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Foreword
The Academy of Science of South Africa is mandated to provide evidence-based advice to
government on matters of crucial scientific questions; these evidence-based study project
activities are the core of the Academy’s function and are a key area of future development.
This Study on the Humanities is the 12th Report in a series of studies of this nature which the
Academy has commissioned.
As an independent body that holds the membership of many of the most prominent scientists
in the country, the Academy is well placed to address questions of capacity within the national
research system and is fortunate to be able to draw on a pool of committed expertise across
universities and other science-based organisations. Access to this resource proved invaluable
in the production of this Report. The methodology used in the preparation of this, and other,
reports of this kind is free of partisan interest. As a result, the Findings and Recommendations
are the best possible considered outcomes in the circumstances.
This is the first ever Report on the Humanities in South Africa. As is the custom, several interlinked
studies were carried out to gather and collate both quantitative and qualitative data for
this Report. The Report provides invaluable detail about the challenges and opportunities in
building on the many pools of excellence in the Humanities in South Africa. The Report
should be used as a guideline for policy-makers to do something concrete to improve the
circumstances faced by the Humanities, not only in South Africa, but also across the world.
The Report was developed and guided to its successful conclusion by a Study Panel of experts,
under the able leadership of Professor Jonathan Jansen and Professor Peter Vale. The members
of the Study Panel and the authors of the various constituent study reports are thanked for the
care and attention with which they carried out their task.

Professor Robin Crewe
President: Academy of Science of South Africa
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Executive Summary
In many parts of the world concern has been expressed over the diminishing role which the
Humanities are playing in the so-called ‘knowledge chain’. These worries have pointed specifically to the weakening place of the Humanities within the academy, and, more generally, a
deepening disregard of the Humanities in society. In a number of countries these concerns
have led to initiatives and investigations into the Humanities, with recommendations on ways
to both defend and rebuild them. In similar vein, ASSAf commissioned this ‘Consensus Study
on the Future of the Humanities in South Africa’.
The starting point for such a Study was the undisputed view that the Humanities are indispensable, producing an essential set of analytical skills, along with bodies of knowledge without
which our society, and the wider world, would be inscrutable. It is the Humanities that nurture
the intellectual lifeblood of a democratic project through powers of informed analysis, judgement and creative critique.
It is also important to bear in mind that the Humanities in South Africa are decidedly ‘mixed’
in terms of international standing, social influence, patterns of deterioration and sites and instances of encouraging vigour and productivity on the one hand, while there are also concerning symptoms of decline with dangerous portents for the future. Some Humanities
departments are producing internationally recognised experts; however, there are some extremely worrying signs of decline that need to be arrested and reversed as a matter of urgency
– given the important role that the Humanities have to play in our society.
Methodology
This Consensus Study followed a particular methodology. In line with ASSAf custom, following
proposals from ASSAf Members, the Academy’s Council commissioned a Panel by appointing
a grouping of experts and interested parties to form a Consensus Panel. Such Panels conduct
and commission research and can take evidence from various bodies, then deliberate and
compile a report. The Panel through consensus then agrees on the findings and recommendations of the report which is then sent to external referees. Following this, the report is considered by the Academy Council who, thereafter, releases the report for public debate.
The report therefore reflects the considered views of the Panel and this then becomes the
deliberated view of ASSAf.
The work of this 12-person Panel was organised around a number of interlinked research topics,
which were carried out to gather and collate both quantitative and qualitative data. These
entailed a study on the place of the Humanities in South African science policy and higher
education policy; a bibliographic study on the Humanities in South Africa; a study on publica-
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tions in all disciplines with attention to the Humanities; a study on the case for the Humanities;
a study which linked enrolment trends in the Humanities to funding issues; and a tracer study
on all graduates with special attention on the position of the Humanities.
The studies which were commissioned for consideration by the Panel have required a comprehensive audit of all the Humanities within universities and other human science-oriented
research bodies, providing qualitative and quantitative accounts (pipeline issues, enrolment
rates, demographic profiles, research trends, knowledge types, curriculum distribution, teaching demands, graduation rates, etc.) on the state of the field.
In all its deliberations the Panel took cognisance of similar initiatives - within universities, national
and continental; in particular, as far as possible, collaboration was maintained with the Minister
of Higher Education and Training’s initiative on the “Charter for the Humanities”. It is the longterm hope of the Panel that the findings of all these initiatives will ‘speak to each other’.

Key findings
The main findings to emerge from the Study were:
1. There is a crisis in the Humanities reflected in declining student enrolments, falling graduation rates, and decreasing government funding within institutions of higher learning.
2. The evolution and administration of government policy in the post-apartheid period has
systematically benefited Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics to the exclusion, and even detriment, of the Humanities disciplines in the country.
3. The Humanities within institutions of higher learning is in a state of intellectual stagnation
and, singular innovations notwithstanding, has remained in this moribund condition for more
than fifteen years.
4. The evidence on Humanities graduates shows clearly that virtually all Humanities graduates
are employed, that the vast majority work for an employer while the rest are self-employed,
and that there is a fair spread of graduate employment across the public and private sectors.
5. The decline of the Humanities has many causes that include government policy and funding, institutional choices and decision-making, school guidance and counselling, and
parental and student preferences.
6. The weight of scholarship in the Humanities lacks international status and standing, with
most of the published work appearing in local journals and most of these local publications
in non-accredited (non-ISI) publication sources.
7. The scholarship of the Humanities still strongly reflects the racial inequalities in knowledge
production in the national science system, with all but one (Education) of the Humanities
fields falling well below 20% of total output contributions on the part of black scholars –
despite marginal gains over the previous decades.
8. The single most important threat to the growth of an intellectually vibrant scholarship in the
Humanities is the problem of the ageing academic and research workforce, a factor that
must be read alongside the evidence of a decline in doctoral graduates in the Humanities
fields.
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9. The low proportion of academic staff with doctorates means that the institutional capacity
to reproduce and replace high-level scholars and scholarship in the Humanities remains
compromised into the near future.
10. The performance and prospects of the Humanities vary considerably across different fields
of study, and this means that any interventions will require fine-tuned strategies among
these various fields, rather than a blunt instrument of policy change for the Humanities as
a whole.

Recommendations:
After due consideration of the findings of the Consensus Study on the state of the Humanities
in South Africa, the following ten game-breaking recommendations are made:
1. Establish with statutory status a Council for the Humanities to advise government on how
to improve the status and standing of the Humanities in South Africa.
2. Review and refine government funding allocations to the Humanities with substantive earmarked funding in critical areas, such as African Languages, Philosophy, History and the
Creative and Performing Arts. In this context the advancement of books by the academy
and the funding of books by government could significantly enhance the book as a cultural
and human asset in both the scholarly and public mind. One possibility is to link an award
for the best Humanities book every year to the annual Alan Paton Award.
3. Commit to the development of a government White Paper on the Humanities that establishes in the public mind and in government policy a renewed emphasis on the Humanities,
and its full integration into national science policy.
4. Restructure funding for advanced degrees (doctorates in particular) through national funding agencies, such as the NRF that enables full-time study for top candidates in the Humanities who make the choice of academic careers.
5. Accelerate the establishment of prestigious Research Chairs and Centres of Excellence in
the Humanities, appointing leading professors of the Humanities with two clear missions:
the pursuit of excellence in Humanities research and the building of capacity for next-generation Humanities scholars.
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6. Inaugurate a dedicated National Fund for Humanities Research, which combines earmarked government funding with national and international private and philanthropic
funding that fuels top-quality Humanities research in and outside South African universities.
7. Transform the organisation and design of the Academy of Science of South Africa (ASSAf)
so that a more emphatic statement of its commitment to the Humanities becomes self-evident e.g. the re-naming of the Academy, the investigation of a second premier Academy
journal specifically for the Humanities, the constitution of 50% Humanities appointments to
Council, and other signalling measures for the only recognised Academy in South Africa.
8. Initiate, through the leadership of the Department of Basic Education, considered measures
to boost knowledge of and positive choices for the Humanities throughout the 12 years of
schooling – including progressive ways of privileging the Arts, History and Languages in the
school curriculum through Grade 12.
9. Advance the idea of a broad-based Humanities curriculum, ideally in an interdisciplinary
core study programme for undergraduates, which exposes all university students to some
study of the Humanities.
10. Promote in the broader society the value of the Humanities and Humanities scholarship
and practice through prestigious awards that draw national and international attention to
the Humanities among school students, university students, scholars, and intellectuals in the
broad. An Annual National Humanities Lecture which is televised and linked to a National
Medal in the Humanities would do much to signal the importance of the Humanities in the
public sphere.

Conclusion
This is the first ever Report on the Humanities in South Africa. The Report provides invaluable
detail about the challenges and opportunities in building on the many pools of excellence in
the Humanities in South Africa. It should be used as a guideline for policy-makers and university
authorities to do something concrete to improve the circumstances faced by the Humanities,
not only in South Africa, but also across the world.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Introduction
In many parts of the world concern has been expressed over the diminishing role which the
Humanities are playing in the so-called ‘knowledge chain’. These worries have pointed to
the weakening place – sometimes the averred ‘obsolescence’ – of the Humanities within the
academy, specifically, and, more generally, a deepening disregard of the Humanities in society.
Given these concerns, it is not surprising that in a number of countries – Ireland (Royal Irish
Academy, 2007), the UK (British Academy, 2004), Germany (DFG, 2007), Switzerland (SWTR,
2006:25), the Netherlands (Sustainable Humanities, 2009), to mention a few – initiatives and investigations have been launched into the Humanities and to recommend ways to both defend and rebuild them. The Panel’s own encounter with a different set of countries – Australia,
Brazil, Egypt, Ghana and India – confirms that the Humanities in these countries, which have
a closer approximation to the South African experience, face a similar set of challenges.
Although the case for the Humanities is often made in universal terms, suggestions made for
reversing the fortunes of the Humanities have differed from country to country and one report
to another.
But all who are concerned with the fate of the Humanities recognise their importance,
although making this case is not easy. Indeed, as this Report was being written up, a blue
ribbon panel was assembled by the American Academy of Arts and Sciences to look into
the same issues. Their announcement carried a number of endorsements which are worth
repeating because they reach into the public policy questions around the Humanities in South
Africa and, indeed, elsewhere, too. Here follows a listing of some of their concerns: “you can’t
teach Math(s) and Science to people who can’t read”; the goal of our work is “to maintain
national excellence in Humanities and social scientific scholarship and education, and to
achieve long-term national goals for our economic well-being; for a stronger, more vibrant
civil society”. And, one which is more difficult to test but which all who know the Humanities
recognise as true “the Humanities...(are)... a treasure house of ideas” (Berrett: 2011). So, we
can say that concern for the future of the Humanities is global, but the search for solutions is
invariably local ones.

1.1

Definition

In contemporary South Africa, the label ‘Humanities’ is inclusive, drawing together the traditionally defined ‘Humanities’, the ‘Social Sciences’ and the ‘Arts’. This inclusive label is used
throughout this Report. It is important to note, too, that the use of this term is recent. Until the
1980s, most South African universities used the label the ‘Arts’ to name faculties which included
the ‘Humanities’, while some, but not all of the country’s universities, organised the Social
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

19

Sciences into separate faculties. When necessary, this Report will use these other terms for the
sake of clarity, but our benchmark definition is the current South African one, namely, the
Humanities include the Social Sciences and the Performing Arts. But the interest of the Panel
has also been on Education and the Law, which are intimately linked with the Humanities. The
figures that follow include focus on Law and on Education – at all times the tables will clarify
which figures are used and why.
As an aside, we should note that early on the deliberations, the Panel decided to exclude
Management Studies from its deliberations even though, in some instances, these are included
under the rubric of the label Humanities.

1.2

This Study

In 2008 ASSAf decided to embark on a ‘Consensus Study on the Future of the Humanities in
South Africa’. Jonathan Jansen and Peter Vale were appointed Co-chairs of the 12-person
Panel – see Biographies of the Study Panel Members in an earlier section. After a slow start,
because of a lack of funding, monies were forthcoming from generous grants from the Ford
Foundation and the Oppenheimer Memorial Trust. The Department of Higher Education and
Training (DHET) also assisted with funding.
The work of the Panel has been organised around a number of research topics, and most of
these appear as separate chapters in this Report; they include: A bibliographic study on the
Humanities in South Africa; a study on publications in all disciplines with attention to the
Humanities (Chapter 5); a paper which makes the case for the Humanities (Chapter 2); a study
which linked enrolment trends in the Humanities to funding issues (Chapter 4); a tracer study
on all graduates with special attention on the position of the Humanities (Chapter 6); and a
workshop on the international experience with the Humanities with participants from seven
countries. Additional resources have been spent on the issue of Indigenous Knowledge Systems
(IKS) around which a workshop was organised on 30 September 2010.
This Study follows a particular methodology and it is important to stress this fact. Following
proposals from ASSAf Members, the Academy’s Council commissioned a Panel by appointing
a group of experts and interested parties to what is called a ‘Consensus Panel’. This Panel
conducts and commissions research and can take evidence from various bodies, then
deliberates and compiles a Report. The Panel, through consensus, then agrees the findings
and recommendations of this Report and the Report is then sent to external referees. Following
this, the Report is considered by the Academy Council who, thereafter, releases the Report
for public debate. The Report therefore reflects the considered views of the Panel and this
then becomes the deliberated view of ASSAf.
It is, therefore, quite different in form to the open and consultative one of much policy-making
in South Africa and elsewhere. The public debate on the issue follows from the consensus
reached by the Panel and the deliberations of the Panel are not themselves by public input.
This said, on several occasions, academic managers in the Humanities have been invited to
take part in public events in which the Panel has mounted.
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1.3

The Humanities Initiative of the Department of Higher Education
and Training

In August 2010, the Minister of Higher Education and Training, Dr Blade Nzimande, announced
the formation of a Reference Group to develop what has been called a ‘Charter for the
Humanities’ – again, the Humanities as these are broadly defined. The group is led by the
distinguished University of Cape Town (UCT) Sociologist Professor Ari Sitas; the deputy chair is
Dr Sarah Mosoetsa from the University of the Witwatersrand. Membership of the DHET group
overlaps with membership of the ASSAf Consensus Panel in the case of two individuals, Shamil
Jeppie and Peter Vale. The work of the two panels should be regarded as complementary.
This said, it has not been easy to share information between the two panels. The rigid methodology in this ASSAf Study has made it difficult to openly share findings with the DHET panel – a
position that has been fiercely defended by the ASSAf Council. In its deliberations, the ASSAf
Council has recognised that the Ministerial group has much greater leverage for changing
both policy and public perspectives than does this Panel. Our long-term hope, however, is that
the two findings of the two panels will ‘speak to each other’.

1.4

Mellon Foundation Initiativei

The Andrew W Mellon Foundation focuses its work on strengthening the Humanities in higher
education in South Africa. The Foundation supports postgraduate students at all three levels
and the majority of these are, first, black and, second, Africans; about 50% are women.
The Foundation also supports postdoctoral fellowships in the Humanities.
Under the leadership of a former Vice-Chancellor of UCT, Stuart Saunders, the Mellon
Foundation has underwritten academic posts in the Humanities (and other fields) for three
years so that candidates from designated groupings can be appointed to the faculty and, if
they are successful, they are guaranteed tenured posts by the host university. The underwritten
posts are in departments where a retirement is due within three years, or where the university
is committed to creating a new post at the end of the three-year period. These posts have
not been exclusive to the Humanities but most have been located there. The Foundation has
also made funds available to young staff in the Humanities. This funding covers a range of
possible options – conference attendance, funds for visiting scholarships, the purchase of
equipment or books, or, indeed, buying out of teaching time. The Foundation has created a
programme to support senior scholars in the Humanities with the view to continued utilisation
of skills and experience. Research institutes in the Humanities are also supported by the Mellon
initiative, which has also supported public culture, like Opera. Some support has also been
provided for the training of students in advanced statistical analysis in the Humanities; Social
Sciences have also received support.

1.5

Some Other Initiatives

Since the late-1990s, a number of interesting initiatives in the Humanities have been undertaken within the country’s universities. The purpose of these has been to find creative ways in
which the Humanities can rediscover themselves and, at the same time, project their importance in society.
The first of these was the founding at the University of the Witwatersrand of the Wits Institute
for Social and Economic Research (WISER) in September 2001. More recently, a Centre for
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Humanities Research was established at the University of the Western Cape (UWC) in 2006 and,
in 2010, the Institute for Humanities in Africa (HUMA) took flight at the University of Cape Town.
At other institutions there is movement in this direction – for example, at the University of Johannesburg (UJ), at Rhodes University and at the University of Fort Hare (UFH). The same kind
of university-centred enterprise in the Humanities has been shown abroad with a further
tendency to develop national and continental consortia on the Humanities in the US and
in Europe.
Elsewhere in this country, a number of new initiatives on the Humanities have taken place.
The Department of Science and Technology (DST) has workshopped the Human and Social
Dynamic in Development Grand Challenge Science Plan, which has opened the possibility
both of additional funding for the Humanities (broadly defined) and a widening of the scope
for research in the Humanities away from the applied end of the knowledge spectrum towards
the more theoretical end. The DST’s interim report on this matter was successfully presented to
a stakeholder workshop on 21 October 2010.
There are a few other initiatives underway which might touch upon the Humanities in South
Africa. Of these, an interesting one is the ‘Frameworks for Africa-UK Research Collaboration in
the Social Sciences and Humanities’ (also called ‘The Nairobi Process’ after the city in which
the first meeting took place), sponsored by the British Academy and the Association of
Commonwealth Universities (ACU). After extensive consultations, this process aims to
strengthen research in which the group first met. The purpose of the initiative is to strengthen
the Humanities, and to investigate what the role of partnerships between African scholars and
their colleagues in the UK or elsewhere might be. There are three thrusts to the initiative. These
are, first, institutional foundations – improving structures, systems and governance which will
enable more research in the Humanities. Second, the process aims to develop communities
and networks: to promote research as a collaborative enterprise. And finally, the report was
interested in the perspective of the individual scholar and the typical trajectory of the
researcher-teacher, especially at the early-career stage. (Refer to the Nairobi Reportii).
The American Academy of Learned Societies (ACLS) has a fellowship programme which is an
African-wide initiative. Funded with US$5-million from the Carnegie Corporation of New York,
the programme sees the Humanities as the core component of higher education in Africa,
essential to progress and development. The ACLS defines the Humanities as the investigation
and interpretation of human cultures, languages, and histories through qualitative approaches
in disciplines, such as Anthropology, History, Literature, Religion, Philosophy, and studies of the
Fine and Performing Arts. As the ACLS web-siteiii puts it, “The African Humanities Programme is
inspired by a commitment to the Humanities as a core component of higher education and
research in Africa, essential to progress and development”. It goes on to report that
“in the first competition (2008-2009), 42 fellowships were awarded: 11 awards for dissertation
completion, 24 awards for early career postdoctoral research and writing, and 7 residencies.
In the second year (2009-2010), 39 fellowships were awarded: 10 awards for dissertation
completion and 29 awards for early career postdoctoral research and writing, with residential
choices to be determined”.
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1.6

Policy Directed

Taken individually, or together, these initiatives are crucial for the future of the Humanities in
South Africa and elsewhere. One of them aims to influence policy and its making; this is the
study which was called into life by the Minister of Higher Education and Training. We take
this intervention to be a sign of a deepening interest in the field by those charged with
policy-making.
The studies which were commissioned for consideration by the Panel have required a
comprehensive audit of all the Humanities within universities and other ‘human scienceoriented’ research bodies (such as the Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC)) providing
qualitative and quantitative accounts (pipeline issues, enrolment rates, demographic profiles,
research trends, knowledge types, curriculum distribution, teaching demands, graduation
rates, etc.) on the state of the field. Informed by these we have made recommendations on
key policy issues.
The complete bibliographic survey of existing literature on the state of the Humanities in South
Africa and in the international scholarship on the Humanities which was required in the outline
of the work of this Consensus Panel deeply influenced the deliberation of the members.
Notwithstanding the international trend towards the commercialisation of knowledge, the tone
of this Report suggests a deep scepticism from members of this Panel. Rather than opening
opportunities, the Panel is of the view that this has closed off the possibilities for a deep and
fundamental critical engagement with a rather shallow interpretation of what it is to be human
the early 21st Century. A careful reading of this Report will reveal that this thinking, too,
permeates its recommendations.
We believe that the evidence gathered from the comprehensive survey of Humanities
graduates in South Africa in the destination study shows that popular assumptions about
the plight of Humanities graduates are largely misrepresented, or mistaken, or are simply
mischievous. The point is simply this: well-trained graduates in the Humanities are fully
productive members of modern society and, generally speaking, are better citizens than those
trained in other fields.
But the real test of the Report will be the strength, authenticity and, yes, acceptability of the
proposals that it makes. If the Humanities are to prosper and to continue their contribution
towards building the country that they must, all interested parties will have to compromise.
The conversations underway in various places across the country are an effort to agree that
the Humanities are important, first, and then, to explore a way forward.
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The Case for
the Humanities
The teaching and research in the Humanities contributes to the understanding, analysis and
attempts to resolve many of the most intractable social and economic challenges faced by
the South African polity. Many of the issues which trip off the tongue of national concern –
violence, corruption, education, service delivery, innovation, the gap between rich and poor,
the issue of race: all these have their roots – and therefore their solutions – in the Humanities.
Furthermore, the world of work in the Humanities is accessed through the many branches of
applied knowledge that core disciplines have to offer, or indirectly, through the training in the
advanced analytic and communication skills that form the common base of teaching and
research. Understanding this suggests why the Humanities are essential for the development
of high-quality public policy, but that the sweep of their interest touches every aspect of our
national life.
But, the Humanities are not static. They continuously evolve in tandem with developments both
in, and around, the everyday experience of life and living. As a result, they can be overturned
by changes in thinking on every-day issues and, more profoundly, by changes in accepted
ways of doing things and of behaviour.

