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Abstract:  
Under Construction: Afrikaner identities in contemporary South Africa 

The dismantling of the apartheid state and the political transformations of South Africa have spurred an interest in the previously privileged group, the Afrikaners. As the apartheid years came to an end, South African identities are no longer the result of a hegemonic discourse but open to negotiations as an overview of existing studies on Afrikaner identity constructions illustrates. We learn that the new South African democracy opens up for complexities but also new possibilities for identity formation.

Taking a poststructuralist approach, the thesis at hand presents a combination of approaches. Discourse theory provides a theoretical conceptualization of the construction of social groups as an on-going process of inclusion and exclusion of meanings. With an analytical focus on the construction of social antagonism as a constitutive necessity for the discursive construction of social groups, it is argued that the discourse-historical approach provides a set of methodological tools which can substantiate the empirical application of discourse theory. Through the content topics and discursive strategies originating in the discourse-historical approach, it will be explored how the articulatory processes of including and excluding meaning not only construct the identities of Afrikaners and social antagonists, but also perpetuate, transform or dismantle existing identity discourses in the process. 
The empirical data consists of two talks which are two of many contributions in an on-going process to construct Afrikaner identities in a new South African democracy. As the analyses will illustrate, these constructions provides us not only with different understandings of who the contemporary Afrikaners are but also how they envision themselves within the larger South African context.
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1 Introduction

While working five months in South Africa in 2005, I was often addressed in Afrikaans and assumed to be an Afrikaner. Many of my Afrikaner acquaintances were eager to teach me Afrikaans; some even went so far as to claim I would make a good Afrikaner once I had picked up the language. I eventually became puzzled that blue eyes and an ear for Germanic languages qualified me to be an Afrikaner. Although most Afrikaners I met were nice people indeed, I also found a sort of relief in being able to dissociate myself from what I considered a stigmatizing legacy of apartheid. Nevertheless, I was surprised to experience that the boundaries of the Afrikaner could be stretched to include me. If I could suddenly be included in a historically exclusive identity, then something must be up with how Afrikaners saw themselves. 

Looking back at my time in South Africa and the various settings I found myself in, a pattern of talkative Afrikaners appears. A pattern of teachers, school principals, government employees and business owners who all were keen to share their thoughts about South Africa, the past, the future and their place in all of these. My presumed Afrikaner identity and the talkative Afrikaners crossing my path sparked my interest for the topic to be explored in the pages ahead. What is an Afrikaner and what stories do the Afrikaners tell about themselves as the South Africa they knew has come to an end?  

In my endeavor to learn more about the Afrikaners, I discovered that the identity of Afrikaners in post-apartheid South Africa is a much studied topic indeed. As such, the thesis at hand is a contribution to an already vast corpus of studies in which South African identities - and Afrikaner identity in particular - have been approached from a variety of academic disciplines and perspectives. 
From this corpus, a small handful of analyses serve as stepping stones for the thesis at hand and deserve to be mentioned however briefly at this point. Employing discourse theory, Aletta Norval has produced a massive analysis of apartheid as a discourse, Deconstructing Apartheid Discourse (1996) (Norval 1996:vii). Mads Vestergaard’s 2000 Master’s Thesis Afrikanerdoom: Negotiating Afrikaner identity in post-apartheid South Africa and his 2001 article Who’s Got the Map? The Negotiation of Afrikaner Identities in Post-Apartheid South Africa are also theoretically founded within discourse theory (Vestergaard 2000:6). Likewise, Melissa Steyn’s analysis of Afrikaner discourses of resistance to the transformations in South Africa also relies on discourse theory: Rehabilitating a Whiteness Disgraced: Afrikaner White Talk in Post-Apartheid South Africa (Steyn 2004:1). 
Familiarizing myself with these studies on apartheid discourse and Afrikaner identity, I soon learned a number of key lessons which were to inform my onward work with the thesis at hand and which will be elaborated in the chapters ahead:
· Although we often think of it as such, identity is not a stable core or a pre-given essence but rather a social construction.
· The construction of each identity is historically and culturally specific as it draws upon earlier constructions.

· This construction is an ongoing process.
· That identity is relational and depends on relations of sameness and difference, of inclusion and exclusion.

· This implies means that identity construction is an area of study which cannot be exhausted or fully mapped.

Placing this thesis among an impressive number of analyses of Afrikaner identity, my contribution – like identity constructions – rely on the earlier contributions briefly introduced above. Although the thesis at hand is historically and culturally specific, the legitimacy of yet a study of Afrikaner identities lies in the approaches I will combine in my analytical strategy. 
1.1 A combination of approaches: thesis outline and purpose
Like Norval, Steyn and Vestergaard above, I draw upon discourse theory as my theoretical understanding of the discursive construction Afrikaner identities. As noted above, the construction of identity does not take place in a vacuum. Rather the construction of identity necessitates relations of difference in order for the identity under construction to individuate itself. In the pages ahead, it will be demonstrated how the apartheid system constructed an Afrikaner identity in relation to a host of other identities, Black South Africans in particular. Within contemporary South Africa, this oppositional relationship between Afrikaner identity and Black South African identity is no longer a given. South Africa is a full-fledged democracy in which everybody shares equal citizenship. This challenges not only the construction of Afrikaner identities, but of all identities in South Africa. 
Discourse theory conceptualizes how the construction of identity is an ongoing attempt to create a stable identity through the exclusion of alternatives. Part of this process is the construction of other identities which discourse theory conceptualizes as social antagonists: these are the relations a particular identity depends on for its realization. 
Chapter two therefore unfolds discourse theory as a range of concepts for understanding the processes of identity formation, I will later explore empirically. Although Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe are key figures in the development of discourse theory, discourse theory is an open-ended program under continuous development (Laclau 2000:x-xi). Contributing to this development are a number of researches who like Norval, Vestergaard and Steyn apply discourse theory in their work and whose readings of discourse theory I lean on in the second chapter.  Among these readings, it has been noted that the strength of discourse theory is exactly the theoretical aspects rather than the concrete methodological concepts for doing specific empirical analysis (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002: 24). This leads me to the specificity of the present project:
The purpose of the thesis at hand is to explore how the methodological approach of the discourse-historical approach as developed by Ruth Wodak and her colleagues can substantiate the theoretical concepts of discourse theory in an empirical analysis of discursive constructions of Afrikaner identity. My analytical aim is to explore how discursive strategies originating in the discourse-historical approach can be employed in analysis of the construction of social antagonism as it takes place in two constructions of Afrikaner identity.  
Equipped with the theoretical concepts to understand the processes of identity construction, chapter three is an introduction of the discourse-historical approach which Ruth Wodak and her colleagues in Vienna have developed for investigating the discursive construction of national identity in Austria. In my discussion of this three dimensional approach, I will draw upon the discourse theoretical concepts discussed in the previous chapter and exemplify how discursive strategies can expand the concept of articulation and help us understand how the complex relations of social antagonism are constructed as part of identity constructions.

Chapter four presents a non-exhaustive overview of Afrikaner identity as it has been constructed historically, particularly during the apartheid period. Since I lean on Norval’s extensive analysis of apartheid as a discourse, this chapter also exemplifies how discourse theory has been applied to large corpuses of empirical data. The dismantling of the apartheid state in the early 1990s dislocated the institutionalized Afrikaner identity. The analyses by Vestergaard and Steyn illustrate how new constructions of Afrikaner identity offer various and even competing narratives for the navigation of these new waters. Finally, this chapter sums up the previous chapters and prepares us for analysis.
Chapter five and six present the empirical analysis. The texts under analysis are selected because the authors represent two different positions on what Vestergaard calls the ‘virtual battleground’ of Afrikaner identity (Vestergaard 2001:28). As it will be argued in the next section and developed in chapter two, each identity discourse also proposes a social order. Hence the identities constructed in the texts are not merely an understanding of how Afrikaners identities come into being but also how Afrikaners envision themselves as well as the larger South Africa context.
Chapter five is an analysis of Dan Roodt’s speech Prospects for the white tribe: the future of the Afrikaner people in South Africa (2006). This speech caught my interest because Roodt presents an explicit and full-blown opposition to the transformations the South African society is undergoing: an opposition which I only encountered in fragments in my rapports with Afrikaners. Roodt advocates an Afrikaner volkstaat or homeland as the only way of securing the survival of what he calls the Afrikaner people. The speech under analysis was presented at the American Renaissance conference held in Washington DC, February 2005. Dan Roodt is a founding member of the organization Die Praag (Die Pro-Afrikaanse Aksie Groep or Pro-Afrikaans Action Group), a cultural and political commentator and has recently published the book The Scourge of the ANC (2004). 
Chapter six analyzes Max du Preez’ speech Changing ideas of Afrikaner/white identities which was presented at the Grahamstown Arts Festival in South Africa in July 2005. du Preez has a background in journalism and was the publisher of the Afrikaans anti-apartheid weekly Vrye Weekblad (The Free Weekly) during the late 1980s and early 1990s. du Preez’ position of dissidence during apartheid informs an ambivalent perspective on Afrikaners and South Africa. His contribution to the ongoing constructions of Afrikaners is a relevant object of analysis because it shatters the idea of the Afrikaners as a unique people while also calling for Afrikaner leader figures. Max du Preez works as a cultural and political commentator and published his autobiography Pale Native: Memoires of a Renegade Journalist in 2003.
In the light of the two analyses, chapter seven provides a discussion of the relations of social antagonism within the two texts as well as a discussion of the empirical value of the combination of discourse theory and the discourse-historical approach. 
1.2 Poststructuralist premises

The combination of discourse theory and the discourse-historical approach presents an implication I need to address. Framed within Critical Discourse Analysis, the discourse-historical approach like discourse theory draw upon poststructuralist language theory, albeit to a different extent (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002:6-7). In order to address this implication, a very brief introduction to poststructuralism is required.
Characteristic for a poststructuralist approach is an anti-fundamental and anti-essentialist understanding of the relation between the world, knowledge and language. The social world with objects and actions exist but does not hold any pre-given or essential meaning (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002:8-9). This implies that rather than being a medium through which the meaning of the world is communicated, language constitutes the world by attributing meaning to it (Stormhøj 2006:16). Reality or the world, as we know it, is the result of historical and collective constructions such as categories, discourses and perspectives, all realized in and through language. Changes within these perspectives or discourses are therefore the means by which the changes within the social takes place (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002:9).
Exploring the topic of identity in the project at hand, this entails that there is no such ‘thing’ as an essential characteristic of those I approach as Afrikaners; rather these characteristics are socially constructed and attributed through language. Afrikaners as a social group is not a pre-given or objectively existent group; the group is constituted through language as are the social groups Afrikaner identity is constructed in relation to.
Central to poststructuralist language theory is that meaning language attributes is neither fixed nor unambiguous, but always historically and culturally contingent (Stormhøj 2006:16). This contingency, however, is easily forgotten and we come to think of social groups, ways of ordering the world and personal characteristics as natural, objective and stable entities.
Although it may seem that we all then understand and attribute meaning to the world the same way, this is not the case. As inhabitants in this world, we are also historical and cultural beings and our understanding of the world and access to same can therefore only be obtained through the discourses, perspectives and categories of language which the specific historical and cultural context makes available (Stormhøj 2006:17). While attributing meaning to an object or an event, language also holds an abundance of alternative meanings which could have been attributed but were not: the attribution of meaning is therefore not a neutral process but an evaluative process in which alternatives are excluded. Our constructions of the world, therefore, have multiple purposes, one of which is to render that particular construction as non-contingent and natural (Stormhøj 2006:33-4). 
As a theory of how meaning, and in this case identity, is relationally constructed,

discourse theory adheres to these poststructuralist premises in their full extent and view all social phenomenon as constituted as meaningful through discourse (Phillips and Jørgensen 2002:20, 33). Discourse theory proposes a sophisticated conceptual framework for understanding the processes of identity construction, as the above-mentioned analyses bear witness of. It has been noted, however, that discourse theory lacks the concrete methodological concepts for doing specific analysis of a small body of empirical texts (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002:24). Where as discourse theory is rich in the production of theory especially regarding the discursive formation of groups, the discourse-historical approach is a concrete analytical approach by which I will investigate the discourse theoretical processes of group and identity formation in the empirical data.
Compared to discourse theory, the discourse-historical approach has a more dialectical understanding of the relation between discourse and the particular world, the discourse is embedded in (Wodak et al 1999:8). Whereas discourse theory proposes that there is nothing non-discursive, the discourse-historical approach views discourse as one of several social practices through which the world is constituted: hence the social institutions, the situational context and political structures influence discourse and are influenced by discourse in return (Wodak et al 1999:8-9). This dialectical view of discourse entails that the discourse-historical approach not only limits itself to the analysis of texts, but also to analysis of the discursive practice of producing and receiving texts as well as analysis of the social practices the texts are part of (Wodak et al 1999:3). 
The thesis at hand is not an attempt to bridge these differences between discourse theory and the discourse-historical approach but an attempt to combine the respective theoretical concepts and methodology produced as a result of these perspectives. Limiting myself to the analysis of text in this thesis, I will use the methodology of discourse-historical approach to substantiate my analysis and application of the sometimes abstract concepts originating in discourse theory.
Framing the thesis within poststructuralist perspectives of discourse theory and the discourse-historical approach implies not only the understanding of the Afrikaners as a social group given identity through discursive formations. Access to the two empirical texts selected for analysis can only happen through the discourses and categories which I impose on the text. Hence it is I as the analyst who attributes meaning to the phenomenon in the texts. Thus my own historically and culturally specific position as a Dane, a university student and a grateful recipient of South Africa hospitality makes objective analysis an impossibility as these influence my access to Afrikaner identity. Hence the analytical strategy consisting of discourse theory, the discourse-historical approach and the background chapter presenting other analyses is to equip with me the concepts, strategies and methodology  enabling me to produce valid knowledge (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002:22-3).

1.3 Investigating identity – what is in a name? 
Taking a poststructuralist approach implies an anti-essentialist perspective which dissolves the idea of primordial, natural or pre-given social groups as illustrated above. Yet part of the purpose of discourse analysis is to investigate how we come to perceive groups as just that. 
During my stay in South Africa, I experienced how there is still what Jamie Frueh calls ‘a kind of functional consensus’ regarding the racial identities apartheid imposed and advocated (Frueh 2003:4). So although these social groups are neither clear-cut, primordial, homogenous nor unproblematic, they have to a large extent survived apartheid and function as social groups in what is now termed as a non-racial democracy. 
Being in the powerful position of constituting the social groups I will investigate, I realize that I reproduce a long-term division by viewing Black South Africans and White South Africans as two distinct social groups. However, it is also my choice to emphasize the shared quality of South African citizenship rather than merely investigate the relations of Blacks and Whites. I will also employ the social group South African when I refer to all citizens of what we understand as South Africa. Following Jamie Frueh and his wish to convey the politicized nature of identities, I capitalize the categories I use so they become formal, proper nouns rather than descriptions ‘of some natural fact about the people’ to whom the categories are applied (Frueh 2003: 4). Having said this, I need to attach a description to one of the social groups I have constructed. The social group I call White South Africans consists of the group I refer to as Afrikaners and of the group I pre-modify with the descriptive ‘English-speaking’, making it English-speaking White South Africans. 
In anti-apartheid discourse, the category Blacks included both the apartheid categories of Coloureds, Indians and Bantus – all who in apartheid terms were Non-whites or Non-European (Frueh 2003:4). This inclusive category Black has survived the dismantling of apartheid, yet it is contested: I have friends who fervently insist that they are Coloured and definitely not Black South Africans, while there is also a movement away from Black towards the identity African. As we will see in the pages ahead, however, this movement is not restricted to Black South Africans.
The work of Steyn and Vestergaard and my empirical data point to the fallacy of approaching Afrikaners as even a remotely homogenous group and it must be emphasized that this apply to all the social groups of South Africa. As we shall learn in the chapters ahead, the process of creating sameness play an important role in identity formation. As I have now constituted a number of social groups within South Africa, the purpose of the pages ahead is through discourse theory and the discourse-historical approach to explore how these groups are attributed meaning and placed in relation to one another as part of the construction of Afrikaner identities.
2 Discourse theory

In the present chapter, I will explore discourse theory as a theory of group formation in order to conceptualize how constructions of Afrikaner identities take place. 
As no meaning is pre-given or essential but created in the social, discourse theory first of all offers a set of theoretical concepts to understand the process of creating meaning. Addressing the concept of discourse itself below, I will in the following sections turn to the concepts of moments, articulation and the field of discursivity since these are the structuring elements of discourse. Once the structuring concepts of discourse have been introduced, I will address concepts and processes related to group formation.
As stated in the introduction, discourse theory is not a closed theoretical system but one under continuous development. A number of researchers contribute to this development and it is through their readings of Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe’s work I have gained access to the world of discourse theory. In the following, I draw upon the work of Louise Phillips and Marianne Jørgensen (2002), Jacob Torfing (1999), Allan Dreyer Hansen (Hansen 2005), Aletta Norval (1996; 2000) as well as David Howarth and Yannis Stavrakakis (Howarth 2000; Howarth and Stavrakakis 2000). 
2.1 Discourse and discourse theory 
I embark on discourse theory with two quotations I find crystallize discourse theory’s understanding of discourse and the role of discourse theory. Phillips and Jørgensen present Laclau and Mouffe’s notion of discourse accordingly:

‘A discourse is established as a totality in which each sign is fixed as a moment through its relations to other signs (as in a fishing-net). This is done by the exclusion of all other possible meanings that the signs could have had: that is, all other possible ways which the signs could have been related to one another. Thus a discourse is a reduction of possibilities. It is an attempt to stop the sliding of the signs in relation to one another and hence to create a uniform system of meaning’ (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002 26-7) [emphasis and parenthesis in original]. 

With this understanding of discourse as a result of the relation of meanings, a totality based upon the exclusion of other possible meanings, the following passage expands on the discursive formation of identity and emphasizes the contingency of all identities, while touching on one of the aims of discourse theory:

‘As we have intimated, discourse theory investigates the way social practices systematically form the identity of subjects and objects by articulating together a series of contingent signifying elements available in a discursive field. Moreover, while discourse theory stresses the ultimate contingency of all social identity, it nonetheless acknowledges that partial fixations of meaning are both possible and necessary’ (Howarth and Stavrakakis 2000:7).

2.2 Providing structure: Moments, articulation and the field of discursivity

A discourse is a totality of signs which are given meaning in relation to one another. In discourse theory, these signs are called moments. Moments are positioned and endowed with meaning in their relationship with one another and with the centre of the discourse, a privileged signifier called the nodal point (Phillips and Jørgensen 2000:28).This process of positioning and thereby attributing meaning has been termed articulation and discourse is the totality which is a result of the articulation of moments.

Whereas moments through their articulation become part of a discourse or an identity, a number of signs exist outside any particular discourse. In discourse theory, these extra-discursive signs are called elements. Not only are these elements excluded, they also hold ‘all other possible meanings the sign could have had’ as explained in the Phillips and Jørgensen-passage above: hence the elements have plural meanings. The fixation of the meaning of elements only takes place when they become articulated: that is turned into moments as part of a discourse. In the process of articulation moments come to modify the other moments in the discourse as well as the totality of the discourse they become part of (Howarth and Stavrakakis 2000:7). Hence all articulations are changes of a particular discourse, although it still presents itself as a stable entity. Outside the totality of a discourse, the many possible meanings of the elements constitute what by Laclau and Mouffe been termed field of discursivity or the discursive field (Torfing 1999:92). This field consists of the surplus of meanings the moments articulated in one particular discourse could have had. Hence the discursive field is a pool of unarticulated elements excluded from the particular discourse under construction. Although excluded, the field of discursivity is important because it presents a challenge to a particular discourse as it hosts the elements an meanings which have not yet been fixed into or articulated into a discourse: these might be fixed into another discourse which tries to undermine the already established one (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002:27). This makes the field of discursivity a constitutive factor of the particular discourse and the idea of extra-discursive elements is therefore not valid, as these are potential of a discourse. The constitutive role of the discursive field will be elaborated when the concept of social antagonism is explored shortly.
Presently, a few additional comments have to be attached to the concept of the nodal point above. Phillips and Jørgensen point out that the nodal point in itself is an element (Phillips and Jørgensen 2002:28). So although the idea of privileging one element above others conflicts with the anti-essentialist ontology of discourse theory which precludes the idea of pre-given centers, it is part of the discursive practice to attempt centering the discursive construction around this nodal point (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002: 26). Complementing the concept of the nodal point, we also find the newer concept of the empty signifier. Like the nodal point, the empty signifier is the organizing element within a discourse: it is in itself without meaning. The process of filling it with meaning and articulating moments into elements in a structure around the empty signifier becomes the political process of constructing a coherent and closed social order or identity (Howarth 2000:119). Howarth does point out that the relationship between the two concepts has not yet been clarified and I will in the following employ the concept of the nodal point as the structuring moment (Howarth 2000:119). By articulating the moments in relation to one another and in relation to the nodal point, the sliding of meaning is temporarily stopped. Yet a complete fixation of meaning is impossible due to the existence of potential and alternative meanings within the field of discursivity. This brings us to an understanding of discourse as an incomplete totality which nevertheless presents itself as a complete totality through the exclusion of alternative meanings.  

Before turning to the construction of social groups, a final structuring concept requires an introduction. Although it is a concept found in most of the literature referenced on discourse theory, it is nevertheless a concept only two of the sources referenced in the present chapter define. Accordingly, Phillips and Jørgensen write that the structuring of moments within a discourse ‘takes place through the linking together of signifiers in chains of equivalence that establish identity relationally’ (Phillips and Jørgensen 2002:43) (emphasis in original). Phillips and Jørgensen continue:

 ‘Identity is discursively constituted through chains of equivalence where signs are sorted and linked together in chains in opposition to other chains which thus define how the subject is and how it is not’ (Phillips and Jørgensen 2002 43). [emphasis in original]
As we will see shortly, the structuring of elements in the discursive field necessitates the concept of a chain of equivalence. It is within the discursive field, Torfing defines the concept. In a chain of equivalence, the excluded elements are linked together in a chain of equivalence where the joining feature is the negation of the discursive formation this chain is excluded from. Hence the differential characteristics of the elements are erased explicitly with the purpose of emphasizing the sameness of being a negative subversion of a particular identity which is then established as positive (Torfing 1999:124). We will return to the chain of equivalence shortly.
2.3 Constructing groups and social antagonisms 

Addressing the topic of identity through the lenses of discourse theory also means dismissing the idea of identity as an inner core or an essence which we are born with. Rather, the identity of all individuals and groups - even of society - are discourses and therefore the result of articulations as illustrated above. Although without an essence or a pre-given center organizing identity or discourse, we always strive for wholeness, for closure and totality through the fixation of meaning (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002:42-3). What often happens is that we forget that our world is given meaning through discourses: sometimes a discourse becomes so established, that we take it for granted or think of it as something essential or natural and forget its contingency. Such a discourse is sedimented (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002: 55). When forgetting contingency, we also forget possible alternative ways of seeing and organizing the world: the find we alternatives in the field of discursivity. Nationality and gender are examples of discourses that are often so sedimented that we perceive as essential traits of who we are and take for granted to the extent that we do not question them. So although we like to think of it as such, identity is never fixed or whole and one of the aims of discourse analysis is to investigate how it is nevertheless constructed as such. Any particular identity might be challenged by other identity discourses as it will be discussed under the heading Politics, struggle and the social below.

