
continuous, an ongoing embodied process of reflection (2009, 579-580 Couldry's

emphases).

Couldry’s emphases are pertinent to examine Bickford’s questions to journalists: The
capacity of journalists to get to the ‘“who’ of conditions of poverty, depends on listening skills

that recognise that poor people have fo say, and that they have something to say. The account
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To acquaint the reader with the context from which the citizens at the centre of this study
emerge [ pre-empt the methodology section in the next chapter to introduce the field setting.

and the rationale behind the choice for this particular setting.
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Chapter 3: Hangberg: A geography of political struggle
1. Introduction

In July 2013 I attended a screening of the documentary film, The Uprising of Hangberg
(Kaganof 2010). The film covers the events that unfolded in Hangberg in September 2010
when the Metro Police in Cape Town, following orders from the City Council, arrived in
Hangberg to demolish temporary housing and evict residents from houses the City Council
deemed as ‘illegal structures’. The documentary was a response to, what it called, the failure
of the mainstream media to provide a ‘balanced, objective and truthful version of events’

(Kaganof 2010) on 21 and 22 September 2010.

The film pointed to several reasons why Hangberg would be a compelling field setting for my
research: The people who lived there were mostly coloured South Africans who spoke
Afrikaans as a first language. Apart from the events in September 2010, the community were
involved in a political struggle over land and livelihood opportunities. The Uprising
constituted a recent, and prominent encounter with journalists and the media to draw on as a
reference point for the study. I assumed that because of the events unfolding before and after
the September Uprising, Hangberg citizens were likely to have a particular understanding of
political participation, and of engagement with mainstream media in general, and journalists

in particular.

Because of the contested and dramatic nature of 7he Uprising, Hangberg also stood out as an
opportunity to examine the attention Hangberg warranted in the mainstream media leading up

to September 2010, the eviction saga itself, and coverage thereafter.

A third reason for choosing Hangberg is its place in the party-political struggle for voter
support in South Africa. The Western Cape is the only province in South Africa ruled by the
DA — the ofticial opposition to the ruling ANC. The DA also rules the Cape Town
Metropolitan Council. In the struggle for political power in the Province and in the City of
Cape Town, the support of the so-called coloured voters is crucial for the ANC and the DA. 1
describe this party-political struggle and how Hangberg and Hangberg citizens are situated in

this struggle in greater detail in chapter five.
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Bourdieu uses ‘habitus’ to analyse space as a geographical as well as social concept. Habitus,
says Bourdieu, consists of, or rather, is made up of, characteristics that a group of people
share. Unlike characteristics that are associated with the word ‘character’ — that may be
natural or ‘inborn’ — ‘habitus’ reflects characteristics produced by social conditions and
history (2005, 44-45). The agents, or the actors sharing a habitus “make up a dynamic system
of dispositions that interact with one another”. These dispositions change as the habitus
encounter “dispositions different from those in which they were constructed and assembled”
(2005, 46). Habitus, as a “structured structure” is continuously engaged in a dialogical
contest — a “dialectical confrontation” — that exposes the contradictions between the

structured structure and “objective structures”.

“In this confrontation, habitus operates as a structuring structure able to selectively
perceive and to transform the objective structure according to its own structure while,
at the same time, being re-structured, transformed in its makeup by the pressure of the

objective structure” (Bourdieu 2005, 46-47).

The “structured structure” of the Hangberg habitus has been evolving in confrontation with
“objective structures” of state and economic power at least since the early 1900s when the
state restricted fishing activities to favour the interests of white industrialists (De Greef 2013,
2014). The change from being independent brokers in the fishing trade to becoming a
“reservoir” of low-cost labour (De Greef 2014) locked the fishing community in a grammar
of poverty. In the 1950s apartheid’s segregation laws formalised race as another structuring
layer of habitus when, designated as ‘coloured’, people were uprooted and forced by the
Group Areas Act to move to Hangberg — mostly from the neighbouring Hout Bay which was

now designated for white people.

The new democratic dispensation in South Africa seemed like a moment when the ‘structured
structure’ of the Hangberg habitus could declare ‘transformation of the objective structure
according to its own structure’. Being ‘coloured’ was no longer at odds with the post-
apartheid structure — a structure that itself was evolving out of the tension between the
contradiction of the ‘objective structure’ that was apartheid and the structured structure of

racial inferiority that dominated South Africa for more than forty years.

The post-apartheid government set out to transform the fishing industry and to broaden

access for small-scale fishers, like those who live in Hangberg. But the transformation
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process “stumbled” (De Greef 2013). Now, equitable access to economic resources remains a
contestation between the ‘structured structure’ of the Hangberg habitus and new, post-
apartheid ‘objective structures’. Economic failures and social engineering continue to strain
the evolution of the Hangberg habitus because of the significance of its geographical and

social space (Bourdieu 2005, 47).

De Greef describes the people of Hangberg that he encountered and came to know through

his research on illegal abalone fishing practices in South Africa:

For many of them, stepping out of Hangberg entails being exposed to a hostile system
of values and cultural norms, to widespread racial stereotyping and prejudice, and to
internalised negative self-judgements of what it means to be coloured and poor

(2014).

The “generative grammar” of habitus, its “principle of invention” and improvisation
(Bourdieu 2005) is stunted in Hangberg because “the dispositions of agents, their habitus,
that is, the mental structures through which they apprehend the social world, are essentially
the product of an internalization of the structures of the social world” (Bourdieu 1990, 130-

131).