2.1

To be Human

The Humanities teach people to be ‘human’ to work and live with other ‘humans’ in ‘society’.
This link enables both societies and individuals to promote the idea of ‘community’ and to
foster in it a sense of ‘belonging’ and ‘identity’. The various disciplines within Humanities help us
understand and explain the range of these and their myriad complexity. So the Humanities not
only bind all humans in a foundational chain of life, but they also explain how the chain works.
Furthermore, they promote ways in which it can be improved by recognising our common
humanity. Over the past century this recognition changed almost every aspect of humankind’s
interaction and it has found its clearest political enunciation in the idea of Human Rights,
the idea which both undergirded the struggle against apartheid and, then, to completely
transformed South African society by its enthronement in the country’s Constitution.
But, notions like ‘society’, ‘community’, ‘belonging’ and ‘identity’ are not neutral ones. Many of
the grounding ideas and reference points for social understanding, participation and agency
are hotly contested in South Africa and elsewhere, too. It is the responsibility of the Humanities
both to ventilate the debates around these and to provide further scholarly interpretations of
key issues such as society, community, identity; race; gender; class. So, the Humanities and Social
Sciences seek to provide all the resources of historical understanding and debate; the concepts
to guide empirical research and enquiry; and attention to the dynamics of power and exclusion
at work in our everyday thinking.
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Consider, for example, the discipline of Sociology which is the study of social life and its
institutions. In its modern form, Sociology was only ‘discovered’ in the late-19th Century after
building on efforts to understand and explain society which commenced during the Enlightenment. Sociology’s gift has permitted a clearer understanding of people in society through
rational forms of explanation. But its ambiguities – and the possibility of re-interpretation – are
one of the discipline’s great strengths because it has enabled a multiplicity of understandings
of issues. The latter comes from the exercise of judgment and from the tools provided by a
sound training in the field – the kind of training that encourages questioning the opinions and
assumptions that structure everyday life.
Good Sociology requires skill of sound argument and the assembly of various forms of supporting
evidence – theoretical, empirical, narrative: in this it is no different from other disciplines
elsewhere in the Humanities.
An old saw runs that the future begins with the past: as a result, all fields in the Humanities are
implicated in what has already happened. It is not surprising, then, that every professional
practitioner of the Humanities knows that there is no escape from history.
Obviously the discipline of History is occupied with the past but that particular discipline’s maze
of sub-disciplines, let alone rich theoretical tributaries, suggest that there is not only one past
but many. Each of these is exposed by interpretation and each carries the burden of this into
the present often using these to understand the present and to predict the future.
In South Africa, the study of History has a particular saliency; it also had a vital role to play in
building the future from our divided past because, in South Africa, history speaks to, and
speaks, our different pasts. It tells us who we are as individuals and communities and so, history
constructs our individual and our national identities by positioning us in the time and space of
our present. But history also explains why the choices we have taken in the past, and the paths
chosen today, will make our collective futures.
But written history alone may not be enough to help understand the past and, perhaps, used
to explain the future. Hidden in with the earth itself lie many mysteries which wait to be
discovered – these tell of interactions between the earliest forms of human life and the planet
which both they and modern man, inhabit. These are the linkages between the past and the
present that interest Humanities scholars working in Classics, Archaeology and in other forms
of Pre-history. Their findings from deep time are not as many believe, merely esoteric; they
teach modern man much about the complex relationship between the planet and human
Biology. And, today, as global patterns of climate change these lessons from deep time are
increasingly instructive.
The study of Archaeology, in particular, highlights two features of the Humanities which are
often hidden from the public eye. The first is that the Humanities are charged with building
and preserving the archive of human activity in all its forms – in memory, in language, in art,
and in a multitude ways in which life may be lived. The necessity to formally preserve through
institutions, like museums, are the responsibility of experts trained in the Humanities, but opinions
as to what needs to be preserved – things, like historical buildings - are also the responsibility
of the Humanities. In this way, the Humanities also offer humankind a material bridge between
a dynamic and ever-changing past and the present. The second is that Archaeology has a
keen interface with Science – in Computing, in Chemistry, in Cybernetics: to mention a few.
This power has enabled archaeologists to deeply probe early forms of human life and how, as
sometimes happened, societies and, indeed, civilisations simply vanish.
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All disciplines in the Humanities have benefitted from the power of computing and still others,
like Psychology, have composite links to both the analytical techniques and the ways of
thinking in the Natural Sciences. Indeed, some of the most successful work in the Humanities –
and in the sciences – results from the trans-disciplinary co-operation between the two great
realms of knowledge, Science and the Humanities.
The rise of new technologies – especially in the power of electronically-driven forms of
communication – has driven an interest in many fields in the Humanities, resurrecting old ones,
like Literature, and driving this discovery of new ones, like Media Studies with its offshoot, the
study of New Media. In these fields the power of electronics and the Humanities are becoming
entirely inseparable one from the other.

2.2

Communication

All human interaction begins – and ends – with communication. At the very centre of the
Humanities lies the imperative of understanding and interpreting messages in all their forms –
from teaching the basics of speech to the deepest appreciation of the Creative and Performing Arts. There is also an elemental aspect to this, however, without communication there may
well be life, but there is no living.
Human communication is a complex process: nuance, timbre, pitch, tone, and gesture – all
these, and many others besides, carry deeply-seated (but often terribly subtle) messages
between humans – messages which, of course, can touch on issues of life and death. Appreciating and explaining this complex world is the task of disciplines like Languages, Literature,
Linguistics, and Education and many others, besides.
The imperative for communication amongst humans is linked to both the more practical world
of the hard and the Medical Sciences in a host of ways. Indeed, it seems impossible to
conceive of these other sciences without the access to knowledge which has been provided
by the Humanities. Access to Mathematics, which is the key to all the sciences, is impossible
without first accessing a spoken and written language.
The Humanities do not only observe and report on human communication, they also charged
with what it is what humans are communicating and why they are doing so. As all humans
know, interpreting communication is a taxing and exacting. So, the process of understanding
and explanation requires an astute understanding of the immediate circumstances but
demands, too, access to pools of knowledge which lie beyond the immediate conceptual
horizon. Put differently, humans cannot interpret unless (and until) they know more than that
which is immediately obvious. Access to these other worlds (or ways of knowing) is provided
by literacy which is far more than simply the capacity to read words on a page but to see
these words and the multiple messages they carry within a wider and a deeper context.
Goethe once said, “Everyone hears only what he understands”. In this truism lies untold misery
which is why understanding for and communication of, other perspectives – other ways of
seeing the world is vital. Access to these ‘other’ worlds – to reach all ears – of the human
experience is provided by Philosophy, by Anthropology, by Cultural Studies, by Sociology, by
the study of Languages and Culture.
Many every-day careers are embedded in the capacity to communicate: these include –
journalism, teaching, politics, and diplomacy. These, and many other reasons, suggest why
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the capacity to communicate effectively is regarded as one of the most important qualities
of the Humanities graduate.
But knowing other worlds (and their ways of understanding and explaining) carry with it the
necessity to influence human behaviour – in order, as another old saying runs, to make the
world a better place. This direction – or, more properly, redirection of the human experience
towards the Enlightenment goals suggest that values play a crucial role in the practice of the
Humanities. This, the normative life of the Humanities, is provided by disciplines like Philosophy,
Ethics, Political Studies, and Legal Theory.
If it were possible to distil a single goal of the Humanities it would be this: imagining and
promoting the idea that humans comprise community and, following the Enlightenment again,
that this community should be jointly shared and managed in the common good – Philosophers, first, but later, sociologists call this the ‘public good’. Not surprisingly, this idea has been
taken up throughout the Humanities – in disciplines seemingly as far apart as Economics and
Ethics.

2.3

Problem-solving

Some Humanities disciplines were conceived to solve (or resolve) tragic human mistakes, like
war. So, the discipline of International Relations was founded in the aftermath of the tragedy
of the First World War, especially the loss of young lives. Its unapologetic goal was to examine
war and its counter-point, peace, in the hope of ensuring that the latter ‘science’ and its
preservation could become a permanent feature of international life. As events thirty years
later, with the outbreak of a Second World War, so tragically showed, the hopes of its founders
faltered but the discipline itself was drawn in other directions including the study of Diplomacy,
International Law and, more recently, the Environment, International Trade, International Institutions and Globalisation. Unsurprisingly, the latter idea has also been studied by geographers,
sociologists, political scientists, academic lawyers, communication studies and the idea has
been the subject of the work of many writers and artists.
But other disciplines, too, deal with social problems. The introduction of Social Work in South
Africa followed the Great Depression. So, the founding of a Faculty of Social Science at Rhodes
University in 1930 was a response to a request from the National Council of Women which had
called for the creation of a Bachelor’s Degree in ‘Social Studies’. This followed upon the
professionalisation of this discipline in Britain and the United States. The 1932 report of the
Carnegie Commission on the poor White Problem in South Africaiv recommended the creation
of further training sites for social workers. The University of the Witwatersrand began this training
in 1937 after an internal university memorandum argued for “ the development of the scientific
study of social problems and the university training of students to deal practically with these
problems from a scientific perspective” (Ross, 2007:1).
Still other disciplines were established to promote particular human-centred projects which
were thought to promote the common good. So, as an example, the ‘science’ of politics –
or Political Science, as it was eventually called – was developed in the United States in the
late-19th Century. Its principles were to help develop and ensure good law-abiding citizens;
it is not surprising that it was also, very briefly, taught in schools. Additionally, a secondary
discipline, Public Administration, aimed to ensure the orderly and just management of the
public affairs of government on each interface between citizen and state. But the controlling
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features of these two disciplines – especially their attempt to manage citizens in a ‘common
good’ – were quickly subjected to criticism from a range of related disciplines like Philosophy,
Ethics, and Jurisprudence.
This move, the intrinsic questioning purpose of the Humanities, was summonsed both as a
means of overthrowing dominant understandings but also of advancing the Enlightenment
belief that questioning knowledge are one and the same thing. This tradition of critique
appears in almost every discipline in the Humanities – its purpose is (as the philosopher, Walter
Benjamin proclaimed) “to brush against the grain” of established understandings.
At its heart lies the genius of critical thought: the technique of asking deep-seated questions
with the aim of gaining profound insights into the multiple challenges that face the human
condition. In Africa, as elsewhere, the challenges this kind of thinking presents to the
established way of understanding reality can be revolutionary. Consider, as an example, the
critique of the African state-system provided by the Beninese writer, Guy Ossito Midiohouan.
The fact remains that on our continent neo-colonialism knows no borders – nor do hunger,
poverty, totalitarianism. Our role, today, should not be to cultivate our difference and legitimise
borders but rather, as writers themselves have done, it must be to assume responsibilities to
confront our common reality and our common destiny. (Midiohouan in Gîtîtî (1994:8)).
So, as we have already noted, interpretations in the Humanities are seldom stable. New ways
of understandings continuously overturn the orthodoxy but, paradoxically, the old ways of
understandings and explaining are valued because they tell Humanists much about the times
in which they were formulated.
This questioning spirit of the Humanities, was responsible for the emergence of great political
and social movements that have changed the world and set millions of people free. The
movement towards ‘self-determination’ which was at the heart of the decolonisation of much
of Asia and Africa was inspired by critical scholarship in History, Politics, Philosophy, Economics
and Sociology. This movement unleashed several threads of new disciplines across the full
spectrum of the Humanities – African Studies, African Literature, Asian Studies, Area Studies,
and Development Studies. The latter two, of course, are a perfect example of the manner in
which the Humanities (narrowly defined) and the Social Sciences (also narrowly defined) are
fused together in a single body of knowledge and applied to real world problems.
Moreover, as understandings of these worlds have deepened and the voices of these ‘new’
societies have grown in confidence, new understandings in the Humanities have opened
towards areas like Subaltern and Post-Colonial Studies. These newly-discovered fields are not
only concerned with describing the world through the eyes of groups of people previously
excluded from mainstream forms of knowledge, they have also morphed into providing ways
in which knowledge can be applied.
But critical approaches have also revealed social worlds that have lain hidden by the hold of
orthodox thinking. Perhaps the most powerful example of this is flourishing of feminist perspective on the world which gave rise to Women’s Studies as a separate and very influential field
of study in the Humanities The force of feminist perspectives have totally changed social
practice in almost every corner of the world – in contemporary South Africa the post-apartheid
thrust towards the Rights of Women in every area of our society is testimony to the gains made
by feminist perspectives in the Humanities.
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All this suggests that ours is a complex world – a world of competing interests and, often, far
too few complimentary goals. Upon this maze the force of economic growth has added layer
upon layer of social puzzles: if anything, these are confounded by the demands of national
politics and what we now call globalisation. The Humanities stand both within and outside this
complexity enabling us to see that easy, slogan-driven suggestions are no answer to deeply
ingrained human challenges. In short, the Humanities provide socially-centred responses to an
increasingly complex world.
One such complexity is HIV/AIDS – an issue which profoundly touches South Africa’s present
and its future. There is an understandable belief that the issue is fundamentally a medical –
especially an epidemiological or immunological – challenge. But it increasingly clear that
these are insufficient: HIV/AIDS is a profoundly complex social challenge and only if all the
sciences – medical, natural and human – work in unison can the magnitude of what faces us
be overcome. Many now recognise this, but the Humanities may have something more to
offer this complexity. The reflective reasoning which is central to the Humanities may well
provide an entirely new way of understanding our lives in relation to the AIDS epidemic.

2.4

The Humanities Graduate

The Humanities provide both society and individuals with an informed sense of community and
a common humanity: it makes them participants in a sense of common purpose drawing them
to appreciate and understand the value of civilisation and, almost as importantly, to excise
considered critique of what all civilisations hold to be sacred. And it is in this exercise of
custodianship for civilisation that the training for the Humanities is brought into sharp relief.
Sound training involves rigorous and disciplined reading, sustained drills in writing, and the
cultivation and practice of informed judgment. These are skills, requiring years of dedicated
study, which open the imagination necessary for all fields of scholarship to flourish.
These skills – close reading, analysing, arguing and writing – are generic skills which are required
in every place of work and every moment of life. But, as the world shrinks and, becomes more
complex, the integration of these skills with an appreciation of cross-cultural differences makes
the Humanities graduate especially important. The significance of this for South Africa in the
aftermath of apartheid cannot be over-estimated. The truth is this: economic growth will
produce jobs, but social understanding and nation-building will only come through the
appreciation that difference paradoxically matters for social cohesion. Appreciating this, and
what ‘difference’ means to individuals and communities, is at the heart of a sound training in
the Humanities.
Because the study of the Humanities promotes intrinsic values that link understanding to ethical
values – to explain why the other is important and to create, through this, an understanding
that a better world is possible. Although the responsibility of philosophers, no single field in the
Humanities is complete without normative thought.
Training in the Humanities will be incomplete without the ability to read and understand a
complex world, to weigh evidence and to communicate opinions and findings clearly and
succulently. So, the proper and purposeful direction of the Humanities is to convey considered
truths, to deliver defensible opinions by weighing up the significance of all ideas, including the
complex data sets upon which much of contemporary knowledge rests.
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In this process, the ability to communicate is of paramount importance. This begins, and ends,
with the learned facility to make clear and accessible arguments and to read issue both within,
and beyond, their context. Good Humanities graduates are non-linear thinkers who recognise
that most questions have not one, but many, potential answers. They know that change is
possible but recognise that change (and, indeed, continuity) in all fields is laden with ethical
dilemmas.
Let us be clear about two things: first, these skills, the graduateness of the Humanities, are not
easily acquired; and, second, sound training in the Humanities is not a cheap option. Belief
that they are disguises a hidden face – the more money spent on Humanities education, the
better the graduates will be. But while money will help to better integrate the necessary
and important connection between teach and teaching the need for self-criticism and
self-reflection remains an imperative. Only this can make the Humanities fully professional and
only this professionalism will improve the standing of the various professional bodies in the Humanities. There is another form of professionalism within the Humanities that has almost been
driven underground by the rise and the power of the market. This is the role that the Humanities
offer as the key to the Arts, Music and Literature. These are certainly arenas which create
employment but, far more importantly, these are worlds that lift humankind out of the mundane world of the everyday and call upon us all to strive for creativity, for imagination, for genius that lives, like Michelangelo’s art, for centuries.
Few places in the world can call upon such a rich and fecund diversity of the creative and
the performing arts as can South Africans. Indeed, as the proliferation of cultural and other
festivals suggest, the country is bursting at the seams with originality in these fields. There would
be no understanding of South Africa’s dazzling colour, rich form, clear sound, spoken word,
fine rhyme, and deep note without the Humanities.