Like all other processes of attributing meaning, group formation is relational. Therefore, one does not have to be member of a group in order to constitute it. A group becomes constituted once someone articulates it: that is speaks of it, to it, or on behalf of it (Phillips and Jørgensen 2002:45). Hence the discursive construction of one identity also entails a construction of other identities. Like the concept of moments, discourse as a totality needs to be positioned a relation of difference in order to manifest itself as meaningful: without an outside of discourse or identity, any discourse or identity cannot exist (Howarth 2000:103). Therefore, when constructing or articulating elements to form a discourse or identity a simultaneous process of constructing another identity also takes place. To fully explain this construction of another identity discourse theory introduces the concept of social antagonism.

The concept of the discursive field as constitutive of identity was introduced above alongside a promise of elaboration. The concept of social antagonism is probably the most relevant concept for identity formation and at such; social antagonisms are crystallizations of the undermining yet constitutive forces of the discursive field as it will be developed here.  

Howarth draws upon Laclau and Mouffe when defining social antagonism:

‘[…] Laclau and Mouffe argue that social antagonisms occur because social agents are unable to attain their identity (and therefore their interests), and because they construct an ‘enemy’ who is responsible for this ‘failure’ (Howarth 2000:105) [emphasis and parenthesis in original].
Whether the discourse is organized around a nodal point or an empty signifier, it still lacks a stable centre to which the moments are related and which can delimit the discourse. Within an identity discourse, this lack of an essence is not recognized; rather a blockage or enemy is constructed who obstructs the agents from fully attaining their identity, as we see I the extract from Howarth above. Hence the enemy is present in a discourse in the absence of an essential center. This enemy or blockage is a social antagonism: another agent or identity which is excluded and therefore located outside the particular discourse, hindering subjects of that discourse to be who they really are. The social antagonist takes on the role of what has been conceptualized as the Other and as such threatens to undermine a particular identity (Howarth and Stavrakakis 2000:10). Meanwhile the Other also has a constitutive role because it creates an unity within a discourse through its threatening presence as the object unified against. Constituted by the excluded elements in the discursive field, the social antagonist or Other is what we are not, a ‘purely negative identity’ (Howarth 2000:106). It is only in this presence of an antagonistic Other that the boundaries or limits of a discourse or an identity can be drawn. Concurring with Torfing, it could be said that the construction of a social antagonist makes identity possible while it also makes it impossible (Torfing 1999:124).

Not only are social antagonisms constitutive for identity formations, they also ‘reveal the contingency and precariousness’ of identity, depending on a threatening external Other (Howarth 2000:106). From this we can conclude that no discourse or identity is self-contained. It is fully dependent on relationship based on antagonisms, difference and exclusion. When approaching a topic like Afrikaner identity through discourse theory then, analysis of the construction of the Other in its constitutive and obstructive role is part and parcel of analyzing Afrikaner identity. Analyzing identity is therefore an investigation of the relationships between moments articulated in a particular discourse and those attempted excluded in their quality of being articulated as social antagonists or Others. Laclau and Mouffe present two important concepts for understanding the process of group formation and the relations we construct between social groups. The concepts are the logic of equivalence and the logic of difference which will be addressed shortly after a short explication of the role of politics and the idea of the social within discourse theory.
2.4 Politics, struggle and the social

As it has been firmly established by now, discourses and therefore also identities are incomplete structures which are nevertheless attempt closed and presented a totalities. This endeavor to achieve closure through the articulation of elements is a political process in the sense of including some meanings at the expense of other meanings (Howarth 2000:104). In order to fully grasp the relevance of politics as a constituting practice within discourse theory, it is therefore necessary to understand discourse not only as the construction of one particular identity and its relations of social antagonism but as an organization of society (Phillips and Jørgensen 2002:36). Inherent in the construction of every identity is also the construction of a social order. When a particular identity is challenged by social antagonism, the social antagonism also challenges the social order and the relations constructed. It so happens that one discourse rarely exists alone, yet when happens that discourse is a hegemonic discourse. Hegemony occurs when one discourse temporarily dominates and has managed to stabilize the social as well as the discursive field by articulation as many elements from the field of discursivity as possible around the various nodal points (Howarth and Stavrakakis 2000:15). Within such a hegemonic formation, the tension between various identities struggling to attribute meaning to the same elements is dissolved; hence social antagonists and their alternative ordering of the social are temporarily suspended as they incorporated into an encompassing and expanding discourse (Howarth and Stavrakakis 2000: 25; Torfing 1999:302). 

Yet hegemonic discourses are rare so the struggle or conflict to between various identity projects to fix meaning is central to discourse theory. These conflicts arise when discourses articulate the same elements differently and in doing so construct the social along different lines (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002: 47).
2.5 The logics of equivalence and difference 

To explain the function of the logics of equivalence and difference, I begin by drawing upon Howarth and Stavrakakis:

‘In order to account for the construction of social antagonisms, Laclau and Mouffe must provide an understanding of the ways in which antagonistic relations threaten discursive systems. If this is to be shown, then a place must be found for the existence of a purely negative identity. In other words, they must theorise an identity that cannot be integrated into an existing system of differences. To do so, Laclau and Mouffe introduce the logic of equivalence. This logic functions by creating equivalential identities that express a pure negation of a discourse system’ (Howarth and Stavrakakis 2000:11) [emphasis in original]
The logic of equivalence divides the social space into two oppositional poles. By reducing or dissolving the differences between the identities organized around each of these poles, the identities are made equivalent to one another around that pole and are placed in an antagonistic relationship to the oppositional pole (Howarth and Stavrakakis 2000:11). In terms of identities and the subject position each identity offers, the logic of equivalence in it purest form only makes two identities available and thereby precludes alternative interpretations of the social (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002:44-5). Such a division draws a clear-cut frontier between the identities constructed and Norval points out that the logic of equivalence often characterizes populist movements that position themselves in opposition to a system or an elite, an enemy to be overcome (Norval 2000:226,230). In the light of social antagonisms as discussed above, the oppositional identity becomes the threat that makes it impossible for the in-group to fully attain its identity, yet it is also through the constitution of the Other as a negative identity that the in-group come into being (Howarth and Stavrakakis 2000:10). Hence the equivalence within the in-group is found in its experience of threat from the Other and the opposition towards same, and thus expanding chains of equivalence come into being, dividing the social into  two different camps (Torfing 1999: 126). The implications of a social order dominated by the logic of equivalence are political actions aiming at ‘the annihilation of the antagonistic force’ in the illusionary belief that a full identity can be obtained (Torfing 1999:129). 
Whereas the logic of equivalence works in binary oppositions, the logic of difference allows for a broader spectrum of legitimate identities and subject positions (Hansen 2005:182-3). Rather than articulating elements around two nodal points, the logic of difference dissolves what used to be chains of equivalence into a system of differences. In this process, sharp antagonistic relationships and clear-cut dividing frontiers between identities are made impossible and the social becomes a complex scene (Howarth and Stavrakakis 2000:11). Identity constructions dominated by the logics of difference attempt to ‘relegate that division [of sharp antagonistic polarity] to the margins of society’ (Howarth and Stavrakakis 2000:11). The logic of difference in its pure form poses a challenge to the process of group or identity formation as we know this process depends on an Other, something which it is opposed to (Norval 2000:222). 
Hence both logics are at work in all processes of identity formation, despite their conflicting objectives. In each identity construction, however, one of the logics dominates and arranges the social accordingly, even if this domination is only a temporary fixation (Norval 2000:221; Torfing 1999:126). In her discussion of the logics of equivalence and difference, Norval provides a criticism of the privilege of ‘the moment of negativity, of frontier construction and of the development of antagonisms’ within discourse theory (Norval 2000:223). Since both the logic of equivalence and the logic of difference constitute identity, Norval finds it problematic that the theoretical conceptualization of logic of equivalence is privileged (Norval 2000:223). Yet Norval points out that there has been a recent change within discourse theory, moving from a ‘friend/enemy’ relation to that of an ‘us/them’ relation: a change which opens up to constructing the Other and the relation to same in more nuanced ways (Norval 2000:224). The following quotation by Chantal Mouffe in Norval 2000 illustrates this expansion of the conceptual framework of discourse theory:

‘[…] a democratic society makes room for the ‘adversary’, i.e. the opponent who is no longer considered an enemy to be destroyed but someone whose existence is legitimate and whose rights will not be put into question. The category of the ‘adversary’ serves here to designate the status of those who disagree concerning the ranking and interpretation of the values. […] It must be stressed, however, that the category of the enemy does not disappear; now it refers to those who do not accept the set of values constitutive of the democratic forms of life. …There is no way for their demands to be considered legitimate within the ‘we’ of democratic citizens, since their disagreement is not merely about ranking but of a much more fundamental type’ (Norval 2000:230).

Less militant in his imagery than Chantal Mouffe, Torfing introduces the concepts of popular and democratic antagonism as the two types of antagonism found in the logic of equivalence and difference respectively:

‘Popular antagonism involves a simplification of the social space. By contrast, so-called democratic antagonisms make the world increasingly complex. Whereas popular antagonisms divide the entire space of the social into two oppositional camps, democratic antagonism only divide minor social spaces’ (Torfing 1999: 127) [emphasis in original].
With the concept of social antagonism thus expanded to encompass both popular and democratic antagonists, it becomes clear that discourses dominated by the logic of difference come to lack the strong antagonistic relationship to a popular antagonist. If several democratic or adversary antagonists are found in the social it becomes increasingly difficult for the particular identity to differentiate itself and having the presence of a stable popular antagonist as its absent center. All identity, therefore, ‘are crossing points between the logic of equivalence and the logic of difference’, however, none will ‘dominate completely’ (Torfing 1999:125).
The logics of equivalence and difference thus enable us to approach identity constructions as ongoing processes of forming totalities. The constitutive necessity of popular antagonism means that there will always be a movement towards the logic of difference. According to Torfing, this movement means that various democratic antagonists emphasize their sameness in the presence of popular antagonism:
It should be stressed that in social antagonism we do not have a situation in which a negative equivalential pole confronts a positive differential pole, since faced with an external threat a certain sameness of the differential moments will be established’ (Torfing 1999:125)
Having thus established that social antagonism are essential in the construction of  identities, I will let Howarth have the last word of this section before I turn to the last concept of discourse theory.
 ‘Thus the task of the discourse analyst is to describe the ways in which the identities of agents are blocked, and to chart the different means by which these obstacles are constructed in antagonistic terms by social agents’ (Howarth 2000: 105)
2.6 Dislocations and change
Before embarking on the coupling of discourse theory with the discourse-historical approach, an additional theoretical concept needs to be explored, namely the concept of dislocation. It happens that a discourse is introduced to events that cannot be explained within the social order of an existing discourse and therefore come to disrupt the identities and the social order (Howarth 2000:111). It is pointed out by Hansen that dislocations come in a variety of sizes and in that sense discourses are always dislocated to some extent (Hansen 2005:180-1). Minor dislocations may be incorporated into the exiting discourse as social antagonisms ‘by detecting a cause of the dislocation that can serve as the en enemy’ (Torfing 1999:131). As such, social antagonisms ‘introduce social experiences, such as ‘failure’, ‘negativity’ or’ lack’, which cannot be accounted for by any positive or essentialist logic of society’ (Howarth 2000:106).
Whether such a dislocation causes the discursive formation of new social antagonists or modifies already existing ones, it is clear that the particular identity and social order undergoes a change due to the centrality of social antagonism in identity formation. Larger dislocations, on the other hand, cause a disruption of established identities and discourses because they are incompatible with the current discursive formations (Torfing 1999:131). In structural terms, the dislocation of a discourse means that the meaning of the moments articulated in a discourse is subverted and these are made available for rearticulation as elements once again. As Norval points out 

‘It is also clear that the greater the dislocation, the wider field of elements that will be available for rearticulation, and vice versa’ (Norval 1996:302).
This means that a dislocation makes new identity formations a necessity (Howarth and Stavrakakis 2000:13). Hence, dislocations are the starting point for new articulations of elements into new structures or a rearticulation of the relations which existed before the dislocation. Discourses are changed when we begin to rearticulate the elements differently and the ordering of the social then changes accordingly. Despite dislocations and the contingency of meaning, Phillips and Jørgensen caution their readers from believing that ‘everything changes all the time or that the social can be shaped freely’ (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002: 38). Social change does not happen overnight, nor do discourses emerge out of the blue
As it was stated in the introduction, we access the world through the discourses, perspectives and categories of language which the specific historical and cultural context makes available. Hence the possibilities for articulations and constructions following a dislocation are shaped by the structures dislocated. Attributing meaning to the world implies using a structure or a discourse already existent, hence all discourses and social changes always have a root in earlier discourses (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002:38). 

Since dislocations nevertheless stir the construction of identity and new combinations of moments possible, the event of dislocation is also the starting point many discourse analysts take when analyzing identity constructions. As we will see shortly, in the case of South Africa, the works by Vestergaard and Steyn take outset in the dislocation of Afrikaner and White South African identity after the dismantling of apartheid and of the Afrikaner and White South African privilege that dislocation entailed. 
I began this chapter introducing the structuring concepts of discourse and explored how elements become moments as they are articulated in relation to one another and the nodal point, forming the incomplete totality of a discourse. In the construction of identity, this incompleteness is mended by the simultaneous construction of a relation of social antagonism; of an identity which is both an undermining threat as well as a constitutive necessity. In the following, the theoretical concepts from the present chapter will be approached with the purpose of applying them in empirical analysis of two contemporary constructions of Afrikaner identity.

3 The discourse-historical approach

Having now introduced the concepts of discourse theory and established how these concepts allow us to understand how meaning is created and identities constructed, the question of empirical applicability arises. As stated in the introduction, the thesis at hand is an attempt to take discourse theory down an unbroken path by applying the analytical tools developed by Wodak et al under the heading of the discourse-historical approach to analyze of the construction of social antagonism as it takes place in two constructions of Afrikaner identity. The present chapter is therefore structured as to first give a brief introduction to the discourse-historical approach, its theoretical premises and the empirical fields it has been applied at. This is intended to establish the relevance of the discourse-historical approach for the thesis at hand. Following that, I will turn to the analytical methodology covering the formulation of content topics and the use of discursive strategies. In my discussion of these, I will draw upon the discourse theoretical concepts discussed in the previous chapter and exemplify how discursive strategies can expand the concept of articulation and help us understand the relations constructed as part of identity formation. While addressing discursive strategies, I will also introduce the third analytical tool, namely the linguistic means of realization, to illustrate how content topics and discursive strategies are substantiated linguistically in the empirical texts.
3.1 Introducing the discourse-historical approach 
Ruth Wodak and her colleagues have developed a set of analytical tools named historical-discourse analysis. Wodak and her team have used historical-discourse analysis to investigate discursive constructions of national identity in Austria (Wodak et al 1999; De Cillia et al 1999) as well as investigating a variety of discriminatory discourses likewise in Austria (Reisigl and Wodak 2000; Wodak and Meyer 2001). Before embarking on combining the discourse-historical approach with discourse theory, a few implications of this combination need to be addressed. As discussed above, discourse theory understands discourse as fully constitutive of the world and view all practices, material objects and institutions as parts of discourse (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002:19-20). Developing the discourse-historical approach under the framework of Norman Fairclough’s Critical Discourse Analysis, Wodak and her colleagues assume a dialectical relationship between discourse and the particular social world it is embedded in (Wodak et al 1999:7-8). Furthermore, discourses understood as text, talk or other semiological systems are forms of social practices are complemented by non-discursive social practices in the construction of the social (Wodak et al 1999:8; Phillips & Jørgensen 2002:18). These non-discursive practices are influenced by discourse which in turn is affected by the non-discursive practices (Wodak et al 1999:8). In their discussion of Critical Discourse Analysis, Phillips and Jørgensen point out the theoretical difficulties of distinguish between the discursive and non-discursive (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002:89-90). Combining discourse theory’s understanding of discourse as fully constitutive of the social and the impossibility of the non-discursive with the analytical tools of the discourse-historical approach enables the writer of the thesis at hand to avoid making this distinction. 
Adopting the discourse theoretical understanding of the social as discursively constructed, I will not be following the discourse-historical approach accurately. Within the framework of this thesis, the requirements for the principle of triangulation by colleting a variety of data through different methods cannot be met (Wodak et al 1999:6). Rather I will use the tools originating in the discourse-historical approach to investigate if these can be fruitfully combined with discourse theory.

3.2 Content topics
The first step of the discourse-historical approach is to identify the content topics within the particular discourse under analysis. According to Wodak et al, this identification is based upon pilot readings of the empirical data as well as a survey of the theoretical literature relevant for the field of study (Wodak et al 1999:30). Since the purpose of thesis at hand is to employ the discourse-historical approach for the analysis of the discursive construction of Afrikaner identity and the simultaneous construction of social antagonism, these are content topics which will be addressed. 
While discourse theory to a large extent is a self-contained theory, the work of Wodak et al draw upon a range of theoretical literature which produces a set of assumptions about what the construction a national identity may consist of as presented below. As it was touched upon in the introduction and developed in the previous chapter, the contingency of discourses is easily forgotten and we come to think of social groups as natural and objective entities. As we shall se in the following, the theoretical assumptions underlying the discourse-historical approach to national identity provides an understanding of the elements articulated to make a national identity seem whole, natural and non-contingent. Hence the combination of discourse theory and the discourse-historical approach brings more perspectives to the analysis of the formation of Afrikaner identity, as we will see in the following.
3.2.1 Theoretical assumptions and content topics
The following distillation of the assumptions underlying Wodak et al’s work on national identity is found in the 1999 article by De Cillia et al. All references in the following section are from De Cillia et al 1999, pages 153-4 and all emphasis are found in the original text. 

Leaning on Benedict Anderson, the first assumption is that nations are understood as ‘imagined political communities’. Nations are therefore ‘mental construct’ which exist in the ‘minds of the nationalized subjects as sovereign and limited political units’. 
Secondly, it is assumed that national identity – and social identities in general – are ‘discursively […] produced, reproduced, transformed and destructed’. 
The third assumption is based upon Pierre Bourdieu’s notion of habitus which is elaborated as follows:
’In our view, national identity can be regarded as a sort of habitus, that is to say as a complex of common ideas, concepts or perception schemes, (a) of related emotional attitudes intersubjectively shared within a specific group of persons; (b) as well as of similar behavioural dispositions; (c) all of which is internalized through ‘national’ socialization.’
This assumption entails an imagination of an essential category, the Austrian as well as the idea of a ‘common national culture, history, present and future’ – even a collective memory. Alongside this, the notion of a national habitus also entails ‘stereotypical notions of other nations and their culture, history etc’ as well the emotional and behavioral dispositions favoring in-groups and a readiness to debase and exclude Others from the constructed collective. 

The fourth assumption underlying the analysis of national identities is the understanding that ‘the construction of difference/distinctiveness and uniqueness’ is part and parcel of the discursive construction of national identities. In constructing imaginary collective identities, ‘both the construction of sameness and the construction of difference violate pluralistic and democratic variety and multiplicity by group-internal homogenization (of in-groups as well as out-groups).’

The fifth and final assumption is as follows:

’[t]hat there is no such thing as the one and only national identity in an essentializing sense, but rather that different identities are discursively constructed according to context, that is according to the social field, the situational setting of the discursive act and the topic being discussed. In other words, national identities are not completely consistent, stable and immutable. They are, to the contrary, to be understood as dynamic, fragile, ‘vulnerable’ and often incoherent.’

Based on these assumptions and pilot analysis of the empirical data, Wodak et al formulated the following content topics to be addressed in their analysis:

1. ‘the linguistic construction of the homo Austraticus and homo externus
2. the narration and confabulation of a common political past

3. the linguistic construction of a common culture

4. the linguistic construction of a common political present and future

5. the linguistic construction of a “national body”’ 



(Wodak et al 1999:30) [emphasis in original]
Coming from a discourse theoretical perspective, I find that my upcoming investigation of Afrikaner identity have become a bit more concrete with these content topics at hand, as they form expectations about the moments we might find articulated into a discourse on national identity. At this point, the avid reader will have noted that by adopting the above-mentioned assumptions, I approach my empirical data with a preconception of Afrikaner identity constructions as the constructions of national identity. As it will become clear from the following chapter, Afrikaner identity during apartheid was indeed a national identity and by leaning on the content topics above I maintain Afrikaner identity within that discourse. This brings me back to discourse theory and the concept of dislocation. As stated in the introduction and elaborated in the following chapter, the dismantling of the apartheid system was a dislocatory event which disrupted the social order as many South Africans and Afrikaners in particular knew it. The dislocation made hither-to articulated moments available as elements to be articulated into new identity formations which. Yet the potentials and plurality of meanings excluded – if that be the apartheid articulation of an element – are always present within the discursive field as an undermining threat.

Hence the content topics presented above are still relevant for analyzing Afrikaner identity, if only to investigate how they might be articulated differently in the two constructions found in the empirical text. Pilot readings of the two empirical texts confirm that both address the five content topics, however, quite differently. Within the scope of the thesis at hand and with the purpose of exploring social antagonisms as part of the construction of Afrikaner identity, however, I will limit my analysis to cover the following content topics: 
· The constructions of the Afrikaner and other social groups
· The constructions of a common Afrikaner past, present and future.
3.3 Discursive strategies and means of realization
Although the content topics form expectations about the moments we might find within a discourse on identity, we know from discourse theory that it is through the relations moments in between that these are given meaning. This brings us to the concept of articulation. As we know, the process of articulation relates moments to one another, and while doing so fixes the meaning within discourse as well as in relation to the unarticulated elements outside of the discursive formation. Understanding the construction of discourse as a political act, the process of articulation is political in the sense that it either reproduces or challenges existing discourses by including some meanings at the expense of other meanings. I therefore propose an opening up of the concept of articulation for the purpose of investigating what takes place within the articulation. 
This opening up can be done by applying the discursive macro-strategies as conceptualized in the discourse-historical approach. Discursive strategies are the second dimension of the analysis and are based on an understanding of discourse as having four macro-functions as illustrated in the following:

‘Through discourses, social actors constitute objects of knowledge, situations and social roles as well as identities and interpersonal relations between social groups and those who interact with them. Furthermore, discursive acts are socially constitutive in a variety of ways. Firstly, they are largely responsible for the genesis, production and construction of particular social conditions. Secondly, they can contribute to the restoration of, legitimation or relativisation of a social status quo (ante). Thirdly, discursive acts are employed to maintain and reproduce the status quo. Fourthly, discursive practice may be effective in transforming, dismantling or even destroying the status quo’ (Wodak et al 1999:8). 

The four macro-functions of discourse are in the discourse-historical approach converted into four discursive macro-strategies which enable us to explore how the process of articulation takes place and how it relates moments to one another within a discourse as well as the relationship to the excluded elements. The four discursive macro-strategies are as follows:
· Constructive strategies

· Perpetuation, justification and legitimation strategies

· Transformation strategies

· Dismantling and destructive strategies 

As it will be elaborated below, these discursive strategies operate with different objectives and by identifying these objectives in empirical analysis we are able to highlight the political agenda of identity formation and thereby also the ordering of the social, i.e. the relations and divisions between the groups formed. This brings us to the concepts of social antagonism as well as the logics of difference and equivalence respectively. 

