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Steyn, M. & Van Zyl, M. 2001. ‘Like that Statue in Jammie Stairs’: Some Student Perceptions 
 and Experiences of Institutional Culture at the University of Cape Town in 1999. 
 Research Report. Institute for Intercultural and Diversity Studies in Southern Africa, 
 UCT.;  
Dolby 2001. Constructing Race: Youth Identity and Popular Culture in South Africa. New York: 
 State University New York.;  
Steyn, M. & Van Zyl, M. 2009. The Prize and the Price. Cape Town: HSRC Press.;  
Pattman, R. & Bhana, D. 2010. ‘Sport, Girls, Trouble and Humour: Black and Indian Boys 
 Speaking about Life in a Formerly Single Sex School Near Durban’, Journal of 
 Psychology in Africa.;  
Vandeyar, S. 2008. ‘Shifting Selves: The Emergence of New Identities in South African 
 Schools’, International Journal of Educational Development, 28: 286-299.;  
Alexander, P., Dawson, M. & Ichharam, M. (eds.) 2006. Globalisation and New Identities. 
 Johannesburg: Jacana.;  
Cock, J. 1980. Maids and Madams. Johannesburg: Raven Press.;  
Mare, 2001. ‘Race Counts in Contemporary South Africa: An Illusion of Ordinariness’, 
 Transformation, 47.;  
Fanon, F. 1986. Black Skins, White Masks. London: Pluto.;  
Olivier, L. 2010. ‘Racial Oppression and the Construction of a Political Community Among 
 Rastafari in Stellenbosch’, South African Review of Sociology, 41(2).;  
Dolby, N. 2002. ‘Making White: Constructing Race in a South African High School’, 
 Curriculum Inquiry, 32(1).;  
Distiller, N. & Steyn, M. (eds.) 2008. Under Construction: “Race” and Identity in South Africa 
 Today. Johannesburg: Heinemann.; and  
Pattman, R. 1998. ‘Becoming White in Zimbabwe’, Auto/Biography, 6(1&2): 141-8.          
            

A second year level module which one found particularly relevant is ‘Industrial Sociology 252’, 

where the reading list includes material by South African labour theorists. Well-known 

sociologists such as Webster, Bezuidenhout and Buhlungu feature in the reading material. It 

should be noted that, the issue is not merely to engage in a head-counting exercise of South 

African authors, but to take the local seriously enough as a point of departure. Industrial 

Sociology 252 course outline states that ‘from a historical and theoretical perspective we 

examine how work has changed through the different eras, rise of factories, scientific 

management and Fordism. Also how one can interpret these changes from the perspective of 

Marx, Weber and Durkheim’ (Sociology 252 Course Outline 2007: 1). Noting that the writings 

of the three sociologists are not always applicable, the reading list includes contemporary 

scholars. The reading material is as follows:  
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Beck, M. 2002. ‘The Antithesis to the Work Society’ in: The Brave New World of Work. Polity 
 Press: Cambridge. (Chapter 2).;  
Grint, K. 2005. The Sociology of Work: Introduction. Third edition. Polity Press: Cambridge. 
 (Chapter 3).;  
Webster, E., Buhlungu, S,. & Bezuidenhout, A. 2003. Introduction to Sociology: Work and 
 Organizations. Oxford Press: Oxford. (Chapter 1).;  
Cohen, R. & Kennedy, P. 2000. Global Sociology. Macmillan: Basingstoke, Hampshire. Chapter 
 2.;  
ILRIG. 1999. An Alternative View of Economic Crisis. ILRIG Globalization Crisis No.2. Cape 
 Town. Chapter 5.;  
Watson, T. 1997. The Sociology of Work and Industry. Pages 5-9.;  
Kritzinger, A, et al. 2004. Global production and flexible employment in SA horticulture: 
 Experiences of contract workers in fruit exports. Sociologica Ruralis, 44 (1): 17-39.;  
Ray, M. 1997. Flexible Production: Shaping up to Globalization. South African Labour Bulletin, 
 21 (5).;  
Rees, R. 1997. Flexible Labour: Meeting the Challenge. South African Labour Bulletin, 21 (5).; 
Thursfield, D. 2000. Post-Fordism and Skill. Ashgate: Aldershot. (Chapter 2).;  
Van der Merwe, A. 1995. Industrial Sociology: A South African Perspective. Lexicon Publishers: 
 Isando. Chapter 3.;  
Watson, T. 1997. The Sociology of Work and Industry. Chapter 8.;  
Bendix, S. 1996. Industrial relations in South Africa. Juta: Cape Town. Chapter 6.;  
Mathews, J. 1989. Tools of change: new technology and the democratization of work. Pluto: 
 Sydney. Chapter 9.;  
Watson, T. 1995. Sociology, Work and Industry. Chapter 7.;  
Webster et al. 2003. Work and Organizations. Oxford: Oxford University Press. Chapter 3.; 
ILRIG, 1999. The rise of the flexible woman worker. ILRIG Globalization series No. 6.; 
Kritzinger, A. 2005. Gender Relations and the informalisation of farm employment, in Bock, B. 
 & Shartall, S (eds). Rural gender relations: issues and case studies.;  
Orr, L. 2001. Women’s work and globalization trends: The SA picture. Agenda (48).;  
Samson, M. 1997. Globalization: Women pay the price. SA Labour Bulletin, vol 21 (1).; and 
Standing, G. 1999. Global Feminization through flexible labour: A theme revisited. World 
 Development, vol 27 (3). 
 
Sakhele Buhlungu has written useful work in the field of industrial sociology, his sole-authored 

texts would certainly prove relevant in this module.  

A second year level module entitled ‘Poverty and Development 212’, seeks to answer the 

question: ‘How do theorists look at “development”’ (Sociology 212 Course outline 2007: 1)? It 

does so by exposing students to ‘theoretical thinking’ about development. The module starts with 

broad theoretical questions about development globally, it then looks at Asia with a particular 

focus on China and, in the final section, deals with South Africa. The reading material is as 

follows:  
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Jeffrey Sachs: The End of Poverty, Penguin (2005), chapter 1, ISBN 0-141-01866-6;  
Julian May: “Poverty and Inequality in South Africa”, INDICATOR SA, vol 15 No 2 (1998).; 
Richard Peet: Global Capitalism, Routledge (1991), chapter 3, pp. 26-33, ISBN 0415013143.; 
Ankie Hoogvelt: The Third World in Global Development, Macmillan (1982); ISBN 
 0333276825, pp. 165-170.;  
F. de Beer & H. Swanepoel (eds): Introduction to Development Studies (2000), pp. 47-49.; 
Mahbub ul Haq: Reflections on Human Development, Oxford University Press (1995), chapter 2, 
 ISBN 0195101936.;   
Jennifer A. Elliot: An Introduction to Sustainable Development, Routledge (1994), chapter 1, 
 ISBN 0415335590.;  
Tom Hewitt: “Half a Century of Development”, in Tim Allen & Alan Thomas (eds), Poverty and 
 Development into the 21st Century, Oxford University Press (2000), chapter 13, ISBN 0-
 19-877626-8.;  
Ankie Hoogvelt: Globalisation and the Postcolonial World, Palgrave (2001), chapter 10, ISBN 
 0-333-91420-1.;  
S. Terreblanche & N. Nattrass: ‘A periodisation of the political economy from 1910’, in 
N.Nattrass & E. Ardington (eds): The Political Economy of South Africa,  Oxford University 
 Press (1990), chapter 1, 0-19-570562-9.;  
Roger Southall: ‘Introduction: The ANC state, more dysfunctional than developmental’?, in 
 State of the Nation South Africa (2006). Cape Town: HSRC Press. 
 

While the reading material is informative, the above module is designed in such a way that not 

only does it ignore the rest of the African continent as a subject matter, but also ignores the vast 

literature of the same – particularly debates on development and democracy. CODESRIA 

Bulletin, Africa Development and SAPEM carried out, in the late eighties and early nineties, an 

intense and highly pertinent debate on democracy and development in Africa. Some of the 

interesting, and relevant, contributions include but not limited to: Anyang’ Nyong’o’s ‘Political 

instability and prospects for democracy in Africa’ (1988), ‘A rejoinder to the comments on 

democracy in Africa’ (1989), and ‘Development and democracy: the debate continues’ (1991); 

Gutto’s ‘The way forward: sustainable development and people’s democracies in Africa’ (1990); 

Mandaza’s ‘Democracy in the African reality’ (1990); Mkandawire’s ‘Comments on democracy 

and political instability’ (1989), and ‘Further comments on the development and democracy 

debate’ (1991); Shivji’s ‘The pitfalls of the debate on democracy’ (1989); Ibrahim’s ‘History as 

iconoclast: left stardom and the debate on democracy’ (1993a), and ‘History as iconoclast: a 

rejoinder’ (1993b); Amin’s ‘History as iconoclast: a short comment’ (1993); and Mafeje’s ‘On 

“icons” and African perspectives on democracy: a commentary on Jibrin Ibrahim’s views’ 

(1993), and ‘Theory of democracy and the African discourse: breaking bread with my fellow-
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travellers’ (1995). These pieces, a treasure trove for students of development and democracy in 

Africa, should be collected into a single volume – akin to Yash Tandon’s The Dar-es-Salaam 

Debate on Class, State and Imperialism (1982).  

 

Sociology 222, ‘Crime and Social Control’, ‘entails an introduction to selected aspects of 

sociological reflections on crime and social control’ (Sociology 222 Course Outline 2011: 1). 

The outcomes of this module include: ‘[i] Insight into the core aspects of the most important 

sociological theoretical perspectives on crime and deviance’; ‘[ii] the ability to interpret specific 

examples of crime and deviance in terms of sociological theoretical perspectives’; ‘[iii] an 

awareness of the policy implications of the theoretical perspectives’; and ‘[iv] the ability to 

analyse crime policy academically’ (Sociology 222 Course Outline 2011: 1, italics in the 

original). To get an insight on crime and deviance, students are given ‘multiple sources’,  

with authors writing from British, American or other country perspectives. Since these 
are core readings in international sociology and social anthropology, contact sessions are 
often focused on the presentation of uniquely South African content not presented in 
these sources. These well recognised international sources are important for us to use, 
since we are concerned about quality of our education and sustaining an internationally 
recognised standard in our teaching (Soc222 Outline 2011: 2, italics in the original).  

The course outline for the foregoing module does not contain the reading list. Below we present 

outlines for third year level modules.  

4.1.3 On Third Year Reading Material  

Let us, at this point, move on to third year level reading material. Sociology Three modules 

include: ‘Sociological Theory 314’ (Classical and contemporary); ‘Political Sociology 324’; 

‘Environmental Sociology 334’; and ‘Meta-science 364’. We shall present the course outlines in 

this order. ‘Sociology 314’ course outline has very high hopes for students. Chief among these 

are  

to introduce students to nine individuals (Comte, Durkheim, Smith, Spencer, Marx, 
Weber, Simmel, Pareto, Mead and Nietzsche) who seemed to have played influential 
roles in the institutionalisation of contemporary sociology... This module focuses on a 
selection of major theoretical frameworks that develop groundwork for understanding 
modern life in general and for sociological thinking in particular... This course will 
principally be based upon reading texts by key theorists, rather than summaries and 

 

 

 

 



72 

 

secondary reflections on these theories. The point of the class is to develop your 
comprehension of difficult texts, and to enhance your ability to connect theory developed 
mostly over the nineteenth century and its links to contemporary life (Course Outline 
2011: 4).  

In section three of chapter two we criticised the idea that sociology is necessarily the same as the 

views of the so-called founding fathers of sociology. Further, it is difficult to see how their 

‘major theoretical frameworks’, as opposed to contemporary frameworks of the same, help 

students understand ‘modern life’. The underlying assumption is that these theoretical 

frameworks transcend historical specificity so that they are applicable anywhere and everywhere. 

Yet we know, after Adesina (2006a), that these writings are rooted in their specific contexts. As 

with the majority of the modules in the department, this course has a prescribed ‘textbook’: 

Weber’s The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism (1958).  