An important layer of the structure of the Hangberg habitus is race. In the documentary film,

Uprising in Hangberg, one resident says:

They call us the coloured people but we are not the coloured people. The system

made coloured people (Kaganof 2010).

‘Being coloured’ is an elusive concept (Zegeye 2002). It is a characterization made real in the
arbitrary vocabulary of racial segregation invented by apartheid but as a category it remains
“powerfully rooted in the materiality of everyday life” (Posel 2001, 109). This ‘material’

place in the racial hierarchy created by apartheid is evident in Hangberg.

Hangberg is one of three distinct communities that make up the Hout Bay valley. The other
two communities are Hout Bay Village with mostly white, middle-class residents and
Imizamo Yethu with mostly Black African, poor residents who started settling in the area in
1991/92. As a picture of a “mini-South Africa” the Hout Bay valley represents many of the

contradictions and tensions that characterise South Africa after 1994 (Froestad 2005).
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of Hangberg near the harbour across the bay; white people are sandwiched in the

verdant armpit between — some in mansions up to R11-million” (Thamm 2006).

Another journalist describes Hangberg, in relation to Imizamo Yethu, as a ‘coloured
township clinging to the opposite side of the Hout Bay Valley” with ‘Hout Bay proper, an
almost exclusively white middle-class area locked away behind razor wire and hi-tech

alarms’ in between (Jordan 2007).

The smallest group of residents, about 8000 people, are coloureds who live on the
slopes of Hangberg, overlooking Chapman’s Peak. In this community only four kids
successfully finished their matric exam last year. An estimated 80% of high school
kids have used tik®. About 40% of all black and coloured people in Hout Bay are
unemployed (Joubert 2007¢).

In South Africa, nomenclature, or how one refers to the areas where people live, has political
significance. To the ear that is not familiar with the apartheid legacy of racial segregation and

urban planning, these descriptions could be confusing and even misleading,

For example, of the three areas referred to — Hout Bay, Imizamo Yethu, and Hangberg — only
Hout Bay would probably be referred to as a village in “naturally occurring language use”

(Wodak and Meyer 2016, 2).

When Thamm (2006) describes Hout Bay as a “once rustic village” it is probably a reference
to a time when most of the people who lived in Hout Bay were white; before poor Black
African residents started settling in Imizamo Yethu in the early 1990s, and before Hangberg’s
bleakness became so visible from Hout Bay due to the increasing demand on land and
housing. In naturally occurring language use in South Africa, sensitive language users would
refer to Imizamo Yethu as an informal settlement; others would continue to refer to it as a

‘squatter camp’.

7 At the time of writing ZAR1.00 is worth roughly US$13

8 The popular name in Cape Town for the drug crystal methamphetamine
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Language to describe the area of Hangberg is a bit more problematic. Most South Africans
would not refer to it as a village, nor would it be referred to as an informal settlement
although parts of it could be described as such. Newspapers, and indeed residents of
Hangberg themselves, often use Hangberg and Hout Bay interchangeably. Some newspapers
are consistent in referring to Hangberg as ‘Hangberg in Hout Bay’, or ‘Hout Bay’s Hangberg
informal settlement’ (Tolsi 2011). Newspapers would often use Hout Bay in a headline even
if the report clearly refers exclusively to the Hangberg community, arguably for the sake of
readers who are likely to be familiar with Hout Bay but unaware of Hangberg. Headlines of
news reports from the same newspaper about fishing disasters that happened a few days apart
are examples of what could arguably be interpreted as carelessness in the attention Hangberg
and its citizens warrant from mainstream journalists: On 31 March, 2006 a headline in the
Cape Times reads: “Hangberg fishing community packs memorial service” (Hartley 2006).
Three days later, in the same newspaper, a headline reads: “Desperation sends Hout Bay

fisher on fatal trip” (Dolley 2006a).

My own, anecdotal, experience is that many residents in Cape Town confuse Hangberg with
Imizamo Yethu and Imizamo Yethu with Hangberg. Some, even some people who live in
Hout Bay, do not know that the area adjacent to the Hout Bay harbour — is home to the

Hangberg community.

Civic organisations representing Hangberg residents use the name Hout Bay as in the Hout
Bay Civic Association (HBCA). The branch of the South African Communist Party (SACP)
in Hangberg, for example, is called the Hout Bay SACP. The few letters to editors from
Hangberg residents that form part of the corpus of newspaper texts under analysis in this

study often state Hout Bay as place of residency rather than Hangberg.

When the people who live in Hangberg talk about where they live, they use Hangberg and
Hout Bay interchangeably. As if it is the same place. As if it is an area in Hout Bay. But it is

not.

Khoisan hunter-gatherers, living off the ocean, were the first inhabitants of Hout Bay. Their
descendants were there when the Dutch East India Company arrived in the Cape to use the

wood in the surrounding area as timber for ship repairs, buildings and fuel. In 1677 the first
agreement was signed to rent land to settler farmers. In 1867 a German immigrant began to

farm and fish in the area. At the time fish were caught in sufficient quantities to start
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Chapter 4: Methodology

1. Introduction

The empirical objective of this study is to understand access in terms of the relationship
between poor citizens and mainstream journalists as interlocutors — mediating participants
and interpreters — in spaces of political deliberation. To understand this relationship, the
starting point for considering the nature of the research project is methods that would enable
an understanding of the position of poor citizens in terms of their perceptions of participation
in political deliberation and their interaction with mainstream journalists. I then compare and
contrast these perceptions with ways in which mainstream journalists pay attention to poor

citizens as reflected in news reports.