Since identity discourses also propose an ordering of the social, it is through articulation that the relations between social groups are constructed. By focusing on the relations created, I expect that the discourse-historical approach can help me trace the more complex identity formations of democratic antagonism and influenced by the logic of equivalence. 

3.3.1 The four discursive macro-strategies 
Before introducing and discussing the discursive strategies, it is necessary for me to emphasize that the objective of these are not realized in a vacuum. The objectives of the various strategies are only achieved because they rely on already existing discourses and hierarchies of meaning. Positive and negative predications only serve their purpose if the audience acknowledges the ranking inherent in these. Likewise, strategies in the discourse-historical approach make use of Miranda words and anti-Miranda words. These are high-value words and low-value words respectively (Wodak et al 1999: 36-41). Since no words have inherent value or meaning but are given value through social construction, it is assumed that the audiences of the respective talks share these values and are familiar with these discourses, which we then can assume to be somewhat sedimented but not absolutes. This underlines the contingency of meaning as illustrated in the previous chapter as well as the historical, contextual and cultural specificity of each discursive formation. 
Analyzing a variety of empirical data, Wodak argues strategies are a ‘more or less intentional plan of practices (including discursive practices) adopted to a achieve a particular social, psychological or linguistic aim’ (Wodak 2001: 73). The degree of intention depends on the genre of text, since we cannot always be fully aware of all utterances we make. Within their data which also includes interviews, newspaper articles and discussion in focus groups, Wodak et al assumed political commemoration speeches to use the most intentional (Wodak et al 1999: 32). Although the talks chosen as the empirical data for this thesis are not political commemoration, given Roodt’s and du Preez’ backgrounds as authors and contributors to the public debate and the occasions the talks were given at, I will argue that the degree of intent in their talk is indeed quite high.
In the following, I will list the four-macro strategies of the discourse-historical approach and discuss them in relation to the concepts of social antagonism. Under each heading Wodak and her colleagues present numerous sub-strategies which the analyses have produced. Hence the sub-strategies have not been employed as a priori categories in their analyses conducted by Wodak and her colleagues but rather the result of analysis (Wodak et al 1999:34).Yet these sub-strategies are part of my pre-understanding of what takes place within the process of articulation. 
3.3.2 Constructive strategies 

The constructive strategies serve to construct or build a particular identity. Images of unity and sameness are used to form an in-group while also differentiating this identity in relations to what in discourse theory would be called the social antagonist or Other (Wodak et al 1999:33). This is realized through the strategy of positive self-presentation and negative Other-presentation. Often negative-other presentation happens without an explicit referent, as a positive self-presentation entails the comparison to an Other (De Cillia et al 1999:163). In such a comparison the Other remain nameless or is linguistically excluded or backgrounded in the comparison (Reisigl and Wodak 2001:47).The constructive strategies also include the sub-strategies of nomination or reference by which social actors are constructed and represented, most often through membership categorization. 

Whereas the strategies of reference or nomination bring the social groups or various identities into being, the strategy of predication linguistically provides these groups or actors with characteristics and traits (Wodak 2001:72-3). As predications are ‘linguistically more or less evaluative (deprecatorily or appreciative), explicit or implicit’ (Reisigl and Wodak 2000: 54), I find that the strategy of predication is an important tool when investigating how social antagonisms are constructed, in particular the construction of democratic antagonisms. I envision that a social order dominated by the logics of difference with its lack of clear-cut frontiers opens up for the possibility that the identities constructed would potentially share characteristics and that the construction of democratic antagonism is more appreciative it the predication of qualities when compared to what we might find in constructions of popular antagonisms. Hence it is my claim that the strategy of predication is a tool by which more nuanced construction of identity can be investigated.

For the purposes of investigating how chains of equivalence are established as part the constructions of identity, the sub-strategies of assimilation and dissimilation are useful. Whereas the former emphasizes or presupposes sameness, the latter emphasizes difference from a ‘preferred norm’ and often does not ‘introduce subtle distinctions, but, on the contrary implies the affixing of undifferentiated and usually derogatory labels on the group concerned’ (Wodak et al 1999:33). These sub-strategies are therefore useful when establishing whether a polarized social order dominated by the logic of equivalence is prevalent, as they explore how the differences around each of the poles are sought erased. Wodak et al point out how these particular sub-strategies cut across the four macro-strategies discussed in this section, as their objectives can be both constructive, justifying, transforming or dismantling (Wodak et al 1999:33). Hence the strategy of assimilation can be used to bring together moments and emphasize their similarity with the objective of transforming a discourse which has previously depended on a relation of difference between the two moments. Figurative language such as personifications can be  used to transform abstract entities into a human form and thereby encouraging identification with the personified subject in the case of assimilation strategies or encouraging exclusion in case of dissimilation strategies (Wodak et al 1999: 43-4). Likewise the use of explicit or implicit comparisons can be used to realizes several strategies, in particular assimilation and dissimilation strategies (Wodak et al 1999:39).
Related to the strategy of dissimilation is the sub-strategy of exclusion which can be realized through the use of illustrative examples, anecdotes or by the third person plural pronouns ‘they’, ‘those’ and ‘them’ (Wodak et al 1999: 38-9, 202). In contrast to the strategy of exclusion employing third person plurals, the linguistic realization of groups often takes place through the use of the first-person plural pronouns ‘we’. Analysis of the use of pronouns can illuminate how pronouns both realize group formation and substantiate the formations taking place through the discursive strategies. Wodak et al underline how ‘we’ can be ‘used in the service of “linguistic imperialism” to verbally annex and usurp’ (Wodak et al 1999: 45). The following table is adapted from De Cillia et al and illustrates how the first-person plural ‘we’ can include all other personal pronouns and therefore have multiple uses (De Cillia et al 1999:164-5):
Table 1  Uses of  ’we’ 

	1
	I + you
	Partially/totally addressee inclusive

	2
	I + he/she
	Addressee exclusive

	3
	I + you (plural)
	Partially/totally addressee inclusive

	4
	I + they
	Addressee exclusive

	5
	I + you (plural) + he/she
	Partially/totally addressee inclusive + someone

	6
	I + you (plural) + they
	Partially/totally addressee inclusive + someone


Wodak et al present a useful elaboration of one of the uses of ‘we’. The historically expanded ‘we’ includes the speaker, the addressees as well as absentees, whether dead or alive who have done great deeds in the past. This historically expanded ‘we’ enables the speaker to construct a large imagined group and in doing so, includes the speaker and addressees in what is considered proud achievements of the past (Wodak et al 1999:46-7). So ‘we’ is both a linguistic device for annexing others into our group and for making our group part of a larger whole. Recalling that identity formations always rely on both the logic of difference and the logic of equivalence, I find that the analysis of group formations realized through the use of pronouns offer a potential illustrating the complex relations constructed as a result of the tensions of these logics.  
3.3.3 Perpetuation, justification and legitimation strategies

The perpetuation strategy is employed with the objective of reproducing or maintaining a particular but threatened identity. The idea of continuity is central to the perpetuation strategy, as is the construction of a threat to this continuity and to the identity as a whole (Wodak et al 1999: 33; De Cillia et al 1999: 161). The perpetuation strategy often draws upon predictions of disaster, of references to history and the creation of contrast through the strategies of assimilation and dissimilation for its realization (Wodak et al 1999: 39-40). Once again, this brings us to the concept of social antagonism as these are the blockages which threaten the continuity and obstruct the full realization of a particular identity. 
Although the perpetuation strategy aims at maintaining a particular identity that particular identity is changed on account of the efforts put into maintaining it. The perpetuation strategy is an attempt to solidify an existing identity discourse by keeping the alternative meanings found in the field of discursivity at bay. In this sense, threats can be discursive attempts to undermine the meaning of a particular moment within the discourse or threats can be constructed as social agents, objects and events which obstruct the fulfillment of identity.

The justification and relativisation strategies primarily serve the purpose of defending and preserving what might be a ‘problematic narrative of “national history”’, whether that is justifying a social status quo of the past or explaining controversial events in the national past (De Cillia et al 1999: 161). The use of insinuations, allusions, trivializing comparisons and euphemisms are means to make a problematic past an unproblematic moment within a current construction of identity. Sub-categories under the current heading include the sub-strategies of scape-goating and avoidance. Whereas scape-goating is realized through the use of fictitious scenarios, stories and comparison and has the objective of shifting blame and responsibility and the roles of victim/perpetrator, the strategy of avoidance reaches its objectives through deleting or euphemizing the linguistic agent responsible for a particular event (Wodak et al 1999:36). Lastly, the legitimation strategy serves to assigning authority and can also be reversed into a delegitimation strategy to exclude the Other from a position of authority (Wodak et al 1999: 37). 

3.3.4 Transformation strategies
The objective of the transformation strategies is to discursively attempt to transform a well-established identity into another (De Cillia et al 1999: 161). The transformation strategies are often realized by employing persuasion build around various argumentation schemes or topoi (Wodak et al 1999: 33-4). Common argumentation schemes within transformation strategies are the topos of threat and the topos of history as teacher (Wodak et al 1999: 33, 40). Implied in the topos of threat is the understanding that if there are specific threats, something should be done about them (Reisigl and Wodak 2000: 77). The topos of history as teacher leans on the understanding that history teaches us a lesson and will repeat itself if preventive care is not taken (Reisigl and Wodak 2000: 80). Hence the various topoi are the justification of the conclusion reached, whether that conclusion is to modify a belief about an out-group in the case of a strategy or transformation, or standing firm because we know from history that we are right, as it could be the case when employed in a perpetuation strategy. Accordingly, the use of topoi or argumentation schemes is not exclusive to the transformation strategies. Both Reisigl and Wodak as well as Wodak et al present extensive lists of topoi which will be referred to in the upcoming analysis (Reisigl and Wodak 2000: 74-80; Wodak et al 1999: 36-42). Although with contradictory purposes, perpetuation and transformation can both be realized through the means of what Wodak et al call normative-deontic modals and normative-deontic constructions: that is constructions such as ‘must’, ‘should’ or ‘it is necessary’ and appeal to either an implicit or explicit  moral duty or obligation (Wodak et al 1999:40-1).  
When approaching these strategies from the perspective provided by discourse theory, it becomes clear that it is though these strategies that dissolution of two polarized identities into several possible identities is realized. Hence the transformation strategies are employed if when the balance between the logics of equivalence and differences is changed. Yet this process can also be the object of the last of the macro-strategies, to which I will turn now.

3.3.5 Dismantling and destructive strategies
The dismantling and destructive strategies serve the objective of de-mythologizing or demolishing existing identities or parts of these, however, often without a specific replacement for the identity dismantled (De Cillia et al 1999:161; Wodak et al 1999: 33). These strategies are the macro-strategies least employed in the data analyzed by Wodak et al, yet I find them worth emphasizing for the analytical purpose of the thesis at hand. 
Since the objective is to dismantle or disarticulate a particular moment within a discourse, the dismantling strategy is realized by derogatory references, the use of anti-Miranda or negation of hither-to valued moments (Wodak et al 1999:42). In contrast to the justification strategy discussed above, these moments could be parts of the past that are somehow not compatible with the identity currently being constructed. By dismantling one moment from a discourse, it is important to remember that the entire discourse is modified. Like the delegitimation strategy discussed under the heading of justification strategies, the destructive strategies can also be employed alongside constructive strategies to discredit the point of view of whom we know from discourse theory as popular antagonists (Wodak et al 1999:42).
In the present chapter I have not only argued how the four macro-strategies of discourse expand discourse theory’s concept of articulation and thus enable me to investigate the constructions of Afrikaner identities and the simultaneous construction of social antagonisms, as well as the perpetuation, transformation or dismantling of the existing identity discourses which also occur in the processes of identity formation. Accessing the construction of Afrikaner identities through the discourse-historical approach and the theoretical assumptions Wodak et al found their analysis on also provides an understanding of how the processes of constructing identities as whole and natural entities entail the construction of a common past, present and future. And with this in mind, the next step is to address the historical constructions of the Afrikaners.

4 Historical Constructions of the Afrikaners
The purpose of present chapter is to provide the reader with an understanding of the South African history so that the analyses I conduct are placed within a context. The chapter gives an understanding of the historical constructions of Afrikaner identity and the hegemonic project apartheid was. It also provides an understanding of how the end of apartheid was a major dislocation of the identities constructed and attempted sedimented during apartheid South Africa. From a discourse theoretical view point, the dislocation of identity is the event which makes new identity projects possible because it opens up for alternative interpretations of events. All identity constructions are therefore historically specific as they are articulations and re-articulations of former identities.  
Since I draw upon the analyses made by Norval, Steyn, and Vestergaard in this chapter, the chapter also places the thesis at hand within an analytical context. 
Yet the of the thesis is to investigate how constructions of Afrikaner identity are conducted on the basis of all the new discourses that have become available after the dismantling of the apartheid monopoly on Afrikaner identity, build upon the works of Steyn and Vestergaard and the theoretical assumption provided by Laclau and Mouffe that identity is constantly redefined and in process. In addition to the works of Norval, Steyn and Vestergaard, I will draw upon Hermann Gilliomee’s recent book The Afrikaners: Biography of a People (2003), R.W. Johnson’s South Africa: The First Man, The Last Nation (2004) and Jamie Frueh’s analysis Political Identity and Social Change: The Remaking of South African Social Order (2003). 
The purpose of the present chapter is to illustrate how Afrikaner identities have been constructed since the early arrivals of the Dutch East-India Company at the Cape in 1652. The presentation here is by no means exhaustive and should be read as an interpretation of a few selected events that has taken place in South African history the past 350 years. Given my poststructuralist outset for the thesis at hand, the understanding of history as an interpretation is implied.
4.1 Early identifications 1652 – 1800

Although the Afrikaner only became a culturally and politically significant discursive construction towards the late 19th century as elaborated below, it is useful to trace how earlier which events have been articulated in the process of constructing Afrikaner identity.
The first self-proclamation of being an Afrikaner came from a young man in 1707. The noun ‘Afrikaner’ literally translated means ‘of Africa’ and during the eighteenth century, it became customary for the free burghers to refer to themselves as Afrikaners or as Boers, which means farmers (Giliomee 2003:52). As servants of the Dutch East-India Company had fulfilled their contract, most remained in South Africa and became free burghers. They made a living for themselves as farmers and suppliers to the Company and also fulfilled the role of defenders of the land, protecting the Cape settlement against attacks from the indigenous population, the Khoikhoi and San people (Giliomee 2003: 59). Steyn points out how 

‘[t]he insistence of being ”of Africa”, an act of dissociation from European roots, has been important in Afrikaner identity since the earliest time of white settlement. This self-identification with the land also indicated a strong claim of entitlement to the land […]’ (Steyn 2001: 102) [emphasis in original].
By the end of the eighteenth century, ‘a sense of being Afrikaners rather than being Dutch or French or German had crystallized’ among the settlers (Giliomee 2003: 51). While not forming an established discourse at the time, the elements of identifying with Africa rather than Europe and having earned a claim to the land through the laborious process of cultivating and protecting it would later become meaningful moments in the construction of Afrikaner identity. Although the term ‘Afrikaner’ was not exclusively white in the early decades (Giliomee 2003: 22-3), the social order of the first 150 years of white settlement at the Cape European descent and cultural heritage above among the Khoikhoi and San people who inhabited the Cape prior to Dutch settlement
 (Steyn 2001:27-8). 
4.2 Afrikaner? Well, at least not British 1800 - 1870

With the arrival of British soldiers in 1795, the influx of British settlers in the 1820s and the gradual abolishment of slavery from 1825-38, many pre-British settlers felt marginalized. A large group felt marginalized to the extent that they left what was now called the Cape Colony and migrated into the unexplored deep interior where they could live outside the tentacles of the British Empire. Vestergaard points out that at this point in time, the pre-British settlers did not subscribe to a common identification other than they were definitely not British subjects (Vestergaard 2000: 33). Being an Afrikaner was just one of multiple identifications at the time, yet a feeling of inferiority seemed to be a common feature among the non-British settlers (Giliomee 2003: 94,195). Along with the inferiority complex in relation to the British, first half of the 19th century also challenged the established social order at the Cape as Afrikaners felt they were the victims of social leveling or gelykstelling in Afrikaans due to the abolishment of slavery and a set of laws granting equality to the Khoikhoi and San population (Vestergaard 2001: 32-3). Hence the migration from the Cape Colony was an escape from a subject position on a par with people of color.

This early somewhat antagonistic relationship between the two white groups, the British and pre-British settlers or Afrikaners, would be invested with more and more meaning as time passed. The migration away from the British-ruled Cape Colony has later become known as the Great Trek as will be elaborated below. The Transvaal Republic and the Orange Free State were founded as a result of the migration of the Great Trek and they became the spaces where the Afrikaners could maintain their ‘old paternalistic order’ based upon slavery (Giliomee 2003:147). As the two republics formed in the 1850s, their constitutions excluded the what was then termed ‘natives’ from obtaining citizenship and Steyn points out how out how Afrikaner freedom henceforth ‘came to be understood as freedom to exercise racial hegemony’ (Steyn 2001: 32-3). Although the period offered many other events and alliances than the one drawn forth here, the social order of citizens and non-citizens based upon race and the antagonism towards the British became two of the moments which were to influence the project of constructing Afrikaner identity waiting just around the corner. 

The Anglo-Boer war at the turn of the 19th century reinforced the anti-British sentiments among Afrikaners. The loss of Afrikaner lives in the British concentration camps and British occupation of the Boer republics fuelled the Afrikaner idea of being persecuted in their own country, an experience which the British invasion had originally sparked (Vestergaard 34, Giliomee 254-6). Yet the anti-British sentiment was only one element of many which came into play in the decades around the turn of the 19th century. 
4.3 Project Afrikaner 1870 - 1948

The migration from the Cape in the 1830s was attributed meaning by Transvaal President Paul Kruger around the 1870s when he named it The Great Trek. Likewise, the settlers’ bloody victory over the Zulus in the battle to claim territory was interpreted by Kruger as evidence that the white non-British settlers were a chosen people with a special covenant with God and a special purpose in South Africa which included a legitimate claim to the land (Steyn 2001: 28, 33). The Great Trek and the Day of Covenant became pivotal Afrikaner celebrations during the late 19th century and remained meaningful moments in Afrikaner discourse during apartheid, until the celebrations gradually took an extreme right turn in the late 1980s (Johnson 2004: 124). 

Academics agree that the idea of the Afrikaner people, or volk as they would eventually call themselves, had its origins in the mid-1870s and was a project the intellectual and political elite initiated, eventually creating what Steyn calls an ‘Afrikaner-centric history’ (Vestergaard 2000: 35-6; Steyn 2001:39). In order to construct a collective Afrikaner identity, however, more than a common past was needed. The idea of an Afrikaner essence - the volkseie - became a nodal point in the emerging discourse of the Afrikaner as a volk with a particular history and a particular destiny. Norval argues that the volkseie became the myth of the Afrikaner as a way to give meaning to the dislocations they had experienced (Norval 1996: 6). Yet it was only through the process of differentiation to the ‘non-true Afrikaner, the English, the Jew, the black, the coloured’ – in short a horizon of Others the volkseie was established (Norval 1996: 99). Advancing and protecting the volkseie became the political platform of the Afrikaner National Party established in 1914 (Giliomee 2003: 70). South Africa became a union in 1910 and although the Union of South Africa was organized along segregationist lines excluding non-Europeans from political representation, it did not succeed in uniting the two White South Africa  groups into a homogenous European social group (Steyn 2001: 34; Giliomee 2003: 359-61). The umbrella term European, however, would survive as a differentiation to Black South Africans, non-Whites or non-Europeans (Steyn 2001:41). The South African support to the British during World War I further widened the gap within the Europeans or White South Africans and made the Afrikaners circle around the National Party as the trustee of their volkseie (Giliomee 2003: 380-4, Johnson 2004:115).

Around the nodal point of volkseie, a series of moments were given articulated. The promotion of the language Afrikaans as the mother tongue played an important role in the construction of the Afrikaner volk. After cleaning the language from Coloured  or Creole influence as well as associations of poverty in the late 19th century, it was turned into a standardized language in which newspapers and literature would slowly emerge (Vestergaard 2000: 39; Johnson 2004: 40). Afrikaans became an official language alongside Dutch and English in 1925 and authors were encouraged to write in Afrikaans with the purpose of establishing it as a kultuurtaal ​– a high culture language and the Afrikaners as kultuurvolk – a cultured people (Giliomee 2003:377). 
The efforts towards a unified Afrikaner culture was were increased with the establishment of the Afrikaner Broederbond in 1918. The Broederbond started as an association of educated Afrikaner professionals and the purpose of the association was to advance the cultural, social and economic interests of the Afrikaner volk through what eventually became a web of ‘cradle-to-grave organizations’ (Johnson 2004: 120-1). 

During increased Afrikaner urbanization following the Anglo-Boer wars, Afrikaners found themselves in situations economically and socially inferior to the English-speaking White South Africans. The Afrikaner elite feared that that these low-income Afrikaners would side with Blacks and Coloureds, creating a class-based social order rather than one based on race or ethnicity (Giliomee 2003: 423-4). Once again, the element of gelykstelling showed its face and was articulated into Afrikaner discourse. The Afrikaner Broederbond was pivotal in the efforts to improve the lives of poor Afrikaners while promoting unity and solidarity among people of ‘the Afrikaner nationality’ (Giliomee 2003: 356, 386-7). As the English-speaking White South Africans were seen as unreliable protectors of white privilege in general and Afrikaner volkseie in particular, the budding Afrikaner identity had plenty to offer its subjects. 
As already mentioned, the idea of being a chosen community with a covenant with God was also gaining significance during this period. Steyn writes how Afrikaner identity was marked by 
‘[t]he fear of being overrun, the fear of domination, the fear of losing the purity that was supposed to guarantee their superior position, the fear of cultural genocide through intermingling – these anxieties were always present’ (Steyn 2001: 25).

Defined against this multitude of threats, the self-preservation, maintenance of purity and self-defense of the Afrikaners and their volkseie were linked into a chain of equivalence as Christian principles which the Dutch Reformed Church and the Broederbond had important roles in disseminating (Giliomee 2003: 413; Norval 1996: 67-70). 

Despite struggles and various discursive attempts to fix Afrikaner identity too complex to illustrate in the thesis at hand, the efforts to construct a collective Afrikaner identity culminated in a Christian-nationalistic Afrikaner discourse which was about to transform South Africa into of the apartheid state. Apartheid as a term and ideology originated within the Dutch Reformed Church in the late 1920s, advocating the development of ‘self-respecting Christian nations’ along cultural and linguistic lines (Giliomee 2003: 458-9). The discourse of apartheid entered politics in the 1930s and strengthened the link between the Dutch Reformed Church, the Broederbond and the National Party that would last until the mid-1980s (Giliomee 2003: 607, 620-1).