Initially, ‘Sociology 314’ focused principally on four ‘giants’ of classical sociological theory, 

viz. Durkheim, Marx, Simmel and Weber (Sociology 314 Course Outline 2007: 1). In 2011, or 

there about, its scope was expanded to include five more ‘influential thinkers’. Previously, the 

module sought to ‘develop students’ skills in applying (classical) social theory to the analysis of 

a contemporary issue in South Africa, the land question (ibid: 4).’ The said application of theory, 

however, is done only in the third of four sections of the course. In the first section, students are 

introduced to definitions of social theory, its origins and links to modernity. In the second 

section, students are introduced to Marx and Weber, while in the fourth section they are 

introduced to Durkheim and Simmel. While the second section introduces students to Marx and 

Weber’s analyses of capitalist societies, respectively, it is left unclear as to why Durkheim and 

Simmel are placed in the final section. It should be noted, too, that South Africa is not quite 

central to the course but merely an example ‘through which to explore the relevance of these two 

theorists [Marx and Weber]’ (ibid: 1). In other words, any country could have been used as a 

case study to apply, respectively, Marx and Weber’s theories. The course outline then proceeds 

to list additional or recommended material, the majority of which are Euro-American – with the 

exception of Mafeje’s monograph, The Agrarian Question, Access to Land, and Peasant 

Responses in sub-Saharan Africa (2003); Shireen Ally’s ‘Oppositional intellectualism as 

reflection, not rejection of power: Wits Sociology, 1975 – 1989’ and the course convenor’s paper 

on land restitution. Lastly, the idioms ‘sociological theory’ and ‘social theory’ are used 
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interchangeably in the course outlines. Yet there is a difference between the two. The latter is 

cross-cutting (akin to ‘social science’) while the former is discipline-specific. The reading 

material is as follows:  

Ally, Shireen. 2005. Oppositional intellectualism as reflection, not rejection of power: Wits 
 Sociology, 1975 – 1989. Transformation, 59.;  
Ashley, D and Orenstein, DM. 2005. Sociological Theory. Classical Statements. Boston: Pearson 
 Education. (pp 10-16, 23-26; 467-479).;  
Durkheim, E. Sociology and the Social Sciences. In Thompson, K (ed.) 1985. Readings from 
 Durkheim. Chichester: Ellis Horwood and London: Tavistock. (First published in 1909.) 
 (pp 21-27).;  
Giddens, Anthony. 1995. Politics, Sociology and Social Theory. Cambridge: Polity Press. 
 (Chapter 2: Marx, Weber and the Development of Capitalism.).;  
Hall, Stuart. 1992. The West and the Rest: Discourse and Power. In S Hall and B Gieven (eds.). 
 Formations of Modernity. Cambridge: Polity Press. (pp 276-282, 291-296, 314-318).;  
Hamilton, Peter. 1992. The Enlightenment and the Birth of Social Science, in S Hall and B 
 Gieven (eds.). Formations of Modernity. Cambridge: Polity Press. (pp 18-24, 29-31, 51-
 57).;  
Holton, RJ. 1996. Classical Social Theory. In BS Turner (ed.). The Blackwell Companion to 
 Social Theory, Oxford: Blackwell Publishers.;  
Mafeje, Archie. 2003. The Agrarian Question, Access to Land, and Peasant Responses in Sub-
 Saharan Africa. Geneva: UNRISD, Civil Society and Social Movements Programme 
 Paper No 6. (extract).;  
Marx, Karl. 1972 (1867). Capital. London: JM Dent & Sons. (pp 790-794; 800 – 809).;  
Miles, Stephen. 2001. Social theory in the real world. London: Sage. (Chapter 1: Introduction.).; 
Ritzer, George. 2000. Modern Sociological Theory. New York: McGraw-Hill. (Chapter 1: A 
 Historical Sketch of Sociological Theory: The Early Years.).;  
Seidman, S. 1994. Contested Knowledge: Social Theory in the Postmodern Era. Cambridge: 
 Blackwell. (pp 312-327).;  
Simmel, G. Fashion. In Levine, DN (ed.). 1971. Georg Simmel. On Individuality and Social 
 Forms. Selected Writings. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. (First published in 
 1904.).;  
Turner, JH, L Beeghley and CH Powers. 2002. The Emergence of Sociological Theory. Belmont: 
 Wadsworth Thomson Learning. (pp 2-6).;  
Walker, C. 2005. 2005. Land of dreams: land restitution on the eastern shores of Lake St Lucia. 
 Transformation, 59.;  
Weber, Max. Classes, Status Groups and Parties. In Runciman, WG (ed.). 1978. Max Weber: 
 Selections in Translation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (First published in 
 1922).;  
Weber, Max. The Nature of Charismatic Domination. In Runciman, WG (ed.). 1978. Max 
 Weber: Selections in Translation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (First 
 published in 1922.).;  
Giddens, Anthony. 1971. Capitalism and modern social theory; An analysis of the writings of 
 Marx, Durkheim and Weber. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.;  
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Hall, S and B Gieben (eds). 1992. Formations of Modernity. Cambridge: Polity Press.;  
Marx, Karl. 1867. Capital. London: Penguin Books;  
Ritzer, G. 1992. Classicial Sociological Theory. New York: McGraw Hill.;  
Thompson, K (ed.) 1985. Readings from Durkheim. Chichester: Ellis Horwood and London: 
 Tavistock.; and  
Weber, Max. 1968. Economy and Society, vol. 1 &l 3. Bedminster Press, New York.  
 

‘Sociology 324’, Political Sociology, seeks, in the main, to ‘examine why most states in Africa 

are authoritarian and weak and whether South Africa will follow the same route’ (Sociology 324 

Course Outline 2011: 1). The second section of the course seeks to examine how citizenry can 

influence state power and authority. It does so by assessing voting patterns and the effects of 

one-party dominance in democracy. The third section looks at the nature and development of 

social movements in South Africa. This is deemed relevant in the light of wide-spread protests in 

South Africa. Finally, the fourth section of the course tries to determine how protests mutate into 

revolutions and the conditions for war. It examines the question why African societies are given 

to civil wars and the effects thereof (ibid: 1).  

Among the readings prescribed for section one is a chapter from Macionis and Plummer’s (2007) 

textbook. It is supplemented by readings on ‘failed states’, ‘collapsed states’, ‘weak states’ by 

Rotberg (2003) and Bratton (2005), respectively. On this issue, it would be useful to include 

readings by scholars on the rest of the African continent. Among informative critiques of 

writings on ‘failed states’ etc. is Olukoshi’s ‘Changing Patterns of Politics in Africa’ (2005), 

where the author takes stock of the debates on the literature on ‘failed states’ and critiques 

different theoretical currents of the same.  There are many other African scholars who have 

written extensively on these issues. To be sure, CODESRIA, the continental research council, 

disseminates research findings (through books, journals and monographs) on these and other 

issues affecting Africa. Refusal, on the part of South African academics, to tap into these 

resources succeeds only in confirming ‘prejudices instilled through Bantu education – that Africa 

lies north of the Limpopo, and that this Africa has no intelligentsia with writings worth 

reading...’ (Mamdani 1998b: 72). The reading material for this module is as follows:  

Jo Beall, Stephen Gelb and Shireen Hassin, Fragile Stability: State and Society in Democratic 
 South Africa, Journal of Southern African Studies, 31 (4) 2005 pp 681-700.;  
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John J. Macionis and Ken Plummer, eds Power, the State and Social Movements, in Sociology: A 
 Global Introduction, Prentice Hall New Jersey, USA, 1998 pp 440-470.;  
David Popenoe, Brena Boult and Peter Cunningham eds Power, Politics and Government in 
 Sociology: First South African Edition, Pearson Education South Africa, 2003, pp 348-
 367.;  
Michael Bratton, Building Democracy in Africa’s Weak States Democracy at Large, 1(3), 2005, 
 pp 12-15.;  
The Constitution of the Republic of South Africa (online).;  
Collette Schultz- Herzenberg A Silent Revolution: South African voters 1994-1999. In eds 
 Sakhela Buhlungu, John Daniel, Roger Southall & Jessica Lutchman, State of the Nation: 
 South Africa.;  
Heidi Leigh Matisonn, Beyond Party Politics- Unexpected Democracy-Deepening Consequences 
 of One Party Dominance in South Africa, Theoria: A Journal of Social & Political 
 Theory, December 2004, pp 1-30.;  
Richard Ballard, Adam Habib, Imraam Valodia and Elke Zuern, Globalization, Marginalization 
 and Contemporary Social Movements in South Africa, African Affairs, 104/417, 2005, pp 
 615-634.;  
Suzanne Leclerc-Madlala, Popular Responses to HIV/AIDS and Policy, Journal of Southern 
 African Studies, 31 (4), 2005, pp 845-856.;  
Shireen Hassim, Voices, Hierarchies and Spaces: Reconfiguring the Women’s Movement in 
 Democratic South Africa, Politikon, 32 (2), 2005, pp 175-193.;  
Steven Friedman and Shauna Mottiar, Seeking the High Ground: The Treatment Action 
 Campaign and the Politics of Morality, Richard Ballard, Adam Habib and Imraam 
 Valodia (eds) in Voices of Protest: Social Movements in Post-Apartheid South Africa, 
 University of KwaZulu-Natal Press, Durban, 2006.;  
Sophie Oldfield and Kristian Stokke, Building Unity in Diversity: Social Movement Activism in 
 the Western Cape Anti-Eviction Campaign, Richard Ballard, Adam Habib and Imraam 
 Valodia (eds) in Voices of Protest: Social Movements in Post-Apartheid South Africa, 
 University of KwaZulu-Natal Press, Durban, 2006.;  
Greg Mills, Africa’s New Strategic Significance, The Washington Quarterly, 27 (4), 2004, pp 
 157-169.;  
Alan Emery, Revolution without the revolution: On the Unintended consequences of illegitimate 
 state repression in South Africa, Journal of Political and Military Sociology, Vol 33 (2) 
 2005, pp 209-230.;  
Louis du Plessis, African Conflict at the turn of the Century: Manifestations, Propensity and 
 Management in Louis du Plessis and Mike Hough (eds), The Challenge of Military 
 Intervention, Pretoria, HSRC Press, 2000, pp 119-166.;  
Funmi Olokisakin Conflict and Conflict Resolution in Africa in Patric J McGowan, Scarlett 
 Cornelissen and Philip NelI (eds) Power, Wealth and Global Equity (3rd ed) UCT Press, 
 Cape Town, 2006 pp 265-281.;  
Jacklyn Cock, Guards and Guns Towards privatised Militarism in Post-Apartheid South Africa, 
 Journal of Southern African Studies, 31 (4), 2005, pp 791-803.; and  
Robert Mattes and Ryann Manning, The Impact of HIV/AIDS on Democracy in Southern Africa: 
 What do we Know, What do We need to Know and Why? In Nana K. Po und Alan 
 Whiteside eds, The Political Economy of Aids in Africa, Ashgate, Aldershot, 2004, 
 pp191-214.  
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Sociology 334, ‘Environmental Sociology’, offers ‘a cohesive framework for a sociological 

understanding of environmental issues and problems, particularly as they pertain to South 

Africa... The module therefore has a strong South African emphasis, which it maintains 

throughout, by integrating primarily European and North American theoretical contributions’ 

(Sociology 334 Course Outline 2011: 1). It is not immediately clear why emphasis on South 

Africa is maintained through theoretical contributions from the North. Among the course 

objectives are: ‘providing learners with an overview of the historical development of the field of 

environmental sociology, an understanding of how classical sociology theory relates to 

contemporary environmental sociology...’ (ibid: 1). As with most modules in the department, the 

core/prescribed reading is in the form of a textbook: Hannigan, J. (2006). Environmental 

Sociology. (2nd edition). London & New York: Routledge. In addition to the textbook, students 

are furnished with ‘extracts... showcasing recent South African insights and empirical findings’ 

(ibid: 4). The reading material is as follows:  

Phalane, M.F. & Steady, F.C. 2009. Nuclear energy, hazardous waste, health, and environmental 
 justice in South Africa: The continuing legacy of apartheid, in Steady, F.C. (ed.). 
 Environmental Justice in the New Millennium: Global Perspectives on Race, Ethnicity, 
 and Human Rights. New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan. 189-201.;  

Khan, F. 2002. The roots of environmental racism and the rise of environmental justice in the 
 1990s, in McDonald, D.A. (ed.). Environmental justice in South Africa. Athens, Ohio: 
 Ohio University Press.;  

Cock, J. 2007. The War Against Ourselves: Nature, Power and Justice. Johannesburg: Wits 
 University Press.;  

Beinart, W. & Coates, P. 1995. Environment and History: The Taming of Nature in the USA and 
 South Africa. New York, NY: Routledge.;  

Walker, C. 2010. Land claims, land conservation and the public interest in protected areas, in 
 Freund, B. & Witt, H. (eds.) Development Dilemmas in Post-Apartheid South Africa. 
 Pietermaritzburg: University of KwaZulu Natal Press. 275-298.;  

Struwig, J. 2010. South Africans’ attitudes towards the environment, in Roberts, B., Wa Kivilu, 
 M. & Davids, Y.D.(eds.). South African Social Attitudes The 2nd Report: Reflections on 
 the Age of Hope. Cape Town: HSRC Press.;   

McGeoch, M.A., Butchart, S.H.M., Spear, D., Marais, E., Kleynhans, E.J., Symes, A., Chanson, 
 J. & Hoffmann, M. 2010. Global indicators of biological invasion: species numbers, 
 biodiversity impact and policy responses. Diversity and Distributions, 16:95108.;  
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Oelofse, C. 2003. A critical realist perspective on urban environmental risk: A case study of an 
 informal settlement in South Africa. Local Environment, 8(3):261275.;  

Cock, J. 2010. Connecting nature, power and justice, in Heinecken, L. & Prozesky, H. (eds.) 
 Society in Focus  Change Challenge and Resistance: Reflections from South African and 
 Beyond. Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing. 43-53.; and  

Dahlberg, A. C., & Burlando, C. 2009. Addressing trade-offs: Experiences from conservation 
 and development initiatives in the Mkuze wetlands, South Africa. Ecology and Society, 
 14(2):37-48. 

 
Sociology 364, ‘Meta-science’, introduces students to the ‘work of Robert K. Merton, who is 

widely considered to be the father of the sociology of science. His theoretical work... provides a 

starting point for discussions... on related issues within the South African context...’ (Sociology 

364 Course Outline 2007: 1). It is interesting to note that in almost all the modules students are 

introduced to ‘founding fathers’ of sociology. That in and of itself is not a bad thing, but it has to 

be acknowledged that even in the West there have been major developments since the ‘founding 

fathers’ wrote their texts. Not only that, some contemporary western theorists have levelled 

devastating critiques of the so-called classical theories. The reading list for this module is as 

follows:  

Hess, D.J. 1997. The institutional sociology of science. Pp. 52-80 (Chapter 3) in Science   
 Studies: An Advanced Introduction. New York: New York University Press.;  
Merton, R.K. [1973 (1942)]. The normative structure of science. Pp. 267-278 (Chapter 13) 
 The sociology of science: theoretical and empirical investigations. Chicago and London: 

University of Chicago Press.;  
Mouton, J.M. 2003. South African science in transition. Science, Technology and Society 8(2): 

235-260.;  
Boshoff, N. 2005. The representation of women academics in higher education in South Africa: 

progress in the pipeline? South African Journal of Higher Education 19(2): 359-377.;  
Prozesky, H.E. 2006. Gender differences in journal publication productivity among South 

African authors. South African Review of Sociology 37(2): 87-112.;  
Ilorah, R. 2006. The dilemma of the HBUs in South Africa. South African Journal of  
 Higher Education 20(3): 79-96.;  
Academy of Science of South Africa (ASSAf). 2006. Summary of the chapters. Pp. xiii-xxxiii in 

Report on a strategic approach to research publishing in South Africa. Pretoria: The 
Academy of Science of South Africa.;  

Pienaar, M., Blankley, W., Schirge, G.U. & Von Grunewald, G. 2000. The South African system 
of evaluating and rating individual researchers: its merits, shortcomings, impact and future. 
Research Evaluation 8(1): 27-36.; and 
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Uys, T. 2006. Evaluation and Rating of Social Scientists in South Africa. Paper presented at the 
16th World Congress of the International Sociological Association in Durban, South Africa, 
23-29 July. 