2.5

Appreciating the Humanities

Appreciating the importance of the Humanities must begin with the recognition that the failure
to acknowledge that knowledge is complex and dynamic has been a feature of intellectual
life for several decades. As a result, the importance of the Humanities has been badly
misunderstood in the pursuit of utilitarian outcomes like economic growth. Instead of building
community, this goal has atomised society bringing with it a series of problems – global
warming, global poverty, global epidemics - which can no longer be managed but will only
be solved though the community-centred perspectives championed by the Humanities.
Much of the failure to appreciate the Humanities is that the link between higher education
and employment is fraught both with misunderstanding and ideology. Recent work points to
what has been called the ‘biased use of the term employability’’ which, in turn, has driven
the belief that the universities should “subordinate themselves to the presumed ‘demands’ of
the employment system”. This is the view which has driven the policy community to believe
that the Humanities have no place in the modern economy because it believes that there is
a direct link between knowledge as a productive force and the need for higher education is
to contribute visibly to economy and society. But this view ignores the opposite: the dangers
inherent in a higher education system which subordinates itself to the presumed demands of
the employment system. As governments pursue the first, they invariably stress the idea of
‘accountability’ but what they really mean is ‘instrumentalism’ – knowledge must be of use to
society.
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All this is reflected in widespread suspicion that institutions of higher education are far removed
from the world of work and that academics do not sufficiently strive for an appropriate
balance between theory and practice. Against this, academics, not only in the Humanities,
are uncomfortable with the power of instrumentalist thinking. There is widespread concern
that intellectual enhancement for all and equality of opportunity is being forfeited to
presumed industrial demands.
The urgency of this has been sharpened by the emphasis in universities – both in South Africa
and abroad – around applied research and the belief that university training should equip the
graduate for the job-market. The latter has not only reduced the standing of higher education
but reduced, too, the scope, the reach and the imagination of the so-called Science,
Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) subjects. This has had an enormous effect
on the on the choices exercised by students at secondary school and at university with knockon repercussions by limiting individual employment prospects of graduates who are prepared
for one job only. Moving beyond this single-rack often proves to be very difficult and the
increasingly popular pathway to this, the MBA degree, offers insights into the techniques of
management and control, but only scant access into the depth and breadth of human
interpretation offered by the Humanities
What is at issue, though rarely or never fully answered, is this question: What the purpose of
higher education? In recent discourse, as we have seen, the purposes of higher education
are taken to be entirely economic, and instrumental to the economy. This invariably leaves
aside the reality of the social bearings of education in general, and of higher education in
particular, which draws to attention the importance of ‘Public Knowledge’ - the non-academic impact of Arts and Humanities teaching and research.
This is linked to the single-minded pursuit of growth which sees economics as divorced from
underlying political and conceptual problems – this 'stand-alone' definition of the economy
sees social problems as inherently ‘manageable’. For the Humanities, however, the question
of growth cannot be separated from the intensely complicated social world in which it takes
place. This 'economy in society' understanding has a particular saliency in South Africa with its
long history of discrimination and the resulting social maladies. Any prescription for success
in contemporary South Africa must begin with the recognition that all understandings, explanations and solutions are rooted in the Humanities – and, importantly, that these begin with
communication, including the very issue of economics.

2.6 Why the Humanities Matter
The pages of this chapter, and this Report itself, are both a plea and a warning. At the centre
of our nation these seventeen years past has been the idea of Ubuntu: we are human because
of other humans. The Humanities provide the glue of Ubuntu – without them, our history tells us
that we are a fractured and a factious people. But, as we have shown, there is a so-called
‘real world’ side to all this.
Arguably, the most important speech to South Africa’s people was Nelson Mandela’s first
speech to South Africa’s Parliament on May 24, 1994. It began not with politics or policy, but
with poetry. Drawing from the work of the iconic Afrikaans poet, Ingrid Jonker, South Africa’s
first democratically elected President read the English translation of Jonker’s legendary poem,
Die Kindv (ll. 1-23). Here are the words he spoke (in bold script):
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The child is not dead
The child lifts his fists against his mother
Who shouts Afrika! shouts the breath
Of freedom and the veld
In the locations of the cordoned heart
The child lifts his fists against his father
in the march of the generations
who shouts Afrika! shout the breath
of righteousness and blood
in the streets of his embattled pride
The child is not dead not at Langa nor at Nyanga
not at Orlando nor at Sharpeville
nor at the police station at Philippi
where he lies with a bullet through his brain
The child is the dark shadow of the soldiers
on guard with rifles Saracens and batons
the child is present at all assemblies and law-givings
the child peers through the windows of houses and into the hearts of mothers
this child who just wanted to play in the sun at Nyanga is everywhere
the child grown to a man treks through all Africa
the child grown into a giant journeys through the whole world
Without a pass
President Mandela’s purpose in this historic speech was three-fold:
•

to mark the advent of democracy in the country;

•

to reassure the world that South Africa would be a responsible member of the international community; and

•

to set out a platform for his government.

The image he used to say these things has a particular resonance for the deliberations in this
Report because not once, but six times in the speech, the President returned to the phrase
“a people-centred society”.
That was a day of great celebration, of course, but one reason that was certainly missed by
the commentators, was that it was the first time that the phrase “a people-centred society”
had been heard in South Africa’s Parliament.
This Report returns to the idea of creating ‘a people-centred society’ – and our preoccupation
has been whether we can create that society if we fail to give attention to the Humanities
which has been at the very centre of all that has previously divides, but now unites, South
Africa’s people.
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Where do the
Humanities come from?
The place of the Humanities in Science Policy and
Higher Education Policy in South Africa, 1994-2009
3.1

Introduction

This chapter aims to (i) establish how the Humanities disciplines have been positioned and how
they have been treated in the processes of formulation and implementation of higher
education (HE) and science and technology (S&T) policies between 1994 and 2009, (ii) point
out the tensions and contradictions within and between HE and science policies, and (iii)
establish the manner and extent to which these policies have led to the advancement or
undermining of the position of the Humanities in the country.
The investigation required a tracking and analysis of a series of post-1994 legislative and policy
steps in the construction and refinement of a new science policy and a new HE policy for the
country. This made it possible to delineate the broader political and conceptual frames of
reference for understanding how the Humanities fitted into the choices made at the time for
science and HE policy, how the Humanities had fared in the different phases of ongoing policy
development and implementation processes, and what some of the effects have been. Our
analysis covers the two line ministries (S&T and HE) whose policies have direct consequences
for the Humanities in terms of policy status and recognition in the domain of ‘science’ and
research, availability of research funding and setting of research directions, and the production of skilled human resources. The predominant focus has been on the S&T Department’s
policies and activities, given its political, symbolic and operational jurisdiction over the different
science domains in the country and its allocation of place and value to the Humanities within
its parameters for the scientific enterprise. The implications for the Humanities of the policies
and activities of other line departments have not been addressed, e.g. the departments
where Social Science research may be undertaken in support of line functionsvi.
Since the focus was on the general domain of the Humanities (excluding the Creative Arts),
the issue of classifications of what falls under the Humanities, Social Sciences and the Arts,
(which often differ across national systems and institutions) was not addressed. For the purpose
of this Report, the understanding of the domain of the Humanities includes both disciplinary
and multidisciplinary work across Humanities and Social Science disciplines. Multidisciplinary
work across science domains and the status of the Humanities in relation to other science
domains in such work is one of the issues problematised in this analysis. Although the Humanities
are often considered to be more imperilled than the social sciences within contemporary
higher education and science policy (and not only in South Africa)vii , this has not been given
additional special attention. This may be an area for a more specific follow up.
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The analysis starts with a brief overview of international trends in science policy and higher education policy and the implications for the Humanities. This is to indicate that challenges to
the role and status of the Humanities in South Africa are by no means unique and untypical
but also reflect trends from other developed and developing countries in a globalising world.
A variety of local policy information sources have been examined in order to respond to the
brief. First, an attempt is made to lay out the main policy threads. This is reflected in documents
which emanate from the relevant ministries and their departments and are determined by the
government’s policy-making process (i.e. the sequence of green papers, white papers and
legislative acts), and by the processes of policy implementation (strategies, plans, etc.).
Second, there is a subsidiary policy thread that originates from institutions which fall under the
jurisdiction of the DSTviii, such as the science councils and the National Research Foundation
(NRF). This thread is constituted by Acts of Parliament, strategies, plans, concept papers, etc.,
which are pertinent to the specific mandates and missions of these organisations and
structures. This subsidiary policy thread is itself a series of interpretations and translations of the
main body of policy produced by governmentix. Third, there is the body of policy analysis
produced by advisory bodies such as the National Council on Innovation (NACI) and the
Council on Higher Education (CHE). These analyses have a role in the ongoing process of
policy formulation and refinement and, sometimes, also in the assessment of policy implementation. Fourth, there is the body of knowledge on policy implementation produced by
commissioned external reviews of policies and institutions within the broad ambit of government. Finally, there is a body of scholarly and technical work which deals with policy and data
on S&T and HE which is developed, mostly, at higher education institutions and science
councils. This includes, for example, the national research and development (R&D) surveys
conducted by the HSRC, and a variety of academic papers which assess and critique higher
education and science policies. It was not possible to take account of all these different layers
of policy texts, interpretations, assessments and policy scholarship. For this analysis, the sources
selected within each category meet at least one of two conditions: they framed and set
directions for science policy and HE policy for the country at a system level and they referred
specifically to the social sciences and the Humanities.
It is often the case that authors of academic papers on higher education and S&T have also
been part of the processes of policy development and implementation as experts, advisers,
critical readers, members of reference groups and task teams constituted by the relevant
government departments or S&T institutions. The science domains from which these individuals
come, the professional and personal networks which they inhabit, and the kinds of experiences, ideological and normative positions and interpretative powers which they bring into
the policy process are often hidden but very influential aspects in the constitution and steering
of the policy discourse. Some of the outcomes in respect of the Humanities may very well have
been shaped by this dimension of policy development and implementation. However, the focus
of this paper is the formal policy texts and implementation documents rather than the
academic/professional ‘tribal’ cultures and ‘territorial’ originsx of those who steered key internal
processes or were influential external participants in the policy processes. Ethnographic analyses
of this aspect of policy development could form an interesting dimension of policy scholarship
on the visible and less visible influences shaping policy outcomes for the Humanities.
The ‘political economy’ of the transition in South Africa, especially within the context of a
negotiated settlement, is also not addressed. A more focused and rigorous structural analysis
of how and why particular notions of science, innovation, research and knowledge came to
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predominate in a context where the interests of local and international capital were shaping
the contours of the transition could also be of value in understanding the fate of the Humanities
in a post-1994 science policy regime in South Africa. Such an analysis could provide a more
deep-rooted grasp of the structural and ideological factors underlying the convergences in
South African science policy between global innovation discourses and instrumentalities and
local strategic conceptualisations and approaches.
The first task was to piece together a historical narrative of the evolution of S&T policy
against the context of the national imperatives deriving from South Africa’s 1994 transition to
democracy. The second task was to construct the S&T and higher education policy discourses
on the Humanities and then to deconstruct their meanings and implications. This already
suggests two things. First, to distinguish between the policy text (the actual formulations in the
policy documents) and the policy discourse (which includes the policy text and its various
interpretations, translations, prescriptions and ascriptions, underlying assumptions and values,
and negative and positive responses). Second, that an analysis of the broad S&T discourse
was necessary to frame and locate the more specific discourse on the Humanities and social
sciences. In relation to the higher education component of this analysis, there is a clear policy
discourse on the Humanities in higher education, with identifiable topics and tropes. However,
in the policy texts themselves, the Humanities do not feature as a central and recurrent area
of concern in the achievement of key transformation goals. Taking this into account, this
Report makes reference to higher education policy on the Humanities when necessary but it
is not a substantial focus of the analysis to the extent that S&T policy is.
In order to examine the specific areas outlined above, the brief required an understanding of
the politics of policy development and implementation and of the complex interplay between
individuals and structures, policy texts and policy discourses, and the continuities and slippages
between the spirit and letter of the policy and its implementation by a number of actors within
and outside of government. These issues encompass a variety of conceptual and theoretical
propositions which cannot be pursued in any depth in this analysis. However, the analysis
operated within the following understandings of policy. There is agreement with Rizvi and
Lingard (2010:4) that public policies in particular are “normative, expressing both ends and
means designed to steer the actions and behaviour of people”. In thinking about policy as
discourse, there is also agreement with Rizvi (2007) that a discursive field, “refers to a range of
assumptions that are made implicitly in debating a particular topic or issue; ideas that are
presumed, and notions that are simply ruled out of the bounds of possibility. Of course, a
discursive field represents an exercise in power, establishing the universalised grounds upon
which further questions are permissible and may be asked, defining the parameters of
acceptable images, narratives, information, voices and perspectives.” (2007: 27).
These premises make it possible to think of policy choices in South Africa both as normative
allocations of value and as acts of power which can and have set the terms for the inclusion
and exclusion, ascendancy and marginalisation of different sets of interests and concerns. And
third, the Study was undertaken based on the view that policies, as texts that steer understandings and actions, as well as allocate values and resources, exist within broader socio-political
and socio-cultural contexts which create the conditions of possibility for the formulation of
policies themselves, both conceptually and politically. The local post-apartheid transition and
the external globalisation pressures constituted compelling contexts of policy choice and policy
development for science policy and higher education in South Africa, shaping the strategic
orientations of the policies, as well as their conceptualisations and vocabularies.
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3.2

Chapter Summary

The key findings emerging from this chapter are:
1. The analysis of science policy documents and their implications for and effects on the
Humanities, indicates that the significance, contributory potential and full pattern status of
the Humanities have been given largely symbolic recognition only.
2. The concept of innovation and the National System of Innovation is interpreted predominantly in relation to its ‘techno-economic’ significance.
3. There may be commonalities of implications between the impact on the Humanities and
the natural sciences in the science policy framework because of the narrowness of the
notion of innovation and its privileging of application-driven research; this could create
opportunities for collaborative engagement.
4. South African science policy reflects the influence of global paradigms for S&T, with
innovation cast as the driver of growth and development in the ’knowledge economy’.
5. The Humanities need champions and organisation spaces for advocacy and profilebuilding.

3.3

Global Paradigms for Science and Technology and Higher
Education: Implications for the Humanities

The South African policy landscape, as is the case in many Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and non-OECD countries, reflects the influences of globally influential conceptualisations of science policy and higher education policy. Scientific and
scholarly work has long been known for its trans-national, trans-regional and cosmopolitan
modes of operation. The influence on different national policy landscapes indicates a different
phenomenon from the international dimensions of scholarship. It reflects the hugely escalated
processes of internationalisation and globalisation of policy frameworks and systems for
science policy and higher education, and the development of common rubrics for allocating
worth to different kinds of scientific knowledge, measuring performance and signifying
excellence within national systems. One of the consequences of drawing on a common
international currency about S&T is some similarity of possible effects in different national settings. This may be both risk and advantage bearing for how national priorities are understood
and given effect. The issue of drawing strongly on global policy templates and the advantages
and risks thereof is pertinent in South Africa in its resort to architectonic notions like a ‘national
system of innovation’ in its science policy. This issue will be returned to later in the analysis.
Within a globalisation frame of reference, policy discourses in and about higher education
and science and research are dominated by two central inter-related themes: knowledge
society/knowledge economy and innovation. This is evident not only in OECD countries but
also in policy debates within middle and low-income countries. Despite huge differences in
historical, socio-political and cultural settings, a common language is invoked to signify what
constitutes the engine of social and economic development. This is accompanied by an
isomorphism of approaches and strategies as to what will lead to improved quality of life and
wealth creation. The following provides a flavour of this global science policy and higher
education discourse:
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‘’Tertiary education policy is increasingly important on national agendas. The widespread
recognition that tertiary education is a major driver of economic competitiveness in an increasingly knowledge-driven global economy has made high-quality tertiary education
more important than ever before. The imperative for countries is to raise higher-level employment skills, to sustain a globally competitive research base and to improve knowledge
dissemination to the benefit of society.’’(OECD, 2008: 2)
“Industry-science links are a key facet of innovation and are driven mainly by the matching
of university orientations to business needs ...” (Box, 2009: 5)
‘’Innovation is essential to the UK’s future economic prosperity and quality of life. To raise
productivity, foster competitive businesses, meet the challenges of globalisation and to live
within our environmental and demographic limits, the UK must excel at all types of innovation.’’(DIUS, 2008)
“If India has to re-emerge as a knowledge power in the 21st-Century, then it can only be
through a strong capability in science and technology ... Scientific capability depends
strongly on our S&T education and research infrastructure ... Our Government has declared
2010 – 2020 as the ‘Decade of Innovations’ ... Our scientific establishments must be central
to the Innovation Eco-system ... We need to concentrate on strengthening the linkages
between academia, research and industry.’’ (Singh, 2010.)
These formulations encapsulate a common refrain, also familiar in South African S&T, about
the expanded policy expectations from science and research and higher education in relation
to economic growth and social progress. Despite the insistence by the OECD that there is no
‘one size fits all’ model (Box, 2009:16; OECD, 2005), the innovation and knowledge economy
policy objectives appear to be consistently and repetitively propounded across national
settings. Whether one is looking at the policy positions of the OECD, the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Culture Organization (UNESCO), the World Bank, individual
governments, the public and private funders of R&D, etc., the messages are very similar as
are the vocabularies and discourses. The following appear to be the most unambiguous and
compelling messages:
• Innovation is the driver of economic growth and productivity, and national/regional/global
competitiveness.
• Knowledge and knowledge institutions are key to the innovations necessary for competitiveness.
• S&T are priority knowledge areas to advance innovation, given the central role of technology development in innovation. The result is increased policy and funding attention to these
domains.
• Higher education is a central component of innovation systems on account of its research
base and its production of the high-level skills needed for participation in knowledgeintensive industries.
• Closer links and structured partnerships are advocated between higher education and
business/industry, including the increasing involvement of industry in priority-setting for
public research (OECD). Incentives/funding are available to foster these.
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• Applied multidisciplinary forms of knowledge (Mode 2) are advocated as innovation enabling, and with a horizon of short to medium-term impacts. From a pattern of decreasing,
investments in basic research, for the purposes of innovation ‘’the OECD now argues that
in tertiary education, knowledge flows and basic research are more important than commercialisation’’. (Marginson, 2008:2).
From the above, it is clear that S&T and higher education systems and policies have been
framed within an ostensibly seamless discourse linking knowledge society, knowledge economy, innovation, high-level skills development, technology development, commercialisation
and competitiveness. This is the standard package of elements in the ostensibly teleological
path towards wealth creation and improved quality of life. Although policy frameworks for S&T
and higher education are largely national jurisdictions, national policies are pervaded by a
number of similar elements from global templates which have assumed the status of global
science policy ‘common sense’.
In an attempt to widen the notion of innovation beyond its economic parameters, the idea
of ‘social innovation’ has been invoked in a number of national and regional policy systems.
The OECD established a Forum on Social Innovations in 2000 to disseminate ‘best policies and
practices’ in this area. According to the OECD’s understanding of this notion, social innovation
is not about production or markets, but is directed to addressing social problems linked to the
quality of life of individuals and communities. The activities of this Forum indicate a range of
issues covered under the rubric of social innovation, including improved service delivery, new
forms of inclusion and integration into social and labour market processes, welfare policy
reform, and the non-profit sector (the social economy). In the context of science policy,
however, the predominant interpretation of innovation remains the one in which the ‘technoeconomic’ forms the core.
What have been the implications and effects of this dominant science policy and higher
education discourse on the Humanities? The concerns and critiques about the place of the
Humanities in current innovation and knowledge economy policy frameworks in different
(OECD) countries also have a similar ring. They coalesce around the view that the Humanities
have been ascribed a largely secondary role and status in the technology-driven understandings of innovation, accompanied by shrinking funding and support, an ambivalent integration
into the policies and structures of the prevailing ‘national system of innovation’ (NSI) and its
associated R&D frameworks, and an uncertain future in the academy and in R&D. Bullen et al
in their analysis of the implications of Australia’s ‘key innovation statement’’ for the Humanities
and creative arts make many arguments pertinent to the fate of the Humanities in the current
policy conjuncture. They argue that the ‘techno-economic paradigm’ which informs the
country’s ‘knowledge economy policy’ is not conducive to an integrated and inclusive policy
approach. “Knowledge economy policy increasingly tends to evaluate the worth of
knowledge along economic lines rather than as a social good. Thus, the academy increasingly
situates itself as a supplier of knowledge and knowledge workers – those capable of converting
research and knowledge into economic commodities. In Australia, this trend has been
accompanied by the diversion of much education and R&D funding into the priority areas of
science, maths, engineering, and technology ... This ... raises questions about the value of
particular categories of knowledge...’’ (2004:3-4).
In the UK, the British Academy’s submission in 2008 to the then Department of Innovation,
Universities and Skills (DIUS) which was engaged in a public consultation on a new Science
and Society Strategy for the UK, makes some telling points about how science is represented
in government policy:
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‘’While the Humanities and social sciences make key contributions to the intellectual, political, economic, cultural and social well-being of the nation, the UK needs to improve the
way in which it exploits the full benefit of what these disciplines have to offer. We are
pleased that the consultation states that it is interpreting ’science‘ in its broadest sense,
but were disappointed that the remainder of the consultation appeared to focus on ‘science’ in a much narrower sense, excluding the Humanities and social sciences. It is essential
that any strategy for science policy uses an integrated concept of the science and
research base i.e. one that includes the Humanities, social sciences and the natural
sciences.’’p.3. In its 2009 submission to the Royal Society’s consultation on the long-term
direction of UK science and innovation policy, the British Academy argues that‘’ any longterm policy for science (in its narrow sense – i.e. science, technology, engineering and medicine – STEM) must recognise that scientific and technological advances can be used
effectively only if political, social and cultural understanding is deployed and all disciplines
are able to work together....... A national research framework is unlikely to be world-class
unless it provides sufficient support for curiosity-driven research alongside strategically
planned research programmes..... Given that scientific advances often raise complex
social, political, economic and ethical questions, policies for science and innovation need
to incorporate these dimensions from the outset. In particular, the ethical and social
dimensions of emerging technologies need to be appraised if they are to deliver on their
promise.’’ (DIUS, 2008:1-3).
These extracts indicate a number of common concerns about the conceptions of science
and innovation at work in official policy discourses, especially the exclusionary effects of their
‘techno-economic’ narrowness on the Humanities and its negative impact on their ability to
contribute to the overall national well-being. They also point to different possibilities for the
Humanities to make their contribution – both ‘”in their own right as well as in contributing to
scientific understanding’’ (British Academy submission to DIUS 2004, p.1); both in their current
form or in ways reconfigured for the needs of the knowledge economy (Bullen et al: 1). What
is evident from the international science policy and higher education discourses as well as
from critiques of them is a commonality of policy conception about science, society and
socio-economic development. The effects of a ‘techno-economic’ conception of science
and innovation are viewed in different countries as having led to a diminished status of the
Humanities and the kinds of knowledges which they produce, as well as having narrowed the
frames of reference for the Humanities to make a contribution to social and intellectual
development. The extent to which these patterns and dangers manifested themselves in South
African science and HE policy and the manner and extent to which they were mitigated or
reoriented by the political project of social transformation underway in post-1994 South Africa
is a set of issues which will be addressed later in the Report.