In short, apartheid became the discourse which offered the Afrikaners a solution to the dislocations they had experienced especially during the 1930s and 1940s while also articulating selected historical elements as part of the Afrikaner identity constructed in apartheid discourse (Norval 1999:5, 52). Since apartheid discourse centered Afrikaners as a unique group, as it will be illustrated below, it becomes increasingly difficult to separate the Afrikaner as an identity from apartheid as a discourse.
4.4 Apartheid – an ongoing struggle 1948 – 1990 

Neither the politics, the social consequences hereof, nor the social order of apartheid can be reduced to fit the space available in this chapter. Yet it is pertinent to stress how the Afrikaner volk as a collective identity became the core of government politics for the decades to come. When the National Party won the 1948 election and introduced apartheid, a process of fixation of the South African identities begun. Apartheid was a hegemonic discourse dominated by the logics of equivalence. As a political system, the apartheid state constantly had to modify itself to incorporate, ban or try to eliminate the challenges posed by various discourses of anti-apartheid resistance, as the works of Frueh and Norval exemplify. Norval illustrates up the state’s monopoly on Afrikaner identity accordingly:

‘[…] as the apartheid project crystallized and penetrated into more and more aspects of everyday life, it became increasingly difficult to questions its parameters. One either stayed within the horizon delineated by apartheid discourse, or one fell outside of it; one either engaged in ‘loyal resistance’, or one became a traitor to the Afrikaner cause. It was only in the 1980s – during the period in which apartheid hegemony went into crisis – that a rearticulation of the meaning of Afrikanerhood became practically possible once again’ (Norval 1996: 300).
The discourses challenging the apartheid discourse of the National Party include at various times and in various versions: Black and White anti-apartheid discourses including that of the ANC, the South African Communist Party, the Pan Africanist Congress, the Black Consciousness Movement, the Progressive Party, and the United Democratic Front; far right wing Afrikaners advocating total separation; the Zulu nationalist party Inkatha, and lastly the National Party met official international criticism
 (Giliomee 2003: 559, 563). These and more discourses tried to undermine the stability of apartheid Afrikaner discourse, yet they were also constitutive predominantly as popular antagonists, preventing the volk from attaining their particular volkseie. 

A keystone in the ordering of the social was the 1950 Public Registration Act. This act divided the South Africans into three social groups: Whites, Coloreds and Natives
. The classification influenced every aspects of daily life as each identity was predicated with certain characteristics, behavioral traits and these designated the individual’s position within the social order. Although English-speaking White South Africans were not Afrikaners, they were included in the political life and enjoyed certain privileges, witnessing the influence of the logic of difference within the apartheid order. As illustrated by Frueh, Afrikaners and English-speaking White South Africans did share common features:

‘Apartheid was designed around the concept of self-determination for white South Africans, and its rhetorical justifications meant that only whites were capable of the rational, civilized decision-making that would characterize participation in South Africa’s Western-style or first-world democracy’ (Frueh 2003:120).

Whereas the apartheid government and the Broederbond had hither-to been focused on constructing subject positions for the Afrikaners, the 1950s and 1960 meant a rearticulation of the identities given to Coloreds and Natives as the notion of volkseie was ascribed to these Others as well (Norval 1996:7). During these years, a process of dividing Black South Africans or Bantus, as they were now called, into smaller groups and tribes began. Each tribe was attributed God-given unique characteristics which like the volkseie deserved to be preserved and protected. This legitimized the idea of separate development and the forced placement of Black South Africans in homelands or Bantustans (Norval 1996: 133-5; Giliomee 2003:534). Extending the idea of a particular essence to all of the apartheid identities meant a rearrangement of the social according to the logic of difference as the social was divided into minor spaces, also in the physical sense. Howarth notes how this division also served to break the chain of equivalence the ANC and other forces of resistance had constructed between various ethnic groups and social classes: a chain of equivalence based on the opposition to the apartheid system (Howarth 2000:107). As discussed in section 2.5, the logic of difference weakens the antagonistic relations between groups, however, the logic of equivalence maintained a position of Afrikaner privilege in what was becoming an increasingly complex social order. 
Black resistance to the apartheid order such as the 1966 Sharpeville protests over forced removals were interpreted in accordance with the logic of equivalence in which Black South Africans and international communists constituted the popular antagonist of White South Africa. The Sharpeville killing of Black protesters and its violent aftermaths around the country were incorporated into the existing discourse as an assertion that Black South Africans were indeed die swart gevaar, the Black Peril, acting in collusion with Communists to ‘infiltrate and destroy innocent communities’ (Norval 1996:168-9). International criticism of the incident only confirmed what was advanced as the outside world’s inability to understand the unique role of White South Africans and their struggle to survive amongst ‘the expansion of “international communism”’ (Norval 1996:169). The 1976 Soweto student uprising over Afrikaans as the medium of instruction in township schools initiated a year of riots where Black South Africans demonstrated that they could disrupt the apartheid hegemony by refusing the identity that order ascribed them (Frueh 2003: 92). Once again official apartheid discourse tried to link the riots to international communism, to township crime and to a few agitators who whipped up a frenzy among otherwise content Black South Africans (Frueh 2003: 83, 91). The incorporation of Soweto into the existing discursive formation did not quite succeed. Rather Soweto initiated a wave of resistance in which the social order of apartheid and its validity was severely challenged (Frueh 2003:174).

The apartheid discourse from the mid-1980s and onwards relied on what Norval calls ‘a proliferation of “enemies”’, making it close to difficult to maintain any consistency in the lines of inclusion and exclusion (Norval 1996:251). Resistance to apartheid now emerged within all spheres of the South African community. Despite attempts by the National Party since the late 1970s to transform apartheid, the changes within South Africa as well as the decolonialization of the neighboring colonies happened faster than apartheid discourse could be transformed (Norval 1996: 197-202). In 1986, the Dutch Reformed Church withdrew the Biblical legitimacy of apartheid it had advanced since the 1930s (Giliomee 2003: 620-1). The discourse of non-racialism as advanced among others by the ANC, the United Democratic Front, and the labor organization COSATU presented an alternative social order based on the Freedom Charter written by the ANC in 1955 (Norval 1996:293). The Inkatha and White far-right movements offered yet a host of alternative discourses. In the end, apartheid as a hegemonic discourse went into crisis as it could no longer continue to incorporate the proliferation of enemies, the growing multiplicity of resistance discourses, and the ‘multiplicity of dislocations’ these caused (Norval 1996:301). Many of the moments previously articulated around the nodal point ‘apartheid’ did no longer make sense. The structure of apartheid as a discourse had become dislocated and its moments were made available as elements ‘available for rearticulation and contestation’ by other discourses (Norval 1996:301). Hence the South Africa field was opened for identity formation anew and several discourses participate in the struggle to account for these dislocations (Norval 1996:270). The question to be addressed is what all of this meant for the Afrikaners?
4.5 Who are ‘we’? Afrikaners post-apartheid 

The early 1990s posed many challenges to the Afrikaner identity constructed during apartheid. The un-banning of ANC and the Communist Party in 1990 and the subsequent release of political opponents meant that Black South Africa political leaders were no longer the popular antagonist, but key contributors to the negotiations about a new social order in South Africa. In 1994, the ANC won the first democratic elections and a Government of National Unity was formed which included the National Party until de Klerk withdrew his party in 1996. Afrikaners gradually lost faith in the political party in whose custody the volkseie had once been left, and the social order designed to protect their privilege had been replaced by a constitution which granted every person equal rights (Giliomee 2003: 641-3). 
When Norval finished her book on apartheid discourse in 1996, the ANC discourse of non-racialism had become the discourse successful in articulating the elements dislocated as apartheid discourse was dismantled (Norval 1996:302). Additionally, Norval notes how apartheid is the Other of non-racialism (Norval 1996: 293): the divisions and oppressions caused by apartheid are the obstacles to be overcome for a non-racial South Africa to fully attain its identity. Whereas apartheid discourse was a hegemonic discourse which gradually lost the ability to transform itself in its overarching attempts to stabilize identities and the relation between these, Norval notes how the success of the discourse of non-racialism will depend upon its ability to ‘foster and sustain difference’ and keep spaces open for new identity formations (Norval 1996:293). While promoting non-racialism as the new social order, the concept itself worthy of lengthy analysis, it is notable that the social groups apartheid constructed: White, Black, Coloureds, Afrikaners have survived the dismantling of apartheid as somewhat sedimented discourses and that Affirmative Action legislation is based upon these identities (Johnson 2004: 217). Following Norval’s articulation of apartheid as the Other of non-racialism, Vestergaard notes the danger of continuously linking Afrikaners  to apartheid through a chain of equivalence and thereby excluding the Afrikaners from the non-racial South Africa (Vestergaard 2000:73). 
The analyses conducted by Steyn and Vestergaard illustrate how many Afrikaners experience South Africa as an increasingly complex place without the hegemonic discourse of apartheid as a social order to designate the relations between groups (Vestergaard 2001:36; Steyn 2001: 50). We learn from Steyn and Vestergaard that the dismantling of apartheid hegemony means that a plurality of Afrikaner identities is being constructed in its place. The collective Afrikaner identity as constructed by apartheid discourse has become a discursive resource of elements to be articulated into new discourses of Afrikaner identity. Focusing on how Afrikaners relate to Afrikanerdom and the creation of a position for themselves in post-apartheid South Africa, Vestergaard’s fieldwork illustrates how Afrikaner respondents in the separatist community Orania rearticulate the Christian nationalist identity of early apartheid into a new discourse (Vestergaard 2000:4, Vestergaard 2001:33). This discourse also draws upon the new Constitution and the legal protection it offers them as a community sharing ‘a common cultural and language heritage’ (Vestergaard 2001: 33-34, 43). Whereas the Afrikaners in Orania take pride in the cultural heritage and symbols so celebrated during apartheid, Vestergaard’s analysis of young Afrikaner cartoonists paints another picture of the post-apartheid Afrikaners. The Cape Town based cartoonists meet their cultural heritage and history with great skepticism and subvert these into what Vestergaard calls ‘an explicitly antiauthoritarian identity’ (Vestergaard 2001: 34-5). The exclamation of one of these respondents crystallizes the ambivalence some Afrikaners feel: 
‘I am an Afrikaner, though I hate the Afrikaners’ (quoted in Vestergaard 2001:35).
Vestergaard’s analysis also shows how the post-apartheid social order enables the construction of identity out of elements which were hitherto mutually exclusive, as young Afrikaner politicians take pride in their Afrikaner roots and in their membership of the ANC (Vestergaard 2001: 37). Whereas some embrace the possibilities the dislocation of apartheid and the impact Afrikaner identity bring about, others feel loss and alienation. 
Steyn’s 2004 paper Rehabilitating a Whiteness Disgraced: Afrikaner White Talk in Post-Apartheid South Africa is an analysis of Afrikaner discourses resistant to the transformations taking place. The empirical data consists of 437 ‘letters to the editor’ in South Africa’s only nationally distributed Afrikaans Sunday paper (Steyn 2004:6). Although Steyn’s book Whiteness Just Isn’t What It Used To Be provides valuable insights in how White South Africans position themselves within the new social order in South Africa (Steyn 2001: 50), Steyn herself argues for a differentiation of English-speaking White South Africans and Afrikaners as their whitenesses historically are different and are being framed differently in post-apartheid South Africa (Steyn 2004:1). 
According to Steyn, Afrikaner whiteness has always been a subaltern whiteness and in resistance to the English-speaking White South Africans who were backed by the British Empire (Steyn 2001: 4). As we saw in the previous sections, Afrikaners felt victimized by the British settles and antagonistic relation was maintained long into apartheid. Alongside the dismantling of apartheid and the loss of the Afrikaner privilege apartheid provided, Steyn also points to the hearings of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission as an event which attributed the elements of shame, guilt and disgrace to the Afrikaners (Steyn 2001:5-6). The Truth and Reconciliation Commission was established in 1995 to investigate the human rights violations that took place after the 1960 banning of the ANC and other ‘extra-parliamentary organizations’ (Giliomee 2003: 648). The hearings ran for two years and covered most of South Africa, providing a platform for victims and perpetrators alike to give testimony. Whether the reconciliatory purpose of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission was really fulfilled is an on-going debate (Giliomee 2003: 648-652). At such, the TRC is still an unfixed element in South African discourses. The Commission’s framing of apartheid as a crime against humanity, notably a crime committed both by the state and by the resistance struggle, also had dislocatory effects on Afrikaner identity as Steyn’s work illustrates. It is the rehabilitation of this position of disgrace, the Afrikaners in Steyn’s analysis search for as a new narrative in to make sense of the post-apartheid experiences. 
The narrative distilled from the empirical data collected by Steyn constructs Black South Africans and English-speaking White South Africans as a hegemonic power  which marginalizing the language and culture of the Afrikaners. Unable to ‘fix an “essence”’ in the center for this narrative, the Afrikaners who contest this narrative and its unifying quality are disciplined as ‘self-serving traitors’ (Steyn 2004:11). Hence this construction of the post-apartheid Afrikaners depends on a relationship of popular antagonism in which the ‘self-serving traitors’ are made equivalent the Black South Africans and English-speaking White South Africans. Accordingly, these discourses resistant to the post-apartheid changes construct the Afrikaners as 

‘a vulnerable and threatened community in need of the protection of accepted international safeguards to preserve their cultural/ethnic rights’ (Steyn 2004:13).
In the analyses of Vestergaard and Steyn, we see that the existence of a social group called Afrikaners seems not to be questioned. Rather than one hegemonic discourse, however, a variety of Afrikaner identities are being constructed as the dislocations of post-apartheid have opened the discursive field. A field Vestergaard has called ‘a virtual battleground’ and where several identities are at play (Vestergaard 2001:28).
4.6 Entering ‘a virtual battleground’

‘South Africa has become a virtual battleground where different actors are trying to define Afrikaner identity. Collective symbols, history, and language are central to these debates’ (Vestergaard 2001:28).

Before entering the ‘virtual battleground’, I will briefly revisit the purpose of the thesis at hand and the content topics formulated in section 3.2.1 before embarking on my analysis.
As stated in the introduction, the aim of the analyses ahead is to explore how discursive strategies originating in the discourse-historical approach can be employed in analysis of the construction of social antagonism as it takes place in two constructions of Afrikaner identity. The key lesson from the chapter on discourse theory about was exactly that the construction of a collective identity, national identity or other, depends on the construction of social antagonism. Without a natural of pre-given core attributing us identity, discourse theory proposes that in the endeavor to construct groups as both natural and whole, we construct an obstacle that hinders us in fully achieving this identity, namely the popular antagonist. Constructing the popular antagonist means constructing a threatening identity which in its negativity is oppositional to the particular group under construction and therefore constitutive of same. As we saw in the previous sections, the construction of Black South Africans, of Communism, and English-speaking White South Africans have all played the part of popular antagonism in the historical constructions of the Afrikaner. In the construction of identity, the construction of democratic antagonism also takes place. Constructed as ‘adversaries’ rather than as enemies, these lack the undermining yet constitutive character of the popular antagonist. Hence discourse theory proposes that any construction of identity rely on both relations of popular and democratic antagonism. 

As the theoretical assumptions underlying the discourse-historical approach brought attention to, and as we have seen in the current chapter, identity constructions are not limited to constructing a present. The constructions of a shared past, present as well as future are essential in the constructing of an identity that presents itself as natural and whole. Hence the analysis ahead does not merely focus on the construction of the Afrikaners and the construction of and relations with other social groups, the construction of a shared Afrikaner past, present and future will also be addressed. 
As it was argued alongside the presentation of the four discursive macro-strategies of the discourse-historical approach, I propose that these can help me explore how the relations of social antagonism are constructed as part of discursive constructions of Afrikaner identities takes place in contemporary South Africa. To test the potential of this combination, I will now turn to my analysis.
Under Construction: two empirical analyses of Afrikaner identities
The texts selected for analysis for the thesis at hand are part of the many articulations of Afrikaner identity that places in South Africa. The texts are selected because they represent two different positions in the debates and negotiations around Afrikaner identity.

Max du Preez’ speech is from July 2nd 2005 and was presented at the National Arts Festival’s Wordfest in Grahamstown before placed on the website LiItNet on July 12, 2005. Invited to speak at the Stellenbosch Word Festival earlier same year, du Preez has withdrawn because ‘a man with vile and dangerous racist views’ was also participating in Stellenbosch (du Preez 2005: 13). Unfamiliar with the episode and curios as to whom du Preez predicates as a ‘racist’ and constructs himself in such opposition to, I Investigated du Preez’ withdrawal and I found that this unnamed man is Dan Roodt, the presenter of the other talk I will analyze (Breytenback 2005). Whereas du Preez speaks to a South African audience at the Grahamstown Art Festival, Roodt addresses an audience at an American Renaissance conference in February 2006. According to their website, the American Renaissance is a forum for ‘race realistic thought’ (American Renaissance 2008). Roodt’s talk was later published on the website of the organization Die Pro-Afrikaanse Aksie-Groep or Pro-Afrikaans Action Group.

For analytical purposes, I have decided to subvert the chronological order of the texts and therefore analyze Roodt first and du Preez subsequently. In my analysis of du Preez, comparisons will be made to Roodt’s talk. As it will be argued in the analysis below, Roodt establishes himself as a spokesperson for the Afrikaners, and constructs the Afrikaners as a quite homogenous group. du Preez explores the tensions and complexities of identities in South Africa today. In the analysis of the individual text, I will make line references but without stating the author’s name in each reference. Both talks are attached in the appendix
. 
5 ‘Prospects for the white tribe: the future of the Afrikaner people in South Africa’ 
‘Prospects for the white tribe: the future of the Afrikaner people in South Africa’ (ll 1-2).
Although Roodt is ‘given the opportunity to change the title of this topic’ he is asked to talk about, he chooses not to (ll 5-6). Rather, his talk takes outset in calling Afrikaners ‘a white tribe’, as it has been done by Time magazine in 1977 and by the BBC in 1979 (fig. text 2; ll  48-52). This introduction of the tribe has a dual purpose: Firstly, it serves as a platform for constructing the two predominant groups in Roodt’s talk: the Black South Africans and the Afrikaners. Within the first paragraphs of the talk, these groups are attributed with a variety of characteristics through the strategies of nomination and predication. Black South Africans are nominated as tribal as it will be elaborated below and Afrikaners are nominated as a ‘cultural nation of the European type’ (l 14), hence Roodt initiates the construction of antagonistic relationship between the two primary identities constructed in the talk. Secondly, the outset in ‘the white tribe’ launches what will later be constructed as an on-going international campaign against White South Africans; Afrikaners in particular. Hence another antagonist of the Afrikaners is constructed. 

Having already drawn attention to some of the content topics under analysis, I need to let my readers know how I will progress from here. Although somewhat overlapping, I have for structural purposes found it necessary to divide the analysis into a number of headings under which the content topics are analyzed. This implies that the analysis does not progress sequentially through the empirical text but rather thematically. The first content topic to be addressed is the construction of the Afrikaner and other social groups. As indicated above, this involves an analysis of the group formations of Afrikaners and of Black South Africans, exposing the nomination and predication strategies employed to construct these groups. Secondly follows an analysis of the other social groups brought into being in Roodt’s talk before I turn to his constructions of a common Afrikaner past, present and future. 
5.1 The construction of the Afrikaner and other social groups

5.1.1 ‘The tribe’ and ‘the cultural nation’
Dan Roodt opens his talk by contesting that the noun ‘tribe’ has been attributed to the   group he nominates as ‘the Afrikaner people’:

‘[..] even though I don’t think that South African whites in general or the Afrikaner people in particular is a tribe (ll 7-9).

Before investigating what ‘the Afrikaner people’ are if not a tribe, Roodt’s construction of the tribe is worth exploring:

‘[…] “tribes” are after all backwards peoples, lacking in civilization’ (l 57).
By employing the pre-modifier ‘after all’ Roodt precludes potential contestations and conflicting articulations of what tribes are. The noun ‘peoples’ realizes a constructive collectivization strategy which homogenizes the individuals to be included in Roodt’s construction of the tribe. Subsequently labeling the Xhosa people as a tribe (l 66), Roodt attributes the anti-Miranda predicates of ‘lacking in civilization’ and being ‘backwards’ to the Xhosa. Using the strategy on nomination, Winnie and Nelson Mandela are called ‘our Xhosa conquerors’ (fig text 5). This is a personification of the Xhosa tribe as well as an articulation of former President Mandela as a moment within the construction of the tribe. Roodt thus excludes the various other meanings attributed to Nelson Mandela as a moment within i.e. discourses of reconciliation, non-racialism and South African nation-building which could potentially challenge the discourse Roodt is constructing.
The current South African government is made equivalent with the Xhosa tribe accordingly:

‘The Union Building in Pretoria, seat of government, now occupied by the Xhosa tribe’ (fig.text 3).
And the link between the tribe and South Africa politics is emphasized in the following:

‘These days in South Africa, the motley collection of people occupying the beautiful Cape Dutch Building in Cape Town that used to be our Parliament often arrive in tribal dress for the annual opening, brandishing clubs and spears’ (ll 20-4).
The strategy of nomination affiliates the South African politicians who wear tribal dresses with the tribe. The verb ‘brandishing’ is a means to realize these as an armed and active group: they are not merely displaying or bringing these traditional weapons. Along with the phrase ‘occupying […] [what] used to be our Parliament’ and ‘our Xhosa conquerors’ (fig text 5), ‘brandishing’ realizes what Reisigl and Wodak call a militarization strategy, a constructive sub-strategy (Reisigl and Wodak 2000: 51): ‘the motley collection of people’ have invaded and conquered a social space that used to be the domain of the non-motley group par excellence, the Afrikaners. The militarization strategy is also realized in the metaphorical representation of ANC politics: ‘ANC’s arsenal of anti-white legislation’ (ll 162-3). This furthermore realizes a constructive victimization strategy in which White South Africans are targeted by the ANC: a strategy to be developed and repeated as the talk proceeds (Reisigl and Wodak 2000:52).
As illustrated above, Black South Africans are ‘lacking in civilization’ due to their tribal affiliation. The constructive sub-strategy of primitivism is employed to reinforce this construction in the description and illustration of the Xhosa hut as model in figure 6: 
‘The Xhosa hut is one of the simpler structures and was developed in sparsely wooded areas, and is therefore constructed principally of mud brick. This is then plastered with mud, the whole being thatched with a conical roof. Both the building and the decoration was traditionally the responsibility of women’ (fig text 6).
Leaving the tribe for a while, we turn to the group I above called the ‘non-motley group par excellence’ as we explore Roodt’s initial constructions of ‘the Afrikaner people’ (ll 8-9). As we have just seen in Roodt’s construction of ‘the tribe’, the noun ‘people’ realizes an assimilation or collectivization strategy, which constructs the Afrikaners as a homogenous group. The same collectivization is realized by the noun ‘nation’ in the following excerpt as Roodt begins his construction of the Afrikaners with a passage from his book about the ANC:

‘Afrikaners are “a cultural nation of the European type”: ”During the late 19th and early 20th centuries, they went through a great Romantic movement, a flowering of literature, translations, music and historical reflection that bound them into (such a nation)”’ (ll 13-18).
Giving special emphasis to the cultural artifacts ‘literature, translations, music and historical reflection’, Roodt constructs a common cultural heritage of the Afrikaners, a construction we know from the discourse-historical approach contributes make a national identity seem as a whole and natural entity. This cultural heritage constitutes the Afrikaner ‘cultural nation’. By using the phrase ‘a flowering of literature […] that bound them into (such a nation)’, a naturalizing metaphor, Roodt invokes an idea of Afrikaner nationhood as the result of an organic growth. By doing so, he perpetuates the idea of the Afrikaner volkseie as it was developed from the late 19th century and onwards through apartheid. The articulation of Afrikaners as belonging to a certain European ‘type’ is repeated later on in the text where it is extended to also cover White Australians, North Americans and Europeans (ll 341-3):
‘the very origin of our type and civilization, Europe itself’ (ll 342-3).
These articulations rely on the assumption of a preexisting and sedimented discourse of racial typology which is perpetuated and employed to justify the divisions constructed in the talk. Furthermore, the ‘type’ realizes yet an assimilatory strategy, emphasizing sameness between Afrikaners and White Australians, North Americans and Europeans as it will be developed in section 5.1.4. Hence Roodt does not question this discourse of a racial typology but rely on it as a biological pre-given as illustrated in the extract below:
‘[…] I firmly believe we have a role to play in the survival of our race, not only in the biological sense of the word but also in a wider cultural sense’ (ll 445-7).