 

It is interesting to note that the department has no stand-alone undergraduate module on gender  

and related issues.  In the section that follows, we present postgraduate level course outlines.      

 

4.1.4 On Postgraduate Studies Reading Material 

Having presented the undergraduate course outlines, at this point we turn our attention to the 

postgraduate studies material. It is important to note that, in spite of the fact that the department 

conjoins sociology and anthropology, the pool of honours modules is relatively small. As a 

result, students of sociology take modules in anthropology and vice versa. The modules include: 

‘Research Methodology’, ‘Gender’, ‘Sociology of Work’, ‘HIV/Aids’ and Society, Culture and 

Identity’, ‘Applied Social Theory’ and students are expected to write an honours research report 

(mini-thesis). At master’s level there are two modules: ‘Research Design’ and ‘Advanced Social 

Theory’. The honours programme general information handout declares:  

The Honours Programme at [Soutspanberg] University equips students with the necessary 
research, analytical and thinking skills for a broad range of professions and occupations. 
At the end of an arduous academic year, students emerge confident and equipped not 
only to enter the labour market, but to pursue further academic studies locally or 
internationally. Our Honours students do exceptionally well on international exchange 
programmes, an indication of the quality of their education, training and development 
acquired during their Honours year. (Honours Handout 2012: 1) 

While the lecturers may be confident about ensuring international standards, such passion is not 

always shared by students.  A student who had recently returned from an exchange programme 

said, somewhat dejected, that she wished, while attending postgraduate seminars in Europe, that 

she had been introduced to more writings which were anchored on the African continent.19 This 

is so because she did not feel any different, in terms of what she had learnt at SU, from the 

European students in her class – she had no competitive edge, and instead she felt like she was 

competing with Europeans at their own game.  

                                                           
19

 26 March 2012 interview with Tarryn a postgraduate sociology student 
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It is important to note that we did not obtain course outlines for the postgraduate modules – save 

the ‘Research Methodology’ module. The material we rely on in this section is a document 

available, in PDF format, from the department’s webpage. The readings for the Research 

Methodology module include:  

Pallant, J. 2010. SPSS Survival Manual. Fourth Edition. Maidenhead: McGraw-Hill.;  
Babbie, E., Halley, F. S., Wagner, W. E. & Zaino, J. 2011. Adventures in Social Research: Data 
 Analysis Using IBM SPSS Statistics. Seventh Edition. California: Sage.;  
Bryman, A. & Cramer, D. 2009. Quantitative Data Analysis with SPSS 14, 15 & 16: A Guide for 
 Social Scientists.  New York: Routledge.;  
Acton, C., Miller, R., Fullerton, D. & Maltby, J. SPSS for Social Scientists. Second Edition. New 
 York: Palgrave MacMillan.;  
Field, A. 2009. Discovering Statistics Using SPSS. Third Edition. London: Sage.; and  
Neumann, W.L. 1997. Social Research Methods: Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches. 
 Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 
 
The description for the ‘Sociology of Work’ module, as it is written in the handout, is worth 

reproducing at length:   

In more recent times, debates around the changing world of work has often focused on 
two questions, namely: is post-Fordism replacing boring, alienating work under mass 
production and ushering in a new, fulfilling world of work? If so, can this new concept of 
production and organization be generalized throughout the world, including developing 
countries like South Africa? Or, stepping slightly away from this debate, are there 
actually more important questions we have to ask about work in South Africa and 
elsewhere today? This course takes students through the history and arguments of the 
‘transformation of work’ debate, but also gets to grips with real life issues in the 
contemporary world of work. We pick up on some central themes such as how the 
professions are changing, the importance of emotional labour in work today, the effect of 
employment equity and how non-standard work affects the social fabric of society. 
Included in this module is a fieldtrip to the fish factory I&J where students can witness 
and see Fordism in action, visualize what Marx meant by alienation, see the 
implementation of scientific management and understand global value chains in the 
production of consumer goods. (Honours Handout 2012: 2) 

This module raises critical questions which have some relevance to South Africa. To be sure, 

attempts to shy away from debates which claim to universalise and generalise about the nature 

and conditions of work are on the whole commendable. But there is no reading list in the 

handout as mentioned earlier. Description for an equivalent module at the University of 

Waterberg, such as is found on the department of sociology website, is as follows:  
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 This course focuses on how the nature of work is changing in the new economy, and the 
implications for economic opportunity and inequality in both South Africa and the United 
States. It is a reading-intensive course dealing with the theoretical literature on rapid 
economic restructuring and how this is shaping work and employment. The course 
consists of three main parts. Part one focuses on general theoretical issues in the world of 
work and the major changes that have taken place on a global scale. Part Two consists of 
series of comparative case studies that explore these themes in different industrial sectors 
in both the U.S. and South Africa. Part Three examines the response of labour, at a local 
(both U.S. and South Africa), regional (Southern African and North American) and 
global scale. 

Description for the module on ‘Gender’ states that: ‘While initially the concept was used 

extensively in analyses of the position of women, more recently there has been growing 

academic interest in gender as applied to men and the study of masculinity/ies’ (SU Honours 

Handout 2012:2). Again there is no reading list for this module. An equivalent the University of 

Waterberg is described as follows:  

This course traces the trajectory of feminist theory since the so-called 'second wave' and 
focuses on some of the central questions in feminist thought. These include questions 
such as what is oppression? How are patriarchy and capitalism related? Is there a 
sex/gender distinction? How do constructs of femininity and masculinity impact on our 
subjectivity? How is gender an embodied experience? The course will guide the student 
through a range of feminist theories that asks these questions and many more related to 
sexuality, the body, violence, subjectivity and emancipation. Participants will be expected 
to critically evaluate the theories in relation to contemporary life, and use them 
effectively to create their own theoretical standpoints. 

Here, too, there is no reading list. At the University of Ka-Manciza, a university which prides 

itself for being a ‘Premier University of African scholarship’, the equivalent sociology module is 

described, with assessment methods, as follows:   

The overall focus of this course is to explore feminism and gender relations in South 
Africa within a sociological perspective. Students will begin by developing a critique of 
Western feminism. This critique will draw on the voices of many racial and ethnic groups 
from Africa, India, Mexico and so on. We will look at African feminism(s) in relation to 
experience, identity, and region. We will then assess the status of feminism in South 
Africa today through exploration of the ongoing debate of theory versus experience. A 
major part of this assessment will involve a group research project within a feminist 
methodological paradigm allowing us the opportunity to explore feminist methodology.  

Here, too, there is no reading list on the department website.  
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This should lead us to the rest of the modules which are on ‘HIV/Aids and Society’and ‘Culture 

and Identity’, respectively. These two modules are more on the anthropology than the sociology 

stream. We need not comment on them since they, too, provide no clear information as to the 

reading material prescribed to the students.  

Finally we shall look at the ‘Social Theory’ module. Before we do, we should like to note that 

the master’s ‘Research Design’ module is about preparing students for the process of writing a 

proposal. The second master’s module, ‘Advanced Social Theory’, is the same as the honours 

‘Applied Social Theory’ – insofar as the readings are concerned, the difference lies in 

expectations and the mode of assessment. Let us focus our attention on ‘Applied Social Theory’. 

This module investigates ‘key concepts relating to questions of citizenship, governance, the state, 

NGOs, social movements and community-based organisations using the work of a number of key 

social theorists including Michel Foucault, Hannah Arendt, Zygmunt Bauman and Achille 

Mbembe’ (Honours Handout 2012: 2).  

An equivalent module at the University of Ka-Manciza is described as follows: ‘This course 

employs as central source the book on Contemporary Philosophy of Social Science by Brian 

Fay.’ It aims ‘to confront students with contemporary issues and theoretical approaches in the 

social sciences.’ There is no reading list available on the department’s website. However an 

equivalent module at the University of Waterberg is as described as follows:  

 Modernity and post-modernity; colonialism and the postcolonial; nation-state and 
globalization; are some of the key issues explored. The course aims to provide a 
conceptual and historical framework for thinking about just what it is that we mean by 
transition which will assist you in dealing with your later specialization. Authors 
discussed in the course include David Harvey, Marshall Berman, Edward Said, Michel 
Foucault, Paul Gilroy, Derek Sayer, Achille Mbembe and Frantz Fanon, amongst others. 

Though the key authors discussed in the module are listed above, the actual reading list does not 

appear.  

4.2 Summary 

This chapter formed the first of the two chapters on data presentation. It presented the material 

found in the department’s course outlines. In particular, it looked at the descriptive components 
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of the course outlines. This is so because these components give insight into what is to be 

expected and the reasoning behind the modules. It also presented the particular readings listed in 

the course outlines – at least in those courses outlines in which they are listed. In doing so, it also 

compared, where possible, these modules with those found in other departments. This was 

possible through a look at module/course description found in their websites. We have presented 

the modules from first year to postgraduate levels. It should be noted that in our web search it 

became apparent that while some modules have equivalents in other departments, many of them 

do not. In the chapter that follows, we present data on what students think of the reading material 

they are/were exposed to. Also, we present what lecturers have to say about the material they 

teach and their research interests vis-a-vis students’ interests. This will be possible because not 

only do the questions asked both to students and lecturers coincide, but because they fall under 

the same clusters/themes and so the responses will be presented as such. The general point is to 

bring the two parties into conversation, as it were.     
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Chapter Five 

Themes and Perspectives: Data Presentation Part II  

‘As African history unfolds, we must prepare ourselves for new intellectual tasks and not a mere 
repetition of what has been conceived elsewhere.’ (Mafeje 1994a: 210) 

5.0 Introduction 

Linked to the previous chapter, this second data presentation chapter brings together, in a 

thematic and interwoven fashion, the responses from students and members of academic staff 

respectively. The questions put both to students and lecturers centre on the same themes and as 

such it will be possible cluster the responses in a conversation-like narrative of their responses. 

Some of the themes include what is taught (readings), the question of rootedness on the 

continent, whose interests are served (i.e. do lecturers teach according to their research interests 

and do students find themselves in what is taught), are African sociologists taught in the modules 

and is (South) Africa always central to what is taught.   

 
We shall deliberately quote respondents’ extensively, instead of paraphrasing, so as to let their 

voices come to the fore. This chapter comprises four parts. The first section of this chapter starts 

with caveats and the way in which the researcher approaches this chapter. The second section 

deals with the research interests of the lecturers and whether their research interests intersect 

with what they teach. Also, this section enquires into some of the major texts prescribed by 

lecturers to students. The third section explores, from the students’ perspectives, what they have 

been taught (the readings/texts) and the question of whether (South) Africa is the central focus in 

what they had to learn. This also speaks to the question of whether the material prescribed to 

them, or the modules generally, speak to their personal histories and collective memories. The 

fourth section presents both the views of students and lecturers on their knowledge of the 

writings of African sociologists and of the very concept of African sociology. The final section 

presents the views of lecturers on the question of Africanisation or endogenisation of the social 

sciences generally and sociology in particular.  

5.1 Preliminary Remarks  
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It is important to note that while the author was guided by Mafeje’s notion of a ‘discursive 

method’ and ‘authentic interlocution’, he did not enter the research site as a neutral researcher. 

The researcher came to the site with his own ‘baggage’ as Mafeje (1998) puts it. This is so 

because while the topic is interesting in its own right, the researcher was drawn to it by his own 

experiences of undergraduate training. Indeed, the said baggage is the primary motivation behind 

conducting research on this topic. While that may serve as a limitation, insofar as it could lead to 

intellectual bias, it could also serve to challenge the researcher to engage in self-reflexivity. Such 

baggage can, as well, serve as a preliminary source of enquiry into the problem. This is so 

because:  

While conventional studies might harbour such [‘objective’] pretensions (with obvious potential 
benefits), not every subject matter can be adequately explored with the rigour of a sample survey. 
Subjective and intersubjective accounts sometimes say much more about a phenomenon 
than does a dull and phoney objectivity... One is always doing fieldwork, even when not 
formally in the field. [Therefore] while confining social research to formal field situations 
might yield 'hard facts', it detracts from those realities that may not immediately fit our practiced 
instruments and scholarly maniere de faire. (Nyamnjoh 2005: 297–8) 

 
In speaking of ‘subjectivity’ and ‘inter-subjectivity’, it should be noted, one is not denying that 

this can also lead to intellectual bias. It is, rather, a general recognition that being aware of this 

issue can also force the researcher to produce fair accounts of his unit of analysis. While this 

researcher is no neutral outsider to what is being studied, that should not be seen a problem 

because he has learnt to subject his own views to critical examination. There will, therefore, be 

no attempt to suppress this prior knowledge but rather to draw from it in an attempt to enrich the 

study. 

 

Against this background, this chapter attempts (with several themes and questions common in 

the set of questions put both to lecturers and students) to present data. Chief among these 

questions are: Is South Africa central to or the point of reference in the courses taught in the 

department? Who are some of the (South) African sociologists introduced to students? Do the 

writings of (South) African sociologists form part of ‘prescribed’ or ‘core’ readings, or are they 

‘additional’ readings? Does it matter to students that they were introduced to (South) African 

sociologists? Do readings prescribed to them speak to their lived experiences? Correspondingly, 

do lecturers teach according to their research interests or what they believe to be important for 
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students to know? Is (South) Africa given enough attention? What are their views on 

‘Africanisation’ or ‘endogenisation’ of the social sciences generally and sociology in particular?   