3.4

The Policy Project in the Science and Technology and Higher
Education Domains

South Africa’s first post-apartheid government was faced with the mammoth task of reconstructing the state and reorienting its structures in order to support the development of a
democratic society with an improved quality of life for all citizens. The democratic transition
needed to be buttressed by a functioning economy capable of generating and distributing
wealth among all people, which required huge investments in human resource development
from schooling to postgraduate education. In addition, both the economy and society had
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to contend with the pressures of globalisation and its competitive demands as South Africa
inserted itself into the global economy after decades of isolation.
According to the Reconstruction and Development Programme (RDP) White Paper (SA,
1994:1.1) the purpose of all policy in the country was the transformation of South Africa into a
stable, participatory, non-racist and non-sexist democracy. Policy in this context was premised,
discursively at least, on a principled view of development. At the implementation level this
often meant the transformation of the normative perspectives and policy practices of the
different government institutions responsible for leading the transformation of South African
society. As the White Paper 3 for higher education transformation produced by the Department of Education (DoE) put it, the democratic transition required that “all existing practices,
institutions and values are viewed anew and rethought in terms of their fitness for the new era
(SA, 1997:1.1). In the areas of S&T and higher education, as in all other areas of the social and
economic life of the country, majority rule required attention to transformative strategies to
bring the previously excluded into the new dispensation. The equity and redress dimension of
transformation could be addressed through changing the demographic profile of both the
higher education and the science systems. However, changing the demographic profile of
the academic and S&T workforce and the composition of the student body at higher education institutions was only one aspect of the transformation required. The goals and orientations
of higher education and S&T systems and policies needed to change in order to support the
new political project of a democratic society based on social justice.
Transformatory change in purpose and orientation also implied a critical review of the
institutions and processes that shaped and were shaped by higher education and S&T policies
before 1994. Under the new government, the Ministry of Education and the Ministry of Arts,
Culture, Science and Technology (DACST) and their respective departments went into policymaking mode, looking for the most strategic conceptualisations and institutional forms to
discharge their responsibilities in national reconstruction. Although both ministries had democratisation and social justice as key premises, as in all government structures, there is an interesting
difference in the dominant organising principles which guided policy formulation and policy
implementation in these two departments. The touchstone for S&T policy was the notion of
innovation, defined as the application of new ideas which can be introduced into the market
place or that can change the manner in which people do things (SA, 1996b: 3.1). The idea of
innovation framed within the NSI concept was viewed as the most enabling organisational
device to deliver the main goals of S&T policy: (i) promoting competitiveness and employment
creation; (ii) enhancing the quality of life; (iii) developing human resources; (iv) working towards
environmental sustainability; and (v) promoting an information society (SA, 1996b: 2.2). Higher
education policy was developed around the idea of transformation itself, which implied radical
changes in the purposes, principles and values which drove the higher education system.
A transformed and democratic higher education system would: (i) promote equity of access
and fair chances of success for all; (ii) meet through teaching and learning and research the
national development needs, including the high skills needed to operate locally and compete
globally; (iii) support a democratic ethos and a culture of human rights; and (iv) contribute to
the advancements of all forms of knowledge and scholarship (SA, 1997:1.14).
During the tenure of the first democratically-elected government, two main strands were
present in S&T and higher education policy which marked future policy development and
implementation in these domains. First was the concern with both S&T and higher education
as a democratic right – the access of previously disadvantaged individuals to the benefits of
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education and technology. This was especially clear in the area of Science, Engineering and
technology (SET) where apartheid policies had systematically excluded most black people,
causing both a serious shortage of black SET graduates and what was regarded by some as
an oversupply of black graduates in the Humanities (SA, 1996a: 80-81). But it also implied the
use of technology to eradicate poverty (DACST) and the development of human resources
through life-long learning (DoE). The second strand was concerned with the ability of S&T and
higher education to support South Africa’s entry into and integration within the global economy. In S&T this was expressed in terms of the ability to bridge the ‘innovation chasm’, i.e. the
distance between the outcome of research and its commercialisation, an increase in the
innovation rate in society, improving the participation and impact of South African knowledge
production in international rankings, etc. In higher education, this strand focused on high-level
skills training to strengthen the country’s enterprises, services and infrastructure, and the
production, acquisition and application of new knowledge (SA, 1997:1.12).
From an organisational point of view, the democratic transition also included a reconfiguration
of the state bureaucracy and of the different institutions and structures which were associated
with it through various relations of accountability and direct and delegated operational
responsibilities. Such a reconfiguration needed to make it possible for the government to monitor
at Cabinet level an integrated approach to policy implementation. At departmental level, the
Higher Education branch was responsible for the whole of the higher education system. The
Science and Technology branch of DACST was responsible for the NSI which was constituted by
government, agencies (Foundation for Research Development (FRD)xi), SET institutions (all
dedicated institutions performing R&D), state corporations, business, the higher education sector,
and non-governmental organisations performing research or providing scientific services
(SA, 1996b: 3.3). At Cabinet level, until 2002, the Ministries of Education and Arts, Science and
Technology belonged to the social cluster. In 2002, DST became a department in its own right
and was identified as the coordinating point of the newly released National R&D Strategy. This
was accompanied by another change – DST was moved from the social cluster into the
economic and innovation cluster. This reshuffle in Cabinet marked the importance assigned to
S&T policy in the overall development of the country and the ascendancy of the NSI as a way
of giving effect to transformatory science policy goals. This had important consequences for the
definition of the role and place of the Humanities within the NSI, their potential role relating to
the development concerns in the social cluster, and the modalities of support and amounts of
funding available to them.

3.5

Science and Technology and Higher Education Policy:
Implications for and Effects on the Humanities

The White Paper on Science and Technology selected the NSI as the most strategic policy
conceptualisation, as well as system architecture to achieve its policy objectives. ‘System of
innovation’ is a concept which originated in evolutionary economics in the 1980s, adopted
by the OECD and progressively extended first to all OECD countries and then to emerging
economies and developing countries. According to one of its first proponents, the NSI is based
on understanding the relationship between individual, organisational and inter-organisational
learning for economic growth (Lundvall, 2007:1) and its purpose is “to contribute to economic
performance on the basis of processes of creation and diffusion of knowledge” (Lundvall,
2007:14). According to the White Paper, the NSI is the “means through which the country seeks
to create, acquire, diffuse, and put into practice new knowledge that will help the country
and its people to achieve their individual and collective goals” (SA, 1996b: 3.1).
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The knowledge to which the White Paper refers in relation to innovation is Mode 2 Knowledge,
that is, knowledge produced in a multidisciplinary and applied context in which different
science domains (natural and social sciences) come together to deal with the problems
identified in the economy and society (SA, 1996b: 1.2).
Despite the strong focus on innovation and Mode 2 Knowledge, the White Paper also points
out the importance of both basic and applied research to innovation (SA, 1996b: 2.7 and 3.2)
and dedicates specific attention to the Humanities and their functions in the context of
innovation. These relate to: (i) understanding of social processes and problems and as a source
of social innovation; (ii) facilitating appropriate technological change within society and within
the economy; (iii) providing the basis of policy analysis; and (iv) producing new knowledge
and informed critique of the transformation of South African society and its economy
(SA, 1996b: 2.8). The inclusion of this span of functions is a promising basis for thinking about
the potential contributions of the Humanities in a comprehensive and complex way rather
than reductively relating only to technological change within society and the economy. The
importance of both technology and transformation supporting knowledge (including social
critique) is signalled. Subsequent policy added yet another function for the Humanities –
designing interventions to help the inclusion of previously disadvantaged people into the NSI,
such as programmes to increase the number of women and black researchers (DST, 2002).
Between 1996 and 2009, S&T policy saw the Humanities as interpreters (facilitating an understanding of social process and social innovation), change agents (facilitating technological
change within society and the economy) generators of policy, critics and producers of knowledge, and finally as educators (responsible for a range of capacity development interventions
geared to change the demographic profile of the SET workforce in the country). However, not
all of these understandings of the Humanities carried the same strategic weight throughout
this period. A close reading of the policy shows a progressive narrowing down of the role of
the Humanities in the NSI, leading to a privileging of the idea of the Humanities as narrowly
defined change agents. The 2009 DST Human and Social Dynamics Grand Challenge is the
clearest formulation of this perspective (DST, 2009). We will return to this issue in the section on
the place of the Humanities.
The narrowing role of the Humanities in the NSI can be traced back to DST’s choice of key
policy concepts and the strong signalling and shaping power of particular interpretations of
them in respect of the meaning and scope of science. The choice by the government of the
NSI as the conceptual and organisational frame for S&T in the country within the national
reconstruction project led to the inclusion of the Humanities within the NSI in ways which were
ambiguous and often largely in their capacity as the handmaidens of innovation activities
initiated in other science domains. This was reinforced by the frequent privileging of the Mode
2 Knowledge discourse, a trend clearly evident in the report of the 1998 government review
of the S&T system in the country.
The review, which had been announced in the White Paper, focused on all existing science,
engineering and technology institutions (SETIs) in the countryxii and on the agency function for
research funding and support. Through the lens provided by the new policy framework,
the system review argued that the appropriateness of the knowledge produced by these
institutions was often “hampered by research paradigms and basic underlying assumptions
which have not kept pace with critical changes in the South African and international
environments” (System Wide Review 1998:1.1). The review criticised the SETIs for not favouring
cross-disciplinary research or partnerships between the social and natural sciences in order to
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tackle national imperatives and proposed the idea of the Humanities as ‘partners’ of the
natural sciences. More specifically, the review saw the social sciences as necessary to informing strategic changes in work relations, helping identify obstacles to embracing technological
change and probing the possibilities for using local knowledge as the platform for implementation of innovation-based strategiesxiii (System Wide Review, 1998: 1.7). The main recommendation of the review team in relation to the Humanities is that publicly-funded SETIs
be “encouraged to utilise the work of social scientists to inform their work on innovation”.
No reference is made anywhere in the review to the contribution of the Humanities in their
own right or through other modalities of social transformation.
The system review provided the government with an assessment of the state of the NSI in South
Africa. The next step was to design an appropriate strategy to support the implementation of
the policy framework developed in 1996. The National R&D Strategy was released in 2002 and
its implementation constituted the responsibility of the new DST. The strategy sets out government priorities in policy implementation and puts forward three strategic goals: (i) achieving
mastery of technological change in economy and society (innovation); (ii) increasing
investment in South Africa’s science base (human capital and transformation); (iii) creating
an effective government S&T system (alignment and delivery; SA, 2002:3.1-3.3).
According to the R&D Strategy, the Humanities have a contribution to make in relation to
innovation as change agents: “there is a particular need to mobilise the social sciences to
develop far more holistic understandings and interventions to increase the rate of innovation
in our society. The role of the social sciences is often underestimated, and it is therefore
necessary to develop specific capacities in the social sciences to understand and strengthen
our system of innovation” (SA, 2002:5.1 p.38); and in relation to human capital and transformation as educator: “greater involvement of people from previously excluded sectors of the
community cannot be left to chance or just market forces ... There is a special need in all these
areas for enhanced contributions by the social sciences to delineate the problems that we
face, and provide specific proposals for interventions that would strengthen our ability to
respond” (SA, 2002:4.4 p.36). The underlying conception of the role of the Humanities is again
an instrumental one and a secondary one in support of innovation. The latter role as educator
falls more clearly in the area of social innovation to facilitate greater inclusiveness although
its transformatory importance may well be obscured within the rest of the technological
innovation package.
When it came to the selection of the technology missions which were to be supported by government in order to accelerate innovation, there is only one technological mission which
included the social sciences in a multidisciplinary research area. This was the one on poverty
reduction which focused on the application of technology to tackle poverty and the social
impact of disease (DST, 2002:5.6). Besides the identification of technological missions, the
strategy proposed two criteria to decide on the support of knowledge generation through
basic science: ”a programme could address social or economic goals, or the programme is
potentially world class”. In applying these two criteria, only three areas of multidisciplinary
research which involved the Humanities made it onto the list: Paleoanthropology, Indigenous
Knowledge Systems, and the Diseases of Poverty (SA, 2002: 6.2).
Downstream, in the interface between researchers and the funding agency, the S&T policy
framework had important consequences. Between 1996 and 2008, the overall sharpening of
the focus on innovation and, therefore, on directed research funding, resulted in a decrease

CHAPTER 3: WHERE DO THE HUMANITIES COME FROM?