The differences Roodt constructs between the ‘cultural nation of the European type’ and the ‘backwards people’ of the tribe is therefore both biological and cultural in the sense that cultural achievements are constructed as dependent on the biological ‘race’ or ‘type’. At this point, it also becomes clear that Roodt does not only construct Afrikaners and Black South Africans as two distinct social groups, he also constructs a hierarchical relationship between the two, in which the ‘cultural nation’ ranges higher than the ‘tribe’. The overall strategies of positive self-attribution and negative Other-attribution we saw as characteristic for constructions of national identity in section 3.3.2 seem to have found their way into Roodt’s talk.
Through the means of mockery, Roodt constructs himself in opposition to Black South Africans to whom he attributes the uncivilized or primitive ideas of ‘local witch-doctor’, ‘charms’ and ‘bad spirits’:

‘In coming to talk to you about our “tribe”, I would therefore also have to appear in tribal dress. What does Afrikaner tribal dress look like? After thinking about it long and hard, I have decided that I should at least wear a three-piece suit. As you can see, I have also consulted my local witch-doctor who has furnished me with charms called cuff-links to protect me from the bad spirits at this conference’ (ll 24-30).
The strategy of predication is employed to attribute the speaker and the Afrikaner “tribe” with the connotations implied in a ‘three-piece suit’ and ‘cufflinks’. As we saw above, Black South Africans in their tribal dress are ‘occupying the Parliament’ while ‘brandishing clubs and spears’ (ll 23-4), while Roodt in his suit is ‘thinking […] long and hard’ (ll 27) about how to represent the Afrikaners. This strategy of predicating violence as a trait of Black South Africans and thinking as a trait of Afrikaners is elaborated in lines 373-377:

‘Like most Westerners, we tend to analyse and theorize a lot. We do not just act on blind intuition, grab a knife and rush out to kill the nearest black in a mob while chanting “Kill all blacks, kill all kaffirs”, 
like blacks are wont to do to whites’ (ll 373-7).
Juxtaposition is created between ‘analyse and theorize a lot’ and ‘act on blind intuition, grab a knife and rush out to kill’. The verb ‘tend to’ and the adjective construction ‘are wont to do’ are used to predicate these behavioral patterns as essential characteristics of the two social groups: these are groups which remain unquestioned and taken for granted as sedimented discourses. The naturally rational Westerner - an identity which will be explored below - meets the Black South African who is guided by his/her intuitions. 

According to discourse theory, such a construction of what ‘blacks are wont to do to whites’ excludes the characteristics attributed to Black South Africans from being attributed to Afrikaners and ‘most Westerners’ (Phillips & Jørgensen 2002: 50-1). Since ‘Afrikaners’ and ‘most Westerners’ are constructed in antagonistic relation to ‘blacks’, characteristics cannot be transferred or shared between the two increasingly polarized constructions. Nevertheless, Roodt’s quantifier ’most’ does allow a little space for the exception of the rule: not all Westerners are necessarily so, as it will once again be elaborated shortly. By not pre-modifying ‘blacks’, Roodt makes use of the linguistic means of generalizing or expanding synecdoche. The predicated behavioral pattern of violence is extended to apply to any Black South African. By placing blacks ‘in a mob’, Roodt employs a strategy of collectivization or assimilation and reduces individuality even further while enhancing the construction of Black South Africans as a homogeneous aggressive group. 
Through the assimilation strategies, Roodt dismantles the apartheid discourse which since the 1960s emphasized the particularity of the various Black South African tribes in order to demobilize a united Black identity. As we learned in section 4.4, this divided the social into a plurality of minor spaces dominate by the logic of difference. This social order is being transformed in Roodt’s construction into a social order in which Black South Africans are constructed as the popular antagonist of the Afrikaners.

5.1.2 An threatening chain of equivalence
At this point, I want to draw attention to how a chain of equivalence is being formed within Roodt’s talk. Through the strategies of nomination, Roodt has introduced a handful of identities: ‘ANC’, ‘government’, ‘tribe’, ‘Xhosa’ between which he does not make distinctions. Rather these identities are made equivalent in their violence and victimization of White South Africans in general and Afrikaners in particular. As the talk progresses, this chain of equivalence is expanded to include Communism. By doing so, Roodt articulates a familiar popular antagonist of the apartheid Afrikaner. However, he adheres that communism is transforming in the twenty-first century: ‘the egalitarian extremism’ of communism has ‘metamorphosed into a new life-cycle, from being class based to race-based’ (ll 239-42). Since the ANC government is repeatedly predicated as ‘anti-white racists’ (ll 73, 88, 155), the negation of White South Africans and Afrikaners as a ‘race’ becomes the joining feature. Like ‘nation’, ‘people’, and ‘type’ employed above, the noun ‘race’ is used as an assimilation strategy, emphasizing the tie between White South African and Afrikaners.
The strategy of assimilating the South African government and communism is done in multiple ways. Through rewording or name substitution, the South African ‘transformation’ becomes ‘revolution’ (ll 228-9) and this is repeated accordingly:
‘In post-1994 South Africa we have the most radical expression of this new biological communism going by the ominous name of “transformation” (ll 242-4).

Once the transformation South Africa is undergoing has been articulated within a discourse of communism, Roodt employs the strategy of assimilation to solidify his construction of the South Africa ‘revolution’ as an expanding discourse, transforming South Africa and in doing so, threatening the Afrikaners. The explicit comparison and name-substitution in the first extract below and the use of anti-Miranda words as highlighted in the second realize this assimilation:
‘The South African revolution uses the same methods as communism to effect a far-reaching change permeating every level of society […] (ll 249-51).
‘The totalitarian tendency towards brainwashing the entire population extends to schools, universities, and especially private corporations’ (ll 275-7).
And finally the South African situation is made concrete to the audience when the linguistic means of metonymy is employed to nominate it as a ‘relentless Cold War against whites’:
‘[…] the whole world seems to support black South Africa in its relentless Cold War against whites’ (ll 289-91).
By articulating the element of ‘Cold War’ in his construction of Black South Africans, Roodt also relies on the topos of history as teacher as well as the topos of threat. Addressing what I assume to be a predominantly American audience, Roodt draws upon a shared repertoire, as Communism has also been a familiar popular antagonist in constructions of American identity during the 20th century. 
5.1.3 White South African unity and disunity
Roodt’s construction of the Afrikaners is, as we have seen above, dependent on the popular antagonist of Black South Africa and antagonism in the form of international

groups as it will be illustrated below. Recalling the theoretical assumptions underlying the discourse-historical approach as presented in section 3.2.1, emphasis was given to the construction of sameness or group internal homogeneity, both within the particular identity and within the construction of what discourse theory calls popular antagonism. Once again taking outset in the title of Roodt’s talk, I will in this section explore the overlapping constructions of Afrikaners and White South Africans and the impossibility of separating the two in Roodt’s appeal to the American Renaissance.
Roodt begins his talk by employing a strategy of assimilation by presenting the topic of his talk as ‘the future of the Afrikaner people South Africa’ (ll 1-2). Addressing the topic of ‘the future of the Afrikaner people’ implies an understanding of ‘the Afrikaner people’ as a distinct group, as it has already been note above. Implicit in ‘the future’ is the understanding of an Afrikaner past and present as well. In this construction, ‘the Afrikaner people’ becomes a historically expanded imaginary community. Roodt refers to this imaginary community as ‘my people’ (l 50) and the discourse he constructs is a response to the shared experiences of this community. 
Anticipating the analysis of the content topics of an Afrikaner past and present, I will presently address Roodt’s construction of the National Party politicians who entered into negotiations with the ANC before the 1994 elections as well as into the Government of National Unity after the elections:
‘Apart from the institution of a racial census in 1994 to determine who should hold power, the South African revolution was founded on a double betrayal: the betrayal of South African whites by their Western kin who actually wanted to see them subjugated by Africans, as well as

betrayal of the Afrikaners by their own leaders who blindly accepted the worst possible outcome which would completely dispossess whites and make them effectively foreigners in the land of their birth. Betrayal by one’s own is worse than defeat by one’s enemy’ (ll 362-70).

Employing a dismantling strategy, Roodt disarticulates the relation between the National Party as protectors of Afrikaner interests or volkseie. This strategy is realized through the anti-Miranda words ‘betrayal’, ‘worst possible outcome’, ‘completely dispossess whites’ and by the predication of ‘blindly’ acceptance to the Afrikaners’ ‘own leaders’. 
Roodt’s argument that ‘the South African revolution was founded on a double betrayal’ brings us to the concept of dislocation. Recalling the chapter on discourse theory, I leaned on Torfing in the proposal that rather than disrupting a discourse, minor dislocations are sought incorporated into the existing discourse. This takes place when the cause of a dislocation becomes identified as a social antagonism (Torfing 1999:131). Rather than disrupting Roodt’s construction of Afrikaner identity, the political changes taking place in South Africa are incorporated the construction of the Afrikaner, strengthening the already well-articulated moment of victimization as a threat to the continuity and survival of the Afrikaners. 
In this process, two new popular antagonists come into being: the Afrikaners’ ‘own leaders’ and their ‘Western kin’. These antagonists engage in ‘betrayal’ of the Afrikaners resulting in the subjugation of the Afrikaners by ‘Africans’, the dispossession and alienation of White South Africans ‘in their country of birth’, thus negating the Afrikaners to fully pursue their interests and attain their identity. 

The excerpt above also illustrates the tension and conflict involved in identity formation. Roodt’s group referenced to as ‘my people’ is not only challenged by a host of Black South Africans: the coherence as well as existence of the Afrikaners is also challenged by ‘betrayal’ from within. In a strategy of relativizing this inner-Afrikaner polarity, Roodt draws upon the Roman Senator Cicero and quotes him at length of the danger of treason from within (figure text 12). Hence betrayal by one’s own is not unique to the Afrikaners, but rather a phenomenon which is widely know within the Western civilization Roodt constructs both the Romans and Afrikaners as part of. 
In Roodt’s talk, he oscillates between addressing ‘the plight of Afrikaners and white South Africans’ and the particularity of the Afrikaners. Whereas he engages in attributing Black South Africans characteristics to dissimilate them from Afrikaners, the English-speaking White South Africans are included in his collective nomination ‘South Africans white’ (l 71) and equally victimized by the ‘institutionalized anti-white racism’ of the ANC (ll 87-8). Whereas Roodt above referred specifically to the Afrikaner people as ‘my people’ (l 50), the following illustrates how Afrikaners and White South Africans are assimilated through the metonymic expansion of ‘people’ – perhaps even including the addressee ‘you’ as well:
‘That is why the plight of Afrikaners and white South Africans concerns not just us, but you as well. Many of our people think that they can buy time or run away from the problem by emigrating to Australia, North America or Western Europe’ (344-7) [my emphasis].
In Roodt’s appeal to the American Renaissance, the close Afrikaner relationship with the South African soil becomes naturalized thought the metaphor ‘uproot us from our fatherland’ but in this version it is extended to include all White South Africans as well:
[…] and the African [pillar of Western civilization] with its centre in Southern Africa, especially the area around Johannesburg and Pretoria where two million whites still live, speaking English and Afrikaans. In the uncompromising, cruel and unjust campaign to uproot us from our fatherland, exemplified by Robert Mugabe's anti-white land grab programme and the ANC's system of racial domination, we see the "beginning of the end" for Western man itself’ (ll 302-8) [my emphasis].
Although assimilating Afrikaners and White South Africans, Roodt does not let Afrikaners be fully absorbed into a collective identity, dissolving the Afrikaner ‘cultural nation’ or particularity completely. This particularity is, as we have seen, constructed in a relation of opposition to Black South Africans and not in relation to English-speaking White South Africans. The shared status of White South Africans on ‘the bottom rung’ within the ANC ‘racial classification system’ (ll 177-8) dissolves any explicit antagonism between the Afrikaners and English-speaking White South Africans. As discussed in the background chapter, the antagonistic relations between Afrikaners and English-speaking White South Africans were constitutive in the construction of the Afrikaner identity in the decades leading up to apartheid. During apartheid, however, English-speaking White South Africans enjoyed a position of privilege in comparison to Black and Coloured South Africans. Recalling chapter two on discourse theory, it was pointed out that democratic antagonism lacks the sharp antagonistic character and therefore also the constitutive polarity. In the construction of a White South African identity in general as well as in the strategies to particularize the Afrikaners, it is the popular antagonist consisting of an equivalent chain of Black South Africans, the tribe, the ANC and the communists that becomes the absent center. Faced with external threat in the shape of a popular antagonist, Torfing pointed out in chapter two that ‘a certain sameness of differential moments will be established’ (Torfing 1999:125). The unification against the popular antagonist makes it impossibly for Roodt to fully establish clear-cut lines between Afrikaners in particular and White South Africans in general.
Before exploring the construction of Western civilization, I will turn to a construction and dismantling Roodt makes of inner-White South African disunity. Returning to briefly to the topic of clothing, it is note-worthy how clothes are used to illustrate political differences. Roodt references an encounter with a magazine photographer he has been photographed by as follows:

‘The photographer concerned was of a certain type: equally middle aged but dressed like a teenager and professing what she thought were artistic views on politics, a kind of predictable liberalism in the American sense’ (ll 38-41).
‘However, as I continued to gaze at the exposed abdomen of my hipster-wearing, politically correct photographer, I finally could not help passing a few ironic comments on her stereotypical views’ (ll 58-60).
The photographer is explicitly constructed as an opposition to Roodt in his ‘three-piece suit’: she is ‘hipster-wearing’ with an ‘exposed abdomen’, overall ‘dressed like a teenager’ although ‘middle aged’. By foregrounding the physical appearance of the photographer, Roodt employs the strategy of predication to construct traits of the ‘certain type’ he makes the photographer as part of. By comparing a ‘middle aged’ woman to a teenager and focusing on her physical appearance, Roodt devalues the photographer’s point of view as part of a strategy to discredit her oppositional viewpoints. As illustrated above, the photographer is ‘politically correct’ with ‘artistic views on politics, a kind of predictable liberalism in the American sense’: in this construction, political correctness and liberalism are negative traits and the adjectives ‘predictable’ and ‘stereotypical’ imply that these viewpoints are what one can expect from a woman of that ‘certain type’ and ‘dressed like a teenager’. The construction of the photographer also serves to emphasize the common ground between Roodt and the audience he addresses, the American Renaissance conference. By using the adjective phrase ‘a kind of predictable liberalism in the American sense’, Roodt assumes that he and his audience have a shared understanding of the already existing category ‘a certain type’ he places the photographer within. This understanding is a construction of sameness between Roodt and his audience and this sameness is developed as the talk progresses. 
5.1.4 Western civilization: friends and foes

As stated in the beginning of this chapter, Roodt does not only construct the identities of Afrikaners and Black South Africans, he also engages in the constructs an antagonistic relationships between Afrikaners and the BBC, the Times magazine and the ‘universal acclaim’ their nomination of Afrikaners as ‘the white tribe’ met in the late 1970s (ll 48-52). The construction of the Afrikaners as the object of scorn is realized through the means of referencing a scenario of commonplace and intentional ridicule:
‘Since the late seventies the expression has become something of a commonplace, and of course it is intended as a pejorative term to ridicule us; “tribes are after all backwards peoples, lacking in civilization’ (ll 54-7).

As already initiated by nominating Afrikaners as ‘a cultural nation of the European type’ as it was explored above, Roodt engages in an overall strategy of transformation to assimilate Afrikaners into ‘Western civilization’ and dissolve the relationship of antagonism which he uses as the platform for this talk. However, the relations Roodt constructs between Afrikaners and ‘Western civilization’ are not unambiguous. It has already been argued that the ‘Western kin’ in the ‘betrayal’ of the Afrikaners became a popular antagonist, despite construction of a relation of kinship between the Afrikaner and the Westerner. This Western antagonist consists of ‘Western governments, think tanks and aid agencies’ that have assisted in designing ANC’s ‘system of institutionalized anti-white racism’ (ll. 88-90). The victimization of Afrikaners continues into the present as ‘most Western governments despise us sufficiently to not want us as immigrants’ (ll 496-7). Furthermore, Roodt predicates ‘weak political leadership’ as the ‘hallmark of Western governments everywhere’, resulting in ‘demoralised white populations everywhere (ll 439-42). Hence Roodt uses a strategy of dissimilation to construct a polarized order in which ‘Western governments’ and their allies are linked into the existing chain of equivalence with the current South African government through the ‘international imposition of black rule we experienced in 1994’ (ll 434-5). Hence the Western antagonists and the Black South Africans become equivalent in their threat and victimization of White South Africans in general and Afrikaners in particular. And as we shall see below, this victimization is about to be extended to the entire populations of ‘Europeans worldwide’ (l 309).
Despite Roodt’s construction of  a popular Western antagonist denying Afrikaners their claims to identity, Roodt’s talk is an appeal for the American Renaissance conference to support his and the Afrikaners’ ‘legitimate struggle to throw off the shackles of black racist domination, exploitation and injustice’ (ll 483-5). 

Several social groups come into being as Roodt nominates them his talk, as ‘whites in Australia, North Americans and Europe’ (ll 321-2). Through an assimilatory strategy realized by rewording, these social groups are given a variety of names additional to the predication of the shared ‘white’:

‘four European or white civilizations’ (ll 298-9)

‘Europeans worldwide’ (l 309)

‘Western man’ (l 308)
 ‘the West’ (ll 108, 318 , 319, 327, 472, 475), 

‘most Westerners’ (l 373)

‘the Western world’ (l 407)
The inclusion of the Afrikaners and White South Africans into these groups is realized by assimilatory metaphors such as ‘as the smallest of the four global pillars of European civilization’ (l 451-2) and through the metaphors of family relations: ‘our white brethren’ (l 476) and ‘South African whites by their Western kin (l 367). Roodt annexes South Africa into the company of Western civilization accordingly:

‘Four pillars of Western civilization: European, North American, Australian and South African’ (ll 296-7).
Roodt’ construction of a collective Western civilization comes into being as it becomes threatened as the chain of equivalence of popular antagonism is globally expanded. The nomination of a ‘global anti-apartheid’ is a straight forward expansion of the social order Roodt has already constructed and the following fictions scenario realizes a constructive strategy of creating cohesion:

‘One imagines that under “global post-apartheid” billions of poor Africans, Latin Americans and Asians could directly control the savings and industrial capacity of the West (ll 316).

This expansion of the threatening chain of equivalence is realized by the topos of threat mixed with the topos of history, as we see in the following:
‘My biggest fear is that the South African revolution of 1994 will be exported elsewhere, just like the Russian revolution of 1917 was extended to other parts of the globe, to China, Cuba, parts of Asia, Africa and Latin Amercia’ (ll 233-7).

Employing the topos of illustrative example, Roodt further justifies his construction of a polarized social order:
‘The French riots or the furore over the Danish cartoons represents outbreaks of anti-white racism that will increase in scope and ferocity over the coming years’ (ll 352-4).
Stressing the Afrikaner contribution to Western civilization, Roodt turns to the construction of Afrikaners uniqueness as it is illustrated in my emphasis:

‘[…]the Western civilization we have created on the southern tip of Africa’ (l 232).
‘As the smallest of the four global pillars of Europaen civilization, we have created an amazingly rich and developed culture, including a unique Euro-African language and a very strong ubashedly white identity. After 350 years in Africa, often surrounded by coloured peoples, we have not intermarried or miscegenated to any significant extent, unlike the Portuguese and the Spanish who were soon genetically submerged by native populations in their colonies’ (ll 451-8).
‘But even apart from the material advantages for our white brethren in having our independence and freedom restored, the Afrikaner people constitutes a unique reservoir of talent and survival skills, an exemplar of what everyone and everywhere will soon call the “minority white race”’(ll 475-9).
These two last excerpts serve as good illustrations of the process of group formation as based upon both mechanisms of constructing sameness and difference. Roodt constructs the Afrikaners as part of ‘Western civilization’ which provides him with a shared basis upon which he can articulate the individuality of the Afrikaners: they have a ‘unique Euro-African language’. This hyphenated compound embodies both sameness i.e. ‘Euro’ and difference i.e. ‘African’. So despite emphasizing sameness, the Afrikaners are attributed the positive traits of being ‘unique’ and even an ‘exemplar of […] the “minority white race”’. Roodt’s discourse of Western civilization is a perpetuation of a hierarchical social order in which the West in all its various realisations has the higher rank. However, Roodt also illustrates an inner-Western hierarchy. Compared to ‘the Portuguese and Spanish’, Roodt prides the Afrikaner purity ‘we have not intermarried to any significant extent’. The Afrikaners are like the Portuguese and Spanish part of Western civilization but also different from one another due to the degree of purity. In this articulation of the moment of purity into Roodt’s construction of the Afrikaners, the extract from Steyn in section 4.3 bears repeating:
‘[t]he fear of being overrun, the fear of domination, the fear of losing the purity that was supposed to guarantee their superior position, the fear of cultural genocide through intermingling – these anxieties were always present’ (Steyn 2001:25).