 
5.2 Research Interests, Courses and Major Texts: What Lecturers Say 

 
In this section we shall present the answers from the lecturers on the questions relating to: their 

research interests, whether those interests are linked to what they teach, some of the texts they 

prescribe in their modules and whether South Africa is given enough attention in those modules. 

We asked these questions based on concerns raised, respectively, by Thaver (2002) and Oloyede 

(2006). In a review article of Graaff’s book – What is Sociology? – Thaver asked:  

Are we seeking to teach at the introductory level something meaningful about society or 
do we wish to establish a level of sociological theorising before we have in fact put in 
place some understanding of what constitutes society at its simplest determinations and 
then in an incremental logic move on to increasing levels of complexity? (Thaver 2002: 
157) 

 
The issue, it would seem, is that Graaff’s book, far from being an introductory text he had 

intended it to be, ended up avoiding any systematic engagement with South Africa as an 

empirical source of knowledge. The upshot of this flaw in the book, Thaver (2002: 162) writes, 

does 'little if anything at all to promote the discipline of sociology as a dynamic field of study 

actively engaging in the challenges of the day' – such a flaw can, one suspects, be extended to 

other social sciences as well. In electing to remain at an abstract or theoretical level, Graaff failed 

to connect the book to his intended audience’s – students – lived experiences or collective 

memories.      

 
The second motivation behind these questions is one which was raised by Oloyede, and that is 

that:  

There are instances where courses are more often a reflection of a lecturer's interests and 
experience than of students' interests and needs. This, of course, is understandable 
because expertise in a particular area or areas is essential. However, one could argue that 
this might result in a lack of sequential learning, building on blocks of knowledge that 
build up to a more sophisticated understanding and encouragement of the imagination 
and efforts at synthesis (Association of American Colleges, 1990) or what Thaver (2002: 
157) calls 'an incremental logic'. (Oloyede 2006: 351) 
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These concerns are not raised here to judge our research participants but in order to get a sense of 

whether students do in fact get the sort of education envisioned not only by sociologists like 

Thaver and Oloyede, but one which is envisioned by the author as well. This is a coherent 

curriculum which takes the locale as its starting point rather than ‘a kind of afterthought’ (Jubber 

2006: 339). As such, here we will present some of the lecturers’ answers as they responded to 

our questions.  

 
In an interview with the author, Mr Msindo (24 April 2012) responded as follows:  

Interviewer: Could you tell me about your research interests?  

Mr Msindo: I have developed an interest on numerous issues, globalisation and collective 
bargaining. But my key research interests are around Black Economic Empowerment 
(BEE), HIV/AIDS, informal economy (small businesses) and this whole issue of 
xenophobia. Of course my honours and masters were around the issue workplace 
restructuring so I did a lot of work on those particular issues.  

Interviewer: Are these aligned to the courses you teach?  

Mr Msindo: It is not always possible for junior guys like us. You just walk into the 
department and then the HOD says ‘Look we just lost a senior person who has just retired 
and we are in need of a person who can teach Crime and Deviance’, which is what I’m 
teaching. I’m teaching Deviance. So I had to teach Deviance because there was a vacuum 
in the department. Then later on, I think it was last year [2011] when I said, ‘This is not 
working for me. My PhD is specifically in the field of Industrial Sociology and I’m 
teaching a course on Crime and Deviance. I need some sort of alignment here’. Then I 
went back to Industrial Sociology. So now there is that kind of correlation between my 
PhD and what I’m teaching.  

Interviewer: What are the major texts in these courses?  

Mr Msindo: Firstly, I’m teaching first years and second years on full-time basis. So far 
we have used Haralambos and Horlborn [for first years], and we are using Anderson and 
Taylor from the first edition, the third to the fourth and the fifth edition. And you know 
we are teaching first years so you cannot just prescribe an American text. You obviously 
have to prescribe South African textbooks. So South African texts: Popenoe, the South 
African version, that was produced, I can’t remember how many chapters from Popenoe. 
But obviously it lost its interest. But it came back. For second years I am using the key 
text that we normally use is by C Wright Mills, Sociological Imagination, and then of 
course. You see the thing is we have just restructured our undergraduate curriculum. We 
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used to have [modules on] ‘Social Institutions’ and ‘Social Change’. But we have decided 
to collapse both modules into one. So we have ‘South African Social Issues’. So you 
have three people teaching ‘Social Issues’. I taught in the past two years HIV/AIDS, 
where obviously I would teach the works of Steven Robins, and of course chapters in the 
textbooks that I have just mentioned and other people. 

Interviewer: So if I’m getting you right you are saying South Africa is at the centre of, or 
central to, what you are teaching? 

Mr Msindo: Yes, yes, yes 

One should note that even if South Africa is the main point of reference in the module/course, it 

does not follow that the paradigms used in the module/course are rooted in the locale. South 

Africa may very well be used as an empirical illustration of these received paradigms.  

In response to the same questions, Dr Bester (24 April 2012) had this to say:    

Dr Bester: My research is mainly in sociology of religion.  

Dr Bester: Yes. At first year level I teach a course on the institution of religion. I also 
teach social theory so Sociology of Religion is closely linked to sociology of knowledge. 
So I’m able to satisfy that interest there. I also teach in the international programme. 
There I also teach the institution of religion, I look at the political sociology of liberation 
theology. I teach in two international programmes on a regular basis. I’m also the 
convenor for sociology of religion for SASA and I have been for the last six years.  

Dr Bester: At this university we don’t use many texts. So we try to keep the cost down. 
So we take excerpts from texts which we pay for. But I have my own texts which I use. I 
have key texts. For example ‘new religious model’, McGuire’s Religion and Social 
Contexts, I have my own book and essays, which I prescribed last year [2011] and I’m 
prescribing it this year – the book is called ‘The Hadjj’. It’s about the Sociology of 
Religion and the Sociology of Interpersonal Communication.  

Dr Bester: Yes, of course. The world is explored at the same time. But South Africa is 
important, context.  

Prof Heinemann (16 April 2012) responded as follows:  

Prof Heinemann: Research interests in the field of Armed forces and Society, specifically 
human resource issues affecting the military and South African military in particular. 
Issues such as trade unionism, diversity issues, HIV/Aids, preparing for military 
missions, civil-military relations. 
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Prof Heinemann: Yes – aligned to both courses in Industrial Sociology and Political 
Sociology – although not directly. 

See my module outlines. [Refer to sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3, respectively, the material is 
under Industrial Sociology 252 and Political Sociology 324]  

Prof Heinemann: Yes, mostly but of course not exclusively as theory related to studies is 
generic.  

Mr Willem (02 May 2012), on the other had this to say: 

Mr Willem: Mainly Research Methods and Research Methodology, but I’m also doing 
work on social security issues.  

Mr Willem: Yes. I teach a course on Research Methodology.  

Mr Willem: There is no core text really. It’s usually various chapters from books or 
journal articles. But there is a book by Barbie and also Mouton to make the course more 
South African.  

Mr Willem: Yes. Most of the case studies that one use, where one illustrates what is 
written in the text are South African and one even draws examples from the SADC 
region. But given that I teach a course on Research Methods, I’m sure you’d agree that 
the principles are the same e.g. questions of sampling etc. But we also try to use local 
examples to problematise widely accepted ways of conducting research. For example one 
would find a questionnaire which asks a person about his ‘marital status’. Of course that 
assumes that the person is either married or not married. Yet in South Africa one could 
find people would not fit both of these categories.  

Dr Pearl (28 March 2012) responded as follows via email:   

Dr Pearl: My current research activities reflect an interest in Environmental Sociology, 
sociology of science, and social research methodology. I have developed a strong 
research interest in stakeholder perceptions of various environmental and conservation 
issues, such as water quality, invasive alien species, ecosystem services, sustainable 
natural resource management, rural livelihoods, and human impacts on biodiversity. With 
regard to the sociology of science, my focus is on scientometric analysis of research 
output, particularly as it relates to gender and race. My social research methodology 
interest is reflected in my current supervision of postgraduate students who are studying 
methods effects, attaining validity in qualitative research, the challenges involved in 
measuring complex constructs, methodological trends over time, and methodology 
training at postgraduate level (in the last two instances also dovetailing with my research 
within the field of sociology of science). 
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Dr Pearl: Yes. I teach a third-year course on environmental sociology, and a MA course 
on the conceptualisation and design of research. I used to teach a third-year course on the 
sociology of science, but that has been replaced by the course in environmental 
sociology. 

 Dr Pearl: For the course on environmental sociology in 2012, I prescribed a reader that 
 consisted of the following: [See Annexure A]  

For the course on the conceptualisation and design of research, I prescribed the following 
in 2012: [See Annexure B] 

 
Prof Petersen (26 April 2012) responded as follows:  

Prof Petersen: I’m interested in studying young people, social identity, I focus on race 
and gender. I look at various dimensions of power as well. I have done research in school 
around the question of social identity. 

Prof Petersen: Yeah, yeah. I mean one of the reasons why I do that kind of research is to 
use it to teach. So it’s [research] for teaching purposes as well not just for publication.  

And at the moment I generate resource material in my teaching so, for example, in a 
course teach around homophobia I did a kind of questionnaire where students have to 
answer and I tabulate the answers and give the back the material and get them talking. In 
a sense I use students themselves as resources.      

Prof Petersen: It’s fairly central yeah. At the moment I’m teaching, first year and second 
year courses, a course on Deviance, Crime and Social Control. I’m teaching a course 
around sex work and gays and lesbians and those are based in South Africa, not just 
South Africa, but mainly South Africa. I’m also doing a course around the discourse of 
racialisation of crime - how crime operates in the context of South Africa. So a lot of 
what I teach is focused on South Africa.  

With regards to Oloyede’s concern that sometimes courses reflect lecturers’ needs rather than 

students’ concerns, some of the responses were as follows:  

Interviewer: How do you respond to the claim that more often than not, lecturers teach 
courses which reflect their research interests rather than their students’ interests or needs?  

Prof Heinemann: Yes, this can be the case, but not in my teaching. I am of the firm 
opinion that students should be taught what they need to know in the field and not the 
lecturer’s pet research topic (16 April 2012).  
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Dr Pearl: I have not yet heard such a claim being made. Teaching courses which reflects 
one’s research interests is an ideal I thought we all strove for, as it leads to efficient and 
effective teaching of relevant content (28 March 2012). 

Mr Msindo: It depends on the level of students you are teaching. If you teach first years 
obviously your immediate directive is to introduce students to as much as possible to a 
variety of material that is available. You know you have like a pyramid scheme. Where, 
say, you teach Social Institutions, you introduce them to as much as social institutions as 
possible. With the idea that as they move towards second year they’ll begin to know what 
the books say, and as they move to their third they’ll know exactly what to do. Because 
sometimes students don’t know that they’ll majoring in sociology. Such decisions are 
made in the second part of second year. So if you want to align your research interests 
then sometimes it becomes difficult for first and second years. But for third years you can 
give them case studies based on what you do in your research and even involve them in 
your research, then it becomes easier at postgraduate level to align the two i.e. research 
interests and the courses you teach (24 April 2012). 

Dr Bester: That depends. I’m not one of those. My interest is in historical sociology. Now 
there are not many historical sociologists in the world (24 April 2012).  

Mr Willem: Well, I don’t think that’s a problem per se. It’s difficult to say a priori what 
students’ needs are. Our group of first years is different from last years’ cohort. So how 
do we determine what their needs are? We can only teach what we know and think is best 
for students – such as critical reasoning, imparting sociological imagination etc (02 May 
2012).  

Prof Petersen: At the moment I generate resource material in my teaching so, for 
example, in a course I teach around homophobia I did a kind of questionnaire where 
students have to answer and I tabulate the answers and give the back the material and get 
them talking. In a sense I use students themselves as resources (26 April 2012).      

This last response from Prof Petersen is not dissimilar to Oloyede’s proposal. In his article, 

‘Sociologia Cognitia’, Oloyede states that:  

In a practical sense, it would undoubtedly be useful and effective if students are 
encouraged, for example, to write introspective papers in which they analyse personal 
experiences using sociological theories and concepts learned in class (experiences with 
prejudice or discrimination, the dynamics of their intimate relationships, breaches of 
everyday social norms). The purpose of this would not simply be to tell a story or to use 
individual experiences to refute long-standing social theories. The goal is that of infusing 
in them the sociological imagination: to promote, as stated by Mills (1959), a social 
awareness of the interplay between structure and power; to make the students come to 
terms with the world in which others are constantly influencing them. This type of 
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exercise would begin to open up issues which trigger students' inquisitive minds. They 
would begin to see the significance of ideas, beliefs and perceptions in, to borrow from 
Berger and Luckman, the construction of social reality, and indeed the root of ideas, 
beliefs and perceptions. (Oloyede 2006: 351-2) 
 

The point thus is not merely to teach critical reasoning but also to ensure that students find 

themselves in the curriculum.  

 
5.3 Major Texts and South Africa as Point of Departure: Students’ Responses 

 
Students were asked questions relating to some of the major or core texts prescribed to them over 

the years. Also, they were asked questions relating to the question as to whether or not South 

Africa was the central focus in the modules they took. These questions, as can be seen, relate in 

important ways to those put to lecturers about the readings they prescribe and whether they took 

South Africa as the point of reference. In asking corresponding questions to lecturers and 

students one sought to get a sense of whether the enthusiasm displayed by lecturers is also shared 

by students as well. This is not to judge or pit lecturers against students but to try and relate data 

to the literature. After all, sociologists such as Thaver (2002) and Oloyede (2006), have stated, 

each independently, that sociology textbooks such as the one by Graaff either deter would-be 

students of sociology or alienate those who are already taking the course. In this regard, Thaver’s 

submission tallies with Oloyede’s submission that sometimes (though not always a bad thing) 

courses reflect lecturers’ interests rather than students’ needs. Let us consider the following 

responses:   

Interviewer: What were some of the major texts/readings you were exposed to?  