45

in the funds available to the NRF to support non-directed research, particularly basic research.
Until 1999 (the date of the creation of the NRF), the funding for the SET and the Humanities
disciplines was provided by two separate agencies. The FRD was responsible for funding SET,
while the funding of the Humanities was the responsibility of the HSRC. Before 1994, both the
FRD and the HSRC-operated systems which were in line with the policy framework of the
apartheid regime. The system-wide review of 1998 recommended a fundamental re-assessment of the orientation and organisation of both organisations. Particularly important among
these recommendations was the proposal for the creation of a single funding agency for all
the disciplines. This would be a national agency supporting the NSI through a more integrated
and strategic approach to research funding.
Before moving on to the manner in which this responsibility was discharged by the NRF and
how this was to affect the Humanities, it is necessary to mention how the Humanities were
funded between 1995 and 1999 when the NRF was created. The Centre for Science Development (CSD) of the HSRC was responsible for funding Humanities research and training at the
higher education institutions in the context of the new policy framework introduced by the first
post-apartheid government. It is necessary to remember that Humanities research was also
conducted in-house within the HSRC, funded by monies from the science vote and that this
continued after 1994, although with reduced public subsidies. In order to respond to the
new policy framework, the CSD had to use its smaller portion of HSRC fundingxiv to set up
programmes for the transformation of the research workforce employed at higher education
institutions, to help redress the unequally distributed research capabilities among historically
white and historically black higher education institutions, to support the development of
research skills among a new generation of researchers in the Humanities and to steer research
interest to under-addressed priority areas of national importance. It saw its overall brief as contributing to the democratic transformation of South Africa through strategic support for
Humanities research and related capacity development. Faced with all these demands and
with a comparatively small budget at its disposal (around R17 million at the time), the CSD
concentrated on funding the disciplines through grants for researchers (for both basic and
applied research) and scholarships for postgraduate students from honours to PhD. Whatever
the impact of this early attempt at exploring how Humanities research and training should be
steered and funded in support of new social transformation imperatives, it was short-lived as
the CSD was absorbed into the NRF in 1999. A new set of processes for thinking about the
nature and parameters of agency support for the Humanities commenced within the NRF but
within the context of a common policy framework for supporting research and training in all
the science domains. What were its outcomes for the Humanities?
The development of a comprehensive strategy for the work of the NRF was framed by the directions and approaches taken in national S&T policy produced since 1996. After the publication of the White Paper, the system review, as mentioned earlier, sanctioned the status of
the Humanities as partners of the SET disciplines but the foresight exercise which took place in
1996/7 had been almost totally concentrated on the natural sciences. The issue of the shortage of SET personnel was fore-grounded in government’s growing discourse on the shortage
of high-level skills and the impact of this on the economy. The modalities of funding for the disciplines changed as research funding was directed to focus areas (multidisciplinary thematic
areas). This said, the NRF created a focus area for non-directed basic research which catered
for the development of the disciplines. At the same time that the NRF had a responsibility to
support research, it also took on or was given the added responsibility of supporting innovation
and managing a number of DST and other line department initiatives (such as the Innovation
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Fund, Technology and Human Resources for Industry Programme (THRIP), International Chairs
on Entrepreneurship, the Scarce Skills Programme, Centres of Excellence, etc.) in the area of
innovation, applied research and new technological missions. Most of these initiatives were
characterised by the absence of the Humanities.
The weak representation of the Humanities in the NRF funding patterns and the apparent
invisibility of these disciplines in the NSI triggered the development of the NRF project ‘Shifting
the Boundaries of Knowledge’, which focused on the Humanities, Social Sciences and Law.
This 2003 project had a forerunner in the period between 1995 and the formation of the NRF
in the form of an initiative of the CSD as the funding arm of the HSRC. Launched in 1997 under
the name ‘Transforming the Disciplines’, the project was intended to map the state of the
Humanities in terms of existing and emerging research agendas, institutional and professional
society developments and plans, research and curriculum responses to the globalisationAfricanisation-transformation debates, Mode 2 influences, funding opportunities, etc. The
investigation, which remained incomplete due to the merger with the FRD at the time,
produced one report on the state of the discipline of Sociology in 1998. The main purpose of
the 2003 NRF project was to elicit discussion and debate within the Humanities and Law about
critical research challenges and their ability to respond to national priorities, the development
of a research agenda that included multidisciplinarity, and to inform policy. It was depicted
as a ‘foresight exercise’ and a project to “position SSLH research better in the larger national
science and innovation system’’ (Marcus & Hofmaenner, 2006:7). The project generated considerable debate and resulted in a publication and in the funding of some academic chairs
in the Humanities.
One of the main critiques levelled at the project by academics at the time was that it advocated a crude instrumentalism (Marcus & Hofmaenner, 2006: 24-27). There are other problems
as well. In one of the analyses from the publication, Hofmaenner’s assessment is correct in
stating that the “Social Sciences and Humanities are poorly represented in the policy discourses on South Africa’s NSI, and in the institutional and funding structures that have been
developed from the new policy framework over the past decade’’ (2006:8). However, this NRF
project’s entirely positive reading of the White Paper on Science and Technology as an “intellectually original framework” (2006:11) whose promise was not reflected in subsequent policy
and funding instruments is perhaps not fully justified. It does not take into account the strong
influence of the global discourse and trends in relation to innovation, the technology focus,
and economic growth and competitiveness priorities in science policy and higher education
policy. It does not see the White Paper as itself sending out different, sometimes contradictory,
signals about broad and narrow conceptions of science and innovation, and sees the
problems for the Humanities as emanating rather in subsequent policy implementation steps.
It locates itself within the White Paper’s “conceptualisation of the significance of the Social
and Human Sciences to innovation and competitiveness in the contemporary world...’’
(2006:13). It’s parameters for the work of the Humanities remain conceptions of national
priorities conceptualised through an innovation and competitiveness prism.
One of the concerns that underpinned the Shifting the Boundaries project was the huge
discrepancy in NRF funding between the Humanities and SET disciplines. A look at the NRF
annual reports since 2003/4 (NRF, 2004; NRF, 2005a, NRF, 2006) shows the declining participation
of Humanities researchers in NRF funds, the very large gap between the number of SET and
Humanities researchers being supported, and the small participation of the Humanities in the
overall funding of the NRF, which constitutes approximately a quarter of the overall allocation.
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It is important to remember that the agency function budget does not constitute all the funds
available to conduct research in the Humanities, but only the funds available through one
item in the budget of the NRF. A recent NRF document explains the predicament of a funding
agency whose ability to manoeuvre in supporting self-initiated research has been reduced to
a minimum. The discretionary budget of the NRF has not been augmented between 2006 and
2008, except for inflation-related increases (NRF, 2009:4). It amounts to approximately R340
million, a figure substantially smaller than the research budget of most research intensive
universities in South Africa. In this context, the NRF’s commitment and capacity to support
research in the disciplines is hugely compromised. Until recently, most of the NRF discretionary
budget was tied to a number of focus areas which, to a large extent, sought to direct research
to the RDP goals (NRF, 2009:7).
In response to a call by researchers for access to research funding in the disciplines, the NRF
discontinued its focus areas and created a number of new funding categories, including
support for ‘blue sky’ research. Awards in this area are usually linked to the rating status of the
researcher (NRF, 2009:8-9). There is no publicly available NRF documentation which makes it
possible to assess the impact that this will have on the funding of research in the Humanities.
However, extrapolating from the fact that there are fewer rated researchers in these disciplines
and that some researchers in the Humanities have refused to be rated, one could infer that
the Humanities access to available funding would probably be comparatively low. This was
certainly the case at the time of the NRF review in 2005, which found that funding (number
and average value of grants) of the Social Sciences, and especially of the Humanities, had
decreased over time and that this was combined with a perception across disciplines that
applied science was favoured over more fundamental studies (NRF, 2005c: 19-20).
Although the context was full of the promise of new beginnings, the post-1994 period of
democratic reconstruction and the reorientation of science policy within it saw a progressive
narrowing of the roles of the Humanities (despite the language of partnerships), a growing
instrumentalisation of the Humanities in service of innovation, and a declining funding and
support base. These have been some of the effects on the Humanities of framing South African
S&T policy in terms of the NSI and interpreting this predominantly as Mode 2 Knowledge in
support of technological innovation.
The new science policy framework has also had other consequences: a redefinition of the
place and role of universities in the NSI, which has further affected the Humanities both directly
and indirectly. Two main preoccupations run constantly through every step of South African
S&T policy since 1996: the lack of sufficient human resources in S&T and the lack of linkages
between the higher education sector, business and government science structures (SETIs) and
therefore the need to increase the rate and quality of technology transfer between and
among these structures. Higher education institutions, as the largest producers of graduates
and sizeable producers of research in the country, were central to both issues. In relation to
the shortage of human resources, the policy discourse has been redolent with references to
the inadequate contribution of universities to economic development as a result of not
delivering sufficient numbers of graduates in the SET disciplines, particularly in Engineering. This
preoccupation was crystallised in the background document prepared by NACI for the OECD
review of South Africa’s NSI in 2006. The document points out that the ‘Engineering gap’ will
not be solved as long as there are more enrolments in the Humanities and commerce
disciplines than in Engineering. The pressure on higher education institutions to accelerate the
production of engineers and to train greater numbers of students in this area became greater
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and was accompanied by extra funding made available from the government-driven Accelerated and Shared Growth Initiative for South Africa (AsgiSA) and Joint Initiative on Priority Skills
Acquisition (Jipsa) programmes.
Within an innovation discourse, the notion of the ‘innovation chasm’ – i.e. the distance
between the production of research outputs and their commercialisation or utilisation and the
necessity to bridge this gap – was used to change relationships between higher education
institutions and businesses, bringing institutions much closer to the market in the form of partnerships with industry, consultancies, etc. Higher education institutions were seen and
expected to be major contributors to the country’s R&D and, in particular, to innovation. For
higher education institutions, this implied a greater focus on SET faculties, programmes and
students and on SET research than ever before. The identification of technology missions, the
creation of the Innovation Fund, etc. were directed to the support of these disciplines on the
basis of their contribution to wealth creation and achieving a better quality of life.
The policy itself does not show a lack of awareness of the contradictions and risks of bringing
higher education institutions closer to the market. The views of the R&D strategy on basic
science shows the tensions between the role that science plays in knowledge development
in general and the need to harness knowledge into strategic areas determined by specific
national policies. In this manner, the strategy calls for the preservation of the universities’ role
as knowledge and human resources producers without bringing them too close to the market
and the “privatisation of knowledge” (SA, 2002:4.3) and to take an unsentimental stand in
prioritising science in relation to its potential impact (SA, 2002:6.2). The strategy shows full
awareness of some of the dangers of this approach to higher education institutions
themselves:
“…. there is a danger of the emphasis moving entirely to the provision of technology integration,
extension and consulting services, as opposed to strategic research that is in the long-term
national interest. Several institutions have already travelled too far down this road. Nevertheless,
to require them to focus once again on more fundamental and strategic research would
require either more funding from the state (to compensate for contract work sacrificed) or a
significant contraction in the workforce and scope of operations. (SA, 2002:62-63)
Despite this caution, the discourse urging closer relationships between higher education institutions and industry did not change. Interestingly, the 2007, OECD review found the place
assigned to universities in the NSI to be problematic. In its conclusions, the OECD team focuses
on the ”shortcomings in the current policy process”, taking into account policy perspective,
process and organisation. The OECD’s critique of South Africa’s policy conceptualisation
concentrates on the narrow understanding of the NSI. In particular, the OECD sees danger in
the overemphasis on the role of public R&D performing institutions as this could obscure the role
of other parts of the system in the development of human resources, knowledge and
innovation (OECD, 2007:15). This same concern about the narrow understanding of innovation
has been voiced recently by one of its founding theorists who argued that the dependence of
innovation on public R&D rather than on company-learning bring universities too close to the
market, distorting their primordial function in relation to knowledge production and transmission
(Lundvall, 2007:39).
The same tension between the need to fund knowledge production and innovation and
directed research was observed by the OECD review team in relation to the role played by
the NRF. The OECD found that the agency was playing a double role: as an innovation agency
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(responsible for, among other DST initiatives, the Innovation Fund) and a research council
supporting research (OECD, 2007:16). The review made no specific comments in relation to
the Humanities, except to remark on the failure of the technology mission on the reduction of
poverty.
Many of the recommendations of the OECD review were taken on board by DST. By 2008 the
Department had produced a Ten-Year Innovation Plan. This time, the conceptual centrepiece
is the knowledge economy, which is said to rest on four “interconnected and interdependent
pillars”: innovation, economic and institutional infrastructure, information infrastructure, and
education. The same four familiar drivers – human capital development, knowledge generation and exploitation, knowledge infrastructure, and enablers – are singled out as essential to
address the innovation chasm and to reposition the country in the knowledge economy (DST,
2008:6). The Plan included a concrete commitment to the expansion of PhD graduates in the
country, which was received with scepticism by experts in higher education, given what was
regarded as impossible-to-achieve targets. The Plan also identified five ‘Grand Challenges’,
some of which take as their point of departure the technology missions of the 2002 R&D
strategy.xv Of particular interest for this Study is the fact that the fifth Grand Challenge focuses
on human and social dynamics. At the time of the publication of the Ten-Year Plan, this was
the least developed of the challenges. However, a more fleshed-out document was produced
by the DST in 2009.xvi
Human and Social Dynamics is the first fully-fledged research focus area in the Humanities
proposed by the DST since 1994. It refers to the study of human behaviour and development
in the face of change (SA, 2009:5-6), operates predominantly in a context of application and
involves a range of disciplines from both the natural sciences and the social sciences, but
especially the behavioural sciences. It appears to be derivatively modelled on an investment
category in the National Science Foundation (NSF) in the US called “Human and Social
Dynamics” which funds research across the natural and social sciences, which research “aims
to increase {the} collective ability to anticipate the complex consequences of change....’’ .xvii
The DST concept paper proposes four areas for innovation and research: (i) science, technology and society; (ii) the dynamics of human and social behaviour; (iii) social cohesion and
identity; (iv)societal change and the evolution of modern society. It takes further the notion
that the social sciences need to grapple with the impact of technological innovation on
society and, for the first time, gives expression to the specific areas to be investigated under
the selected four themes. In common with previous specifications of the role of the Humanities,
it includes a focus on IKS. New in this formulation is the specific inclusion of public engagement
with science as a condition for the success of the envisaged research. The vision to 2018
includes: (i) new knowledge, with internationally accredited research; (ii) evidence-based
public policy initiatives; (iii) increased application of S&T to achieve improved livelihoods; and
(iv)recognition of South Africa as a global centre of knowledge on social sciences research.
As far as funding commitments for the creation of this new challenge is concerned, no new
money will be put on the table. The document indicates that the NRF/DST Chairs and other
existing initiatives will be used to resource the work on human dynamics.
After a series of unsatisfactory attempts to include the Humanities adequately in most
post-White Paper policy initiatives since the mid-nineties, what does this fifth grand challenge
signify? Is it a return to the grand symbolic promise in the White Paper of an enlarged conception
of science and innovation and a partnership role for the Humanities within that conception or
only a more substantially fleshed out handmaidenly and instrumentalised role mainly for the
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social and behavioural sciences? One of the most striking aspects of the DST’s conceptualisation
of human dynamics and the focus on research on behaviour and choice is the shift from change
considerations which are structural and political to behavioural trends and patterns, reflecting
similar behaviourist concerns and emphases in research and innovation agendas in OECD
countries. The assumption that people in South Africa or anywhere make choices unconstrained
by social circumstances and structural obstacles – race, class, unemployment/employment,
education/lack thereof, etc. – is hard to understand.
For all the references in this analysis to the Humanities, the disciplines directly addressed under
this challenge are largely the social sciences and education. Very little, if any, reference is
made to specifically ‘Humanities’ disciplines. The potential and intent of this programme to
fund projects across the different science domains hold promise but again without clarity on
how the power dynamics in the cross science domain partnerships will be configured. In the
future, some case studies of how cross-disciplinary research projects funded under this
category are conceptualised and constructed, how the problems are identified and defined,
the nature of the research questions, the type of involvement of the Humanities, etc., may be
instructive to assess across domain research collaboration and the extent to which the
Humanities are functioning as full or ancillary partners. The document elaborating on this
‘Grand Challenge’, which ostensibly allocates a visible role for the Humanities in the NSI is still
to be finalised but its current conceptualisation does not appear to make a clear enough
space for the multidimensional roles and functions of the Humanities as gestured to in the White
Paper on S&T, especially as regards the production of critical and non-empirical forms of knowledge. The lack of new funding for work in this area is also telling.
At this point, the contrast between higher education policy and S&T policy becomes more
clearly evident. As was noted in the previous section, the higher education policy discourse,
although framed by the same national priorities, was nevertheless organised around the
concept of transformation. This notion, unlike innovation and the NSI, was less theorised, more
open to interpretation, more connected to local social and political challenges and not part
of the global policy armoury of the OECD and other multi-lateral organisations. Within the
broader frame of transformation, the four purposes of higher education presented in White
Paper 3 are (i) meeting the learning needs and aspirations of individuals; (ii) addressing the
development needs of society; (iii) producing enlightened and critical citizens; and (iv)
contributing to the creation, sharing and evaluation of knowledge (SA, 1997:1.3). It is in relation
to the higher education system’s obligations towards societal development and the challenge
of South Africa’s competitive integration into international markets that higher education
policy elaborates on the notion of the knowledge society and the task of training graduates
who could fit into it. The goals of higher education presented in the education White Paper 3
indicate the responsibility of higher education institutions towards both open-ended inquiry
and applied research that leads to social development (SA, 1997:1.26). The concern of higher
education policy with Mode 2 Knowledge and the knowledge society is concentrated on
curricular matters, generally at undergraduate level. It was the subject of much debate and
discussion in academia, particularly during the policy development period (Cloete, et al, 1997;
Kraak, 2000). This debate did have an impact on the disciplines, in the sense that many
universities abandoned the traditional discipline-based organisation of their departments in
favour of programmes, many of which had a more focused vocational purpose and were
developed jointly by different cognate departments. More research is required to understand
the scope and nature of the impact of this new approach to higher education curriculum and
programme development on the status and standing of the Humanities, the fate of individual
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disciplines especially in the Humanities, and the correlation between programme structures
and types of research undertaken.
This aside, higher education policy had a different view of the Humanities in relation to student
enrolments, as well as their role and function in society. The White Paper 3 is explicit about the
need to correct the imbalance in the training of SET graduates and concurs with the need to
focus on these disciplines in order to address the shortage of SET personnel in the country.
However, the White Paper indicates that this should not diminish the importance of the
Humanities because they contribute to the understanding of human and social development,
and to career-oriented training in a range of fields (SA, 1997:2.25).
In 2001, at the implementation stage of higher education policy, the National Plan on Higher
Education (NPHE) defended the necessity for keeping the enrolment figures in the Humanities
and social sciences at 40% of the total enrolments at system level. The document tackles
directly the issue of the perceptions about the Humanities as having no value in the labour
market, and invites higher education institutions not to enrol fewer students in the Humanities
but rather to review the curriculum. The Plan also mentions the Ministry’s concern about the
Humanities in relation to teacher education and, particularly important for the purposes of this
Report, about areas of Humanities research which were being marginalised, such as African
languages, African Literature and Indigenous Knowledge Systems (SA, 2001:2.6).
While there is also in higher education policy an indication that Humanities research and
training have to contribute to national needs, the definition of these needs is different from
the approach in S&T. In the former case, there is a strong focus on the development of democracy and social justice, and the education of critical citizens as a specific role of higher
education. In the section on research, the NPHE insists unambiguously on the importance of
basic research.xviii The fact that the system of research funding is based on outputs (postgraduate students and scientific publications) and that the subsidy obtained for publications in
journals does not make pejorative differences between disciplines makes this system more
neutral in terms of its support to different science cultures. However, an area of concern for
the Humanities has been the privileging of articles in journals over books in the reward system,
an issue which has been acknowledged by the DoE.
It is not being argued here that the DoE higher education policy actively supports the Humanities or that its understanding of these disciplines and support for them is entirely appropriate
or fully satisfactory or that the institutional behaviours based on readings of its policy signals
have not been threatening for the Humanities. However, the notion of transformation as the
organising principle of higher education policy left a more open, though ambiguous, space
for the Humanities to play different roles in contrast to its narrowing within science policy to
a predominantly support role as a handmaiden of innovation-framed natural sciences and
technology.

3.6

The Place of the Humanities in Science Policy and Higher
Education Policy in South Africa

Before the 1994 political transition, the Humanities served both progressive and reactionary
national political projects, with traditions of both critique and legitimation of apartheid’s organising concepts as well as its policies and effects. The Humanities were drawn into the
prevailing national policy framework through, for example, the in-house research of the HSRC
or the work of the Africa Institute. The changed political conjuncture presented an opportunity
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to construct new national frameworks for positioning institutions of knowledge production and
skills development and fostering scientific and creative knowledge. The new frameworks were
intended to draw optimally on the resources of the full spectrum of scientific expertise and
experience in the country in support of the challenges of democratic reconstruction and social
justice, while at the same time supporting and strengthening the capacities of all science
domains to produce knowledge, both basic and applied. In the section above, the analysis
of the implications and effects on the Humanities, especially of science policy, indicates that
the unfolding trajectory of policy positions from the White Paper on S&T (1996) to the DST’s
Ten-Year Plan (2009), was one where the Humanities had by and large came off second best
in relation to policy positioning and conceptualisation of roles in the new science dispensation,
as well as in relation to funding.
One view about this trajectory is of a series of lapses and missed opportunities in all the
subsequent planning, implementation and further policy development steps beyond the White
Paper on S&T, which is positively regarded as an original inclusive framework as a result of its
innovation and Mode 2 elements (Marcus & Hofmaenner, 2006). How justified is the view that
the founding policy text is inclusive and enabling for the Humanities whereas the threats to
the Humanities come in the implementation steps downstream? Could it be argued conversely
that the founding document itself (the White Paper), in the way it frames its primary concerns,
sets the patterns for the dominant understandings and institutionalisation of science,
innovation, the innovation-technology nexus, modes of research, and the relationships
between science and society and science and the economy?
A close look at the White Paper on S&T (SA, 1996b) tells an ambiguous, not straightforward
tale. The text is an assemblage of ‘promise and peril’ for the Humanities. At the level of
symbolic policy (evident most prominently in the Preamble of the document), the White Paper
appears to provide an inclusive and nuanced framework for science policy and research in
signalling the following:
• A well-coordinated system that includes “technological and social innovation”. Later in the
text, social innovation is specified in the following way: “Innovation in the design of South
Africa’s social and economic institutions, and in its system of governance, is needed equally
as much as innovation in the products and production processes of its economy.”
• “Resources from Engineering, the Natural Sciences, the Health Sciences, the Environmental
Sciences and the Human and Social Sciences are utilised for problem-solving in a multidisciplinary manner.”
• “The development of a culture within which the advancement of knowledge is valued as
an important component of national development” (possibly a recognition of knowledge
as not being narrowly instrumental).
• The recognition of innovation as being of different kinds and which is central not only to economic growth and employment creation but also to social justice and social development.
• The White Paper cites approvingly from a Canadian document which indicates that an
innovative society is a place of experiment, exploration, openness and critique (even of
‘sacred cows’).
• The White Paper Introduction continues in this vein by asserting that a well-managed NSI
“will make it possible for all South Africans to enjoy the economic, socio-political and
intellectual benefits of Science and Technology.”
CHAPTER 3: WHERE DO THE HUMANITIES COME FROM?