The design of the research project and methodologies with which to examine questions of
access to mediated spaces of political deliberation, depends on a number of considerations. In
my experience these considerations do not emerge in a linear fashion. Rather, an “intellectual
map” (Brennen 2013, 7) emerges and unfolds along a number of sites: the local and global in
which the study is situated, concerns in the researcher’s particular field of interest, the
community of researchers that forms the soundboard for these concerns, paradigmatic frames
that raise the researcher’s curiosity, and, perhaps most importantly, a set of personal
priorities, values and concerns. The nature of a research project, and methodological choices
are therefore “a conditioned or circumscribed attempt to construct (a) reality” and implicated

by a researcher’s personal priorities, values and concerns (Halloran 2006, 33-34).
2. Ontological considerations

As background to the sites and locales that form part of the ‘intellectual map’ of this study I
start this section by drawing attention to assumptions evolving from personal, professional,

and previous research experience, may have circumscribed and conditioned this study.
2.1 The ‘I’ in this research: media as a formative force

“I have invoked my positionality in this awkward way so as to accentuate the fact that
calling the place of the investigator into question remains a meaningless piety in many

recent critiques of the sovereign subject. Thus, although I will attempt to foreground the
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precariousness of my position throughout, I know such gestures can never suffice”

(Spivak 1988, 271).

My personal connection to the world described in this study is embedded in the comforting
media rituals that were part of my childhood in 1960s South Africa: listening to the news,
weather forecasts, the evening benedictions, radio dramas, and broadcasts of rugby and
boxing matches. News media connected me not only to an adult world but also to a
community outside of, beyond, and bigger than my childhood world. The information from
the newspapers and the radio resonated in the conversation around dinner tables and family
lunches: What to make of the latest government decisions, what would the weather do, why
the latest episode of the radio drama did not live up to expectation, and why the rugby team
was not performing as it should. Older, I could stay awake for election results that were
broadcast live on the radio. A beep-beep-beep called everyone to the radio to jot down the
numbers and make meaning of percentages and incremental wins and losses. We were white,
we spoke Afrikaans, my politically active family worked and voted for the National Party,

and I felt “slightly less alive when unhooked” (Carey 1989, 1) from the news media.

The radio, newspapers, and later, television, were integrated in how the people closest to me
constructed and interpreted their lived experience. To interpret the anger of the young people
in Soweto protesting the use of my mother tongue in June 1976, my 16-year-old vocabulary
evolved from the political vocabulary of adults. When Steve Biko’s death in police custody
was announced on the radio in September 1977, I remember the awkward silence in our
household. If I now analyse this silence critically I can see how the news about Biko’s death
was “intimately linked with the actions and opinions” (Richardson 2007, 1) of the then
powerful Afrikaans and white social group that informed my worldview at the time. Did this
news seed moral discomfort? Did this news report bring with it the first stirrings of an as yet

unarticulated consciousness of the necessary disruption of the political status quo?

In the early 1980s I started working as a journalist at the Daily Dispatch newspaper in the
Eastern Cape Province of South Africa. It was the province where Biko worked, where he
was imprisoned, and it was, of course, the birthplace of Nelson Mandela. It was a part of
South Africa where political contestation between race and culture was impressed on the past

and the present.
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HIV and AIDS were framed as an epidemic that only affected poor and black citizens. While
it was true that it was an epidemic that mostly affected poor, Black South African citizens —
mostly women — the media coverage created an impression that white or educated or middle

class people were immune to HIV infection. This framing compounded the stigma of HIV.

It was not that the mainstream media did not create spaces for deliberation about possible
courses for action to respond to the HIV and AIDS crisis, or that journalists did not talk to
those affected by HIV and AIDS. The problem seems to be that when citizens affected by
HIV and AIDS appeared in mediated deliberative spaces they appeared as ‘others’ — as
citizens that more privileged citizens could remain distant from. When journalists talked
about HIV and AIDS they were often more interested in talking to politicians and health
experts than to people who were living with the illness and who had first-hand experience
about what the problems were that fuelled the epidemic in their communities and what could
be done about it. The language about the experience of living with HIV and AIDS therefore
became a language that was as unfamiliar to citizens mostly affected by the epidemic, as it
was to ordinary citizens who were unaffected by it. Those citizens — mostly privileged and
middle-class — who felt they were unaffected by the epidemic remained distant and hesitant

to participate in deliberative spaces created in the mainstream media.

I looked for empirical answers to what appeared to me as a diluted public and political
conversation — in this case about HIV and AIDS — because of the media’s predisposition for

voices with political or expert power.

In my Master’s thesis (Oelofsen 2010) I considered three theoretical frameworks — public
journalism, democratic professionalism, and deliberative democracy — to reassess the
political work of journalists and the political work of citizens in democracy. In that thesis, I
contested the validity of the assumed centrality of the media in healthy democratic process. I
argued that the political agency of citizens had been eroded partly because the media framed
public concerns in ways that did not connect with the lived experience of citizens. In the
media, the concerns and priorities of citizens were sidelined in favour of the priorities of
powerful state, economic and other “experts” who had come to determine the news agenda. I
argued further that representative government, or what is generally known as liberal
democracy, was losing its currency because citizens regarded the political system as

indifferent and unresponsive to their problems and their circumstances (Oelofsen 2010).
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In preparation for this study, my interest shifted from an interest in theoretical frameworks to
the experience of citizens themselves. Because of my experience with the marginalising
effect of HIV and AIDS, and because of the prevailing conditions of poverty in South Africa
post 1994, the marginalising effects of poverty was of interest to me. I wanted to move the
empirical focus away from abstract and theoretical notions of mediated spaces to an
understanding of what interaction between marginalised citizens and journalists looks like
and sounds like. How do poor citizens talk about their lived reality? Who do people talk to,
and where? Do poor citizens translate their lived reality in terms of political participation?
What does political deliberation mean to poor citizens? Where and how do they participate in
political deliberation? How do they talk to, and about journalists and the media? How and
where do journalists working in the mainstream media talk to poor citizens? How does that
translate in the narrative about poor citizens in mediated spaces of political deliberation?
And, what does this reveal about the inclusivity in South Africa’s spaces of mediated political

deliberation?