The moment of purity is part of the Afrikaner uniqueness, yet the fears of being overrun and dominated are in Roodt’s text universalized as illustrated here:
‘[…] South Africa is but the overture of a grand opera that is still to follow, leading to the dispossession of  whites in Australia, North America and the very origin of our type and civilization, Europe itself’ (ll 340-3).
Apart from this differentiation between Afrikaners and the Portuguese and Spanish, and the exclusion of ‘Western governments, think tanks and aid agencies’ (l 89), 

Roodt does not engage differentiate between the various realizations of what I have labelled Western civilization. I will argue that the toponyms are mutually substitutable in the context Roodt employs them. Once again, sameness is established when faced with an external threat as we saw in the previous section. This sameness is established exactly through the strategies of assimilation and Roodt’s prediction of ‘"beginning of the end" for Western man itself’ (l 308).
The ambiguous relationship of both inclusion and exclusion of Western civilization exposes how the logic of equivalence and difference both are at play in identity formations. The relationship marked by international ridicule, betrayal, and despise which Roodt constructs between Afrikaners and the international community relies on the logic of equivalence (ll. 56, 497). Any clear-cut line between the ‘Western kin’ who betrayed the Afrikaners and the ones he now try to mobilize to the support of Afrikaners is impossible. Nevertheless, a discontinuation strategy is employed towards the end of Roodt’s talk in order to substantiate the transformation strategy unifying the Western world and Afrikaners against the destruction, alienation and social leveling or gelykstelling which the Rainbow Nation offers. It is the temporal reference ‘until recently’ that realizes the discontinuation strategy:
‘Until recently the world, specifically the Western world, conspired to destroy us and to make us strangers in the land of our birth, with the Creole model of the "rainbow nation" held up to us as the ideal’ (ll 461-4).
As it has already been intimated, the absence of a center in Afrikaner identity has been filled by the presence of popular antagonism, personified by Black South Africans. Equivalent to the Black South Africans are the international antagonism in their ridicule of Afrikaners, collaboration in South African anti-white racism and betrayal of the White South African. In the construction of Western civilization, these popular antagonisms particular to Afrikaners are universalized: it is the undermining threat of ‘global post-apartheid’ in its various realizations that becomes the absent center of Western civilization (l 318). 
5.2 Constructing a common Afrikaner past, present and future

Analysis of Roodt’s construction of a common Afrikaner past, present and future has already been initiated above as elements were articulated into moments of the construction of the Afrikaners, White South Africans, Black South Africans, Western friends and foes. In the following I will investigate how the constructions of a past, present and future correlate to the constructions of identities above.
Embarking on the analysis of Roodt’s construction of a common Afrikaners past, present and future, I find the two excerpts below crystallize not only the social antagonisms Roodt has already constructed but also his construction of a past, present and future. In Roodt’s anecdotal rendering of his encounter with the ‘politically correct photographer’ we met in section 5.1.3 (l 59), Roodt is being photographed by The Union Buildings in Pretoria. These were built to accommodate the government of the Union of South Africa, founded in 1910. The era of Union from 1910 commenced the consolidation of power in political and economic life on White South African hands. This consolidation would be concentrated on Afrikaner hands after 1948. Roodt references the scenario accordingly:
‘As we stood at the Union Buildings I mused aloud, “I wonder what the people who built these buildings would have thought today if they knew that a few tribal chiefs almost one thousand miles from here, huddling around their campfire outside their huts would come to Pretoria in eighty years’ time and forever subjugate their descendants to rule by their tribe, the Xhosa”’ (ll 60-66).
The contrasting of ‘tribal chiefs almost one thousand miles from here, huddling around their campfire outside their huts’ to the constructors of the Union Buildings is a strategy of dissimilation, emphasizing the differences between the Black South African primitivism we encountered above and the cultural achievements White South Africans. Roodt’s rhetorical question about ‘people who built these buildings’ emphasizes the discontinuation first of White South African political power and subsequently of Afrikaner political power. Implicitly, history as we know it has ended as the ANC won political power. The future of White South Africans is bleak as they will be ‘forever subjugate[d]’ by ‘the Xhosa’. 
Roodt construction of the South African situation as an expanding order is commenced accordingly:
‘Nowadays on the internet one may look at a site such a Google Earth at satellite images of various monuments around the world: the Eiffel Tower, London Bridge, Manhattan Island, as well as our seat of government, the Union Building in Pretoria’ (ll 31-4).
By placing the Union Buildings among the Eiffel Tower, Manhattan Island and London Bridge as well-known monuments visible from space, Roodt once again employs the constructive assimilation strategy to construct Western civilization. The visibility from space is used to construct South Africa’s political situation as having global impact; what takes place in the government seat in Pretoria is not restricted to South Africa as we have been familiarized with above. Yet the contrast between the constructors of a monument now visible from space and people outside their huts effectively differentiates Black and White South Africans, one tribal and primitive, the other a pillar of Western civilization.

5.2.1 Afrikaner past: Won and fought, although in minority
Addressing the construction of an Afrikaner past, the apartheid past is an element which needs to be considered.  As we see below, the apartheid past is constructed primarily in economic terms:
 ‘Blacks used to complain about apartheid, but apart from the Group Areas Act restricting them to certain areas, there were no real restrictions placed on black mobility or economic activity. On the contrary, black economic activity was encouraged and subsidised in the quasi-independent homelands in the forlorn hope that blacks would migrate way from white areas if given their own economic kickstart. In addition, black education and healthcare were almost entirely funded by the white taxpayer so that apartheid could be seen as a kind of internal foreign aid system, as opposed to the external aid provided by the developed countries to most sub-Saharan African states’ (ll 143-53).

Rather than constructing the apartheid as a problematic part of the past which the Afrikaners have left behind, Roodt uses the strategy of predication to construct the White South African tax payers as benevolent donors, funding the education and healthcare of Black South Africans, thus euphemistically articulating apartheid ‘as a kind of internal foreign aid system’, strategically ignoring the humanitarian and social consequences the apartheid system also brought about. Black South African protests and struggle during apartheid are euphemistically reduced to ‘complain’ as part of a trivializing sub-strategy. Employing the topos of history as a teacher, apartheid does teach a lesson for posterity. Although ‘black economic activity was encouraged and subsidised’ and Black South Africans were ‘given their own economic kickstart’, this was a ‘forlorn hope’. By thus constructing Black South Africans as economically incompetent and depending on subsidies and taxes, Roodt employs the justificatory sub-strategy of shifting responsibility (Wodak et al 1999: 36). Since history has taught us that Black South Africans are economically incapable, their running of the country will drive it into economic ruin.
As we know from the background chapter, the Truth and Reconciliation Commission articulated the element apartheid differently. The TRC followed in the footprints of the UN and called apartheid ‘a crime against humanity’ (Giliomee 2003: 649). Roodt comments on this accordingly:
‘Many people, including most Afrikaner intellectuals, think is impossible but in my opinion the other side has overplayed its hand in portraying us as rabid Nazis having committed a so-called “crime against humanity” on South African blacks’ (ll 421-425).

In this rendering, Roodt omits that the articulation of apartheid as a crime against humanity covers not only atrocities committed by the apartheid state but also by the anti-apartheid movement and all other involved. Rather, he makes it a question about Afrikaners and Black South Africans. As a strategy of victimization, Afrikaners are in Roodt’s construction portrayed by ‘the other side’ as ‘rabid Nazis’. As Roodt have already compared the ‘ANC’s system of “transformation” with ‘the anti-Jewish measures during the 1930s in Nazi Germany’ (ll 156-69), he contests that element of ‘Nazi’ is articulated into an Afrikaner identity. ‘Rabid Nazis’ is derogatory metaphorical nomination which Roodt employs on behalf of ‘the other side’. In opposition to personifications, the attribution of ‘rabid’ dehumanizes the Afrikaners. This nomination is contested by Roodt’s use of the pre-modifier ‘so-called’ which compounded with the citation marks trivialize “crime against humanity’’. One might even go so far as to note whether Roodt questions if ‘South Africa blacks’ can be considered as “humanity”. Doing so, Roodt makes his contribution to reclaiming a past which the TRC has questioned. In Roodt’s rendering of apartheid, there is nothing for him as Afrikaner to be guilty about.
Although Roodt in the following dismantles the religious moment of Afrikaners as a chosen people as it has been articulated since the 1870s, he transforms the particularity of the Afrikaners into a biological and cultural discourse of race:
’In that sense, and without lapsing into the Calvinistic excess of traditional Afrikaner Nationalism which portrayed us as a chosen people with a special calling in Africa, I firmly believe we have a role to play in the survival of our race, not only in the biological sense of the word but also in a wider cultural sense’ (ll 443-7)
The particularity of the Afrikaners is constructed by articulating the familiar moment of Afrikaners as the victorious minority, thus using a perpetuation strategy to maintain a proud Afrikaner past: 

‘FIrst of all, we are used to being outnumbered and of having the odds against us. There is probably not a single historical battle, be it against the British, the Zulu or anyone else, which we fought and won where we did not find ourselves in the minority’ (ll 448-51).
In section 3.3.2, I presented how the analysis of personal pronouns can be used to realize and substantiate group formations. Highlighted in the extract above is a text book example of what Wodak et al call the historically expanded we. Roodt revitalizes a proud Afrikaners past into which he annexes contemporary Afrikaners and constructs an imaginary Afrikaner community. Doing so, he attributes the qualities and achievements of past generations of Afrikaners onto his construction of contemporary Afrikaners.
5.2.2 Afrikaner present: A systematic attack
‘In black-ruled South Africa, both our language and our identity find themselves under systematic attack’ (ll 460-1).
As it will be illustrated in the following, Roodt’s construction of a common Afrikaner present is dominated by two major argumentation schemes; the topos of threat and the topos of history as teacher. The topos of threat implies that if there are dangers or threats, action needs to be taken in order to protect or prevent that harm is done. The topos of history as teacher relies on the understanding that we have learned certain lessons from history: depending on these lessons and the strategies this topos is part of, we want to prevent that history to repeats itself or we rest assure that things will work out just as they have done before. 

Within the scenario constructed as the Afrikaner present, Black South Africans play the role of the popular antagonist who makes it is impossible for Afrikaners to pursue their interests and be who they really are. The ‘ANC arsenal of anti-white legislation’ (ll 164-5) discussed in section 5.1.1 gave us a hint of the social order Roodt constructs the Afrikaners as unwillingly part of. The argumentation scheme 

Wodak and al call ‘locus terribilis’ or the topos of terrible place is realized through Roodt’s pejorative attributions to Black South Africans and his construction of the Afrikaner present (Wodak et al 1999: 39). This realizes a constructive exclusion and discontinuation strategy by which Roodt excludes the Afrikaner from participation in the South African society and proposes that the formation of a self-determined ‘predominantly white nation’ (ll 382-3, 433).  The prospects of ‘decolonisation’ from Black South African rule are part of Roodt’s construction of an Afrikaner future as we will see in the following section (l 413). 
Under the heading of ‘Afrikaner negatives’ (l 119) Roodt enumerates a list of measures which ‘Afrikaners are up against’ (l 121), once again employing the strategy of victimization to reinforce the antagonistic relationship between Afrikaners and Black South Africans. The excerpts below exemplify Roodt’s ongoing construction of Afrikaners as victims of ‘blatant anti-white racism’ and ‘systemic ethnic linguistic discrimination’ (ll 157,161), attributing the role of discriminator to the popular antagonist, here represented by the ANC.
‘Language discrimination with the object of destroying the Afrikaans language, the main source of cohesion among Afrikaners who represent 60% of the white population’ (ll 121-3).

On the topic of a tax rate of over 60%, Roodt elaborates:

‘[…] whereby wealth and income are transferred from us to the Afro-Saxon elite mainly composed of the ruling Xhosa (ll 124-6).
New gun laws are
‘intended to disarm whites so that they will not be able to defend themselves against future confiscations of assets during “land reform”, and to stave off a future revolt of desperate whites unable to work or trade anymore as a result of the race laws’ (ll 141-4). 
Recalling the background chapter and the previous sections of this chapter, the moment of victimization is not new in the construction of Afrikaner identity, only the role of victimizer is now Black South Africans and not the English-speaking White South Africans. And as illustrated above, Black South Africans are not alone in their negation of Afrikaner interests and identity as Roodt has constructed a chain of equivalent popular antagonists, whose equivalent feature is their negation of the Afrikaners.
The construction of the marginalized Afrikaners is furthermore realized by a range of absolutes, leaving little space for alternative interpretation of the Afrikaner present or of the hostility on behalf of the South African government. I have emphasized these absolutes in the following:
White South Africans live in 
‘the most draconian regime of race preference the world has ever seen’ (ll 71-2).
‘There can be no doubt that the ultimate aim of South Africa’s current rulers is to eradicate all forms of what they term “whiteness” from our country, to change all the names of the towns and cities that we have founded, to rewrite and to falsify history so that it would seem that we never existed’ (ll 244-8)
The political situation of South Africa is summarized accordingly under the heading of ‘Transformation: could the South African revolution be exported?’ (ll. 230-1):
‘In post-1994 South Africa we have the most radical expression of this new biological communism going by the ominous name of "transformation" (ll 242-44).
During the talk, Roodt constructs a chain of equivalence consisting of the various nominations he attaches to the post-1994 change of political leadership: ‘transformation’ (l 230, 246) ‘South African revolution’ (ll 230, 365), ‘new biological communism’ (l 245), ‘totalitarian’ society (l 216) and ‘demography’ (l 361). Once again, the equivalence is the marginalization of White South African influence in the South African social order.

Roodt’s construction of Black South Africans as a violent group is emphasized in the following rendering of everyday life in South Africa:
‘However, and notwithstanding the vicious social violence raging in our country every day where innocent people are attacked in supermarkets, shopping centres, in their cars, in their homes and on the streets, on farms and university campuses, it may not even be necessary to “kill all whites, English and Afrikaans” as the enquiring young minds of PASMA have suggested in their innocent celebration of African solidarity.[…] whites will voluntarily disappear by committing demographic suicide’ (ll  81-91).
As a contrast to the ‘mob’ analyzed in section 5.1.1 are the ‘innocent people’ who attacked while pursuing every day activities. Implied in this construction is the understanding of ‘innocent’ as being White South Africans since Black South Africans have already been constructed as violent. Like the collectivizing strategy realized by ‘mob’ as discussed above, the construction ‘innocent people’ is likewise an assimilation, however, with positive connotations. The passive form ‘attacked’ backgrounds the social agents behind the attacks: the audience can infer with certainty that Black South African are the backgrounded social agent here. Meanwhile innocence as a characteristic of White South Africans is being foregrounded, thus realizing a strategy of dissimilation between the two social groups. The contingency here needs to be emphasized because it is through the relations with the moment of ‘violent’ that the anonymized and backgrounded agents are constructed as Black South Africans and thereby making ‘innocent people’ White South African. For all we know, the social agents behind the attacks could be anybody, but by keeping them anonymous Roodt draws upon the predicates he already has linked to Black South Africans as analyzed in the previous sections. The mockery attribution of ‘innocent’ to the ’celebration of African solidarity’ furthermore underlines that in Roodt’s social order, African solidarity this is anything but innocent.
5.2.3 Afrikaner future: A worldwide clash of civilizations?
As both the title of Dan Roodt’s talk and the analysis so far indicate, the topic of an Afrikaner future is highly relevant. As promised by the title of his talk, Roodt engages in a number of predictions in order to construct an Afrikaner future:

‘Prospects for the white tribe: the future of the Afrikaner people in South Africa’ (ll 1-2)
Predicting an Afrikaner future marked by ‘demographic suicide’ as ‘young people […] are leaving the country in droves’ (ll 90-1,100-1) the ‘confiscation of assets during “land reform” (l 140), the collapse of the financial system (l 116) and a potential ‘future war against America or Europe’ (l 437), Roodt employs a discontinuation strategy with the objective of emphasizing a necessary difference between now and the future (Wodak et al 1999: 40). Relying on the topos of consequence, Roodt predicts the above scenario will be the future of the not only of the Afrikaner people but of ‘Europeans worldwide’ (l 309) if due action is not taken. Roodt predicts as follows:
‘The nightmare of all Europeans worldwide must be that the South African revolution should be extended internationally where the 800 million or so whites would be required to fund a welfare state for Africa, Latin America and South Asia.’ (ll 308-12 ) [my emphasis]

Employing the means of normatic-deontic modal as highlighted in the passage above, Roodt constructs a homogenous reaction to the extension of the South African revolution, realized by ‘should be’. In case some of the ‘Europeans worldwide’ do not share this nightmare, the ‘must be’ is understood as a moral obligation to begin to do so, facing the certainty of funding a ‘welfare state’ as realized by the modal auxiliary verb ‘would be’.
‘Ultimately, however, there is no escape as events over the last few months and years have made clear, portending a worldwide clash of civilizations in which the European, the white, will be targeted and made to submit to the demographic power of Africa, Latin America, India and southern Asia’ (ll 347-52) [my emphasis].
As we see here, Roodt once again employs absolutes to exclude possible alternative views of the future. Indirectly referencing Samuel Huntington and his thesis on ‘the clash of civilizations’ in the excerpt above, Roodt further substantiates his predictions by referencing a small handful of philosophers and thinkers as we see below: 

‘Nietzsche, Spengler and others foresaw a time when the will of “the creative minority”, to use Arnold Toynbee’s term, would dissipate, a time when the herd and its values would be victorious. Toynbee called it a “failure of nerve”. Spengler spoke about the decline of the West, Der Untergang des Abendlandes’[…] (ll 323-7). [emphasis in original]
Referencing Nietzsche, Spengler, Toynbee, Cicero (fig. text 12) and Alain Finkielkraut (fig. text 9, ll 204-8) not only substantiates Roodt’s predictions and arguments, the use of these references also places Roodt within the rational Western civilization and tradition he is engaged in constructing. 

Faced with the South African realities, Roodt proposes an ‘Afrikaner liberation programme’ (l 372). This consists of the formation of a self-determined ‘predominantly white nation’ (ll 381-2, 433) and a number of actions to draw attention to ‘the plight of white South Africans’ (ll 398) and to ‘overturn the international propaganda victory around apartheid’ (ll 420-1) as well as overturning ‘the academic and media propaganda portraying whites as evil, money-grabbing colonialists’ (ll 413-4). The uniting feature of his programme is precisely the existence of popular antagonism as represented by Black South Africans and the ‘international anti-white movement’ without whom there would be no threat to Afrikaners and Western civilization. In Roodt’s own words, this takes place accordingly:

‘Let post-apartheid South Africa become a rallying point for whites in Europe (including Eastern Europe), North America and Australia/New Zealand just like the anti-apartheid movement and its vicious exaggerations served to bolster the Third World and international anti-white movement’ (ll 400-5).
5.3 Summing up the analysis of Dan Roodt’s talk
As we have seen above, the construction of a common proud Afrikaner past, the current victimization of Afrikaners within ‘the land of their birth’, and the prospects of eradication and ‘demographic suicide’ are contributive to Roodt’s construction of Afrikaner identity as an essential, fixed entity (ll 369, 245, 91). In his construction of the Afrikaners, Roodt has realized the constructive strategies of positive self-attribution in a number of ways. Accordingly, the construction of Black South Africans is abundant in negative attributions and predications, fulfilling the role of the threat and obstacle to Afrikaner interests and attainment of identity; the popular antagonist.
Roodt engages not only in constructing Black South Africans as the popular antagonist of White South African in general and Afrikaners in particular, he also constructs a past relationship of social antagonism between Afrikaners and the international community which he then engages in transforming, at least in part. The past relationship marked by the ‘universal’ acclamation of perceiving Afrikaners as a tribe (l 52) and ‘the betrayal by of South African white by their Western kin’ (ll 364-5) is partly perpetuated through the construction of ‘Western government’ and allies as part of the ‘anti-white’ chain of equivalence. However, part of the antagonism is dissolved as the ‘four pillars of European civilization’ come into being as democratic antagonists (ll 451-2). And these are the social groups, Roodt through a series of assimilation strategies transforms into a unified Western civilization. In this construction of a unified Western civilization, the chain of equivalence practicing ‘anti-white racism’ against Afrikaners is expanded into a global threat, polarizing not only the South African social order but the global social order. 
The apartheid past is relativized by constructing Black South Africans as economically incompetent and White South Africans as benevolent, almost naïve in their economic support to the homelands. The dislocatory effects of the TRC which Steyn took outset in for her analysis are incorporated into Roodt’s construction, emphasizing the moment of victimization his constructions of Afrikaners, White South Africans and Western civilization alike so depends on. Visible in these constructions are also Roodt’s oscillation between insisting on Afrikaner particularity and the extension of same to the construct as common experience for Western civilization, thus modifying the Afrikaner identity and dissolving its particularity.

Having now established that the discourse-historical approach can indeed be employed to explore the discourse theoretical concept of the social antagonism, I will briefly return to Norval’s analysis of apartheid. In section 4.3, I drew upon Norval’s understanding of the volkseie as a discourse which offered the Afrikaners a solution to the various dislocations they had experienced in the first decades of the 20th century: a discourse of particularity which would transform the South African social order. Investigating the polarized relations Roodt constructs between Afrikaners and Black South Africans, the trivializing strategies by which he constructs the apartheid past, and his desire for a self-determined homeland or volkstaat it becomes clear that the Afrikaner identity he constructs, is a discourse which offers a solution to the Afrikaners as a people at the expense of a solution to South Africa as a country. It is, however, just one of several constructions of and by Afrikaners in contemporary South Africa.
6 ‘Changing ideas of Afrikaner/white identities’

Whereas Dan Roodt was invited to speak under the heading of ‘[t]he prospects for the white tribe: the future of the Afrikaner people in South Africa’ (Roodt 2006:l 1), Max du Preez’ has been asked to address ‘Changing ideas of Afrikaner/white identities’ (du Preez 2005:ll 1-2). I will briefly address the title before embarking on the analysis of the Afrikaners and the other social groups, du Preez brings into being in his talk. The plural form of the noun idea indicates that there are several understandings of ‘Afrikaner/white identities’, thus dismantling the idea of identity as a homogenous entity. That these ideas furthermore are attributed the adjective predication of ‘changing’ implies a dynamic and non-essential approach to identity, making the ideas of identities malleable. In his talk, du Preez traces these ‘changing ideas’ while also engaging in transforming not only the ideas of Afrikaners identity, but Afrikaner identity in itself.
6.1 Constructing the Afrikaner and other social groups

6.1.1 Democracy and racists

Like Roodt, Max du Preez begins his talk by construction an antagonistic relationship. Accounting for his withdrawal from the Stellenbosch Word Festival du Preez makes an implicit reference to Dan Roodt as I have already elaborated above: 

‘I am still persona non grata at my alma mater for withdrawing from that festival to protest the participation of a man with vile and dangerous racist views who also happened to have written a book. They call me an enemy of free speech’ (ll 11-5).

Through the strategy of predication, this nameless ‘man’, whom we know from Breytenback’s article is Roodt (Breytenback 2005), is attributed with the negative traits of having ‘vile and dangerous racist views’. du Preez elaborates on this construction of Roodt through the means of explicit comparison. The ‘man with vile and dangerous racist views’ is assimilated to ‘nasty peddlers of hatred, bigotry and intolerance flying the flag of freedom of speech’ accordingly: 

‘But we should all guard against a phenomenon we have recently witnessed in countries like the Netherlands and Germany, of nasty peddlers of hatred, bigotry and intolerance flying the flag of freedom of speech (ll 20-3).’
In these excerpts, du Preez’s personal protest against Roodt is extended into an addressee-inclusive and South African inclusive ‘we’, thus annexing himself into a larger group. This group should protest not only against Roodt but against the group pejoratively nominated as ‘charlatans’ of whom Roodt is a part:
‘We should protest when these charlatans champion one section of our constitution in order to undermine the entire spirit of that constitution.