Tarryn: [Laughs] I can’t remember. I don’t know if that’s a reflection of me or reflection 
of the text. We had Barbie and Mouton research textbook.  Definitely Marx, Das Kapital, 
Grundrisse, Adam Smith, I know in Honours we did Hegel and Heidegger, basically the 
more philosophical side of social theory. We did Thus Spake Zarathustra [Nietzsche] and 
I went ‘whoa!’ ‘What is this?’ We did Walter Benjamin, quite a few of the Frankfurt 
School. I mean we did Adorno. I enjoyed that sort of writing. In undergraduate we did 
like snippets of article and books. (26 March 2012)       

Save Barbie and Mouton, no mention is made of South African authors who articulate locally 

grounded theories.  
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Interviewer: Was (South) Africa always at the centre or point of reference in all these 
courses? 

Tarryn: I think it depends on the subject. Like in Political Sociology, we dealt with quite 
a lot of Africa. And I think it is quite over simplified I mean ‘weak states’, ‘strong states’, 
‘failed states’ and whatever. In Social Theory we dealt most with the texts rather than try 
to apply them to a specific context. In Development we dealt with quite a lot of South 
Africa. I think most of the undergraduate courses were South Africa grounded. But to be 
honest a lot of what we did in undergrad is quite blurred in my memory I don’t know if 
that was because of the pressure, the way we taught or the size of the class because our 
classes are quite big and that affects the type of instruction. (26 March 2012)  

Interviewer: What were some of the major texts/readings you were exposed to?  

Steve: Definitely Marx, Das Kapital, Grundrisse, we spent quite a lot of time on Freud, 
the person who teaches Social Theory believes quite a lot in Freud (specifically his 
Civilisation and Discontent), personally I’m not a big fan of him. We did quite a lot of 
Frankfurt School, so we did Adorno, Benjamin, Horkheimer, Habermas, but a lot of 
Adorno and Benjamin. But that’s more social theory. We did Heidegger’s Being and 
Time, I remember hating Heidegger, we did Hegel’s Master Slave Dialectic. And then in 
the elective we did EP Thompson. We do sort of kind of weird things like Foucault where 
as in the theory class we do sort of Durkheim, Marx etc. The founding fathers of 
sociology. (27 April 2012) 

Interviewer: Was (South) Africa always at the centre or point of reference in all these 
courses? 

Steve: No I would not say so. Especially the theory I mean it was so abstract that we 
never really discussed practical issues. I guess in my masters we did a course on 
Johannesburg. But overall, not really hey. (27 April 2012) 

Here, too, no mention is made of texts from within. Nor is (South) Africa seen as central. Nania 
responded as follows: 

Nania: Durkheim, Webber, Marx, Geertz, Douglas, Comaroffs, Furgeson…I think most 
of the classics. (23 April 2012) 

Nania: No. Our courses were more about equipping us to do research, than giving us facts 
about our own context.  (23 April 2012)  

There does not seem to be major points of divergence in these responses.  

William: Durkheim, Marx, Goffman, Mbembe (12 April 2012)  
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William: In the majority of the courses South Africa was the central focus. (12 April 
2012)  

5.3.1 Lived Experiences  

When lecturers were asked whether they think that their courses/reading material help students 

have a better understanding or make sense of their societies, some of their answers were as 

follows:   

‘Yes, absolutely. The industrial sociology course helps them understand how work has 
changed and how this affects employment and their future employment. The political 
sociology course helps them understand how power is used and abused in society and the 
effect of conflict on society (Prof Heinemann 16 April 2012).’  

Or ‘Yes, that is the whole point. If that’s not the whole point then we can’t explain why 
we are still teaching (Mr Donald 16 March 2012).’  

Student’s responses to the question as to whether or not their reading material helps them make 

sense of their societies or whether the material speaks to their lived experiences vary a great deal. 

Here are some of their answers:  

‘Yes they did speak to my reality to a degree. Yet I also felt that they did not speak to my 
reality – as a young coloured South African male – enough (Leonard 12 April 2012).’ 

‘Yes the readings did help me understand South Africa better in relation to citizenship 
(William 13 April 2012).’ 

‘I think all research is relevant. Though some areas interest me more than others, I think 
the work our supervisors chose were brilliant. Come to think of it, yes, they were really 
diverse.  And it is true that the work on South Africa is fascinating because it gives me 
insight into the society we live in today. Especially things on race, class and gender. 
These were not in the majority though. I think we had a good balance (Nania 23 April 
2012).’ 

 ‘Yeah, definitely. I think so. I like the fact that they help me think critically (Lauren 18 
April 2012).’  

‘I think my reality as a white South African is very different from someone studying at 
Fort Hare or at Wits because I’m from SU and it’s a European kind of department. But 
maybe I can see but I don’t know any other environment. I don’t, for example, have a lot 
of contact with poor black people who are living in the township. I don’t go to poor areas. 
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For me it explains it okay. But that might just be my shortcoming. I wouldn’t know any 
better (David 03 May 2012).’ 

‘Mostly, I can say black students share my views and you see because these westernised 
ideologies do not really relate to our realities. Or issues that affect us directly. Because in 
fact most of the theories come from very different background. They have their own 
agenda. Maybe they formulate them, so they don’t relate in fact to my background. They 
have their own dynamics. So there’s no correlation (Sizwe 02 April 2012).’ 

‘Well I think there must be some balance. It’s nice to read Nietzsche and say ‘oh look at 
this reading’. But at the same time you need something that speaks to your reality 
alongside that. You need texts that are relevant. Why can’t we come up with our own 
(Tracy 03 April 2012)?’  

These issues are not, of course, straightforward or clear-cut. Questions of race, class and gender 

– though not explored – heavily influence how students view or relate to these questions. For 

example some find the material relevant while others do not. Some find the material fascinating 

but still feel that something is missing – words like ‘balance’ or ‘westernised agenda’, ‘as a 

young coloured South African male’, ‘as a white South African’, ‘I can say black students’, 

‘poor black people’ etc. are indicative. Below we should like to explore exposure to, and 

knowledge of, African sociology and African sociologists by both lecturers and students. 

5.4 On African Sociology and African Sociologists 

Answers to the question of African sociologists and African sociology vary and at times are quite 

contradictory. The real issue, however, might be lack of exposure to the very concept of African 

sociology. While some lecturers, for example, tell you about the African sociologists they expose 

students to, they are not aware of the idiom of African sociology – which is taken for granted, 

correctly, by sociologists such as Onoge (1977), Magubane (2000) and Adesina (2008c). Let us 

consider some of the questions put to lecturers in this regard.  

Interviewer: Which African sociologists have you introduced your students to?    
Mr Donald: Fanon, Biko, Magubane and I did suggest a piece by Andile Mngxitama. 
Interviewer: Have you actually heard of the concept of ‘African sociology’? 
Mr Donald: Well, no really but I would imagine that it exists. I think Magubane has a 
book titled African sociology. So yeah. (16 March 2012) 
 

In response to the same questions, Dr Pearl responded as follows: 
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Dr Pearl: Jacklyn Cock and David Fig.  
Dr Pearl: No. (28 March 2012) 
 

Dr Pearl mentions only two African sociologists. Yet in her list of texts she prescribes to students 

the majority of the authors are South African – especially the module on Environmental 

Sociology. The meaning of this is not immediately clear. 

Prof Petersen: Well I suppose people like Fanon and Biko. I guess it depends on what 
you mean by South African sociologists. I teach about people who were thinking 
sociologically but who would not be recognised as sociologists. But I suppose Biko and 
Ngugi stuff like that. I draw on post-colonial thinkers – Edward Said for example, and 
people like Stuart Hall.  
 
Prof Petersen: Not really. (26 April 2012) 

 
While one may not need a degree in sociology to be a sociologist, the question as to why African 

academics (Fatima Meer, Ruth First etc.) who wrote sociological works are not utilised is not 

entirely clearly.  

   
Dr Bester: That’s a good question. I use Fanon, he might not have been born in Africa but 
he certainly saw himself as an African. When I came here I used the works of an African 
sociologist who has never been taught in this country. His name is Ibn Khaldun. I teach 
the theories of Ibn Khaldun.   
 
Dr Bester: Not as a formal concept but certainly I read quite a lot of African sociologists; 
though some are not directly relevant to what I teach. (24 April 2012) 
 

I think Dr Bester’s second response highlights what we have termed lack of exposure to the 

concept of African sociology – though he himself reads the works of African sociologists.  

Mr Msindo: Jimi Adesina is among them, Eddie Webster, Andries Bezeidenhout, Ben 
Magubane, Sakhele Buhlungu, Ari Sitas, Neville Alexander, Tina Uys, Simon Bekker a 
whole lot. 

Mr Msindo: Well, I have come across it in Adesina’s work and I have heard him talk 
about it at various SASA congresses. (24 April 2012)  
 

Prof Heinemann responded as follows: 
  

Prof Heinemann: Refer to the module outlines. [Political Sociology 324 and Industrial 
Sociology 252]  
 
Prof Heinemann: Not specifically. (16 April 2012)  
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These are some of the answers from the lecturers. Let us look at corresponding answers from 

students about whether they have been exposed to African sociologists or not.   

Interviewer: Could you tell me about some of the African sociologists which you have 
been introduced to thus far?    
Nania: John and Jean Comaroff and James Furgeson, Steven Robins, Achille Mbembe, 
Fancis Nyamnjoh. (23 April 2012)  

The people mentioned above by Nania are not, strictly speaking, sociologists. Unless, of course, 

one works with the notion that one need not be a sociologist with a capital S to write sociological 

works. Lusanda responded as follows:  

Lusanda: None. I can’t remember being introduced to any African sociologist. (21 April 
2012)  
 
Johnson: The only African sociologist I have been introduced to is Achille Mbembe. I 
found his writings on the city and citizenship very interesting (12 April 2012). 

 
Mbembe’s work is not sociological. Nor, for that matter, is it social scientific. With its emphasis 

on aesthetics or texts i.e. ‘writing’ this or that, instead of writing about this or that, one could 

argue that it belongs to literary criticism.  

Jobby: There aren’t many African sociologists but Achille Mbembe, Sarah Nuttal and 
Fiona Ross.  (07 May 2012). 
 

Tracy responded as follows: 
 

Tracy: What African sociologists? No. Never. (03 April 2012). 

Steve: Well, like what do you mean by African sociologists? You mean black people? Is 
it people who write from Africa?  
Interviewer: Well I use the term collectively not simply black people but people who 
write from Africa.  
Steve: Okay I would say I have not been introduced formally by the institution like 
people teaching me their texts. But I have read their texts. I have read some of Jacky 
Cock’s texts, but then yeah I go to SASA and seeing people and here them present their 
work and then I would go and do research and read their works. But I would not say I 
have been introduced to their texts. But I’d say that I have been introduced to some South 
African texts but not like the African Renaissance [i.e. Africa-centred texts like Mafeje, 
Magubane etc.] kind of way. I mean there is someone in our department who is doing 
research and teaching a course on the environment and introduces students to some South 
African writers in this field. (27 April 2012)  
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The question we put to students as to whether or not it matters if they were exposed to African 

Sociologists or African sociology elicited interesting responses. Some of the responses are as 

follows:  

Interviewer: Does it matter to you if you were taught the writings of African sociologists 
or not? If so, why? If not, why not? 
 
Helen: Well ja it matters, when I think about it. Because you want to locate where you 
are from. You can’t always refer to theories which were formulated in places which are 
far from your own. You are dealing with different geographical spaces, different 
circumstances. So there is a kind of disconnect. (24 April 2012)  

Tatum: If you prescribe or talk about African scholars then it becomes the ‘nativist club’. 
But if you look at the amount of Northern scholars they prescribe... I would love to have 
learnt more African scholars. Because it’s like you need Freud to understand the black 
man. You need Marx to understand the black man. Let’s not even get to the black 
woman. Like right now I’m reading [on my own] a lot of African fiction and I find it 
extremely valuable. (3 April 2012)       

Nania: For me it is important to deal with the work of African social scientists because 
they often deal with issues close to home, they have a “native” perspective that is very 
different from external researchers and because they inspire me as a researcher. On the 
other hand, I think we need to be exposed to the best researchers (irrespective of where 
they are from) and also the pioneers. (23 April 2012)  

William: It does not really matter to me if I was taught the writings of an African 
sociologist. My argument is that does a sociologist have to be “African” to write about 
Africa or South Africa? I do not think so. What does matter to me is the quality of the 
authors’ work, African or not. (12 April 2012) 

Sizwe: I can’t remember being introduced to any Africa sociologist. It does matter to me. 
I’m in Africa and I’m an African. The dynamics of Africa, it seems to me, are understood 
better by Africans and South Africans. But you might say it’s too late because I have 
been stereotyped by these western ideologies and theories which in fact have overlooked 
the African perspective. But at the same time it might not be too late it is still critical. I 
am still an African and I’m in South Africa so I still need to understand the dynamics of 
this continent. (02 April 2012) 

These responses should lead us to the question of Africanisation or endogenisation of the social 

sciences generally and sociology particularly.  

5.5 On Endogenisation of Sociology  

In this section we should like to look at some of the responses from the lecturers on the question 

of endogenisation of the social sciences. We have pointed out earlier on that various sociologists 
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(Adesina 2005, 2006a, 2006b, 2006c, Hendricks, 2006; Jubber 2006, 2007) in South Africa 

lament the fact that South Africa sociologists do not take the locale seriously enough to theorise 

about it. Now to theorise about the locale implies Africanising or endogenising sociology in 

South Africa. The extent to which South African sociologists are receptive to this idea is not 

known. But here are the answers from those based at SU.    