Insight in the terms of engagement between journalists and marginalised citizens, I hope,
would contribute to an understanding of how mainstream mediated spaces of political
deliberation could be more inclusive and more politically accountable to differently disposed

citizens of the South African polity.

2.2 Assumptions about healthy democracies, citizens, and journalists

In a healthy democracy citizens and political decision makers talk and listen to each other.
Healthy democracies are “indeed very talkative” (Posel quoted in Garman 2005, 201). Voting
is one manifestation of the power of decision making citizens entrust to their political
representatives. In between, citizens talk to, shout at, and may occasionally listen to each
other. These forms of deliberation are some of the mechanisms that give form to the
normative promise of self-government: political representatives make decisions sanctioned

by the authority of citizens.

The process of sanctioning involves a complex network of connections between political
representatives and citizens to legitimise a representative basis. One such connection is
through voting. Another connection is through public meetings. Sometimes political

representatives meet citizens face-to-face. Most of the time, in contemporary democracy, the
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or methods they choose to use in their research. Qualitative researchers do not pick a
method they wish to use and then frame their research questions around their chosen
method. For qualitative researchers the choice of method comes from the questions

they wish to ask (2013, 10).

The questions I ask in this study suggest a methodological approach embedded in critical and

interpretive paradigms of social science research.

Practices of political and economic association — like those posed by Heller (2009) and
McLennan (2009) in the previous chapters — imply questions about power. Political
participation, as Heller argues, depends on access to association, deliberation and choice
formation that are assumed as norms that support “democratic political authority” (2009,
125). A critical and interpretive paradigm drive questions of power, authority, and the
visibility of practices of political and economic association among poor citizens in South
Africa. As an epistemological basis, critical and interpretive approaches inform the way in
which the study design arrives at questions about the effect of asymmetrical power relations
on the potential of poor citizens to participate in deliberative political spaces. A critical lens
explores the contingency of political participation on class, race and institutional capacity in
South Africa. In this instance a critical framework explores how “injustice and subjugation

shape the lived world” (Kincheloe and McLaren 2003, 459) of poor citizens.

Fairclough and Wodak typify critical awareness of discursive practices as an element of
social struggles. Within the critical framework, the analysis of language and the interpretation
of talk and text, is motivated by an “emancipatory” interest; it “intervenes on the side of

dominated and oppressed groups and against dominating groups” (1997, 259).

Kincheloe and McLaren point out that using the word emancipation requires careful
articulation (2003, 437). I do not use it here to suggest the possibility that I, or the citizens, or
the journalists I study could ever be fully liberated from those conditions that produce us, nor
do T use it to suggest that this research may emancipate others. I use emancipation as a
critical description for the possibility of being free from “forces that prevent individuals and
groups from shaping the decisions that crucially affect their lives” (Kincheloe and McLaren

2003, 437).
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There are many moments in the research process when the critical dynamic of critical theory
is crucial but none more important than interpretation. “The hermeneutic act of interpretation
involves in its most elemental articulation making sense of what has been observed in a way

that communicates understanding” (Fairclough and Wodak 1997, 259).

The burden of interpretation manifests in this study in at least three ways: in the group
interviews I interpret how poor citizens understand the link between their lived reality,
political participation and their access to journalists and political decision-makers. In the
news reports I examine how journalists pay attention to poor citizens and the kinds of
understanding their articulation generates about the political agency of poor citizens. Further,
as the researcher I am engaged in an ongoing reflection of my own interpretation of what I

observe and how I account for those observations in ways that communicate understanding.

Considering the multiple layers of voice can be a challenge to the researcher as listener.

Lincoln and Guba (2003) articulate this challenge:

As researchers become more conscious of the abstracted realities their texts created,
they became simultaneously more conscious of having readers ‘hear’ their informants

— permitting readers to hear the exact words ... of the informants (2003, 282).

Critical interpretation is therefore about more than critical reading of the empirical
information. It requires methodological rigour and a thorough understanding of the context

(Lincoln and Guba 2003, 282).

Kincheloe and McLaren argue that the critical interpretation that grounds critical qualitative
research is a move in the direction of “normative hermeneutics” (2003, 443). In terms of
methodology this normativity implies clarification of the conditions in which interpretation
and understanding happen and a clear description of the purpose and procedures of
interpretation. Qualitative researchers committed to critical interpretation “build bridges”
between readers and texts, between texts and their producers, between historical and current

contexts and between “one particular social circumstance and another” (2003, 445).

Considerations for my own language proficiency as a factor to gain access to research
participants — I describe these considerations in the next section — can be interpreted as a

bridge between the text and me as the producer of this study text. The critical examination of
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“Today life is about politics, but the political leaders ... it is almost as if they are

’

there for themselves.’