53

From here on the text moves to a number of mixed messages and eventually to a narrower
focus on a ‘techno-economic’ approach to innovation as it gets into the functional description
of the components of an NSI and outlines a set of planned initiatives to give it effect. One of
the instructive mixed messages is the use of innovation in a general open-ended way as ‘doing
new things in new ways’ (Chapter 3.1), but also a clear statement that the emphasis in the
White Paper is on “technological innovation and on its role in promoting industrial development” (Chapter 3.1).
As in other areas of policy development, the influence of global conceptions and templates
looms large, sometimes with explicit reference to OECD standpoints on S&T (e.g. the priority
emphasis on technology and the view that technological change is a key source of economic
growth). The idea of innovation to deal with the pressures of competitiveness as South Africa
inserted itself into a globalising economy, closer interactions among government, industry and
research institutions, the prioritisation of Mode 2-type Knowledge and problem-solving research
(also in the Humanities), and the determining relationship between socio-economic development and investment in technology development are examples of familiar strategies from
global science policy discourses. The priorities of post-apartheid social reconstruction and the
creation of a more democratic and inclusive society are addressed through the prism of
innovation, specifically drawing on the global science policy language of social innovation
to cover the dimensions of social change in South Africa which are non-economic and
non-technological.
It is useful to return briefly to the earlier indicated White Paper view of the four roles of Humanities in an innovation and NSI frame of reference:
• “in the understanding of social processes and problems and as a source of social innovation;
• in facilitating appropriate technological change within society and within the economy;
• in providing the basis of policy analysis; and
• as a source of new knowledge and informed critique of the transformation of South African
society and its economy”.
These four dimensions, as already indicated, span a full spectrum of possible roles for the
Humanities, including handmaiden to innovation-driven social and technological change,
non-instrumental knowledge producer, contributor to deepening social understandings, policy
analyst, critical partner and full citizen in the new South African republic of science. However,
these different dimensions of the Humanities are not integrated consistently into what is
depicted as being ‘fundamental to the expression of a sound S&T policy’. The fact that the
Humanities are given special mention in a separate section of the White Paper may be due to
a positive recognition that emphasis and visibility for the Humanities are necessary so as not to
let the natural sciences predominate, or it could be read as a ghettoising of the Humanities to
a somewhat parallel space and apart from the main business of innovation-driven change
which is conducted in and through the world of the natural sciences and technology. The
Humanities have a clear presence in some sections of the White Paper on S&T as full partners
engaged in a wide spectrum of knowledge production activities, not all of which are necessarily
for instrumental deployment in service of technological innovation. This is, however, only at the
level of symbolic policy. At the start, they are also included in a broad conception of science
which is not borne out as the White Paper unfolds. This may be similar to usages elsewhere, as
evident, for example, in the British Academy’s observation about the different senses in which
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Science was used in UK government documents and the predominant identification of Science
with the SET fields. The dominant concerns in the White Paper for promoting and advancing
technological innovation in service of industrial development, and the fairly consistent emphasis
on this approach in subsequent policy texts and initiatives are what eventually shape the role of
the Humanities as handmaidens and junior partners in the scientific contribution to this task, with
the SET science domain as the dominant role-player. The Humanities may be expected to take
a lead in knowledge production relating to the non-economic dimensions of social change but
again, this expectation is circumscribed within the vocabulary of social innovation.
We had made the argument earlier that the narrowing role of the Humanities and their
subsequent disadvantages in relation to funding was due to the framing notion of innovation,
especially in its predominant ‘techno-economic’ identity within a national system of innovation, combined with the emphasis on applied knowledge. This raises the broader question as
to the effects – positive or/and negative – on all the science domains of the chosen innovation
rubrics for post-1994 science policy reform. From the point of view of the Humanities in the
NSI in South Africa, it appears that three aspects combined to disadvantage the Humanities:
(i) the conceptualisation of innovation and innovation goals in the new science policy
discourse and the lack of serious intellectual engagement with this conceptualisation by
academics and researchers; (ii) the lack of ‘champions’ within the DST and the DoE, as well
as outside the line departments, to take up the cause of the Humanities; and (iii) the steady
decline in funding from the NRF together with the absence of clear signals that its funding
policy was underpinned by a coherent and strategic set of balances between supporting the
Humanities and supporting other science domains, between basic and applied research, and
between support for the disciplines on the one hand and for thematic cross-disciplinary
research on the other.
The above reasons for the weakening status of the Humanities may be well founded from an
analysis of the policy history of the NSI. However, the narrowing role of the Humanities within
the NSI could also be interpreted as a not unexpected fate for disciplinary areas which claim
to be the guardians of critical and emancipatory knowledge within any kind of statist project
operating according to notions of what is in the ‘common interest’ or what constitutes
‘national priorities.’ In this case, the handmaiden metaphor becomes more politically charged
than being a simpler reference to the unequal fortunes of two science domains in regard to
their capacity to be technology enabling.
Concluding Summary
In conclusion, a summary of a mix of the key issues emerging from the analysis, some brief reflections on the issues, and some questions pertinent to making a case for the Humanities,
some of which could be translated into an agenda for action by ASSAf and other role-players,
is presented:
• The analysis of science policy legislative and policy documents and their implications for
and effects on the Humanities, indicates that in the unfolding trajectory of policy positions
from the White Paper on S&T (1996) to the DST’s Ten-Year Plan (2009), the significance,
contributory potential to development and full-partner status of the Humanities have been
given largely symbolic recognition only. This has not translated into more than handmaidenly roles for the Humanities within the NSI, nor into sophisticated research frameworks
which accommodate different types of Humanities research, nor into adequate levels of
funding and support.
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• The concept of innovation and the NSI, which is the foundation of science policy, is
interpreted predominantly in relation to its ‘techno-economic’ significance. Advocacy for
the Humanities and making a case for the Humanities within the current science policy framework requires a simultaneous critical engagement with the prevailing conception of innovation and its implementation strategies.
• There may very well be commonalities of fate and fortune between the Humanities and
the pure natural sciences in the science policy framework because of the narrowness of
the notion of innovation and its privileging of applications-driven research. This could create
the basis for collaborative engagement, joint critiques and proposals for new approaches,
rather than a ghettoising ‘two cultures’ approach or claims to Humanities exceptionalism.
• South African science policy indicates the influence of global paradigms for S&T, with
innovation cast as the driver of growth and development in the ‘knowledge economy’.
To what extent was this global paradigm mediated by the political project of social transformation in the country? A number of elements from the local context are evident in the
science policy discourse: the commitments from the RDP White Paper to democracy, equity and participation; the emphasis on social inclusion in respect of the R&D strategy;
a technology mission on poverty; the emphasis on IKS; concern for the public understanding of science; and the reference to social innovation. A more substantial assessment of
the global-local nexus in South African science policy and the resulting benefits for the local
transformation agenda requires further analysis of the DACST/DST projects relating to the
above-mentioned elements. However, a stronger and more central role for the Humanities
may have ensured more substantial research and policy attention to these elements from
the transformation project in the country.
• The Humanities need champions and organisational spaces for advocacy and profile
building. Other countries have dedicated organisations which function as Humanities
advocates engaging with government and other decision-makers, e.g. the British Academy
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in the UK. What possibilities are there within ASSAf, the NRF, the CHE, NACI, the HSRC, the
disciplinary and professional associations, DST structures for the public understanding of
science (e.g. the South African Agency for Science and Technology Advancement
(SAASTA), the National Science and Technology Forum (NSTF)) for championing the cause
of the Humanities, including projects for increasing the public understanding of the
Humanities? An added consideration is the question of how many senior staff within the
DST or NRF have Humanities backgrounds to take up the Humanities cause within line
department functions. It is also important to identify who are likely to be the societal
stakeholders of the Humanities in the same way that SET disciplines have business and
industry as powerful stakeholders. What projects can be undertaken to ‘create’ such stakeholders? In this regard, what are the perceptions of students, parents, community
organisations of the Humanities as a field of employment and income generation, as a
source of R&D support, etc?
• Some non-OECD international reference points for Humanities advocacy, as well as
benchmarking the role of Humanities in support of local development agendas, could
include the Council for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa (CODESRIA),
the Latin American Council of Social Sciences (CLACSO), the Centre for the Study of
Developing Societies in India (CSDS), etc.
• What is needed is a new imaginary for the Humanities, a positive re-invention of the
Humanities in the face of new knowledge frontiers in all science domains. Academics and
researchers in the Humanities have not always engaged critically with the fundamentals
of the new science regime in the country, nor been inwardly reflective enough on possible
challenges to the Humanities from new research in other science domains. Making a case
for the Humanities in South Africa may require, in the first instance, re-imagining the
Humanities and their social positioning within knowledge production and application
regimes in the country, looking to relevant examples in this regard in both OECD and
non-OECD contexts.
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How did the Humanities
Change over Time?
A Study on Student Enrolments, Graduates and
Funding of the Humanities
4.1

Introduction

The chapter uses graphs and tables to present a student-centred analysis of higher education
in the Humanities, focusing on changes over time in student enrolments, graduatesxix and
funding. The first level of analysis compares these markers in terms of the four broad scientific
domains of science and technology (including the Health Sciences; SET), Business and
Management Studies, Education (which consists mainly of teacher training), and the Humanities. This level includes enrolments and graduates for the 13-year period from 1996 to 2008,
and funding of the public higher education system over the nine-year period from 2000 to
2008. The funding analysis includes government funding, student fees and private income
allocated not just to support direct teaching and research, but also administrative functions
at departmental, faculty and central administration levels.
The second (more in-depth) level of analysis deals with the Humanities only. This is presented in
two parts: (i) student enrolments for the five-year period 2004 to 2008 categorised in terms of the
constituent disciplines or subfields of study of the Humanities; and (ii) student graduates, undergraduate success rates and the general output efficiency of Humanities higher education.

4.2

Chapter Summary

The key findings emerging from this chapter may be summarised as follows:
1. Headcountxx enrolments of students in the public higher education system increased on
average by 2.6% every year from 1996 (509 000 students) to 2008 (799 000 students).
Enrolments in the Humanities (excluding Education) decreased from 273 000 to 215 000 in
the same 13-year period – an average annual decline of 2.0%.
2. The Humanities share of total headcount enrolments decreased from 46% in 1996 to 27% in
2008. The Humanities share of total full-time equivalent (FTE)xxi enrolments decreased from
51% in to 34% in the same period.
3. The ratios between their FTE and headcount enrolment totals show that most Humanities
subfields offer large numbers of service courses within the broad field of the Humanities,
but also to Science and Technology, Business Management, and Education.
4. Total graduates in the Humanities decreased from 36 000 in 1996 to 32 000 in 2008. The
Humanities share of total graduates decreased from 36% in 1996 to 32% in 2008.
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5. In 2008, 112 000 (59%) of Humanities undergraduate students were enrolled in just five fields
of study: Law, Public Administration, Psychology, Communication and Economics. This
group produced 63% of all qualifiers in Humanities undergraduate programmes. In contrast
to this, only 12 000 (9%) of Humanities undergraduate students were enrolled for Anthropology, Dance, Drama, Music, History, Afrikaans, African Languages and Philosophy.
6. The graduate output performance of the Humanities has been poor. At undergraduate
level, only four Humanities subfields either met or exceeded the DHET target of a cohort
graduation rate of 65%. The average cohort output for all undergraduates in Humanities
subfields of study is below 50%. This shows both (i) that the dropout rates of Humanities
undergraduates are high, and (ii) that individual Humanities subfields are probably not able
to retain their students through all the years of the set curriculum.
7. Average success rates in Humanities courses included in contact undergraduate
programmes have nevertheless been good. More than half of the Humanities subfields
have contact success rates above the expected target of 80%. Another quarter of these
programmes have success rates within two percentage points of the target.
8. The block grant total for the Humanities (which excludes earmarked or designated funds)
increased from R1.668 billion in 1996 to a nominal Rands total of R3.15 billion in 2008. The
2008 Humanities total in real Rands, using the Consumer Price Index (CPI) as the deflator,
was R1.45 billion. The Humanities block grants per FTE-enrolled Humanities student were
R11 300 in 1996 and R22 300 in nominal Rands and R10 500 in real Rands in 2008.
9. Because of changes to the funding grid after 2004, on the one hand, and the decline that
occurred in FTE enrolments between 1996 and 2008 on the other, the nominal Rands increase in Humanities government funding per FTE student was higher than those of the
other three broad fields. These average annual increases in nominal Rands per FTE-enrolled
student were: Humanities 6.3%, Business and Management Studies 5.8%, Education 4.4%,
and Science and Technology 4.2%.
10. The impact of their different enrolment shares emerges clearly when the total block grant
for the Humanities is distributed between its subfields. The average amount for each of the
top eight fields of study would be R175 million, for each of the next eight R41 million, and
for each of the final eight R20 million.
11. The government funding position on the Humanities appears to have improved as a result
of two factors: (i) changes that occurred in weightings in the funding grid which favoured
the Humanities, and (ii) the decline in its student enrolments.
12. In conclusion, the following possibilities could be considered to increase government
funding allocations to the Humanities:
12.1. The most obvious way of increasing Humanities funding would be to improve its output
performance. If the outputs of both graduates and research publications could be
raised at rates above those of other fields of study, then the Humanities would receive
larger shares of the output funding components of government block grants.
12.2. A more problematic possibility would be to amend the Humanities weightings in the
funding grid of the new funding formula. However, this will not generate new government funding for the Humanities since the funding formula is simply a distributive
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mechanism which divides available government funding; i.e. any increase in the
amount received by the Humanities would involve decreases in funding of other fields
of study.
12.3. A further possibility would be to identify, within the Humanities, those subfields which
require strategic interventions (African Languages would be an obvious example).
A change to the funding grid weightings of the identified subfields would not have
the required effect. Successful interventions would have to involve the allocation of
specific amounts of earmarked funding to these subfields.

4.3

Enrolments and Graduates in the Public Higher
Education System

The total number of graduates in all fields of science in the South African public higher education system increased on average by 3.1% per year over the 13-year period from 1996 to
2008. Headcount enrolments increased by 2.6% annually and FTE enrolments by 2.7% per year.
While growth in graduates remained relatively stable over time, three distinct periods of growth
in enrolments are discernable.
No growth occurred in enrolments during the five-year period from 1996 (590 000 headcount
enrolments) to 2000 (588 000 headcount enrolments). Negative annual growth rates are
recorded for both headcount enrolments (-0.1%) and FTE enrolments (-0.3%) during this period.
Then, from 2000 to 2004, enrolment growth accelerated. Headcount enrolments grew on
average by 6.1% per year and FTE enrolments by 7%. By 2004, headcount enrolments had
increased by 27% to 744 000 students, which translated to a 31% increase in FTE enrolments.
During the next five-year period enrolment growth slowed. Headcount enrolments increased
by 7% (or 1.8% on average annually) to 799 000 in 2008, while FTE enrolments increased to
539 000 (5% in the five-year period; 1.6% on average annually).
Figure 1: Headcount enrolments by broad scientific domain, 1996 to 2008 (thousands)

When comparing enrolments by broad scientific domain (Figure 1), the most striking feature is
the collapse in the Humanities which occurred between 1996 and 2002. Headcount enrolments
decreased by 36% from 273 000 in 1996 to only 175 000 in 2002. Enrolments in the Humanities
recovered after 2002 to reach 215 000 by 2008 (still 58 000 fewer students than in 1996).
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The average annual decline in Humanities enrolments was 2% over the 13-year period. In contrast, enrolment headcounts in SET, Business and Management, and Education maintained
steady growth during the same period, with average annual growth rates of 4.5% for SET, 6.0%
for Business and Management, and 5.7% for Education from 1996 to 2008.
One consequence of these differences in growth rates was a sharp decline in the Humanities
share of the headcount enrolment total of the public higher education system, from 46% in
1996 to only 27% in 2002. This decline in the Humanities share was taken up by all three of the
other broad scientific domains. The SET share of total enrolments increased from 23% in 1996
to 28% in 2008, the share of Business and Management Sciences increased from 20% to 29%,
and that of Education from 11% to 16%. The distribution of enrolments remained relatively constant after 2002 with Humanities and Education maintaining its share and Business and Management Sciences conceding about 1% of its share to the SET fields.
Growth in FTE enrolments follows patterns which are slightly different to growth in headcounts.
The average annual decline in FTE enrolments in the Humanities over the 13-year period from
1996 to 2008 was only 0.8%, compared to the average annual decline of 2% that occurred in
headcount Humanities enrolments. FTE enrolments in the Humanities declined by 28% from
1996 to 2000 and then increased by 21% to reach 176 000 in 2004. Total growth from 2004 to
2008 was only 5 000 (or 3%).
These differences are a result of the Humanities courses fulfilling service roles for the other broad
scientific fields, a role which will continue to be important for the future of the Humanities. The
extent of this service role is evident in Table 1 which shows that the Humanities have been a
substantial provider of service courses, especially to academic programmes in Education, and
Business and Management Sciences.
Table 1: Shares of headcount and FTE enrolments per broad scientific field for selected years
across the period 1996 to 2008

Scientific field

1996

2000

2004

2008

Headcount

FTE

Headcount

FTE

Headcount

FTE Headcount

FTE

Humanities

46%

51%

33%

38%

26%

35%

27%

34%

Education

11%

9%

13%

9%

15%

11%

16%

13%

Business &
Management

20%

18%

25%

23%

32%

24%

29%

24%

SET

23%

21%

29%

30%

27%

30%

28%

29%

Note: Where the FTE enrolment share is higher than the headcount share, then that field is a provider of service
courses to other science fields. Where the FTE enrolment share is lower than the headcount share, then that field
uses service courses from other fields.

Graduates in the broad fields of SET, Business and Management Science, and Education grew
(respectively by 4.6%, 10.9% and 1.7% per year on average) over the 13-year period from 1996
to 2008. The reverse is true for the Humanities, where graduates decreased by an average 1%
annually. As may be expected, these differences in growth rates affected the Humanities
share of the graduate total of the public higher education system.
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The Humanities share of graduates decreased from 40% in 1996 to 25% in 2008. In marked contrast, the Business and Management Sciences share increased from 10% to 24%. Education’s
share decreased by 3% while the SET share increased by 5%.
The Minister of Education uses the ratio of the number of students graduating in a given year
to the total headcount enrolments for the same year (commonly understood as graduation
rate) as one indicator to measure the public higher education system’s output productivity
(published in the Ministerial Statement on Student Enrolment Planning in October 2007). The
target ratio set by the DHET for contact higher education is 22%, which is roughly equivalent
to a cohort throughput rate of 65%. This target cohort rate for contact institutions would be
satisfied if 65 out of every 100 students entering the public higher education system were eventually to graduate. The target ratio for distance education is set at the lower ratio of 14%, to
take account of the longer period of time for which students are registered before completing
their qualifications. The weighted average target ratio of graduates to headcount enrolments
for contact plus distance education is 20%.
Figure 2: Graduation ratesxxii per broad scientific field, 1996 to 2008

Figure 2 shows that the total graduate outputs of the higher education system remained below
this weighted average target of 20% throughout the period 1996 to 2008. The only broad
scientific field which exceeded the target was Education (which could be expected given
that many of the qualifications offered in this field are one or two-year diplomas and/or
certificates).
The average ratio for contact plus distance Humanities education for the period is 14.5%. The
average ratio of 18% for contact Humanities education only implies that less than 55% of a
cohort of students entering contact Humanities programmes will eventually obtain their qualifications and is a clear indicator of output inefficiencies.
Figure 3 summarises the changes that occurred in the South African higher education system
between 1996 and 2008 in student enrolments and graduates by broad scientific field.
The Humanities was the only field in which declines occurred in headcount enrolments, FTE
enrolments and graduates.
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Figure 3: Average annual growth in headcount enrolments, FTE enrolments and graduates
per broad scientific field, 1996 to 2008

4.4

Enrolments in the Humanities and Education

Headcount enrolments in Education increased by 40% over the five-year period 2004 to 2008
(from 89 000 in 2004 to 125 000 in 2008). The Humanities headcount enrolments (excluding
Education) increased by only 15% in the same period (from 171 000 in 2004 to 197 000 in 2008).
This resulted in an increase in Education’s share of the total headcount enrolment for Humanities and Education combined: undergraduate enrolment increased from 29% in 2004 to 35%
in 2008; undergraduate and postgraduate enrolments combined increased from 34% to 39%.
Sharp decreases occurred from 2004 to 2008 in headcount enrolments in the Humanities
subfields of African Languages, Philosophy, Religion and History. Conversely, there were
substantial increases in Communication (which includes Journalism and Media Studies),
Linguistics, Geography, and Sociology enrolments. However, the largest changes within the
Humanities occurred in Public Administration and Social Work, where headcount enrolments
doubled during the five-year period. The increase in Public Administration enrolments may be
ascribed to police and correctional services trainees being enrolled in academic programmes
offered by universities, while the increase in Social Work enrolments were mainly due to an
increased demand from social services departments in provincial and national government.
Table 2 and Table 3 show that the distribution of doctoral enrolments for the top five, next ten
and final nine subfields was relatively similar to the distribution for undergraduate enrolments.
However, there were shifts in the doctoral compared to the undergraduate headcount enrolment ranking. Most notable is Communication dropping from the top 5 on the undergraduate
enrolment ranking to the final nine on the doctoral enrolment ranking, and Economics from
5th to 7th place. These subfields were displaced by Politics and Religion, which moved from
the ‘next 10’ group to 1st and 2nd place respectively.
When FTE contact versus distance education enrolments by the Humanities subfields are
compared it is notable that the combined total of contact plus distance FTE student enrolments in the Humanities was dominated by five subfields, namely Education, Law, Economics,
Psychology and Public Administration. These fields registered on average 79% of all the contact
plus distance FTE-enrolled students from 2006 to 2008. On average, only 10% of FTE students
were enrolled in courses in Religion, Visual Arts, Philosophy, History, Anthropology, Linguistics,
Afrikaans, Librarianship, Music, Drama, and Dance during the same three-year period.
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Overall FTE enrolments in contact Humanities and education increased by only 2% from 2006 to
2008 while enrolments in distance education increased by a more substantial 11% during the
same period. Contact FTE enrolments in Social Work, Visual Arts, Sociology, English and Communication all increased by 5% or more. The Humanities subfields which reflected declines in
contact enrolments from 2006 to 2008 included Economics, Law and Geography (each
decreasing by 3%), as well as Religion (decreasing by 16%).
Tables 2 and 3 represent the two opposing ends of the Humanities higher education spectrum,
presenting a ranking of the Humanities subfields in terms of headcount enrolments for
undergraduates on the one end and doctoral students on the other. Table 2 shows that the top
five Humanities subfields in terms of undergraduate enrolment size (Law, Public Administration,
Psychology, Communication, and Economics) accounted for almost two-thirds of Humanities
undergraduate enrolments in 2008. The next ten subfields represented over a quarter of
Humanities enrolments in the same year, and the final group of nine subfields had a share of
only about 7%.
Table 2: Ranking of the Humanities subfields from highest to lowest undergraduate headcount
enrolments in 2008
Humanities subfield