Interviewer: What are your views on ‘endogenisation’ of higher education curriculum 
and the social sciences (Sociology) in particular?  
Dr Pearl:  It depends on whether there is enough quality material to prescribe. (28 March 
2012)  
 
Prof Heinemann: There is no problem if the scholars work is of international standard. 
(16 April 2012)  

Mr Msindo: I would not mind being counted as one of the advocates of indigenous 
knowledge. I’ll tell you what, currently the Minister of Higher Education Blade 
Nzimande has commissioned a study which looks at how the social sciences can be 
revamped because the social sciences have not taken their rightful place in South Africa. 
His argument is that during apartheid people turned to sociologists, for example, for ideas 
on how to make sense of their society. I would definitely advocate indigenisation. (24 
April 2012)      

Mr Donald: I’m not opposed to it. But I must say that theory travels. Even Magubane and 
Mafeje were heavily influenced by Marxism. So while I’m not opposed to the idea of 
indigenous knowledge I also think we should be open to ideas from other parts of the 
world. We should engage theory whatever its point of origin. (16 March 2012)  
 
Mr Willem: Yes, we support it – this idea of theorising from the South. People are 
coming up with interesting ideas. (02 May 2012)  
   
Mr Bester: Of course. Absolutely. My major work, the work that I have done in the last 
few years is shaped by that kind of thinking. (24 April 2012)  

Prof Petersen: It depends on what you mean by indigenising. We need to find ways of 
understanding how education operates in South Africa. That is what I would understand 
by indigenising. But sometimes people work with patronising assumptions of what 
indigenous knowledge is. (26 April 2012)  

These are the answers from lecturers presented as they are. It appears then that they are not 

opposed, though not without qualifications, to the idea of taking (South) Africa as the point of 

departure or of endogenous knowledge – in the social sciences and, a fortiori, sociology. 

5.6 Summary 
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An in-depth analysis of the data presented here will be analysed in the following chapter. The 

data presentation method adopted in this chapter may not always be palatable to some. However 

it makes a lot of sense if we are to remain true to the Mafejean discursive method and authentic 

interlocution we attempt to have here. This chapter sought to present data as it is, to let it speak 

for itself as it were. It should be stated that while we used excessive quotations, interviews were 

not quoted verbatim. This is so because sometimes not everything said in interviews is relevant 

even though it might be important in other contexts. Also, we have to consider space and word 

limit to studies of this nature. While we have elected to present data almost as it is, we shall have 

occasion to discuss it in the next chapter. This chapter then proceeded as follows. The first 

section laid groundwork by stating the manner in which we conceived of this chapter. The 

second section presented responses to the questions relating to major texts adopted in the courses 

taught by lecturers, their research interests and whether such interests coincide with what they 

teach. Correspondingly, the third section asked students questions around the texts they are 

exposed to, whether South Africa is taken seriously enough as the point of departure in their 

courses and whether the material so prescribed speaks to their lived experiences. The fourth 

section dealt primarily with whether or not lecturers and students are familiar with African 

sociologists and African sociology. The final section focused mainly on the lecturers’ views on 

endogenisation of sociology. With this data in place, in the next chapter we should like to discuss 

it and some of the salient feature of it.       
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Chapter Six 

Conclusion 

6.0 Introduction 

In the first instance this study is informed by the author’s experience of his undergraduate and 

honours level curriculum. Secondly, it came about as a result of the author’s encounter with 

postgraduate students at a postgraduate roundtable in a conference in Pretoria, wherein the said 

students expressed their feelings of alienation as a result of extraverted curriculum. Thirdly, the 

author had heard of an incident of undergraduate students who heckled their lecturers because 

they were taught about ‘dead European men’. All of the above were sufficient to motivate the 

author to pursue a study on the question of curriculum transformation such as it relates to 

epistemological decolonisation. In order to get a sense of how to contextualise and conceptualise 

the problem, the author reviewed literature on the question of curriculum transformation, 

particularly the social sciences. Given that it was next to impossible to investigate all of the 

social sciences, and indeed all the departments of sociology in South African universities, the 

author elected to conduct a case study of a department of sociology in a South African 

university. Below we discuss noteworthy insights and findings of the study.    

6.1 Preliminary Remarks  

What (South) African and Third World scholars call, variously, the problem of ‘extraversion’ 

(Adesina 2005, 2006a, 2010; Hountondji 1997; Mafeje 1992, 2000a,  2001b) or ‘academic 

dependency’ (Alatas 2003), which prevails in the writings of Third World scholars has 

implications for what is taught in the classroom. The extraversion prevailing in some South 

African sociological writings has adverse effects on some of the students who have to take 

modules where such writings are prescribed. In section 2.2 of chapter two we have provided only 

three examples of such alienating writings. In the first chapter, in an attempt to give background 

to the study, we have mentioned first the author’s experience of the alienating nature of his 

undergraduate and honours curriculum, the experiences of students (who protested against 

Eurocentric curriculum) at one of South Africa’s ‘leading’ universities and postgraduate 
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participants at a conference (who spoke about their experiences of their university education). 

These issues combined to form the point of departure for this study.  

At the level of epistemology and research, the erasure and avoidance of locally grounded 

theories denies any possibility of there being a truly ‘South African sociology’. Mafeje’s and 

Magubane’s exemplary ideas, to name but a few, are just the few writings which one has in mind 

when speaking of an (South) African sociology. The issue is not simply a case of producing a list 

local scholars or conducting research locally but to engage the locale both existentially and 

epistemologically in an attempt to produce endogenous theories and not merely to export data for 

scholars in the West to theorise. Alatas (2003) has commented on the pitfalls of this practice. To 

argue for an engagement with local knowledge is not to deny or shut out knowledge from other 

parts of the world. It is, rather, an acknowledgement that knowledge which takes seriously its 

immediate surroundings yields deeper insights. 

Informed by the foregoing insights, this study is a result of a case study of a department of 

sociology in a South African university. The unit of analysis in this study has been the nature of 

the sociology curriculum in the said department. To get answers to our research questions, we 

studied course outlines, interviewed students (to learn about their views and experiences of the 

curriculum) and members of academic staff in the said department (to get a sense of what their 

research interests are and whether such interests coincide with what they teach). Additional 

information/data was collected through an internet search of modules and teaching material in 

three other departments of sociology in South African universities. This was done with an eye to 

see points of convergence and points of divergence in similar modules.  

As intimated above, the study relied on Mafeje’s theoretical orientations and methodological 

approach. In bringing in Mafeje’s work, part of what we sought to do was to shift or move away 

from merely identifying the problem but also to attempt to find a way of addressing it. His idea 

of a ‘discursive method’ and ‘authentic interlocution’ guided our analytical and methodological 

approach, particularly his call for letting data do the talking or taking the objects of enquiry on 

their own terms. The point here was not merely to test the workability of Mafeje’s theoretical 

insights – he himself opposed superimposition of theory on data. But rather, it was to let his 

method, which he says is not predicated on any epistemology (Mafeje 1981, 1991, 1996, 2001), 
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guide us through the research process and in making sense of data. While there is no uniformity 

among the answers given by students, the course outlines suggest that lecturers do prescribe 

readings from local authors. While this may be so, the modules make reference, and indeed use 

as the starting point, readings from Euro-American authors – particularly the so-called founding 

fathers of sociology. This squares with Jubber’s (2007) earlier submission (see section 2.2) that 

sociology modules in South Africa resemble, and indeed rely on, curricula from the US and the 

UK.      

Although this study attempted an in-depth analysis of the curriculum in a department of 

sociology at SU, insights gained here are such that they cannot be said to be reflective of other 

departments of sociology in South African universities. We say this notwithstanding the fact that 

we tried to make comparisons, in chapter four, with similar modules in other departments of 

sociology. Quantitative or multiple case studies may add substance to existing knowledge on 

these issues. Also, we did not explore other social science disciplines. In this regard, the study 

must be viewed in relation to the goals it had set itself. This is so because, as an in-depth analysis 

of one department, the aim of the study was not to measure or make generalisations. This leaves 

us with an unresolved tension – one which can truly not be addressed here. Sociological analysis, 

as Hendricks (2006) tells us, inclines towards the general and a case study, while yielding in-

depth information, deals with the particular. Fortunately this presents an opportunity for future 

research – as mentioned earlier.    

It would be too hasty a conclusion to argue that there is no acknowledgement of South African 

authors in the curriculum at SU. This was made clear in the chapter on courses outlines. It is 

evident, too, in the preceding chapter that SA sociologists are prescribed. There is no gainsaying, 

also, statements made by lecturers that they do prescribe the works of sociologists in South 

Africa. The issue, however, remains that of engaging scholars on the rest of the continent – such 

paucity of African scholars except for those in South Africa is glaring. Also, what one finds 

particularly striking is the fact that, when lecturers were asked about the ‘African sociologists’ 

they prescribe to their students they would not mention more than four authors – except for one 

lecturer. Yet their course outlines suggests that they prescribe far more than the two or three 

authors they mentioned. 
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This suggests a possible lack of understanding of the category of ‘African sociologists’. It also 

suggests a more serious issue: that is the ontological disconnect about which we spoke in chapter 

two of this thesis. While a good number of the authors listed in the reading list are based in South 

Africa, the lecturers, for whatever reason, do not refer to them as African sociologists. Yet our 

use of the term was not exclusionary nor was it qualified to say it means a particular group of 

people and not the other. Indeed, two of the lecturers mentioned, correctly, the likes of Jacky 

Cock and Eddie Webster etc. as African sociologists prescribed in their modules. It is appropriate 

at this point to make clear that, though some lecturers seem to conceive of this idea as 

exclusionary, being African does not necessarily entail being black – nor does being black entail 

being African. This is a point which African scholars such as Adesina (2005), Mafeje (2000a, 

2000b, 2001a), Prah (1998) and Zeleza (2004), among others, have been at pains to point out.  

Prah (1998: 36) elaborates:  

The racial definition of an African is flawed. It is unscientific and hence untenable. No 
serious mind today would use the race concept in any way except as an instrument for 
poetic imagery... Most Africans are black, but not all Africans are black, and not all 
blacks have African cultural and historical roots... There are many groups in Africa today 
which are not African, do not describe themselves as African or wish to be so regarded, 
peoples whose cultures and histories are linked and derived from extra-African sources. 
Needless to say, they are full citizens and must always remain full and equal citizens in 
all respects to the Africans amongst whom they live...    

Elsewhere, Prah (2011, Internet 1) argues thus:  

It needs also to be said that being African is an inclusive notion. It is possible for people 
who are not African today to become African in due course of time. But this is not 
achieved by opportunistic claims based on expediency and formulae like ‘commitment to 
Africa’... Becoming African involves immersion into African society and requires a 
certain degree of acculturation into African societies. At least it would require the 
adoption and sharing of the values of African society. It has nothing to do with colour, 
but all to do, to varying degrees, with cultural integration. In other words, it is not 
possible to be African while one rejects African culture and rejects the self-designation of 
being African.  

This is the background against which we should like to argue that in conceiving of their 

colleagues, whose texts they prescribe, as not African sociologists, and possibly not African 

themselves, lecturers deny any possibility of there being, in South Africa at least, an African 

sociology. African sociology, as stated in the previous chapter, is taken for granted in the works 
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of some sociologists outside of South Africa. To conceive of their colleagues as not doing 

African sociology (which seems to be the case) lecturers invariably if inadvertently concede to 

doing something other than African sociology. The literature certainly suggests that this is so, as 

seen in chapter two of this thesis. African sociology, we know from Adesina (2008c: 664), ‘takes 

African ontological standpoints as its point of departure, not just the description or analysis of 

the African conditions.’  

Part of the said ontological standpoints entails what Prah referred to as ‘culture’. One should 

caution, however, against Prah’s use of the term acculturation, since it conjures up the same 

connotations such as the ones invoked when the same term was used by colonial administrators 

and their social science counterparts. At the level of curriculum, while lecturers prescribe 

writings of sociologists in the country, their lack of knowledge of the concept of ‘African 

sociology’ entails that even in the curriculum there is absence of African progenitors. We have 

seen a lone article by Archie Mafeje in one of the course outlines presented in chapter four, and 

since at least two lecturers, each independently, said they prescribe Magubane and Ibn Khaldun 

respectively, we should like to see more of such efforts. This is necessarily so because:  

Recognition of theoretical insight in Ibn Khaldun’s work would imply changes in 
sociology curriculum. Nevertheless, it is not our contention that the recognition of 
contextuality requires that Western sociological theory be deleted from sociology 
curricula in non-Western universities. Rather, we argue for a fresh approach to teaching 
classical sociological theory that attunes students in more meaningful and critical ways to 
the works of Marx, Weber and Durkheim (Alatas & Sinha: 2001: 317).  

One would extend this proposition, in the South African context, and talk about contemporary 

sociological theory which attunes students in meaningful ways to the works of Mafeje, 

Magubane, Harold Wolpe and Ruth First among others. It is important for students to find 

themselves, as it were, in the curriculum.      

Responses from students with regards to their experiences and the nature of their curriculum vary 

far and wide. While some students express the view that the curriculum spoke little to their lived 

experiences and collective memories, others thought such an oversight is justified because the 

issue is to teach them to think critically as opposed to inundating them with ‘facts’ about their 

locale. In other words, while they felt that such lack of exposure to local conditions and authors, 

they nevertheless do not see anything wrong with that. For some it does not seem to matter 
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because writing about (South) Africa is not the sole preserve of people living in Africa. As long 

as the writings are worth reading or are of good quality, they will read them. This, in and of 

itself, is not a problem, because in arguing for curriculum transformation, one is not asking for 

lecturers to substitute one erasure for another. That is to say, in deleting every reading that comes 

from places outside of Africa, one is not equipping students with sociological skills to locate 

South Africa and Africa globally. It needs to be said however that some felt quite strongly about 

what they perceived to be the absence of local authors and shortage of (South) Africa-centred 

modules i.e. modules which take (South) Africa as the point of departure.  