When she talks about political participation, she is equally ambiguous: she is not interested in
political participation, and she does not think that her talking to community leaders or her
attending community meetings to discuss the housing problems is political participation. The
people who participate in politics “all belong to the ANC”. People who participate in politics
“sit in Parliament but they never tell us what they are discussing there. They keep it to

themselves”.

Organising, and participating in a march is political participation or “political involvement”.
To participate in politics, she says, you must be educated; you must know how to talk to the

people in the Premier’s Office and the Mayor’s Office.

She often uses the same language when she talks about community leaders, political leaders,
and journalists: their messages are confusing, they make promises they can’t keep, and they

don’t provide information that helps her understand how her problems will be solved.

She would like to see different information in the news media about Hangberg: It will help if
journalists pay attention to the problems in Hangberg and if they make her problems visible
to those who can do something about it. But, “I am not very hopeful that will happen”. In the
same way that she has become distrustful of politicians, she is distrustful of journalists. Like
politicians, journalists do what she has come to expect of them: they only come to Hangberg
when “big things” happen. And even then, they are more interested in talking to the “big
wigs” than to her. If she does talk to journalists, she does not hear her voice talking back to
her in news reports: “Do I use the wrong language? Do I tell lies?” she asks in reflection on

her experience.

How journalists treat her and her community is not her biggest concern though. What she is
more concerned about, what really makes her angry, is that community leaders, whom she
expects to talk on her behalf in the corridors of power, seem to her to be beholden by party
political interests instead of the interests of Hangberg. It was not always so. She seems to
remember a time when community leaders represented the interests of Hangberg. She is not
very clear on when that changed but she sometimes suggests that it happened after the “war”

in September 2010 when civic organisations started aligning themselves with political
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parties. She feels the Hangberg Civic Association (HBCA) is linked to the ANC and the
Peace and Mediation Forum (PMF) is linked to the Democratic Alliance (DA). “They say

they are not political but they are political; it is so obvious”.

She talks about ways she would like to talk to community leaders and journalists: face-to-
face, in her house, around a table. “Talk to me as if you care.” She knows what listening
looks like to her: it is about paying attention to what she has to say, and showing

understanding for her problem.
“Ask us questions. What is your problem? Why is it that you don’t want to move?”

From the corpus of news reports examined here, covering 20 years between 1994 and 2014, it
seems that she would first see a journalist in Hangberg to ask her questions in 2000 — just
before the local government elections in December. She talks to the journalist about fishing
factories that are closing and the suspicions among Hangberg residents about the way in
which fishing quotas are allocated (Williams 2000). Before 2000, she would see in
newspapers that the fishermen of Hangberg are described as a ‘mob’ who attack the police
(Sapa 1997a) and that a ‘hunt for crayfish poachers’ in Hangberg end in a ‘riot’ (Sapa

1997b). The first time a journalist would really talk to her about the housing problems she
experiences in Hangberg would be in 2008, when one of the largest fishing companies in
South Africa threatened to evict citizens from land they were renting (Cupido 2008). She told

the journalist:
Ek gaan nérens, ek sit nét hier op my voorstoep waar ek die uitsig kan sien'®.
Waar gaan ek ‘n huis vir R63 000 met s6 ‘n uitsig kry?!!

It is not that journalists have not paid attention to the problems in Hangberg before. The
problem is that these reports are sporadic and centres on ‘big things’, like protest action or

when there is an election and ‘big wig’ politicians visit Hangberg.

19T am going nowhere. I am staying right here where I have a view from my stoep.

1 Where will I find a house with a view like this for R63 000?
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If she pays attention to newspaper reports, she would see that the “war’ in September did not
just change the dynamic between her and her community leaders, but that it also changed the
way in which journalists, political leaders, and civil society pay attention to her and others in
Hangberg. In an editorial in the Business Day she would read how the ‘war’ in Hangberg
provoked attention from government, trade unions, civil rights organisations, and even the

South African Human Rights Commission (SAHRC) in a matter of days:

There has been a succession of Cabinet ministers visiting Hangberg over the past few
days. Cosatu'? organised a march to demand a commission of inquiry, and the SAHRC

has initiated an investigation into possible human rights violations (2010).

But, even after the ‘war’ journalists, like politicians talk more about her than to her. They still
don’t seem to see that they are the people who live there. She sees in newspaper reports that
the Western Cape Premier, Helen Zille — who promised to upgrade houses when she was
Mayor in 2006 — says she and other citizens in Hangberg are drug users and to blame for the
‘war’ because they could not agree on a committee to represent them (Majavu 2010). She

sees that the Mayor of Cape Town calls Hangberg citizens criminals (Plato 2010).

Politicians, non-governmental organisations, and other experts talk about her but seldom to
her, in her house, around her table. She hands the Mayor of Cape Town a list of problems in
Hangberg that needs attention (Hartley 2006) but she does not see a journalist who asks her
what these problems are, how she wants Zille to address them, or if Zille pays attention to the

problems on the list.