At the heart of everything we're trying to achieve in this democracy of ours is our fight against racism and racial divisions and inequalities. We still call it our national question. It is the special role the universe has given South Africa to play in the world: to prove that in the country where all humanity originated, where racism was perfected as a religious ideology, there can be a positive co-existence of colours and cultures and classes. We are the test tube of all humanity.’ (ll. 23-33) [my emphasis]
The ‘charlatans’, later pejoratively nominated as ‘racial fundamentalists’ (ll 35-6), hold the position of being the object of the ‘fight against racism’. Hence they are the Other of ‘this democracy of ours’ while also being part of that same democracy and making use of the newly gained freedom of speech to express their viewpoints, however contradictory to the idea democracy these viewpoints might be.  
The excerpt above highlights the constitutive role of social antagonism and the impossibility of constructing an identity without such. The discourse of non-racialism du Preez articulates here depends on the existence of racism as its Other just like Norval pointed out in section 4.5. The identities of ‘a man with vile and dangerous racist views, the ‘charlatans’ and ‘racist fundamentalists’ are made equivalent in exactly their negation of the discourse of non-racialism to which du Preez subscribes to in this extract. The nomination of one group of opponents as ‘racist fundamentalists’ here and du Preez’ nomination of the extreme right as a ‘few tiny groups on the lunatic fringe’ (ll 137-8) are illustrations of how these social groups are constructed on the margins of the social order under construction du Preez’ text. The predications of ‘extreme’ (l 137) and ‘lunatic’ as well as the derogatory metaphor ‘charlatan’ realize the dismantling strategy of discrediting opponents (Wodak et al 1999: 42). Doing so, du Preez implicitly excludes these Afrikaner voices from participating in the ‘democracy of ours’ and the social order he is constructing. This exclusion also takes place quite explicitly as we see in the following: 

‘That is why I believe universities and occasions like word festivals should never offer themselves as platforms for racist fundamentalists to spread their views and gain intellectual respectability’(ll 34-5).
In section 2.5, I drew upon Howarth and Stavrakakis (2000) who illustrated how identity constructions dominated by the logic of difference attempt to relegate the clear-cut and constitutive division ‘to the margins of society’ (Howarth and Stavrakakis 2000:11). It is this exactly such a relegation du Preez engages in here, as we have just seen. Although contradictory, du Preez’ construction of ‘this democracy of our’ necessitates the presence of an oppositional relationship of antagonism, of popular antagonism. 
Having established that, du Preez’ construction of ‘this democracy of ours’ and his use of ‘we’ need to be addressed. du Preez’ employs what Wodak et al call a metonymic realization of ‘we’ as it applies to all South Africans ‘in this democracy of ours’ (Wodak et al 1999: 45-6). Although they function as popular antagonists, ‘this democracy of ours’ includes all South Africans, also the ‘charlatans’ and ‘racist fundamentalists’ who make use of the freedom of speech granted by the new South African constitution to express their viewpoints, how conflicting they might be with same. Whereas Roodt in his text calls the South African democracy a ‘demography’ (Roodt 2006: l 360-1) and emphasizes the marginalization of Afrikaners, du Preez  argues that it is exactly through the new South African constitution and democracy that Roodt can express his viewpoints, without being banned or locked up (l 37).
This reveals a social order marked by tension and by groups that explicitly work against what has been formulated as ‘our national question’: the fight against racism. In section 2.5, I drew upon Chantal Mouffe’s quoation in Norval (2000) to illustrate the difference between the popular antagonist or enemy and the democratic antagonist or adversary. Since section 2.5 is a fair number of pages back, Mouffe’s words are worth repeating:
‘[…] a democratic society makes room for the ‘adversary’, i.e. the opponent who is no longer considered an enemy to be destroyed but someone whose existence is legitimate and whose rights will not be put into question. The category of the ‘adversary’ serves here to designate the status of those who disagree concerning the ranking and interpretation of the values. […] It must be stressed, however, that the category of the enemy does not disappear; now it refers to those who do not accept the set of values constitutive of the democratic forms of life. …There is no way for their demands to be considered legitimate within the ‘we’ of democratic citizens, since their disagreement is not merely about ranking but of a much more fundamental type’ (Norval 2000:230).

Reading this, du Preez’ various realizations of ‘racist fundamentalists’ are the ‘enemy to be destroyed’: the enemy who ‘do[es] not accept the set of values constitutive of the democratic form of life’. du Preez construction of the ‘racist fundamentalists’ as the popular antagonist or ‘enemy’ does not solve the dilemma that these are also part of the South African democracy, although they may not accept this. Hence a categorical division between enemy and adversary, between popular antagonist and democratic antagonist is not always clear-cut as the present analysis of du Preez illustrates.
In these opening paragraphs, du Preez does not initiate the construction of an Afrikaner identity but rather of a broad South African identity. The content topic formulated as relevant for the analysis of Afrikaner identity formation in section 3.2.1 i.e. the construction of a common past, present and future are articulated with regards to a national South African identity within very few lines that deserve repeating:

‘We still call it our national question. It is the special role the universe has given South Africa to play in the world: to prove that in the country where all humanity originated, where racism was perfected as a religious ideology, there can be a positive co-existence of colours and cultures and classes. We are the test tube of all humanity.’ (ll. 28-33)

du Preez constructs a shared South African past that stretches back not only to apartheid which is predicated as the time ‘where racism was perfected as a religious ideology’, but back beyond apartheid to and constructs a common myth of origin encompassing all peoples since South Africa is the country ‘where all humanity originated’. By drawing upon an imagery of the origin of all humanity, du Preez dissolves the particularities which have previously characterized identity formations in South Africa – to the extent of ‘religious ideology’. Recalling the background chapter and the analysis of Roodt’s talk, the particularity of the Afrikaner volkseie was a key element in the construction of apartheid discourse and this idea of particularity was extended during the 1960s. In du Preez’ version, it is South Africa as a whole that is given particularity through the ‘special role the universe has given South Africa in this world’. Thus the particularity of South Africa can only be articulated on a basis of universality, of ‘all humanity’. Employing a transformation strategy based upon the topos of a super-ordinate aim, the common future of South Africa is therefore ‘to prove […] that there can be a positive co-existence of colours and cultures and classes’ (Wodak et al 1999:41). 

Such ‘a positive co-existence’ in which inner particularities are dissolved leads to the construction of a social order created by the logic of difference. In this construction, du Preez’ proposes a broad social field in which the Afrikaner, whom neither du Preez nor I have not forgotten, are one of several possible and equally legitimate identities, which nevertheless are still in a relation of popular antagonism to the ‘racist fundamentalists’ in their various realizations (ll 35-6).
The excerpt above also constructs a sense of temporality. The fight against racism as the national question is not necessarily a permanent feature, as the adverbial ‘still’ indicates: ‘We still call it our national question’ (l 28). This temporality will be elaborated in section 6.1.5.
6.1.2 The post-apartheid experience
As just argued, du Preez is engaging in constructing a shared and inclusive past and present for South Africa. He has, however, not forgotten that he was supposed to ‘talk about Afrikaners’ changing ideas of identity’ (ll 43-4).
du Preez constructs the Afrikaners as a group which has been through turbulent times in recent years, resulting in a shared Afrikaner feeling of being ‘insecure and unloved’ (l 375). This idea of a shared emotional response echoes the assumption of a national habitus which informed the identification of content topics in section 3.2.1. This construction of a shared feeling realizes an assimilation strategy to produce sameness within the group constructed. In his construction of the immediate past, du Preez employs a strategy of predication to articulate moments of the post-apartheid experience of the Afrikaners accordingly:
‘We should not be surprised that Afrikaners are suddenly grappling with who they are and where they fit in’ (l 53-4).
‘Of course they were traumatised when most of their power, privilege and status evaporated almost overnight. It is not strange they felt insecure and confused’ – the same has happened to every group that has lost power and status in a short time (ll 63-7).
‘Still, most Afrikaners were caught up in the euphoria most other South Africans felt in the period immediately after the 1994 elections […]’ (ll 172-3) [my emphasis].
Although du Preez uses the strategy of predication to attribute the emotional responses of being ‘traumatised’, feeling ‘insecure and confused’, ‘suddenly grappling’ with their identity and fortunately also being ‘caught up in the euphoria’ to construct a particular experience of the Afrikaners, these excerpts are also an illustration of the assimilatory strategies du Preez employs to construct a shared South African experience. The Afrikaners are not the only ones ‘caught up in euphoria’, ‘most other South African felt’ this as well. This attribution of a shared feature further has the dual objective of dismantling the uniqueness or particularity of Afrikaner identity, while emphasizing a unifying feature Afrikaners share with other South African. Furthermore, the experience of feeling ‘insecure and confused’ is not a unique Afrikaner experience, but one which happens to ‘every group that has lost power and status in a short time’. Roodt employs the topos of comparison as a strategy of assimilation to dismantle Afrikaner uniqueness accordingly:
‘There are many comparisons we can make with groups in the former Yugoslavia and Soviet Union, the only difference being that Afrikaners did not retaliate violently’ (ll 67-9).
Arguing that du Preez in the excerpts shown here dismantles the idea of a unique or particular Afrikaner experience, it is also in these same lines he constructs the experience he is dismantling. Through the clauses ‘we should not be surprised’, ‘Of course they were traumatised’ and ‘it is not strange’ du Preez reiterates a familiar tale of the Afrikaner experience that has become a discourse in itself: a discourse which du Preez challenges by articulating some of the moments into the discourse of a shared South African euphoria and the universal one of the loss of status and power.
Although we have now witnessed that du Preez attempts to dissolve the particularities of the various social groups within his social order, he meanwhile perpetuates the divisions between same. Towards the end of his talk, he addresses the English-speaking White South Africans accordingly:

‘I have concentrated mostly on the position of Afrikaner identity and insecurity, because I am an Afrikaner and thus I am reluctant to speak on behalf of English-speaking whites’ (ll 439-41).
6.1.3  ‘Turning-point in Afrikaner thinking’
Analyzing Dan Roodt’s text, I argued in section 5.1.3 that the political transformations in South Africa, rather than disrupting his construction of Afrikaner identity, were incorporated as a ‘betrayal’ of Afrikaners and ‘anti-white racism’ targeting Afrikaners, thus strengthening the influential moment of victimization in his discourse of the Afrikaners. In du Preez’s talk, the elements of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) and the withdrawal of de Klerk and the National Party for the Government of National Unity are articulated as ‘turning-point[s] in Afrikaner thinking and political life’ (ll 112-128), contributing to du Preez’s construction of a changing Afrikaner identity. 
‘The result of these campaigns against the TRC [by de Klerk, his cabinet and army generals] was that probably a majority of the Afrikaners believed it was not a fair process and that it had been devised to vilify the Afrikaner and the National Party. Still, they could not remain untouched by the overwhelming evidence, from victims and from perpetrators seeking amnesty, of gross human rights violations during especially the turbulent 1980s. This had to have had an influence on their thinking, and some analysts believe it contributed to the undermining of any tendency of significance planning the restoration of white rule’ (ll 112-120). [my bracket (ll 100-1)]
Rather than the victims of a betrayal and Roodt’s construction of Afrikaners portrayed as ‘rabid Nazis’ (Roodt 2006:ll 423-4), du Preez constructs a situation where a transformation of Afrikaner thinking was necessitated by ‘the overwhelming evidence’ of the TRC. This strategy of discontinuation is realized by the employing the topos of consequence, emphasizing the transformation of the Afrikaner identity as well as by the normative-deontic construction ‘[T]his had to have had an influence […]’ (l 118). In discourse theoretical terms, the TRC made it impossible to articulate the same moments into Afrikaner identity after the atrocities of apartheid had been exposed as we also learned from Steyn. As a parallel to du Preez, we saw I how Roodt constructed the ‘so-called “crime against humanity”’ (Roodt 2006: l 424), as the TRC labeled apartheid, it reinforced his construction of the Afrikaners as a victimized group. Rather than disrupting Roodt’s construction, the TRC and ‘the betrayal of Afrikaners by their own leaders’ (Roodt 2006:ll  366-7) were retroactively incorporated to construct a coherent tale of the Afrikaners as well as reinforcing the formation of popular antagonism. (In du Preez’ construction, the withdrawal of the National Party from the Government of National Unity ‘along with the predictable increase of negative rhetoric from the ANC’ (ll 121-6) are constructed as events of dislocation challenging the sense of identity and the feeling of security of the Afrikaners, as these event could not successfully be incorporated into what was then the current Afrikaner identity. ) 

The changing ideas of Afrikaner identities are also evident in the following:
‘Another turning-point in Afrikaner thinking and political life was the withdrawal, at FW de Klerk’s insistence, of the National Party from the Government of National Unity in June 1996. The NP’s new role as the official opposition, along with the predictable increase of negative rhetoric from the ANC, contributed to a new polarisation in mainstream Afrikaner political attitudes’ (ll 121-6).
Employing the topos of consequence, ‘the predictable increase in negative rhetoric from the ANCE’ and the ‘NP’s new role’ are both contributing factors to a ‘new polarisation in mainstream Afrikaner political attitudes’. The objective of constructing Afrikaner identities as undergoing transformation is not only to dismantle the unity and emphasize the various ideas of Afrikaner identity realized by the polarized mainstream Afrikaners attitudes. Constructing Afrikaner identities as undergoing transformation processes also help du Preez in his overall transformation strategy and construction of a more inclusive South Africa identity.
6.1.4 Afrikaner African?
In the talk under analysis, du Preez uses the strategy of nomination to construct himself as both ‘Afrikaner’ (l 440) and describes how he has taken on the toponym ’African’, an act which has been contested by both black South African as well as English-speaking White South Africans (ll 297-311). Before investigating the contestations of du Preez’s claim to African, it is worth exploring the predicates given to the identity nominated as African by du Preez. 
Referring to an Afrikaner debate in the newspapers on being African, du Preez presents the following understanding: being African is 

‘[…] not only about being born from ancestors who have been in Africa for 350 years, but also about a commitment to the continent and its people‘ (ll 330-2).
Attributing the quality of ancestry to the identity nominated as African serves as an assimilation strategy through which the familiar Afrikaner element of ‘being of Africa’ is rearticulated into a more inclusive discourse. In section 4.1, Steyn noted that ‘being of Africa’ has been an important part of Afrikaner identity since the early decades of settlement (Steyn 2001: 102). Du Preez‘ more inclusive articulation of African ancestry is realized through the predication of ‘commitment to the continent and its people’. During the first decades of apartheid, Afrikaner commitment was to the Afrikaner volk before it was extended to the protection of the particularity of the various volks or peoples as elaborated in section 4.4. In the construction of a post-apartheid Afrikaner African, the commitment is to ‘people’ in its singular form, thus abandoning former division and extending it to the entire ‘continent’. Yet, the above understanding of being African implicitly excludes English-speaking White South Africans, who arriving after the 1795 British invasion do not have the 350 seniority here qualifying for becoming African.
du Preez references the Black South African contestation to his self-nomination of the identity African accordingly:
‘From the black side I was accused of opportunism and of trying to steal the black people’s identity after my people had already stolen their land’ (ll 297-300).

The contestation of du Preez’s self-nomination as African is an attempt to maintain a sedimented relation of popular antagonism: Afrikaner and African are incompatible positions and African is not an identity anybody who might find it attractive has equal access to. In the passage above, du Preez constructs a dichotomous relationship between ‘black people’s identity’ and ‘their land’ on one side and ‘my people’ on the other. Through the means of referencing, du Preez employs the strategy of scape-goating to construct ‘the black side’ as responsible for maintaining the dichotomous relationship and hindering assimilation between the two. It is also ‘the black side’ who assimilates du Preez to Afrikaners via the collective ‘my people’. That African is an identity not equally accessible is made clear as follows:

‘[…] most black commentators, including the PAC and Azapo, if they still exist, state formally that Afrikaners and whites could potentially be Africans. But they add that while black South Africans are automatically African, whites have to earn that honorary title’ (ll 312-6). 
Unable to fully dismantle the dichotomous relation between Afrikaner and African, du Preez engages in dismantling the chain of equivalence in which he and ‘many other whites and Afrikaners’ are linked to ‘settler’, ‘immigrant’ and ‘visitor’: 
‘Ken misunderstood why it was important for me to be called an African. To me and to many other whites and Afrikaners it means an acknowledgement by the majority that we are not settlers, not immigrants, not visitors’ (ll 306-9).
In his attempt to dissolve this chain of equivalence, however, du Preez brings a new division into being: those who would like to be acknowledged ‘by the majority’ and those who do not. That ‘Ken’ misunderstands du Preez’ claim to the label African and the need ‘for many other whites and Afrikaners’ to be acknowledged could be read as a perpetuation of the historical tensions within White South Africa: that Afrikaners were ‘of Africa’ while the English-speaking White South Africans maintained tight relations with the British Isles. Ken Owen is an English-speaking White South African (ll 302-3) and his misunderstanding illustrates that he does not share du Preez’ desire for acknowledgement. Nor do the English-speaking White South Africans have ancestors 350 years back as discussed above. Yet du Preez includes both ‘many other whites and Afrikaners’ in the group that would like to call themselves Africans, thus employing a strategy of assimilation across the White South African social groups. Meanwhile the quantifier ‘many’ and Ken’s misunderstanding are realizations of a dissimilation strategy, not only dividing the social into ‘several minor spaces’ as we know characterize democratic antagonism but complicating the social order even further by emphasizing the plurality of positions within each social group.
6.1.5 The ‘black majority’ and the ‘black elite’
In comparison to Roodt, du Preez does not engage in the same elaborate construction of Black South Africans, nor is the relationship he constructs between Afrikaners and Black South Africans marked by pejorative accusations of ‘anti-white racism’ as we found in Roodt’s text. In the beginning of du Preez’ talk, the inclusive South African ‘we’ made Afrikaners and Black South Africans alike part of the same imaginary community with a shared past, present and future as it was discussed in section 6.1.1. As the talk progresses, a social group called ‘the black majority’ is brought into existence through the strategy of nomination (ll 79-80, 98, 458). The use of ‘majority’ realizes a collectivizing strategy which emphasizes homogeneity while also implying that there is a minority. By attributing ‘black’ to the ‘majority’ and presenting Afrikaner fears regarding this majority, as well as the reactive Afrikaner and White South African attitudes towards the ‘black majority’ (ll 79-80, 457-9), this implied and backgrounded minority is a White South Africans minority.
In his attribution of ‘deep-seated resentment’ to this ‘black majority’, du Preez also attributes the ‘injustices of centuries of colonialism and decades of apartheid’ to ‘white South Africans and, especially Afrikaners’ accordingly:
‘But when the Truth and Reconciliation Commission started its sittings in early 1996, they [white South Africans and, especially Afrikaners] were reminded of the realities of the New South Africa; of the deep-seated resentment still held by the black majority because of the injustices of centuries of colonialism and decades of apartheid’ (ll 95-99) [my bracket (l 93)].
Rather than employing a justification strategy in order to trivialize or justify apartheid, du Preez rely on a topos of consequence as he constructs colonialism and apartheid as events of the past which influence ‘the realities of the New South Africa’ and the relations between ‘the black majority’ and White South Africans. 
The political transformations which affect Afrikaners also affect Black South Africans, however, in different ways: the post-apartheid experience is not merely an assimilatory experience as we saw above. The ‘dramatic change’ when Mbeki succeeded Mandela as South African President (ll 161-2) made way for both White South African nervousness (l 170) as well as a ‘black assertiveness’ which is exemplified below (l 164):
‘The rest of the ANC, as well as black commentators, journalists and columnists quickly took their cue from the president. Black people became far more forthright and outspoken in expressing their frustrations, resentments and criticisms of what they viewed as continued inequalities and prejudices. To be a bit of a Boer basher became a badge of honour’ (l 174-9).

du Preez’ construction of President Thabo Mbeki as a social agent relates back to the temporality of the ‘fight against racism’ which ‘we still call our national question’, a temporality I promised to return to (ll 26-8). By referencing Mbeki’s ‘regular accusing reference’ and ‘knee-jerk reaction’ as illustrated below, du Preez constructions Mbeki as a President whose objectives might counteract the ‘national question’ we were made familiar with in section 6.1.1:
‘Thabo Mbeki shifted the emphasis from nation building to African consciousness. His regular accusing reference to the Two Nations, one rich and white, the other poor and black, made whites very nervous’ (ll 167-170).

‘So, I have a strong sense that a large portion of Afrikaners and whites are losing their short-lived sense of belonging, of being an integral part of the nation of South Africa. […] It  is partly a result of President Thabo Mbeki’s knee-jerk reaction to occasionally smack whites on the head for being white and not supporting the ANC’ (ll 362-73).
Not only is Mbeki made responsible for maintaining divisions within the South African nation, he is also ‘partly’ responsible for making ‘a large portion of Afrikaners and whites’ lose ‘their short-lived sense of belonging’. Although du Preez provides a number of reasons for this loss, as it will be elaborated in the following sections, it is worth considering if Mbeki via his references and ‘knee-jerk’ smacking of White South Africans qualifies to be considered a popular antagonist of the White South Africans who would like to consider themselves as South Africans? Or are the behaviours du Preez attributes Mbeki merely expressions of disagreement between democratic antagonists ‘concerning the ranking and interpretation of the values’ within the South African democracy (Norval 2000:230)? To further explore du Preez’ construction of Mbeki, an additional extract requires our attention.
‘In the year of the 50th anniversary of the Freedom Charter, these so-called Africanists were making a mockery of the non-racial essence of this proud document’ (ll 194-6).

du Preez questions the nomination of Mbeki and ‘the rest of the ANC, as well as black commentators, journalists and columnists’ (l 174-5) as Africanists by pre-modifying the nomination with ‘so-called’. Employing a topos of difference, du Preez emphasizes the difference between the ‘non-racial essence’ of the Freedom Charter and the ‘honour’ of Boer-bashing in the excerpt above (l 178-9), thus further raising doubts whether the ‘so-called Africanists’ including Mbeki regard the fight against racism as the national question. Subsequently calling Mbeki a ‘black Englishman’ (l 193) du Preez rearticulates the discourse of the lacking commitment to South Africa which the English-speaking White South Africans historically have been accused of, and to which he subsequently refers in a different context (ll 264-266). 
As we have seen, du Preez constructs a relationship between ‘most Afrikaners’ and ‘the black majority’ both marked by ‘deep-seated resentment’ (l 97) and the shared ‘euphoria’ (ll 72-3). The two social groups are attempted assimilated into a broader South African ‘fold’ (l 157) and ‘this democracy of ours’ (ll 26-7) while also  dissimilated by the mere nomination of them as distinct social groups. As it was argued in section 2.5, the democratic antagonism lacks the constitutive character and clear-cut frontiers between the identities. By predicating shared experiences to Afrikaners and Black South Africans alike, du Preez precludes that Black South Africans become a popular antagonists of the Afrikaners, yet the relationship between the two social groups is not static and unambiguous. To further illustrate the complexity, I will briefly turn to du Preez’ construction of the social group he nominates as the ‘new black elite’. A construction that follows the contestation of his self-nomination as African: 
‘I simply see a new black elite desperate to be European or American. Isn’t Eugene TerreBlanche more “African” in his khaki with his animal skin hat, his mieliepap and Klipdrift and brandewyn that the black yuppies I see hanging out at the in-spots in Sandton and Melville? (And they only speak English to one another…) (ll 356-61)
.
Leaning on Vestergaard’s work, we learn that Eugene TerreBlanche is the leader of the Afrikaner Resistance Movement and often seen as a personification of the Afrikaner stereotype (Vestergaard 2000:1). By nominating TerreBlanche as ‘African’ and predicating Black South Africans as English-speaking ‘yuppies’ du Preez uses a parallelism to expose the paradoxes involved in nominating social groups, while his own nomination of a ‘black elite’ dissolving Black South Africans as a homogenous group. 
6.1.6 Afrikaner insecurity and plurality
As it has been made clear by now, du Preez engages in dismantling the particularity of the Afrikaners. He likewise dismantles the idea of the Afrikaners as a homogenous group. 
Not only does du Preez construct the ‘racist fundamentalists’ and the Boermag and other ‘few tiny groups on the lunatic fringe’ (ll 138-9) as discussed in section 6.1.1, du Preez’ Afrikaners come in various versions, thus dismantling the idea of one Afrikaner identity. That a sense of insecurity exists, however, is not to be ignored. This sense is, as we saw in the previous section partly caused by Mbeki and as we will see in section 6.2.1, partly caused by the Afrikaners’ understanding of history. 
Attempts to reveal this situation of insecurity and the ‘struggle to define a new identity’ fails because the lack of leadership and of inner Afrikaner discrepancy on what du Preez calls ‘the real issues’:
‘the lack of progressive Afrikaner and white leadership and debate on the real issues’ (ll 413-5).