6.2 Discussion  

With the foregoing preliminary remarks in place, we should like, in this section, to engage in a 

more critical analysis of the data. Discussing epistemic values in curriculum transformation, 

Marrow (2009: 32) noted:  

But whatever we mean by ‘curriculum change’, do we in reality have any choice about 
whether or not to change our Higher Education social science curriculum? There is an 
important sense in which we do have a choice; the whole terrain has shifted and 
bulldozers have already moved in and are busy obliterating the cemetery. There are 
forces abroad, especially in our post-colonial, post-Apartheid, post-modern historical 
situation, which make it at least extremely difficult to resist the demand to change our 
curricula. Anyone tempted to resist is digging their own grave, or is likely to be seen as 
dead wood that needs to be cleared to allow the new growth to flourish.   

The forces which make it difficult to resist transformation are not only abroad, they are also local 

and continental. The question of curriculum transformation needs also to be seen in 

ontological/existential terms not just epistemological and political terms. As such, it is driven by 

the need to take local conditions seriously. Morrow (2009: 34) continues:  

The actual substance of the teaching and research programme of Higher Education needs 
to change or be changed to reflect our political reality. Teaching and research activities 
need to be demystified and made transparent to all stakeholders, the Eurocentric 
curriculum needs to be got rid of and we need to acknowledge that we are in Africa with 
its own alternative forms of knowledge.   

In this regard, then, the question of curriculum transformation is not purely about political reality 

but about ontological and epistemological concerns. This statement is given force by the words 

‘Africa [has] its own alternative forms of knowledge’. Furthermore, ‘resistance to curriculum 

 

 

 

 



106 

 

transformation can very often reside in the inability of academics to disconnect the relevant 

epistemic values from the particular content in terms of which they gained an understanding of 

those values’ (Marrow 2009: 37). Thus, the association of particular kinds of ontological 

narratives with (and disassociation of others from) scientific knowledge is the point being made 

here.  

We have learnt, for example, from Oloyede (2006) that there is a link between what academics 

teach and their research interests. As such, those interests do not necessarily coincide with those 

of the students. Nor are those research interests necessarily driven by an Africa-centred or 

ontologically rooted (in Africa) paradigms. We have seen, for example, in the course outlines 

that most modules rely on textbooks from outside of the African continent. While they are 

supplemented by local readings, such readings tend to reflect empirical illustrations of paradigms 

or theories received from elsewhere rather than an articulation of theories/paradigms from within 

the African continent. This is made apparent, for example, by statements made in course 

outlines. In section 4.2.1 we have mentioned the use of Euro-American textbooks which are said 

to provide a theoretical basis for the modules and supplemented by excerpts from writings by 

South African authors. In other words, any country could be the subject matter because South 

Africa is brought in as an example to illustrate Euro-American theories. Very little attempt is 

made to find South African readings which will form part of the ‘core’, as opposed to 

‘additional’, readings. The bulk of the core readings are imported from elsewhere. While the said 

textbooks offer basic introductory concepts to sociology, they are nevertheless not universally 

applicable. It may be objected to this point that there are no locally written textbooks which offer 

such basic introduction to sociology. Such an objection is, however, partially true. This is so 

because Oxford Higher Education in South Africa had an ‘Introduction to Sociology’ series 

which was edited by Johann Graaff. It had textbooks by Graaff, Suzan Ziehl, Population Studies 

(2002), and Work and Organisations (2004) by Eddie Webster, Sakhele Buhlungu and Andries 

Bezuidenhout.  These textbooks are themselves Eurocentric of course.  

 

Even if we grant that there is paucity of introductory sociological texts in South Africa, that 

would still constitute a challenge to South African sociologists in that there is a need to transcend 

Euro-American paradigms and concepts. In this regard, the presumed universality of the 
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textbooks prescribed to students (however important they may be) is counterproductive. This is 

so because ‘much of our curriculum reproduces the fixation on Europe and the disconnection 

with the collective memories of the non-European (by descent) segments of our student body’ 

(Adesina 2005: 31). Thus: ‘The point here is not simply one of lack of access; it is the 

reproduction of a disposition that places very little value on and often refuses to engage with 

alter native modes of knowledge production and outcome. I have encountered course outlines 

after course outlines in our social sciences and humanities where scant reference is ever made to 

African scholarship and social thought north of the Limpopo’ (Adesina 2005: 32). We may 

mention, as an example of this erasure, the frequent reference to Marx, Weber and Durkheim as 

the ‘founding fathers’ sociology. This assumption, as mentioned earlier on, is predicated on the 

view that the history of sociology is the same as the history of western modernity. Yet there are 

sociologists from places other than Europe who have written pioneering sociological texts before 

and during the times of Marx and Weber. Among these may be mentioned, Ibn Khaldun, Jose 

Rizal, Benoy Kumar Sarkar and WEB Du Bois. Their works, as pointed out by Alatas (2003), 

form part of the ‘canon’ of sociology.    

 

We have seen in section 4.1.2 a course outline on ‘Race in South Africa’ in which there is very 

little acknowledgement or reference to black scholars. It is not, of course, necessarily the case 

that, because we are in Africa, black scholars must have the final word on race. But it is difficult 

to understand why, in a module on race in South Africa, with a history such as the one this 

country has, there is no reference to black scholars. It is difficult to imagine, in the context of 

patriarchy and gender-based violence, that one could convene a module on gender which would 

consist exclusively of male scholars. That, surely, would defeat the purpose of trying to 

problematise gender. In like manner, to problematise race in South Africa one would have to 

contend with the writings of Ben Magubane and Steve Biko among others. 

 

Equally, in a second year module on ‘deviance’, the writings of Fatima Meer – her study of 

suicide in Chatsworth and her analysis of the mistrial of Andrew Zondo, respectively – are 

highly pertinent. To contend with her writings would be to reconsider much of the analyses we 

read on the sociology of crime in South Africa. We have also highlighted the lack of engagement 

with (i) Africa as a subject matter and (ii) writings on Africa by African scholars in the module 
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on ‘Poverty and Development’. There is vast literature, as mentioned earlier, on these issues 

which has been written by African scholars from Africa-centred perspectives. Their works are 

thus not purely of epistemological value but have profound policy implications. Mafeje’s paper, 

‘Democracy and Development in Africa’ (1997d), offers important insights in this regard. We 

have mentioned, in section 4.1.2, a number of similar texts. Also, in the same section, while the 

module on ‘Industrial Sociology’ offers interesting reading material, largely written by South 

Africa sociologists, its foundational assumption, that the shop-floor can either be understood in 

Fordist or post-Fordist perspectives, assumes a false dichotomy. One is aware of the fact that 

South Africa does not exist in isolation and as such the said paradigms may very well be 

applicable. It remains the case, however, that workplace dynamics in South Africa need to be 

taken on their own terms before they can be related to the rest of the world. This point is made 

all the stronger by the fact that even in the West, there are alternative explanations to the ones 

mentioned above – feminism, post-modernism etc.  

 

We have also reviewed the module on ‘Sociological Theory’ which features the works of South 

Africa scholars like Mafeje and Ally. Such readings should be accompanied by many others such 

as Magubane’s, Ruth First’s, Harold Wolpe’s, Fatima Meer’s etc. In like manner, the module on 

‘Political Sociology’, while dealing with questions of authoritarianism, protests etc., it excludes 

the pioneering study, The Barrel of a Gun, by Ruth First. This book studies the political 

sociology of coups in Africa. It is therefore highly pertinent for this module. The postgraduate 

course outlines, as stated earlier, offer no reading lists except for the module on ‘Research 

Methodology’. The methodological section in Fatima Meer’s book on suicide is highly pertinent 

in its attempt to collapse the divide between qualitative and quantitative research. Equally, it is 

relevant, in its critique of Durkheim’s work, to the postgraduate module on ‘Social Theory’. The 

same can be said about the works of Mafeje, Wolpe and Magubane. Mafeje’s work provides 

good counter-points to Mbembe’s (who is featured in the module) post-modernist writings on 

Africa.         

   

We should like to preface our analysis of responses from lecturers and students with these words:  

The disconnection between pre-school collective memory and what is considered 
valuable enough to be taught in the school produces an alienating education – and here I 
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speak largely of the humanities. The schizophrenia that results, in its worst forms, swings 
from acute self-loathing to intense anger against the educators and what they may 
represent. (Adesina 2005: 31) 

 
Also, ‘we cannot speak of Global Sociology when what comes through as sociology is the 

‘globalisation’ of specific European ideographic discourses – on the back of an imperial colonial 

project’ (Adesina 2005: 33).  

 

It is worth recording here that while lecturers prescribe readings by South African sociologists, 

when students were asked to name some of the major texts in their curriculum, very few of them 

actually mentioned South African sociologists. What stood out is the frequent reference to Euro-

American thinkers: Marx, Weber, Durkheim, members of the Frankfurt school, Goffman, Geertz, 

Hegel etc. While South African readings, as seen from the presentation of course outlines, are 

prescribed, students nevertheless do not conceive of them as major texts. This takes us back to 

the question of South Africa as nothing more than an empirical illustration of received theories 

and paradigms. As highlighted before, students’ responses are varied when it comes to the 

question of whether South Africa was the central focus or not. Some felt that it was central while 

others felt that it was not. Equally, responses are varied on the question as to whether or not the 

reading material addressed their lived experiences. What stands out is the varied nature of 

students’ ontological backgrounds in response to this question. This, of course, is to be expected 

in that given their different classes, races, and genders students cannot be expected to give 

uniform answers to a question of the kind. In this regard, it seems extraordinary that lecturers can 

confidently claim, as they did in their responses, to teach material that speaks to students’ lived 

experiences. To show how this is so, some students’ responses were as follows: ‘there is a kind 

of disconnect’, ‘you need texts that are relevant’, ‘why can’t we come up with our own 

theories?’, ‘they don’t relate to my background’ etc.  

 

It is well to echo Adesina’s warning that: ‘The implications of an educational system that 

damages the inner self of students may not produce body counts but are fundamentally damaging 

nonetheless’ (Adesina 2005: 29). What one finds particularly interesting is the fact that while 

lecturers prescribe readings written by sociologists in South Africa, as noted before, they 

nevertheless do not conceive of them as doing African sociology. Equally, they have not heard of 
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the concept of African sociology. The same holds true for students. This speaks not to the 

absence or scarcity of such material, but rather to the avoidance of African scholarship in the 

South African academy. The issue, as stated throughout the thesis, is not simply about producing 

data on Africa, but rather to generate theories which are existentially and epistemologically 

rooted on the continent. Importantly, lack of familiarity with the concept of African sociology, 

above everything else, speaks to what we have referred to as the ontological disconnect with 

Africa and cultural affinity with the West. 

 

When lecturers were asked about the issue of ‘endogenising’ sociology in South Africa, while 

claiming not to be opposed to it, nevertheless had qualifications: ‘it depends on whether there is 

enough quality material’, ‘there is no problem if scholars’ work is of international standard’, ‘I 

also think we should be open to ideas from other parts of the world’, ‘sometimes people work 

with patronising assumptions of what indigenous knowledge is’ etc. These assumptions are 

predicated on the problematic view that to be rooted in the locale is to compromise international 

standards or that local knowledge is in conflict with being universal. Yet:   

 local relevance is never at odds with global and rigorous scholarship and being inter 
nationally reputable: a debate around such an idea is essentially a false debate. The 
assumption that a preference for the local under mines the global is a false dichotomy. 
Oxford and Cambridge will define themselves as English universities; much the same 
way as Harvard will define itself as American. It is inconceivable that anyone will argue 
that Oxford’s fundamental Englishness (albeit with aristocratic pretensions) is a negation 
of its global reputation. (Adesina 2005: 28) 
 

There is, therefore, no reason to suppose that pursuing Africa-centred research and prescribing 

local readings will lower academic standards. It is at this point that we return to our original 

problematique and argue that what sociologists like Adesina, Alatas and Mafeje, each 

independently, refer to as ‘academic dependency’ or ‘extraversion’ prevails at the department 

under investigation. This is necessarily so because, while they do prescribe readings by local 

scholars, such readings are not only predicated on epistemologies from elsewhere but at the core 

serve only to illustrate, with South African examples, such epistemologies. Such a problem is 

both ideological and ontological. The claim to ‘international standards’, as though being local 

serves to compromise such standards, is itself, as stated earlier, a sign of cultural affinity with the 
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West and ontological disconnect with the local. This denies any possibility of there being an 

African sociology in the South African academy.   

 

It is also at this point that we should like to return to the relevance of Mafeje’s work. If we take 

seriously his argument that knowledge is primarily ideographic rather than nomothetic, then we 

would take seriously not only Africa-centred research, but teaching or prescribing readings of the 

same. We would thus be ‘authentic interlocutors’. To the extent that this is so, Mafeje argues that 

knowledge is first local before it can be said to be universal. In making such a statement, it 

should be noted, one is not making an invitation to parochialism. Nor is one refusing to endorse 

universally upheld academic standards of reasoned and critical enquiry (or what Marrow (2009) 

calls ‘epistemic values’). Following Mafeje, we have in mind the view that researchers ought to 

take their objects of enquiry or units of analysis on their own terms. He argued that researchers’ 

theoretical inclinations should not dictate to data. But rather, researchers ought to generate 

insights from the data itself. If, Mafeje argued, data contrasts with established views, what we 

encounter is an ‘epistemological rapture’, and therefore new theories, not epiphenomena or 

aberrations. Mafeje’s approach, then, is such that in enriching existing knowledge, it does not 

make data conform to theory, but makes theory give way to data – assuming that the two are in 

conflict. This, too, is no refusal to be critical of one’s objects of enquiry – there is no conflict 

between empathy and critique, as Mafeje (1991) advises. His idea of authentic interlocution, 

therefore, provides the epistemological foundation for reworking the sociology curriculum in 

South Africa. At the level of teaching, this requires the three-step approach suggested in Adesina 

(2006a): (i) self-awareness or self-knowledge on the part of the teachers; (ii) critical engagement; 

and (iii) extraction of ideas and pursuit of sociological enterprise that promotes what he calls 

‘epistemic rapture’.  