She tells a journalist what she told me:

Politicians and officials make decisions on our behalf but never come to see the

people — to see how we live or ask us what our needs are. How can you decide on

12 Cosatu, or the Congress of South African Trade Unions, represents almost two million workers from a number
of industries in South Africa. In 1990 Cosatu entered into a strategic governance and political partnership

with the SACP and the ANC to form the tripartite alliance (http://www.cosatu.org.za/show.php?ID=2051).
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people’s lives when you don’t know what is going on with them? That is wrong. The

voice of the community must be heard. Sit down with us to talk (Davids 2010).
3. Newspaper coverage of Hangberg and Hangberg citizens

If 1, as a fellow citizen, were to access the lived experience of the Hangberg citizen through
mainstream newspapers, how would she appear to me? What would it reveal to me about the
problems she experiences? When and where would I hear her voice in the mediated space of
political deliberation? What does this voice sound like? If she talks, how does she talk, where
does she talk, and what does she talk about? Who does she talk to and who speaks on her

behalf? What does this tell me about her engagement in deliberative political spaces?

And, if the Hangberg citizen reads news reports in the mainstream newspapers she potentially
has access to, how would she appear to as a political actor? Would she see, and recognise, her
own voice and viewpoint, or would she be frustrated as a political agent because she appears

to others as a version of someone else’s articulation?

I start this section with a brief overview of the most outstanding features of newspaper
coverage as background to a more in-depth analysis. As explained in the methodology
chapter, this analysis is based on 410 news reports published in 18 mainstream newspapers in
South Africa between 1994 and 2014. I generated the news reports from the South African
media database hosted by Sabinet by using the keyword, Hangberg. All the news reports

appeared in the printed version of the newspapers.

Three daily newspapers in Cape Town carried almost 80% (79,5%) of all these reports: Cape
Argus (including news reports published in the Saturday Argus and the Sunday Argus)
published just over a third of the reports (32,7%), the Cape Times 291%, and Die Burger
17,8%. The outstanding feature here is the comparatively low number of news reports in Die

Burger.

Die Burger is an Afrikaans language newspaper serving mostly Afrikaans readers in the

Western Cape (72%)!%. Almost 60% (58,90%) of its readers are coloured which makes the

13 All the numbers referring to Die Burger are from the online advertising rate cards for publications in the
Media24 Group as sourced from AMPS 2015 AB figures:
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about it,’ 1t refers to the frustration of not being accounted for — by politicians or by
journalists. Journalists construct poor citizens as voters but only insofar as their votes relate

to the spectacle and sensation of party political contestation.

The construct of the citizen that appears in mediated mainstream spaces of political
deliberation does not recognise the resilience and the persistence of the Hangberg citizen as a
participant in political processes. Neither does it construct the Hangberg citizen as a
participant that deserves to be heard as an equal by others who share mainstream spaces of

mediated political deliberation.

For Hangberg citizens, as they struggle to get their voices heard in local spaces of political
deliberation — spaces which they once thought they were familiar with — participation in

mainstream spaces of political deliberation is almost unfathomable.

It is not that they don’t talk and deliberate with others about the problems they experience.
They do. With friends, around the dinner table, in the street, at the clinic; they talk about their
problems ‘everywhere’. The talk with community leaders, with church leaders, they attend
meetings, and they participate in protest action. The problem is that very little has changed
for them in the past 20 years or so. They participate, they vote, they deliberate, but none of
these things they do have substantially transformed their daily lived experience of poverty

and inequality.

The problem seems to be that they want more than spaces where they could talk about their
problems; what they need is access to political power with possibilities to transform the

conditions of poverty and inequality in Hangberg.

5.3 What kinds of power do journalists produce or prevent?

In this study, I argue that access to mediated spaces of political deliberation is crucial because
it provides citizens with power to negotiate an agenda for political transformation with other
citizens and political decision makers. But what kinds of power do journalists have to
produce or prevent the transformation of political agendas in mediated spaces of political

deliberation?

While certain decisions about news agendas are dependent on the macro-level of institutional

culture at media organisations, certain decisions can be shaped where journalists are engaged
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cases stemming from the ‘war’ and mediation and other experts from non-governmental

organisations.

In a letter to the Cape Times, a Hangberg community leader writes:

‘Politicians and officials make decisions on our behalf but never come to see the
people — to see how we live or ask us what our needs are. How can you decide on
people’s lives when you don’t know what is going on with them? That is wrong

(Davids 2010).

The sentiments in this letter resonate with a narrative emerging in the group interviews.

The way in which journalists bolster the appearance of the politically and the economically
powerful, and prevent the appearance of poor citizens as citizens with political agency and
legitimacy to speak in mediated deliberative spaces, has disempowering effects on Hangberg
citizens’ perceptions of their own efficacy as citizens. Their experience with community
leaders and journalists have left them frustrated with possibilities to gain access to
transformative political power. They have lost faith that they are being heard in local
deliberative spaces. They have lost trust in the community leaders who they used to count on
to provide them with access to political decision makers or decision making processes. They
have lost hope that political leaders are interested in changing their lived experience of
poverty, and they have become disillusioned with the promise of change offered by their

newly required right to vote in 1994,

The way in which journalists produce power in mainstream spaces of mediated political
deliberation is not helpful to them: journalists, they say, are more interested in ‘rate payers’

(like those in Hout Bay) than the ‘7ent payers” like themselves.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

Truths are events that no longer allow us, in good faith, to see as we previously saw

and to be as we previously were (Pithouse 2006, 105).
1. Introduction

This study started with a question about the possibilities that exist for South African citizens,
marginalised through socio-economic conditions, to get access to mainstream mediated

spaces of political deliberation.

If poor citizens have access to journalists working in the mainstream media, does it
make a difference to the power they have to participate in mediated spaces of political

deliberation?
The research focus is guided by an important question implied in the research question:

How does material and social inequality in post-apartheid South Africa affect access
to journalists? And what does this mean for possibilities of constructing spaces of
political deliberation that connect, but not discount, the diverse and pluralistic nature

of South Africa’s polity?