Undergraduate

Share of total
undergraduate enrolments

2004

2006

2008

2004

2006

2008

Law

35090

39160

35035

24.7%

24.0%

20.8%

Public Administration

13761

26170

28542

9.7%

16.1%

16.9%

Psychology

18619

18225

20116

13.1%

11.2%

11.9%

Communication

11367

13494

14809

8.0%

8.3%

8.8%

Economics

13082

10816

13059

9.2%

6.6%

7.7%

Top 5 total

91919

107865

111561

64.8%

66.2%

66.2%

Social Work

4321

7088

8922

3.0%

4.4%

5.3%

Geography

4840

5797

6589

3.4%

3.6%

3.9%

Sociology

5058

5802

6330

3.6%

3.6%

3.8%

English

6247

5900

6327

4.4%

3.6%

3.8%

Politics

3629

4350

3643

2.6%

2.7%

2.2%

Visual Arts

3328

3230

3312

2.3%

2.0%

2.0%

All other Languages

3297

3293

2940

2.3%

2.0%

1.7%

Librarianship

2080

2525

2748

1.5%

1.6%

1.6%

Religion

2694

2385

2330

1.9%

1.5%

1.4%

Linguistics

1450

1899

2156

1.0%

1.2%

1.3%

36944

42269

45297

26.0%

25.9%

26.9%

1319

1575

2051

0.9%

1.0%

1.2%

Next 10 total
Anthropology
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Humanities subfield

Undergraduate

Share of total
undergraduate enrolments

2004

2006

2008

2004

2006

2008

Music

1555

1777

1877

1.1%

1.1%

1.1%

History

1870

1593

1554

1.3%

1.0%

0.9%

Drama

1473

1168

1551

1.0%

0.7%

0.9%

Afrikaans

1527

1782

1462

1.1%

1.1%

0.9%

Philosophy

2402

1430

1313

1.7%

0.9%

0.8%

African Languages

1765

2148

991

1.2%

1.3%

0.6%

Other Fine Art

860

837

704

0.6%

0.5%

0.4%

Dance

207

455

170

0.1%

0.3%

0.1%

12978

12765

11673

9.1%

7.8%

6.9%

141841

162899

168531

100%

100%

100%

Final 9 total
GRAND TOTAL

Table 3: Ranking of the Humanities subfields from highest to lowest doctoral headcount
enrolments in 2008
Humanities subfield

Share of total
doctoral enrolments

2004

2006

2008

2004

2006

2008

Politics

112

126

762

3.2%

3.5%

18.3%

Religion

780

745

713

22.0%

20.6%

17.2%

Psychology

473

490

429

13.4%

13.6%

10.3%

Law

326

391

317

9.2%

10.8%

7.6%

Public Administration

293

284

281

8.3%

7.9%

6.8%

Top 5 total

1984

2036

2502

56.0%

56.4%

60.2%

Sociology

197

205

205

5.6%

5.7%

4.9%

Economics

141

132

186

4.0%

3.7%

4.5%

All other Languages

162

146

144

4.6%

4.0%

3.5%

84

141

142

2.4%

3.9%

3.4%

124

113

139

3.5%

3.1%

3.3%

Philosophy

43

45

132

1.2%

1.2%

3.2%

Social Work

135

138

121

3.8%

3.8%

2.9%

History

107

104

99

3.0%

2.9%

2.4%

95

76

92

2.7%

2.1%

2.2%

Geography
English

Linguistics
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Humanities subfield

Doctoral

Share of total
doctoral enrolments

2004

2006

2008

2004

2006

2008

75

66

76

2.1%

1.8%

1.8%

1163

1166

1336

32.8%

32.3%

32.2%

Communication

74

82

72

2.1%

2.3%

1.7%

African Languages

92

90

71

2.6%

2.5%

1.7%

Anthropology

80

57

50

2.3%

1.6%

1.2%

Librarianship

55

59

48

1.6%

1.6%

1.2%

Visual Arts

16

21

29

0.5%

0.6%

0.7%

Afrikaans

62

71

29

1.8%

2.0%

0.7%

Drama

11

8

11

0.3%

0.2%

0.3%

Other Fine Art

3

22

7

0.1%

0.6%

0.2%

Dance

1

0

0

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

394

410

317

11.1%

11.4%

7.6%

3541

3612

4155

100%

100%

100%

Music
Next 10 total

Final 9 total
GRAND TOTAL

Table 1 showed that the Humanities fulfilled major service role functions in relation to academic
programmes in Education, and Business and Management Sciences. A further analysis of the
average ratio of FTE enrolments to headcount enrolments for the different Humanities subfields
indicates that Politics is the most significant provider of service courses, followed by English,
Economics, History and Sociology.

4.5

Graduates in the Humanities and Education

In 2008, undergraduates as a share of total Humanities graduates were 73%, the Masters share
was 8%, and the doctoral share only 1%. Undergraduates increased by 29% from 2004 to 2008,
postgraduates below the Masters degree by 18%, and doctorates by 5%. Masters graduates,
however, decreased by 16% during the same period.
Education conferred 49% of the combined total undergraduate degrees in Education and
the Humanities in both 2004 and 2008. Its share of the overall combined total graduates increased from 46% in 2004 to 49% in 2008. The Humanities dominated in terms of Masters and
doctoral degrees conferred (from a 91% share in 2004 to 85% in 2008 for Masters; 62% to 77%
for doctorates), while Education dominated in terms of postgraduates below the level of Masters (61% share in 2004 to 67% in 2008).
Table 2 showed that the top five subfields in terms of share of total undergraduates in 2008
were the same top five in terms of enrolments. These five fields (Law, Public Administration,
Psychology, Communication, and Economics) had an average share of 61.4% of Humanities
undergraduate degrees conferred in 2008, compared to the 66.2% share of 2008 enrolments.
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In the next 10 subfields, Drama replaced ’All other Languages’ and the groupings 2008 share
of total Humanities undergraduates was 30.4% (compared to the 26.9% share of enrolments
for this grouping).
There are a number of significant shifts in the ranking of subfields by share of doctoral graduates compared to undergraduates. Most notable is the descent of Communication from 4th
in terms of undergraduate share to 18th place in doctoral share. Also significant is the rise of
Religion from 13th to 1st place, ‘All other Languages’ from 17th to 5th place, and African
Languages from 22nd to 11th place. Visual Arts and Linguistics fell in the rankings by ten and
nine places respectively.
The most significant change revealed when comparing the same ranking for the Humanities
doctoral graduates versus doctoral enrolments is the move in position of Politics from 1st place
in terms of share of enrolments to 9th place for share of graduates in 2008. African Languages
moves to the ‘next ten’ grouping, relegating Linguistics to the final nine subfields.
A final point to note is that more than half of all 2008 Humanities graduates (both under and
postgraduate) was produced by Law, Psychology, Public Administration and Economics – the
top four out of 24 subfields.
Table 4: Humanities graduation ratesxxiii per subfield, 2004 to 2008
Subfield
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Undergraduate
qualifications

Postgraduate
below
Masters

Masters

Doctorates

AVERAGE

African Languages

15%

35%

15%

13%

17%

Afrikaans

13%

63%

19%

9%

15%

English

14%

50%

20%

14%

16%

Linguistics

14%

39%

8%

5%

15%

All other Languages

10%

78%

28%

15%

15%

Dance

19%

90%

29%

100%

20%

Music

16%

49%

22%

11%

18%

Drama

23%

87%

13%

20%

25%

Visual Arts

25%

63%

13%

11%

25%

Other Fine Art

18%

59%

34%

9%

21%

Anthropology

17%

44%

21%

11%

20%

Economics

12%

41%

22%

9%

14%

Geography

15%

35%

21%

12%

17%

History

17%

43%

20%

11%

19%

Philosophy

12%

48%

15%

8%

15%

Politics

14%

53%

14%

4%

17%
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Subfield

Undergraduate
qualifications

Postgraduate
below
Masters

Masters

Doctorates

AVERAGE

Psychology

13%

41%

25%

13%

17%

Sociology

13%

43%

15%

9%

15%

Communication

13%

55%

15%

13%

15%

Law

11%

45%

24%

7%

13%

Librarianship

12%

44%

15%

15%

15%

Public Administration

12%

40%

13%

10%

13%

Religion

17%

67%

24%

12%

23%

Social Work

12%

71%

18%

11%

14%

Overall averages

13%

45%

20%

10%

15%

National targets

17%

50%

33%

20%

22%

NOTE: The average ratios (graduation rates) are calculated by dividing, for each qualification category, its total
graduates for 2004 to 2008 by its total enrolments for the same five-year period.

Table 4 shows that even though the Humanities overall did not achieve the national target ratios of graduates to enrolment in any of the qualification types, 11 of its subfields attained or
surpassed the targets for postgraduate qualifications below the Masters, and a further seven
for undergraduate qualifications. Three of the four subfields which produced half of all 2008
Humanities graduates had an overall average graduation rate of 14% or lower, which translates to a cohort output equivalent of 50% or less, which implies that on average 50 or fewer
out of every 100 students entering an academic programme offered in these subfields will
eventually graduate, in minimum time plus up to three additional years of study.
With the exception of Dance and ‘Other Fine Art’, none of the subfields reached the target
for Masters and doctoral degrees. The actual average ratio of 20% for all Humanities Masters
graduates and 10% for doctoral graduates for the period 2004 to 2008 implies either that these
students are taking longer than the national average to complete their degrees or that
dropout rates are high.
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Figure 4: Three-year university undergraduate degrees in the Humanities – cohort output
equivalent for 2006 to 2008

NOTE: Acronyms
UL:

University of Limpopo

UWC:

University of the Western Cape

UFH:

University of Fort Hare

Wits:

University of the Witwatersrand

UP:

University of Pretoria

UKZN:

University of KwaZulu-Natal

SU:

Stellenbosch University

UFS:

University of the Free State

RU:

Rhodes University

NWU:

North-West University

UCT:

University of Cape Town

Figure 4 summarises the output performance of 11 South African universitiesxxiv in three-year
undergraduate Humanities programmes. The cohort output equivalent norm is set at 65%,
requiring that that at least 65 of 100 students entering Humanities programmes should eventually complete their qualifications. Figure 4 shows that only five of the universities satisfy this
norm.
The target of an 80% weighted average success rate for contact programmes is set by DHET
and is regarded as the minimum which an institution should achieve if an academic
programme is to have an efficient output flow of graduates.xxv The weighted average success
rate for the three-year period from 2006 to 2008 for all the Humanities programmes offered in
contact mode was 78%, and for programmes offered in distance mode 58%. In terms of
undergraduate success rates in the Humanities subfields, 13 of the 25 subfields met the target
of 80% and only English and Economics fell below 75%. The gap between the contact and
distance weighted average undergraduate success rates of eight subfields was more than 15
percentage points (Communication, Geography, Economics, Law, Music, Psychology, Public
Administration and Visual Arts).
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Only one university’s average time to completion of the Masters degree between 2006 and
2008 (University of Cape Town) satisfied the DHET norm of three years to completion. A further
five universities recorded an average time to Masters degree completion of four years of less
in the same period (Rhodes University, North-West University, Stellenbosch University and the
University of the Witwatersrand).

4.6

Funding

The total income of the public higher education system is usually derived from three sources
of funding, namely (i) government funds, which include subsidy (or block grant) amounts and
earmarked fundsxxvi for special purposes; (ii) student tuition and all class fees, as well as
accommodation or residence fees; and (iii) private income such as donations, investment
income and income from contracts/grants for research or the delivery of other services from
agencies other than the South African government.
The rates of growth (in nominal Rands) of these income sources differed over the nine-year
period from 2000 to 2008. Income from government sources increased at an average annual
rate of 8.7%, student fees at an average annual rate of 12.2%, and private income at an
average annual rate of 14.2%. Total income increased, in nominal Rands, by R18.8 billion (or
137%) in the same period.
Figure 5 shows that these differences in average annual growth rates changed the distribution
of the higher education system’s income sources. The government funding share of the
income total declined from 49% in 2000 to 40% in 2008, a decline that was absorbed equally
by student fees and private income.
Figure 5: Distribution of public higher education income by source, 2000 to 2008

About 80% of the government higher education budget is allocated to block grant funds
which are distributed through a mechanical subsidy formula. These block grants are described
as ‘council controlled funds’ because they can be spent at the discretion of the council of
each university. The remaining 20% of the government higher education budget is allocated
as earmarked funding for special purposes.
These earmarked amounts include at present the National Student Financial Aid Scheme of
South Africa (NSFAS), funds for redeveloping the physical infrastructure of the higher education
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system, and special project funds such as support for foundation training and clinical training
grants. Councils have no discretion as far as earmarked funds are concerned: they must
ensure these amounts are used only for their designated purposes.
The main drivers of the two government funding formulas which operated over the period
1996 to 2008 have been student enrolments and the classifications of education subject
matter. During the period up to 2004, the funding ratio between science and technology
students and Humanities students was 2.67 to 1. This ratio dropped when the new funding
framework was introduced in full in 2006.
In terms of the new framework, the Humanities are divided into fields which have a weighting
of 1.0 (Law, Librarianship, Psychology, Social Work/Public Administration), those which have a
weighting of 1.5 (Communication, all Languages, Philosophy/Religion, all Social Sciences), and
those which have a weighting of 3.5 (Fine and Applied Arts). The weightings of fields in the
science and technology category are spread between those which have a weighting of 1.5
(Computer Science), those which have a weighting of 2.5 (Architecture/Planning, Engineering,
Mathematical Sciences), and those with a weighting of 3.5 (Agriculture, Health Sciences, Life
and Physical Sciences). Because of these changes in weightings, the average funding ratio
between Science and Technology students and the Humanities students has moved to close
to 2:1.
The following analysis presents changes in block grant allocations in both nominal and real
Rands between 1996 and 2008. The nominal Rand amounts do not take account of the effects
of inflation. The conversion of nominal Rands to real Rand amounts take 1996 as the base year,
and the average CPI published by Statistics South Africa (StatsSA) as the deflators.
Total block grant funding increased on average by 8.8% per annum in terms of nominal Rands
and by 2% per annum in real Rands during the 13-year period from 1996 to 2008. Figure 6 and
Figure 7 compares the broad scientific fields in terms of nominal and real block grant totals
between 1996 and 2008. Figure 6 show a decrease in the Humanities funding from 1998 to
2004, which is extended to 2008 in Figure 7. The figures imply that even though nominal
Humanities funding increased by almost 90% from 1996 to 2008, it decreased in real Rands by
13% in the same period. In contrast, real Rands funding for all the other scientific fields
increased over this period.
Figure 6: Block grant income in nominal Rands (millions) by broad scientific field, 1996 to 2008
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Figure 7: Block grant income in real Rands (millions) by broad scientific field, 1996 to 2008

However, since its FTE-student enrolment growth rates were lower than those in the other fields,
the Humanities had the highest average annual growth in nominal Rands and the lowest
decline in real Rand compared to the other fields when FTE enrolments are included as a
normaliser (see Figure 8).
Figure 8: Average annual changes in nominal and real Rands block grant allocations by
broad scientific field per (unweighted) FTE-enrolled student, 1996 to 2008

4.7

Concluding Summary

The earlier sections of this chapter presented a picture of the Humanities as a broad scientific
field where enrolments have declined over the 13-year period from 1996 to 2008. The Humanities share (excluding Education) of both the total headcount enrolments of students in the
public higher education system, as well as the FTE enrolment total, decreased sharply over this
period. Between 2000 and 2008, headcount enrolments in Education (those involved with
teacher training) grew more rapidly than those in the Humanities. A consequence was that
the Education share of total enrolments in Education and the Humanities combined reached
almost 40% in 2008. Some substantial shifts occurred within the broad Humanities category
between 2004 and 2008. For example, enrolments in the Public Administration and Social Work
subfields doubled over this period.
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During this period, headcount enrolments in the Humanities were dominated by five subfields
– Law, Public Administration, Psychology, Communication, and Economics – which together
represented almost 60% of all undergraduate Humanities enrolments. At the same time some
of the more ’traditional’ Humanities fields, such as Languages, the Fine and Performing Arts,
Philosophy, and Religion, had very small shares of total Humanities undergraduate enrolments.
Analyses of the ratios between their FTE and headcount enrolments show that most Humanities
subfields fulfil significant service course roles, in the sense that large proportions of their courses
are used in curricula of fields other than their own.
The Humanities graduates also declined from 1996 to 2008, as did its share of the total graduates of the public higher education system. From 2004 to 2008 the production of Humanities
graduates was dominated by the five large subfields (Law, Public Administration, Psychology,
Communication, and Economics) which produce more than half of all Humanities graduates
apart from doctorates. The ‘traditional’ Humanities subfields share of total Humanities graduates was again small.
The graduate output performance in most of the Humanities subfields has been below the
target set by DHET, which is most probably the result of high dropout rates, as well as of students
switching major subjects during their periods of registration. In contrast to the graduate output
performance, the average success rates in Humanities courses have been satisfactory. Over
half of the Humanities subfields met the DHET target for undergraduate contact programmes.
The government funding position of the Humanities appears to have improved as a result of
(i) a change in funding weightings, and (ii) a decline in student enrolments. The nominal block
grant total for the Humanities (which excludes earmarked or designated funds) increased from
1996 to 2008, but decreased in real Rands (using the CPI-index as the deflator). However, the
average annual increases in Humanities block grants per FTE-enrolled student exceeded those
of the other three broad scientific fields.
In conclusion, the following possibilities could be considered to increase government funding
allocations to the Humanities:
• The most obvious way of increasing Humanities funding would be to improve its output
performance. If the outputs of both graduates and research publications could be raised
at rates above those of other fields of study, then the Humanities would receive larger
shares of the output funding components of government block grants.
• A more problematic possibility would be to amend the Humanities weightings in the funding
grid of the new finding formula. However, this will not generate new government funding
for the Humanities since the funding formula is simply a distributive mechanism which
divides available government funding (i.e. any increase in the amount received by the
Humanities would involve decreases in the funding of other fields of study).
• A further possibility would be to identify, within the Humanities, those subfields which require
strategic interventions (African Languages would be an obvious example). A change to
the funding grid weightings of the identified subfields would not have the required effect.
Successful interventions would have to involve the allocation of specific amounts of
earmarked funding to these subfields.
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4.8