 

 6.3 Concluding Remarks         

 

Writing about the difficulties inherent in the question of curriculum transformation, Morrow 

(2009: 28) once said, echoing an applicant’s response during a job interview, ‘Trying to change a 

curriculum is like trying to move a cemetery.’ This is necessarily so because, at least in part, 

what academics teach in their modules is usually aligned to their research interests (Oloyede 
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2006) – as we have also discovered in the previous chapter. Indeed, one lecturer said lecturers 

cannot know students’ interests beforehand. Thus, just as ‘moving a cemetery is always difficult 

and problematic – always characterised by passionate conflict, anxiety and resistance. Even in 

cases in which there are what appear to be overwhelming practical reasons to do so, it is always 

contentious’ (Marrow 2009: 29), trying to change curricula is just as difficult. It is understood 

that lecturers teach according to their research interests, and to ask that they teach something 

other than what they know is to ask that they either change or diversify their research interests – 

something which requires time. But it is well to remember Frederich Hayek’s advice to Arthur 

Lewis, ‘the best way to learn a subject is to teach it’ (quoted in Adesina 2006: 38fn16). So while 

it may be difficult to diversify one’s research interests (for various reasons) this does not take 

away the fact that teachers have ‘agency’ to act otherwise. The major task ahead for South 

African sociologists is one which has been put forward by some (South) African sociologists and 

Third World sociologists that we need to generate theories locally as opposed to importing 

theory and exporting data.  
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Appendices  

IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW CONSENT FORM  

INTRODUCTION: 
Good day, my name is Bongani Nyoka. I am currently conducting research in fulfilment of the 
requirements for the degree of Master of Arts in the field of Sociology at the University of the 
Western Cape (UWC). I would like to invite you to consider volunteering to participate in this 
study.  

Before volunteering to participate in this study, it is important that you read and understand the 
following explanation of the purpose of the study, the procedures, benefits, and your right to 
withdraw from the study at any time. 

You should fully understand what is involved before you agree to take part in this study. 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY: 

You are being asked to participate in a study to help understand curriculum and pedagogic issues 
of sociology in a sociology department in a South African university.  I would like to invite you 
to volunteer to participate in this study because you have told me that you are a student of 
Sociology/Sociology lecturer.  

The overall aim of this study is to investigate sociology curriculum in your department.   
Specific objectives of the research are to:   

i. investigate whether or not sociology lecturers teach the writings of sociologists within 
the African continent; and   

ii. investigate the impact of curriculum transformation, or lack thereof, from the 
perspective of students studying for degrees in sociology and of sociology lecturers.   
 

This study is funded by a grant from the National Research Foundation. 

 
ALTERNATIVES TO PARTICIPATION: 
The information that will be collected is purely for academic/research purposes and to learn more 
about epistemic and pedagogic issues of Sociology in South Africa. Participation is voluntary. 

STUDY PROCEDURES: 
 
If you volunteer for the study, you will be asked to have a conversation with me (the 
researcher/interviewer). The researcher will interview both undergraduates and postgraduates – 
about ten students from each group. The intention here, among other things, is to compare 
patterns in epistemic and pedagogy issues in curriculum of the Sociology departments from the 
students’ and lecturers’ perspectives. Student interviews will be followed by interviews of the 
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members of staff so as to assess, among other things, what the lecturers teach, their research 
interests and whether such interests have any impact on what they teach; to assess their views 
regarding the state of Sociology in South Africa and some of the changes they have seen and/or 
effected in their Sociology departments and so on.  

  
AUDIO-RECORDING: 
With your permission, I would like the interview to be audio-recorded. These recordings will be 
transcribed to make an in-depth analysis of the interview possible. Only the researcher and his 
supervisor will hear the recordings. The recordings will be saved on password protected 
computers at the office of the supervisor in the Department of Anthropology and Sociology at 
UWC. The recording of your interview will be destroyed once the interview is transcribed and 
checked, and not later than six months after the interview took place. You can withdraw your 
consent to record the interview. You also have the right to ask me to erase the audio-recording. 

 
POTENTIAL RISKS & DISCOMFORTS: 
Much of the information I would like you to share with me is of a sensitive nature. Some of the 
questions may make you feel uncomfortable. You may skip any question that makes you feel too 
uncomfortable. You may also stop the interview at any time. 

POTENTIAL BENEFITS: 
There will be no direct benefit to you from participating in this study.  However, the information 
that you provide may help academics, researchers, and students in this area of study to have a 
better understanding of the issues under investigation. 
  

COMPENSATION: 
Unfortunately you will not be compensated for participating in this study. Research ethics do not 
permit such.  

CONFIDENTIALITY: 
The information you share with the researcher will be handled confidentially in order to protect 
your privacy and keep your participation anonymous. The interviewer will not collect any 
personal identifying information from you either on paper or in the recorded interview. The 
interviewer will not ask your name or identity number. Your response to the interview questions 
will be recorded on a computer file that only the researcher and his supervisor will have access 
to. The audio recording and the transcript of your interview will be stored on a computer and 
protected with a password. Only the researcher and his supervisor will have access to the audio 
computer file and transcript of your interview. Paper copies of interview transcripts will be 
stored in a locked file cabinet in the Anthropology and Sociology Department at UWC. Only the 
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researcher and his supervisor will have access to these files. Your name will not be used in any 
reports or publications that may result from this study. 

RESEARCH STANDARDS AND RIGHTS OF PARTICIPANTS: 

Your participation in this research project is completely voluntary. You have the right to 
withdraw from the research study at any time. If you have any questions, comments, or concerns 
about participation in this study, you should first talk to the interviewer. You may also ask his 
supervisor or the head of his home department (Sociology, UWC) any questions you may have 
about this research. You may ask him questions in future if you do not understand something that 
is being done. We have received approval to conduct this study from the Ethics Committee at 
UWC. 

CONTACTS FOR QUESTIONS AND FURTHER INFORMATION: 
 

1. Professor Jimi Adesina - Supervisor                      -     jotadesina@uwc.ac.za   
  

2. Dr Lionel Thaver  - Head of Department       -     lthaver@uwc.ac.za  
 

DOCUMENTATION OF CONSENT: 

AUTHORISATION: I have read the above and understand the nature of this study. I understand 
that I may contact the researcher’s supervisor (Prof Jimi Adesina), or the Head of the Department 
of Anthropology and Sociology at the University of the Western Cape (Dr Lionel Thaver), at any 
time. 

_______________________________________________________ _________________ 
Signature of Participant                                      Date  

_______________________________________________________ 
Print Name of Participant      
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Interview Questions for Students 

Interviewer:                                          Date:                                                Time:  

University:                                             Interview No:                                 Label:  

Background questions 

1. What year of study are you in (undergraduate or postgraduate)?  
2. Why have you chosen this university over others?  
3. Why have you chosen to major in Sociology?  
4. What do you hope to do with a Sociology degree? 
5. Do you feel that it has prepared (or is preparing) you for the kind of career you wish to 

pursue?  
 

Concerning course content 
 

6. If you can remember, could you please tell me about some of the courses you had 
previously enrolled for in Sociology? 

7. What were some of the major texts/readings in these courses? 
8. Was (South) Africa always central to or the point of reference in all these courses? 
9. Could you tell me about some of the African sociologists which you have been 

introduced to thus far? 
10. Were you introduced to their original/primary texts? Or was it merely 

interpretations/critiques of their works? 
11. Were their writings at central to the courses (i.e. were their texts ‘essential/prescribed 

readings’ for the courses or were they simply ‘additional readings’)? 
12. Does it matter to you if you were taught the writings of African sociologists or not? If so, 

why? If not, why not? 
13. If you were taught the writings of African sociologists, how did your fellow students 

respond to/receive the writings/readings in question?   
14. How diverse were these readings?  
15. Do you feel that these writings/readings speak to your personal history/biography i.e. are 

they ‘relevant’? 
16. Do you feel that the conceptual or theoretical frameworks adopted in these readings help 

you understand better your society (South) Africa)?  
17. In general, would you say that (South) Africa is given enough attention in the readings 

prescribed to you?  
18. If you have read the writings of African Sociologists, did you find that their writings are 

epistemologically/theoretically/paradigmatically distinct or did you think they simply 
regurgitate what their Western counterparts have written?  
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19. As you progress/advance in your studies (Sociology), have you noticed any difference in 
terms of the content of the courses/modules or would you say there’s a certain level of 
redundancy (or perhaps overlap between them)?  

20. Do you feel that the readings prescribed in these courses inspire you to continue doing 
Sociology? If so, how?   

21. In the light of the courses you have enrolled for (over the years), would you say that there 
is a particular intellectual direction or ‘school of thought’ (e.g. Materialist, Liberal, ‘Afro-
politan’, Pan-Africanist etc.) which your department is sympathetic to or which the 
department is gravitating towards? 

22. Comparatively, would you say that your department is different (in terms of the course 
content) from other Sociology departments in SA? In other words, do you feel that you 
are getting something different (even better) from your contemporaries, say, at UCT? If 
so, how?  

23. What are your views on the call (by Black academics) for ‘endogenisation’ of higher 
education curriculum, particularly the social sciences (Sociology) in SA?   

 
Concerning pedagogy 

 
24. How are these courses structured? (Are the readings prescribed in terms of major debates 

within particular topics/themes (say ‘Understanding Domination’) or is the focus on 
particular a author’s ideas (say a course entitled ‘Marx’s Theory of History’ etc)?) 

25. What is the form of assessment (tests, essays, research papers, exam etc.)? 
26. We know that in the social sciences there is an emphasis on learning the content of the 

readings and also on pedagogical issues (i.e. cognitive skills, argumentation, academic 
writing, critical reasoning etc.). Did you at any stage of your studies feel that there was a 
trade-off between the two? In other words, did you ever feel that, at some point, your 
Sociology lecturers emphasised content at the expense of pedagogy or vice versa?    

27. Have you been taught how to conduct empirical/field research?  
28. If so, what theoretical/conceptual frameworks/‘tools of analysis’ do you employ when 

conducting your research?  
29. Do you feel that these frameworks help you make sense of your data? If so, how?  
30. Would you say that the courses you have been taught prepare you for a particular 

career/field of work or would you say the emphasis is purely on critical reasoning and 
problem solving?  

31. What, in your view, is the ‘core-business’/raison d’être of Sociology? In other words, 
what do you think your lecturers should be teaching you in your Sociology classes?  

32. What would you say is the major difference, in terms of how and what you are taught, 
between Sociology and other courses which you have enrolled for in your degree?  

33. Would you recommend Sociology to people who wish to enrol for a degree in the social 
sciences? If so why? If not, why not?  
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34. Do you feel that the courses for which you enrolled suite your needs and interests or are 
they simply a reflection of your lecturers’ (research) interests?  

35. Are there issues that we have not discussed which you would like to raise?  

THANK YOU 
END OF INTERVIEW 

 

Interview Questions for Members of Staff 

Interviewer:                                          Date:                                                Time:  

University:                                             Interview No:                                 Label:  

 

1. What attracted you to Sociology? 

2. How long have you been teaching in this department? 

3. Could you tell me about your research interests? 

4. Are those aligned to the courses you teach?  

5. What are the major texts in these courses?  

6. Is (South) Africa central to what you teach? If so why? If not why not?  

7. Do you think that your courses help your students have a better understanding or make sense of 
their societies?  

8. If so, which conceptual/theoretical frameworks do you employ helping them make sense of their 
societies? 

9. How do you respond to the claim that more often than not, lecturers teach courses which reflect 
their research interests rather than their students’ interests or needs?  

10. Would you say that your students are getting something different (better) than their counterparts 
in other South African universities? If so how? 

11. Would you say that you prepare your students for the world of work or simply equip them with 
critical thinking skills?  

12. Which African sociologists have you introduced your students to?  

13. Do you introduce the students to the said scholars’ primary texts or is it interpretations/critiques? 

14. Does it matter to you whether or not your students learn more about what African sociologists 
have to say? If so why? If not why not? 
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15. Would you say that there is anything particularly theoretically/conceptually distinct in the 
writings of African sociologists (vis a vis their Western counterparts)? If so how?  

16. What are your views on ‘endogenisation’ of higher education curriculum and the social sciences 
(Sociology) in particular?   

17. Have you actually heard of the concept of ‘African Sociology’?  

18. Have you taught African Sociology?  

19. Do any of your colleagues teach African Sociology?  

20. Would you recommend Sociology to people who wish to enrol for a degree in the social sciences? 
If so why? If not, why not?  

21. Do you try to generate theories/paradigms of your own in your research/data or do you simply 
rely on existing theories/paradigms?  

22. Would you say that it is useful to put strong emphasis on pedagogy as opposed to the content of 
the material? If so why? If not why not? 

23. How do you assess your students (e.g. essays, research papers, exam)? 

24. What are the benefits of this method of assessment?  

25. How often, if at all, do you change the content of what you teach?  

26. What would you say is the major difference, in terms of how and what you teach, between 
Sociology and other courses which your students enrolled for?  

27. At one of South Africa’s ‘leading’ universities undergraduate students heckled their lecturers 
protesting that they are tired of learning about ‘dead European men’. As a result of that, some 
African scholars concluded that most of the courses taught in the social sciences are ‘alienating’ 
to the students – insofar as they lack ‘relevance’. Is there any basis to such claims? What are your 
views on the matter?  

28. Would you say that there is a particular intellectual direction or ‘school of thought’ (Pan-
Africanist, ‘Afro-Politan’ etc.) which your department is sympathetic to or which the department 
is gravitating towards? 

 
29. What are your thoughts on the state of the discipline of Sociology in South Africa?  

 
30. When you look at your department, would you say that it is different (in terms of research and 

course content) from other Sociology departments in South African universities? If so how?  

31. In terms of the course content or intellectual direction, what have been some of the changes you 
have seen/effected in this department?  

 

 

 

 



132 

 

32. Are there issues that we have not spoken about which you would like us to discuss?  

THANK YOU 
END OF INTERVIEW 
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