I argue that the problem of access to mediated spaces of political deliberation is best
understood around particular conceptions of democracy, the nature of citizenship, and the
work of journalists. I argue for a conception of democracy as citizen-centred practices that
include deliberative political association. I further draw on conceptions of democracy as
radical, agonistic, and pluralistic. I argue that spaces of mediated political deliberation have
to contain agonism and difference if these spaces are to be perceived as inclusive and equally

representative of the range of voices that represent the South African polity.

I argue for a conception of poor citizens as emancipated agents whose deliberative political
association requires recognition and visibility in mainstream spaces of political deliberation.
When the concerns of poor citizens ‘appear’ in these spaces the negotiation power of poor
citizens in political decision making gains transformative traction. The potential for
transformation is generated because in these deliberative spaces other citizens and political

decision makers become equally accountable for the concerns of all citizens.
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and Hangberg citizens, and who journalists would talk to when they covered Hangberg in the

news.

The news reports revealed that mainstream journalists fall short of recognising poor citizens
as resilient and persistent political actors in mediated spaces of political deliberation. Poor
citizens appear as voters and protestors but the voices that give context and depth to their
political stories and their lived experience are largely absent from mainstream mediated
political deliberation. This means that poor citizens remain invisible to other citizens in the
mediated space as political participants with equal claims to the privileges of democratic
citizenship. As a result, poor citizens remain disconnected from mainstream spaces of

political deliberation.

In the group interviews perceptions of powerlessness, of feeling neglected, and of feeling
disregarded by the mainstream — political leaders and journalists — are evident. Nevertheless,
there are spaces in the community for political deliberation. Citizens talked about community
meetings, protest marches, and regular visits by political party leaders. News reports about
Hangberg and Hangberg citizens were often about community meetings and protest action
initiated by Hangberg citizens, or protest action in which Hangberg citizens showed solidarity
with citizens in other poor communities around Cape Town. Hangberg citizens also used

their voices at the ballot box.

Despite insistent efforts to raise their voices, Hangberg citizens feel unheard by political
leaders, and by the mainstream media. They feel disconnected from the mainstream polity in

South Africa, and disregarded as citizens.

2. Theoretical and practical issues raised by the research

Based on the information that is evident from the group interviews and the news reports I
want to raise some issues that are raised in terms of theoretical and practical possibilities for
active and political listening to expand the range of citizens’ voices that appear in mediated

spaces of political deliberation.

The first is how to think of listening in terms of a radical, pluralistic, and agonistic
conception of democracy. The second is to ask what political listening means as an act to

give meaning to a conception of active, and participatory citizenship. In the third instance,
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what does a conception of political and active listening mean in terms of the way in which
mainstream journalists conceive of their professional relationship with citizens from
marginalised communities? I also propose some examples of journalistic practice that show
promise for incorporating listening as a self-conscious act when journalists interact with

marginalised citizens.

2.1 The radical act of listening in agonistic, and pluralistic spaces of democratic

deliberation

Moufte’s conception of radical, and agonistic democracy (1992a, 2013), and Bickford’s
conception of political listening (Bickford 1996), are embedded in the idea that spaces of
political deliberation are inherently disruptive, noisy, and uncomfortable. Journalists are not
in the habit of listening for or even 7o in spaces like this. Their intuition is to describe what
the disruption looks like, and what the noise sounds like. Their explanation of the disruption

and the noise must restore comfort, rather than resist the status quo.

This research suggests a need for modes of journalistic listening that can penetrate the
disruption and the noise. It requires journalistic capacities to listen for in order to hear how
citizens talk 7o other citizens who share mediated spaces of political deliberation. It further
suggests journalistic capacities to mediate political deliberation in spaces that are agonistic
enough to be inclusive and inclusive enough to retain an agonistic tone and register —

allowing discomfort while at the same time containing it.

The deliberative political spaces which poor citizens in Hangberg describe, suggest that for
them disruption, noise, and discomfort are the order of political deliberation. They feel
outraged by community leaders who tell them to let go of their grievances. Journalists want
tfo make the story nice, they tell me, they want us to act happy and satisfied. This citizen-
centred view of engagement with journalists, challenges conceptions of what the political

work of journalists look like.

Citizens in Hangberg do not participate in political deliberation out of loyalty to a conception
of liberal democracy that requires an active citizenry. They do not have an abstract interest in
deepening democracy, they have an interest in participating in democracy because it is a way
of holding on to their livelihood. Participating in political deliberation is a way of gaining

control over the little political power they have.
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Listening to those citizen publics on the periphery requires more, and different, work in
settings removed from, and in resistance to, the ‘centre’ of the mainstream infrastructure that

supports spaces for political deliberation.

2.3 (Dis)locating the deliberative space

Lacey (2013) argues that the contemporary public sphere replaces the shared acoustic spaces
of early democratic engagement before technology — the press, railways, roads — “dislocated”
citizens from these embodied spaces of representation. In the contemporary “post-
acoustocratic” space of the “disembodied, abstracted and imagined community”, says Lacey,
mediation must repair the breakdown of the spatial and temporal dimensions that previously
bound citizens as a collective in locations they physically shared. And it is in mediating the
political conversation in this dislocated, disembodied space — for an imagined community —
that the act of listening as a political practice has to be re-evaluated in its relation to talking

and voice (2013, 159-163).