‘In the process they [Democratic Alliance] are making no contribution to Afrikaners’ struggle to define a new identity. Instead, in their zeal to monopolise the Afrikaner vote, they merely reinforce Afrikaners’ prejucides and misunderstandings’ (ll 428-32).

du Preez thus constructs a broad Afrikaner field where democratic antagonism is neither clear-cut nor stable. du Preez’s understanding of the ‘real issues’ is, as we saw in 6.1.1, as follows: 
‘At the heart of everything we’re achieving in this democracy of ours is our fight against racism and racial divisions and inequalities’ (ll 26-8).

Thus we once again see that the absent center of a democratic South African identity is the fight against racism. The construction of the Democratic Alliance and their reinforcement of ‘Afrikaners’ prejudices and misunderstandings’ indicate that this democratic antagonist also hinders the attainment of an South African identity, and thus is moving towards the position of a popular antagonist.  Like Mbeki and his attitudes towards White South African, Afrikaner prejudices are also constitutive in blocking the realization of an encompassing South African identity.
Although I in section 3.2.1 narrowed my analysis and thus excluded the construction of a common Afrikaner culture as a topic of analysis, I will briefly 

touch upon du Preez’ construction of the language Afrikaans. Whereas Dan Roodt called Afrikaans ‘the main source of cohesion among Afrikaners’ (Roodt 2006: l 124) and constructs it as being ‘under systematic attack’ (Roodt 2006: l 462), du Preez constructs Afrikaans as both a unifying and fragmenting element. Like Roodt, du Preez also believes that ‘Afrikaans is under threat’ (l 274), however, 

 ‘[…] the state-driven downscaling of Afrikaans would only be partly to blame. Afrikaners are the worst enemies of their own language’ (ll 277-9).

The two predications ‘state-driven downscaling’ and ‘systematic attack’ serve as a good example of how one phenomenon is attributed different meanings in the construction by du Preez and Roodt respectively. Having already established that du Preez dismantles the idea of a homogenous Afrikaner collective, Afrikaans is nevertheless ‘what most Afrikaners define their ethnic identity in terms of’ as illustrated below:

‘The most important trigger of Afrikaner insecurity remains the Afrikaans language. Many Afrikaners feel the downscaling of their language in schools, universities, courts, the security forces and the public service is a very real threat to the continued existence of Afrikaans as a viable language. And their language is what most Afrikaners define their ethnic identity in terms of. Afrikaans dies, we die, is how some of them have expressed it’ (ll 235-241).

While Afrikaans euphemistically is ‘flourishing language in many ways’ (l 242) and is still a source of Afrikaner unification at cultural festivals (l 249-251), it is also a source of conflict among Afrikaners. The majority of the taalstryders, literally language fighters, are through an evaluative strategy of nomination labeled as ‘ethnic chauvinists’:
‘With one or two exceptions, the campaign for Afrikaans is driven by people who use the issue as an expression of their dissatisfaction with the present social and political order. Too many of these taalstryders are ethnic chauvinists who use Afrikaans as a stick to beat the ANC with and to whip up emotions against it’ (ll 284-9).
As we saw in the theoretical assumptions of the discourse-historical approach, in the construction of imaginary collective identities such as the Afrikaners, the construction of sameness entails a violation of ‘pluralistic and democratic variety and multiplicity by group internal homogenization’ (De Cillia et al 1999: 153-4). Since du Preez does not engage in constructing such sameness, but rather draws attention to various Afrikaner identities both in contemporary South Africa and in the post-apartheid decade, his understanding of identity differs from the static and essentialist understanding of identity we saw in Roodt’s construction. By approaching identity as changeable phenomenon, du Preez thus engages in constructing a budding South African identity into which Afrikaner identity can be transformed.
6.2 Constructing a common Afrikaner past, present and future

6.2.1 Afrikaner past: to be discontinued 
Since du Preez opens his talk by constructing a common South African past and a common myth of origin as it was discussed in section 6.1.1 and subsequently dismantles the particularity of an Afrikaner post-apartheid experience as we saw in section 6.1.2, the idea of du Preez’ construction of a common Afrikaner past seems an irrelevant content topic to explore. As we know from both the theoretical assumptions underlying the discourse-historical approach, the background chapter and the analysis of Roodt’s talk, the construction of a common past is an assimilatory feature in the construction of collective identity
In du Preez’ construction, the apartheid past is nominated as the time ‘where racism was perfected as a religious ideology’ (l 31) and thus the apartheid past is, as Norval pointed out in section 4.5, the Other of the discourse of non-racialism which du Preez leans against in the beginning of his speech. As such, the apartheid past is a feature which divided South Africa in the past. Yet by keeping apartheid in the past and creating distance to it, du Preez manages to construct it as a common past. This is realized by nominating it ‘our bitter history’ (l 365).
A dividing element, however, is the Afrikaner recollection of an Afrikaner-centric history and limited understanding of the broader South African past, which in turn make the Afrikaners to feel ‘unloved and insecure’ (ll 374-5):

‘But let me focus on two other, more important reasons why Afrikaners presently feel insecure and unloved.
The first is that Afrikaners have an extraordinarily poor understanding of South African history’ ( ll 374-77).

‘However crude it may sound, it is still true that deep down many Afrikaners view their ancestors as brave, pioneering Christians who had achieved much to civilise the southern tip of Africa and tame the inferior cultures living here. Their heroes and battles were so glorified for so long that it is hard for even critical thinkers to see them in a different light now’ (ll 389-94).
‘The ignorance of the history of the black struggle against domination is even more alarming’ (ll 398-9).
In the second of the three extracts above, du Preez employs a discontinuation strategy to dismantle the idea of a proud Afrikaner past. This strategy is realized by the topos of time: the understanding of Afrikaner ancestors ‘as brave, pioneering Christians’ and the ‘glorified’ heroes and battles are obsolete understandings which nevertheless survive in du Preez’ construction of contemporary South Africa. As the avid reader will have noted, this is very close to the formulation Roodt uses in his construction of Afrikaner uniqueness as we saw in 5.1.4.
To the contrary, du Preez employs the topos of consequence to construct the current Afrikaner predicament of being ‘unloved and insecure’ as caused partly by the perpetuation of this obsolete understanding of history:
‘How can we expect people with such a limited, flawed understanding of our past and the political culture of the majority to have an understanding of who their new nation is and where they fit in?’ (ll 407-410).
Evident in these extract is also the uncharacteristic strategy of negative self-attribution: a subversion of the positive self-attribution discussed as the very first in section 3.3.2. This further underlines du Preez’ objective of dismantling the Afrikaners as a homogenous group: not only does du Preez take a stance against ‘racist fundamentalists’, he is also critical in his construction of the ‘common’ Afrikaner.
The discontinuation of a proud Afrikaner past is also the objective in the following extract, however, realized quite differently than above:
‘We should not be surprised that Afrikaners are suddenly grappling with who they are and where they fit in. They had a near monopoly on political power and cultural prestige for half a century. For most of this time they wrote our history; their leaders were the national leaders; they dominated the security forces; theirs was the dominant culture; our national days were Afrikaner volksfeeste […]’ (ll 53-9) [my emphasis]
Addressing the National Arts Festival’s Wordfest in Grahamstown, du Preez employs an addressee-inclusive ‘we’ while here talking about Afrikaners as a collective. Rather than approaching Afrikaners from within like Roodt does in his usage of ‘my people’ (Roodt 2006: l 50), du Preez approaches both the contemporary Afrikaners who are ‘suddenly grappling’ and the historical Afrikaners from an outside perspective, realized by the use of ‘they’ as highlighted above. The objective of this strategy of discontinuation is to emphasize the difference between the past and the present through what Wodak et al call ‘referential exclusion through personal reference’ (Wodak et al 1999:38). The Afrikaner past is to be discontinued.
6.2.2 Afrikaner present and future: ‘this democracy of ours’ revisited 
The construction of marginalized Afrikaners in particular which was so prominent in Roodt’s talk is also present in the talk by Max du Preez. Rather than constructing a veritable locus terribilis like we saw in the analysis of Dan Roodt’ text, du Preez realizes a sub-strategy of legitimation when constructing an Afrikaner identity crisis by presenting the following passages (Wodak et al 1999: 37):
‘Ton Vosloo, chairman of Naspers and Sanlam and a powerful voice among Afrikaners, was quoted in Die Burger in September 2002 as saying: “It is not to spread panic when one says that the Afrikaner people are in crisis with red light flashing on their survival path. The examples of marginalization are numerous; the places where spaces to exist had been conquered, negotiated and established on own initiative are increasingly being questioned”’ (ll 218-24) [emphasis in original].
‘One of the few prominent whites still popular with the new elite, and someone very careful not to offend them, is poet and author Antjie Krog. Even Antjie Krog recently asked: What do black South Africans expect from us? What do they want white South Africans to do and be? Please tell us!’ (ll 337-41).

By employing the relativisation sub-strategy of legitimation, du Preez manages to substantiate that a feeling of marginalization and identity exists, however, the reference of Antjie Krog’s question also constructs White South Africans as a social group interested in being acknowledged and feeling they belong, as it was as discussed in section 6.1.4.
During his talk, du Preez constructs an alternative to the ‘crisis’ above and the Afrikaner insecurity. Employing the topos of consequence, White South African insecurity is not only caused by the limited understanding of the past as we saw in the previous section and Mbeki’s ‘knee-jerk’ smacking of Whites discussed in section 6.1.5 (ll 371-2). The ‘lack of progressive Afrikaners and white leadership and debate’ means that the ‘negative and pessimistic voices’ come do to dominate as we se below:
‘The second reason for white insecurity I want to highlight is the lack of progressive Afrikaners and white leadership and debates on the real issues. Many former progressives who stood up to the apartheid government have in recent years joined forces with old conservatives are now singing in the same reactionary choir. Others have withdrawn from public life. The negative and pessimistic voices have become the strongest in the public debate’ (ll 413- 20).
As we saw in the beginning of the talk, the ‘racial fundamentalists’ are making use of the freedom of speech and the opportunities the South African constitution grants all South Africans. Using an overall transformation strategy, du Preez rely on implicit comparison between the ‘reactive attitude’ among White South Africans (l 459) and ‘the full citizenship of and participation in the affaires on this nation’ which du Preez attributes himself (ll 310-1):
‘A last word. It seems as if the Afrikaners and white South Africans are waiting for the black majority to determine their new identity for them. Perhaps this reactive attitude is the main reason why the white identity crisis is still so acute’ (ll 457-60).

‘I have as much right as any black South African to full citizenship of and participation in the affairs of this nation’ (ll 310-1).

During his talk, du Preez makes use of his right to protest (l 12), to disagree with the government and criticizes the President (ll 319, 171-3) and to enter into debates. The future of Afrikaner and White South Africans is as participatory citizens of the South African nation. du Preez’ use of normative-deontic modals in the very beginning of his talk underlines this need for action and his appeal for South African cohesion against the undermining threat of ‘the charlatans’, as my emphasis in the following show:
‘But we should all guard against a phenomenon we have recently witnessed in countries like the Netherlands and Germany, of nastly peddlers of hatred, bigotry and intolerance flying the flag of intolerance. We should protest when these charlatans champion one section of our constitution in order to undermine the entire spirit of that constitution’ (ll 20-21).
du Preez dismantles Roodt’s visions for a future self-determined Afrikaner or white nation accordingly: 
‘Orania is proof that the volkstaat idea is finally dead. And even the right wing now knows that Afrikaner or white “self-determination” is no longer an option. Any sense of identity will have to be found within the fold of the broader South African nation’ (l 154-8).

du Preez realizes a transformative vitalization strategy by using the assimilatory metaphor of ‘the fold of the broader South Africa nation’, implicitly comparing this nation to the exclusive Afrikaner and narrow volkstaat Orania (Wodak et al 1999:41). However, the transformation of Afrikaner identity into a broad South African identity is not necessarily an straight forward task, as this analysis of du Preez’ talk reveals.
6.3 Summing up the analysis of du Preez’ talk 
Max du Preez takes in outset conceptualizing the idea of a common South African identity by constructing a South Africa myth of origin, a shared bitter history marked by the perfection of racism ‘as a religious ideology’ (l 31) and a shared South Africa present with a destiny involving ‘all humanity’ (ll 30, 33). The South African situation is constructed as particular in the capacity of its universal purpose of overcoming racism and intolerance. Like all identity constructions, du Preez’ South African identity relies on a popular antagonist for its realization. Without the presence of racism as it is being personified by ‘racist fundamentalists’ and similar ‘charlatans’ to be overcome, du Preez’ construction would lack a unifying center (ll 23, 35-6). Yet these ‘charlatans’ are also members of the South African democracy and protected by the constitution, du Preez constructs them as attempting to undermine. The new South African democracy and constitution granting freedom of speech are nevertheless also the platforms from which du Preez engages in a protest against the ‘racist fundamentalists’ as well a critique of South African President Mbeki and fellow South Africans.
Whereas we saw Dan Roodt oscillating between constructing Afrikaner identity, White South African identity and that of Western civilization, du Preez moves back and forth between dismantling a homogenous and particular Afrikaner identity and proposing the transformation of same into a broader South Africa  identity within the discourse of non-racialism. That Afrikaner identities is both changeable and changing is established already in the title of du Preez’ and continued throughout the talk, as he takes us through post-apartheid events and constructs these as dislocatory events necessitating a change of Afrikaner identities. Whereas Roodt construction of contemporary Afrikaners depends on a chain of equivalence counting both Black South Africans and Western governments, du Preez looks into the ‘bitter history’ of South Africa (l 365) as a source of obstacles for contemporary identity formations, thus temporally extending the concept social antagonism. Hence du Preez’ own attempt to formulate a successor to the Afrikaner identities he dismantles takes outset in the impossibility of Afrikaners to realize this identity they once had.
Like discourse theory proposed, du Preez’ group formation is find itself in the cross-section of the logic of difference and the logic of equivalence. Du Preez makes several identities available and in doing so constructs a more complex social order, than we saw in Roodt’s text. These social groups are however not unambiguously and clear-cut democratic antagonists, as they obstruct their own and others’ fulfillment of identity. du Preez’ attempt to transform Afrikaner identities reveals this point tension of the logics of difference and equivalence. Arguing for a non-racial democratic South Africa and appealing for broader participation in this, du Preez engages in a unification process, in the name of democracy, towards a social order divided into ‘racist fundamentalists’ and those who protest and guard against these in the name of a non-racial democratic South Africa. Even democracies rely on external threats for their realization.
7 Discussion
Embarking on the process of writing a thesis about the Afrikaner and the stories they tell about themselves in contemporary South Africa, I soon learned from the work by Norval, Steyn and Vestergaard that there are no unequivocal answer to these questions. The apartheid hegemony has come to an end and as has the Afrikaner as he knew himself. It is in the new setting of South Africa as a nascent democracy new identities have to be constructed. As we have seen in the previous chapters, this transformation of the South African political system presents both challenges and possibilities to the two constructions under analysis.

The aim of the thesis at hand was not to formulate a solution for the Afrikaners and the identity crisis they may find themselves in. Rather it was to explore the Afrikaners’ own constructions of identities by applying a combination of approaches.
7.1 Discourse theory and the discourse-historical approach
Like Norval, Steyn and Vestergaard I took my theoretical outset in discourse theory as a theory of group formation. Central to discourse theory is the understanding of identity as a discourse: that is as a temporary result of the inclusion and exclusion of meanings and the constant process of stabilizing these meanings. This process of stabilization and maintaining a sort of totality is necessitated by the absence of a pre-existing essence which in this case would qualify the Afrikaner to be an Afrikaner. 
Despite this absence of a natural or pre-existing core, identity discourses nevertheless present themselves as whole and fixed totalities to the extent where we come to take them for granted or view them as natural. The absent center of identity is compensated for by the construction of a social antagonism, another identity in relation to which a particular identity comes into being and which hinders us in fully attaining this identity. These antagonistic relationships or logics become instrumental in the social order identity discourses also produce. Thus expanding the concept of social antagonism to hold both democratic and popular antagonisms, discourse theory presents identity as a process which is continually positioning itself between the logic of equivalence and the logic of difference. Social orders and identity discourses dominated by the logic of equivalence present a broad and complex field of democratic antagonism, however, the presence of democratic antagonism does not replace the absent center: the presence of popular antagonism is a constitutive necessity in any construction of identity. 

Given this constitutive necessity of social antagonisms in identity construction, this became my analytical focus. Finding that discourse theory a presented a sophisticated set of concepts for understanding the processes of identity construction, an analysis of Afrikaner identity constructions from this perspective would be a step directly into the foot-prints of Norval, Steyn and Vestergaard. By combining the theoretical concepts of discourse theory with the methodological approach of the discourse-historical approach I would not only differentiate myself from Norval, Steyn and Vestergaard, my empirical analysis would also be substantiated by a methodology underpinned by a number of theoretical assumptions. As I saw it, these theoretical assumptions and the process of forming analytical content topics  provided me with an understanding of how construction o a past, a present and a future as part of an identity discourses in order for to this discourse to present itself not only as totality, but also a non-contingent and natural entity. Furthermore, the proposition that discourse has four macro-functions and the conceptualization of four discursive macro-strategies to analyze these would enable me to investigate how the articulatory processes of including and excluding meaning not only construct the identities of Afrikaners and social antagonists, but also perpetuate, transform or dismantle existing identity discourses in the process. This would in turn also give an insight in how the South Africa social order is discursively produced in the two texts under analysis.
7.2 Conducting analysis: Afrikaners under construction
Applying the combined approaches, the analysis of Dan Roodt’s talk ‘Prospects for the white tribe: the future of the Afrikaner people in South Africa’ (Roodt 2006: ll 1-2) revealed the construction of a South African social order in which Afrikaners find themselves increasingly marginalized by the ANC government and Black South Africans. The analysis of Roodt’s construction of a proud Afrikaner past, a victimized Afrikaner present and the prospects of a future marked by further marginalization illustrate that these contribute enhance the understanding of the Afrikaners as a essential and coherent social group. 
The abundance of constructive strategies predicating positive attributions to Afrikaners and negative attributions to Black South Africans construct a polarized order, where the obstacle to Afrikaner attainment of their essential identity is an equivalent chain of Black South Africans and the international betrayal of Afrikaners. In his appeal to the American Renaissance, Roodt expands the South African experience to a global scenario through a series of assimilation strategies, thus both dismantling the particularity of the Afrikaners while also insisting that this particularity justifies the unification of Western civilization. Insisting that Afrikaner identity is stable and essential, Roodt engages into dissolving parts of the former chains of equivalence of international hostility Afrikaners have experienced and transforming it into a relation of kinship, a relationship of democratic antagonism. The assimilatory element of this kinship is an international unification against the expanding threat of global anti-white racism and a movement towards a new polarization.
Finalizing the analysis of Roodt’s talk, the combination of discourse theory and the discourse-historical approach proved a fruitful combination. My initial interest in the stories Afrikaners tell about themselves has been met, although Roodt’s version of a happy ending did not meet my expectations. However, Roodt is alone in constructing Afrikaner identities. 

Turning to Max du Preez’ talk ‘Changing ideas of Afrikaner/white identities’ (du Preez 2005:ll 1-2), the South African social order becomes more complex as does the analysis. Employing a range of dismantling and transformation strategies, du Preez engages in dissolving the idea of Afrikaner identity as homogenous and particular and advances a broad South African identity. This construction relies on the undermining threat of ‘racist fundamentalists’ for its realization and du Preez’ talk is an attempt to mobilize a more unified yet democratic alliance against these. Having thus identified the popular antagonist of the non-racial South African democracy, du Preez’s social order is influenced self-produced Afrikaner obstacles necessitating new constructions of identity. Likewise, du Preez’ construction of democratic antagonism is not unambiguous. The differential character of the social agents approaches popular antagonism, as we see it in the construction of President Mbeki. This ambiguity underlines du Preez construction of identity as a changing process: because social antagonisms are constructed as in motion, Afrikaner and South African identities are constructed as being in transformation and therefore not stable, essential entities. In retrospect, I find that du Preez’ understanding of identity thus converges with that of discourse theory and this has complicated my analysis of his constructions. Steering away from a naturalized Afrikaner identity through the dismantling of a common Afrikaner past, du Preez nevertheless embarks on the construction of a common South African past, present and future to substantiate his story of Afrikaners as engaged citizens of contemporary South Africa.
Where du Preez employs a larger degree of subtly, Roodt’s constructions of the South African present and Black South Africans is marked by unconcealed antipathy. The dominance of the logic of equivalence in Roodt’s constructions makes me recall the argument by Aletta Norval I presented in my chapter on discourse theory. Norval argued that discourse theory privileges the conceptualization of the logic of equivalence and of popular antagonism above the logic of difference and the role of democratic antagonism in identity constructions (Norval 2000:223). The analytical implications of this theoretical precedence were sought overcome through the application of the discursive strategies of the discourse-historical approach which proved a resourceful combination. However, I find that the perspective favoring analysis of the logic of equivalence and the clear-cut constitutive role of popular antagonism have dominated my analyses. 
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9 Appendices 
Appendix 1:

‘Prospects for the white tribe: the future of the Afrikaner people’ by Dan Roodt

Appendix 2:

‘Changing ideas of Afrikaner/white identity’ by Max du Preez 

� There is a tendency to approach what we now know as South Africa from an Euro-centric point of view and understand South African history as beginning with the settlement of the Dutch East-India Company in the early 1650s. However limited this understanding is, it is nevertheless also the approach in this chapter, given the narrow scope of the topic of the thesis at hand.





� Along with the Khoikhoi and San peoples, the imported slaves from the Dutch colonies in East-India form the basis of what today is commonly perceived as the Colored South Africans. Enslavement of the local peoples were forbidden, yet the both the Dutch East-India Company and the free burghers depended on the labor of the Khoikhoi and the San peoples (Johnson 2004: 38). African slaves were imported from other parts of Africa, the Mozambique in particular (Johnson 2004: 39).


� Despite official international criticism, many Western European countries were not hesitant to invest large sums in South African industries, thus benefiting economically from the apartheid politics (Giliomee 2003: 539-40).


� As apartheid progressed Natives were to be called Bantu in 1952 and then Blacks in 1974 in National Party and official apartheid discourse. The adaptation of ‘Blacks’ into NP discourse was a reaction to the discourse of the Black Consciousness Movement and an attempt to break the chain of equivalence in which a plurality of non-white South Africans were joined in their opposition to apartheid.(Frueh 2003: 126; Norval 1996: 361, 363).


� In the CD Rom version of the thesis there are two sets of texts in the appendix: a printout from the websites without line references and a scanned version with the line references.


� Mieliepap is a South African staple based upon ground corn. Klipdrift and brandewyn are brandies: the first a well-known brand, the second most likely home distilled.
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