This is a helpful starting point in thinking of the act of listening in mediated spaces of
political deliberation. Lacey’s contribution to the literature that proposes an emphasis on
listening as a political act as important as talking, is thoughtful and valuable. Particularly as it
contributes to a body of scholarly work that hones in on the role of the media as a listening

institution (Dreher 2009, O'Donnell 2009, Wasserman 2013, Garman and Malila 2014).

The perceptions of being disconnected from political deliberation in the mainstream that
citizens describe in this research requires a more critical views of the public sphere as

dislocated, disembodied, abstract, and imagined (2013, 160).

There are two orders of listening space that must be re-evaluated in relation to talking. Before
journalists mediate the political conversation in the dislocated, disembodied space before an
imagined community, journalists have to contend with an embodied listening space. This is
the space where journalists interview, talk to, listen to, take notes — where the journalists
appear before citizens. It is in this embodied space where the imagined community, whose
conversation merges with other conversations in the disembodied virtual mediated space,

takes shape.
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The citizens of Hangberg yearn for being listened to in this embodied space. And I use the
empathetic and affective ‘yearn for’ with consideration. Talking about access to mediated
spaces of political deliberation seems almost unfathomable to the citizens of Hangberg. They
insist on being heard in the local and embodied spaces of political deliberation they are
familiar with — where they shout, disrupt, argue, and ‘bicker’. They don’t just want to see
journalists in Hangberg. They don’t just want to talk to them. They want journalists who
come to Hangberg to listen, and not to ignore their version of the story. It is not the number
of news reports about Hangberg that the citizens are interested in. They want to see
themselves appear in mediated political deliberative spaces as citizens with a political interest
in their own lived experience and who share concerns with a broader citizenry. They want to
hear that journalists have heard their what their interests are in order to entrust them to be

reliable interlocutors of their lived experience.

To locate the embodied spaces of interaction, we need more direct language with which to
interrogate the interaction between journalists and citizens. Especially so, when the
interaction has to overcome the powerful hold of “hierarchies of value and esteem” (Dreher
2010, 447) that dictate practices of talking and listening in mediated spaces of political
deliberation. I want to argue that in order to examine the listening practice of journalists we
need to take a step back and interrogate how frames of the public sphere, public interest, and
accountability limit ways in which journalists can imagine their political work. Abstractions
of voice, and public, and spaces detract from the concreteness of listening as an act between

people.

The citizens in Hangberg do not describe what they do as deliberation. They do not think of
themselves as a ‘public’ when they meet in the civic centre or the local school hall. They
think of themselves as citizens with a political interest in changing their conditions of

poverty.

When we consider listening as a constitutive act to expand the range of voices in mediated
spaces of political deliberation, we need to think about what listening looks like in the
embodied space of face-to-face interaction between journalists and citizens because it is this
interaction that sets the scene for the talking and listening in the disembodied mediated

spaces of political deliberation.

167









the US is that these forums often attract middle-class and privileged citizens and that
journalists who convene these forums have to make considered efforts to ensure that forums

are diverse and representative of a range of voices.

The emphasis in public journalism is, like deliberative democracy, on talking rather than
listening. Yet, it offers a framework for conceptualising listening as a device that bridges the

disconnect between journalists and citizens.

3. Gaps in this research and how it may be addressed

A number of concerns about the possibilities for marginalised groups to access mainstream

spaces of mediated political deliberation remain unanswered by this study.

This study focuses on mediated spaces of political deliberation provided by newspapers.
Other media platforms will reveal different challenges and different opportunities for ways in
which marginalised citizens gain access to mediated deliberation. In South Africa, radio and
television remain important media platforms. Evidence shows that these are also channels
that citizens use and trust as providers of information. A survey among South African youth
showed that almost 80% of young people trust the news they see and hear on television and
radio (79.5% and 78.3%, respectively). Fewer young people, 71.9%, said they trusted
newspapers (Malila et al. 2013).

The voices of journalists themselves need more consideration in further research. Are
journalists already thinking of listening as a self-conscious act when they talk to citizens
about their lived experience, or when they interview citizens who have attended meetings or
who have participated in protest action? To what extent? And how would they describe their
‘listening’ strategies? What devices do they use to hear ‘the truth’? A particular area of
research could focus on mechanisms used by presenters of radio talk shows in South Africa.
How do they listen and mediate the plurality of voices that talk to them on phone-in
programmes? It will be important to examine perceptions of journalists about their ability to
mediate political deliberation in agonistic, and pluralistic settings. More research is necessary
to understand how journalists talk about the way in which they currently listen to
marginalised citizens. To what extent is listening a self-conscious act when journalists engage

with citizens?
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Not only the ‘surprise’ victory of Donald Trump as president of the United States, but also
other instances of unexpected ways in which the disconnect between mainstream media and
citizens have manifested in the last year or so, seem to have invigorated self-reflection about
the production process, what news is produced, and how the news gets produced. These are
some of the headlines in major publications calling for change: Beyond the Parachute:
Newsrooms rethink centralized model (Friedman-Rudovsky 2017), I think journalism needs
fo rediscover its roots as a blue-collar profession (Staft 2017), and, How Journalists Need to

Begin Imagining the Unimaginable (Umansky 2016).

This seems to be a time for reflection about journalists’ work and their relationship to citizens
and communities. If there is a realisation that “too much of the media spends too much time
talking to itself and not the communities it serves” (Sambrook 2016), there is an opportunity
to take a closer look at what serving communities mean, and who the media should talk to if

it is not talking to itself.
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