Methodological Notes

1. The academic year 1996 was selected as the start date for data used in this chapter
because this was the first year in which reasonably complete data could be gathered for
all higher education institutions in South Africa. The end date is 2008 because final Higher
Education Management System Information (HEMIS) data for the 2009 academic year will
only be available from September 2010 at the earliest.
2. In calculating full-time equivalent (FTE) enrolments, the classification of education subject
matter (CESM) categories are applied to the individual courses for which students are
registered rather than, as is the case of headcounts, to the qualifications they are following.
An enrolment count based on FTE enrolments by course will therefore be different to a
headcount enrolment by major field of studies. The FTE count in effect splits students into
fractions based on the weightings of the courses for which they are enrolled, and then
aggregates these fractions under specific CESM categories. These FTE-student enrolments
are important because they are one of the main components in the formula used to
distribute government subsidies to higher education institutions.
3. An FTE total does not count each student as a unit. An FTE total takes account of a student’s
course load, and takes as a unit only a student who is carrying a standard full-time curriculum. If a student carries a half-load, then she/he would equal 0.5 FTE students. A student
carrying one third more than the standard full-time load would equal 1.33 FTE students.
An enrolment count based on FTE enrolments by course will therefore be different to a
headcount enrolment by major fields of study. The FTE count in effect splits students into
fractions based on the weightings of the courses for which they are enrolled and then
aggregates these fractions under specific CESM categories.
4. The following disciplines or subfields are included in the analysis of enrolments and graduates
in the Humanities (including Social Sciences):
African Languages
Afrikaans
English
Linguistics
Other Languages
Dance
Music
Drama
Visual Arts
Other Fine Art
Anthropology
Economics

Geography
History
Philosophy
Politics
Psychology
Sociology
Communication
Law
Librarianship
Public Administration
Religion
Social Work

5. Each higher education institution extracts the data used in the analysis of enrolments in the
Humanities from its student record system using the field for ‘intended major’. The accuracy
of the data could be compromised if institutions do not record ‘intended majors’ correctly.
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6. Occasional students (students enrolled for individual courses but not for any specific
qualification) and enrolments in physical education (included in the broad Humanities
category for funding purposes only) are not included in the analysis of enrolments in the
Humanities. A consequence of this exclusion is that the totals in this analysis do not match
the Humanities totals in the analysis for all four broad scientific fields.
7. The data used in the analysis of graduates in the Humanities are extracted from the student
record system of each higher education institution, using the fields ‘completed all the
requirements for qualification’ and ‘major field of qualification completed’.
8. Graduation statistics are based on headcounts. A student who is graduating in both
Sociology and Psychology would be counted as 0.5 in the Psychology row and 0.5 in the
Sociology row of the data tables.
9. Three institutional types are recognised in South Africa’s higher education policy framework.
These are universities, universities of technology, and comprehensive universities. The three
categories are defined as follows:
• A university of technology is a higher education institution whose undergraduate offerings
are mainly vocational or career-focused programmes. Most of these programmes lead
to the award of an undergraduate diploma. Some programmes do lead to the award of
a bachelor’s degree (the BTech), which serves as a capping qualification for diploma
graduates. A limited number of Masters and doctoral programmes are offered.
• A university is a higher education institution which offers at undergraduate level basic
formative degree programmes, such as the BA and BSc, and professional degrees such
as the BSc Eng and MBChB. At postgraduate level universities offer honours degrees, and
a range of Masters and doctoral degrees.
• A comprehensive university is one which either offers, or is permitted to offer, programmes
typical of (a) a university and (b) a university of technology.
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10. Weighted average success rate is calculated by dividing the FTE-enrolled student total by
what is termed its FTE degree credit total. A FTE degree credit total is calculated in the same
way as an FTE-enrolled student total, but takes account only of the courses actually passed
by students. I.e. dividing an FTE degree credit total by an FTE enrolled total in a field will
generate a weighted average success rate for the specified field.
11. The 2000 academic year is the start date for data used in the analysis of income of the
public higher education system because full information on the sources of the income of
higher education institutions became available only from that year when fund accounting
reporting rules had been dropped.
12. Different methods have to be used to distribute nominal and real block grant amounts
between the broad scientific fields for the periods 1996 to 2004 and 2006 to 2008 because
of changes that occurred in the government funding formula from 2004/05. The distribution
method employed for 1996 to 2004 was based on the subsidy weighting of science and
technology students compared to all other students. This weighting was 2.67: 1. This weighting was applied to the FTE-enrolled student totals for 1996 to 2004 in each broad scientific
field to assign a share of the subsidy weighted FTE-student enrolments for 1996 to 2004 to
each field. The new funding framework which became fully functional in 2006 divides block
grants into three main components: teaching inputs, teaching outputs and research
outputs. Teaching inputs are FTE-student enrolments which have been weighted in terms
of the requirements of the funding grid. Teaching outputs are weighted graduates up to
non-research Masters level. Research outputs are weighted totals of research Masters
graduates, doctoral graduates and research publication units. Because research publications are not reported by field of study, the research output proportions are based on the
share which each field had in 2008 of the weighted research Masters and doctoral
graduate totals.
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How Productive are
the Humanities in
Scholarship Terms?
The State of the Humanities in South Africa Today:
Bibliometric Evidence
5.1

Introduction

This chapter is devoted to a review of the state of the Humanities in South Africa as measured
by standard bibliometric and statistical methods. These are essentially quantitative measures
– although it is recognised that bibliometric measures are embedded in qualitative peer review
judgments. However, it remains that quantitative measures such as those presented and discussed in this chapter have specific strengths but also clear limitations. The strength of such
measures is that they allow for comparison across fields (and sub-fields) and institutions and
over time. Bibliometric measures are useful as they allow us to identify trends and recurring
patterns in knowledge production. But it is still important to look ‘behind’ these patterns and
trends in order to explain and understand what are the underlying forces and dynamics that
most likely account for shifts in trends over time, differences in output between fields and institutions, as well as counter-intuitive results.
The issues discussed in this chapter are based on a number of studies and reports produced
over the past three years. These studies formed part of larger commissioned research (for the
CHE and ASSAf), as well as the ongoing research thrust on bibliometric studies of South Africa’s
knowledge productionxxvii. Any bibliometric study of the Humanities and Social Sciences have
to take into account various methodological considerations, such as issues surrounding data
sources, sub-field differences and contextual and institutional histories. Our discussion is organised into the following four sections:
1. Research output: A discussion of output over time (a separate discussion of journal article
and monograph production), the contribution of the Humanities to the overall knowledgebase of the country and an analysis of field differences.
2. Trends in research collaboration and the international visibility of South Africa’s Humanities
research output.
3. The demographics of knowledge production in the Humanities.
4. Trends in doctoral production in the Humanities.
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5.2

Chapter Summary

The following constitute the main findings of the chapter:
1. Humanities research output, as measured in peer-reviewed articles, constitutes 37% of all
scientific output in the country (the same as the natural sciences) and this proportion has
remained the same over the past 20 years.
2. Two ‘publication cultures’ exist among South African scholars: scholars in the Humanities
publish predominantly in South African journals, while scholars in the Natural and Health
Sciences publish much more in foreign journals
3. There is growing evidence of increased international collaboration resulting in increased
‘visibility’ of our Humanities scholarship.
4. The annual number of monographs submitted to DHET for subsidy initially declined but recently seems to have settled at an average of around 60 titles per year. The vast majority
of monographs are in the Humanities (82%).
5. Scholars in the Humanities fields benefit more from the DHET research subsidy scheme as
there are many more journals in these fields (compared to the numbers of journals in the
Natural and Health Sciences) included in the list of accredited journals of the DHET.
6. The Humanities fields dominate total numbers of doctoral graduates produced (47%); within
the Humanities three fields dominate in the production of the total number of doctorates:
Education (23.9%), Religion (17.3%) and Psychology (10.7%).
7. The average time to degree of doctoral students in the Humanities who complete their
studies is between 4.6 and 4.8 years. An average of 46% of all doctoral students who enrolled in 2001 – irrespective of field – had dropped out by the end of their sixth year of enrolment; dropout rates for the Natural and Health Sciences are significantly lower than the
dropout rates for Humanities students.
8. New spaces for the Humanities have opened up and will continue to do so; but this does
not mean that there are no remaining challenges for the Humanities fields.
9. The demographics of the Humanities workforce are as ‘fragile’ as it is for all scientific disciplines in the country. It remains perhaps the most important challenge to ensure that we
replenish the current reservoir of human capital in all scientific fields while at the same time
continuing to broaden the base of knowledge production in the country through the inclusion of more female and black scholars and academics.
10. There is some evidence that Social Science and Humanities scholarship is perceived in
some government circles as essentially instrumentalist; although Humanities scholarship is
appreciated, it is not necessarily for its intrinsic epistemic or intellectual value, but because
it complements, augments and adds value to scientific and technological endeavours.

5.3

Research Output: Journal Articles

The Humanities (including the Arts) and Social Sciences (including Economic Sciences) constitute approximately 37% of South Africa’s total research output when measured in terms of
papers in peer-reviewed journals.
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Figure 9 presents the breakdown by main scientific field for the period 1990 – 2006 for output
in all DHET-accredited journals, i.e. for local (non-ISI), as well as ISI and IBSS journals.
Figure 9: Total South African article output by broad field, 1990-2006

The general picture presented in Figure 9 has remained remarkably unchanged over the
17-year period covered with the respective contributions of the Natural Sciences (36%) and
the Humanities and Social Sciences (37%) remaining virtually the same. However this general
picture hides quite large differences when one compares the output by field according
to whether this was published in ISI-journals or local (non-ISI) journals as shown in Figure 10
(ISI output) and Figure 11 (non-ISI output).
South Africa’s output in ISI journals is dominated by the Natural Sciences (43 – 46%), followed
by the Health Sciences (25 – 28%) and Engineering Sciences (10%). The Social Sciences and
Humanities combined constitute between 9 and 11%xxix of all output.
Figure 10: Broad scientific field distribution of South African article output in ISI journals
(1995-2007)

The distribution of output in non-ISI journals (all South African journals) is a near perfect mirror
image of the previous figure. The Social Sciences and Humanities represent approximately three
quarters of the output in local non-ISI journals. While ISI journals are an important index of highlevel scholarly work in most fields, much of the best work in the Humanities done in South Africa,
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Figure 11: Broad scientific field distribution of South African article output in non-ISI journals

especially that which its authors intend to be widely read and noted locally, does not find its
way into ISI journals. As documented in the 2006 ASSAf Report on Research Publishing in South
Africa (ASSAf, 2006) this work has low visibility in the indexed, so-called `international literature'
in its own field, a situation which has fortunately improved in recent times through the admission
to the indexing systems, such as the Web of Knowledge and Scopus, of larger numbers of socalled `regional journals'.
The field distribution of articles shown in Figure 11 clearly shows the existence of two 'publication
cultures`: scholars in the Social Sciences and Humanities publish predominantly in South African
journals; scholars in the Natural and Health Sciences publish much more in foreign journals. From
the point of view of the Social Sciences and Humanities the standard argument, as we have
noted, is that these publication patterns re-reflect the fact that social science scholarship is typically more embedded in the local social and cultural context of a specific country.
Article output in most of the Humanities disciplines has pretty much remained the same over
the fifteen-year period (1990 and 2004) (Table 5). There are two exceptions: the field of Law
which has seen a significant decline in relative output (from 17% of total Humanities output in
1990 to 12% in 2004) and Religion which has seen a significant increase (from 14% in 1990 to
18% in 2004). These two fields dominate knowledge production in the Humanities.
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636.25
841.42
5899.2
15060

Other Humanities & Arts

Total Humanities

Total All Fields

849.3

993.08

Language & Linguistics

Religion

Law

1140.09

286.24

Psychology

Other Social Sciences

341.58

491.1

320.17

Count

100%

100%

14.3%

10.8%

14.4%

16.8%

19.3%

4.9%

5.8%

8.3%

5.4%

%

1990-1992

Education

Sociology & related studies

Economic & Management Sciences

Scientific field

15887

6392.5

764.43

664.92

1006.67

1115.58

1266.33

243.84

313.74

585.74

431.2

Count

100%

100%

11.9%

10.4%

15.8%

17.5%

19.8%

3.8%

4.9%

9.2%

6.8%

%

1993-1995

Table 5: Humanities article (fractional count) output by discipline (1990-2004)

15680

6371.4

766.87

716.92

957.04

1010.67

1267.16

366.01

324.17

537.34

425.26

Count

100%

100%

12.0%

11.3%

15.0%

15.9%

19.9%

5.7%

5.1%

8.4%

6.7%

%

1996-1998

16545

615.3

730.3

640.67

958.33

1009.78

1214.18

239.52

453.44

482.37

421.69

Count

100%

100%

11.9%

10.4%

15.6%

16.4%

19.7%

3.9%

7.4%

7.8%

6.9%

%

1999-2001

15434

6116.6

678.16

632.25

1068.58

735.49

1264.47

234.4

503

534.67

465.53

Count

100%

100%

11.1%

10.3%

17.5%

12.0%

20.7%

3.8%

8.2%

8.7%

7.6%

%

2002-2004

5.4

Research Output: The Institutional Shape of Knowledge Prodution

Recent studies by CREST have revealed large variations between South African universities in
terms of publication ‘behaviour’. The shape of knowledge production (different distributions
by field) differs markedly across institutions as well. Some of these differences are simply due
to the presence or not of specific faculties (Agriculture, Engineering) or a medical school. Another important factor that contributes to the ‘shape’ or ‘form’ of knowledge production is
the relative volume of Humanities scholarship output at each university (Table 6). Humanities
scholarship predominates at UNISA (85%), UWC (68%) and North-West University (NWU) (58%)
and constitutes above-average shares of overall total output at Nelson Mandela Metropolitan
University (NMMU) (46%), Stellenbosch University (SU) (42%) and the University of the Free State
(UFS) (39%). Within Humanities it is also evident that the presence of a theological seminary (or
a strong theological faculty) also makes a big difference – this is certainly the case for UFS
(26%), SU (25%), UP (21%) and NWU (the biggest proportion of 58%). The fact that the former
Afrikaans-medium universities, University of Pretoria, UFS, NWU and to a lesser extent SU, are
strong in the Humanities undoubtedly reflects their historical interest in the production of
lawyers and especially ministers of divinity.
Table 6: Distribution of research output by main scientific field for selected universities
(1990-2005)
University

Engineering
& Applied
Sciences

Agriculture

Health
Sciences

Social &
Economic
Sciences

Humanities

13.7%

25.7%

UFS

0.0%

25.3%

16.7%

18.6%

NWU

4.0%

25.9%

0.0%

11.7%

UCT

4.8%

38.5%

0.0%

31.5%

14.4%

10.8%

UP

7.6%

23.7%

16.8%

17.5%

13.3%

21.1%

UNISA

1.2%

10.5%

0.0%

3.2%

29.5%

55.6%

UKZN

4.7%

29.0%

12.6%

22.0%

17.5%

14.1%

SU

6.0%

16.9%

11.1%

24.0%

17.0%

25.0%

0.0%

7.0%

25.0%

21.0%

NMMU

84

Natural
Sciences

47.0%

58.4%

WITS

7.6%

31.7%

0.0%

33.1%

16.1%

11.5%

UWC

0.0%

19.0%

0.0%

13.0%

31.0%

37.0%

UFH

0.0%

37.0%

15.0%

6.0%

19.0%

23.0%

DUT

16.4%

40.2%

0.0%

21.7%

15.0%

6.7%

TUT

22.4%

33.5%

10.4%

19.1%

0.4%

10.6%
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An analysis of output by scientific field over time (not presented here) will show that these field
contributions have remained fairly stable over the past 15 years. This is not entirely unexpected
as institutional shifts in research occur over very long time frames. The figures presented above
already take into account the post-merger landscape. So, for example, the profile for the University of KwaZulu-Natal (UKZN) has been ‘corrected’ to reflect the scientific field breakdown
for the former University of Natal and University of Durban-Westville for the 1990 to 2005 period.
The differences in field profiles are interesting not only because of what they tell us about the
history of these institutions, but they also help us understand institutional differences patterns
of publication between local and foreign journals. The latter, in turn, is a major determinant of
the extent that a university enjoys high or low international recognition.

5.5

Research Output: Monographs, Chapters in Books and
Conference Proceedingsxxx

Our review of research output thus far has focused exclusively on the production of journal
articles, but any discussion of knowledge production in the Humanities and Social Sciences
which does not include statistics on the production of monographs, edited works and chapters
in collected works would present a skewed picture. This fact is also recognised by the national
funding framework which recognises these publication units for purposes of subsidy.
The following definitions are given in the policy and procedures for measurement of research
output of public higher education institutions (SA, 2003:5)
• Monographs, which are relatively short books or treatise on a single scholarly subject written
by a specialist(s) in the field and are generally not extensive in scope.
• Chapters, which are one or more major divisions in a book, each complete in itself but
related in theme to the division preceding or following it.
• Edited works are collections of scholarly contributions written by different authors and
related in theme. A book may have one or more editors.
The data shows that the annual number of monographs submitted to DHET for subsidy initially declined but recently seems to have settled at an average of around 60 titles per year (Figure 12).
Figure 12: Number of monographs by year (N=389)
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The vast majority of monographs are in the Humanities (45%) and Social Sciences (37%) (Figure
13). Slightly more than half of these monographs (54%) were published by overseas publishing
houses. This ratio has remained very stable (with the exception of 2005) over the six-year period.
The majority of titles in Engineering and Natural Sciences were published by overseas publishers. Half of the monographs published by South African publishers were published by commercial publishers, one quarter by university presses and the remainder by university research
centres, science councils and other publishers. The annual output per field has not changed
significantly since 2001 although few titles in Engineering and Health Sciences were recorded
over the past two years (Figure 13 and Table 7).
Figure 13: Broad field distribution of monographs (N=389)

Table 7: Broad field distribution of monographs by year (N=389)
Broad field

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

Engineering
Sciences &
Applied
Technologies

5%

3%

2%

5%

3%

0%

Health Sciences

1%

1%

2%

5%

0%

2%

Humanities & Arts

38%

45%

44%

46%

50%

49%

Natural &
Agricultural
Sciences

17%

9%

9%

10%

19%

12%

Social Sciences

38%

42%

43%

35%

28%

37%

100%
(78)

100%
(77)

100%
(54)

100%
(63)

100%
(58)

100%
(59)

Total
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In addition to scientific monographs, the analysis of scientific publishing also focused on trends
in the production of chapters in collected works. As indicated in Figure 14, output has steadily
increased between 2001 and 2006, with the exception of 2005 when a decrease was recorded.
The decrease for 2005 is also evident for the number of collected works in which these chapters
appear, although here the decrease already started in 2004. On average, between 2001 and
2006, there were about 220 collected works and 460 chapters per year (Figure 14).
Figure 14: Number of collected works (N=1333) and number of chapters in collected works
(N=2780) by year

The vast majority of collected works were published in the fields of Social Sciences (47%) and
Humanities and Arts (31%) (Figure 15).
Figure 15: Broad field distribution of collected works (N=1333)
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The majority of collected works (78%) was published by overseas publishers. This figure has
remained more or less stable (73%-81%) over the past six years. Overseas publishing houses
dominate the production of collected works in all five fields.
As part of its investigation in scholarly publishing, CREST conducted a web-based survey of the
most productive scientists in South Africa during October and November 2007. A number of questions were asked in order to establish the relative importance accorded to monographs and journals across main scientific fields. The most salient findings from this survey were as follows:
• Significant proportions (between 45% and 69%) of South African scientists and scholars
regard monographs and journal articles as equally important modes of knowledge dissemination. Large majorities (more than 60%) of scientists in all fields of science also agreed with
the statement that monographs are important modes of knowledge dissemination.
• Only respondents in the Arts & Humanities (31%) and Social Sciences (20%) regard monographs as essential modes of knowledge dissemination. Conversely, large percentages of
respondents in fields other than Arts & Humanities and Social Sciences (41%-52%) emphasised
the minor role that books/monographs as dissemination modes play in their respective fields.
• The production of an original monograph as a way of career advancement is seen as
important largely by respondents in Arts & Humanities (86%) and Social Sciences (65%).
Research output in the form of monographs, chapters in collected works and published
conference proceedings constitute approximately 10% of the overall annual subsidy earned
by university scholars. The statistics presented in this section show that despite the importance
accorded to monographs by scholars in the Humanities and Social Sciences, the annual
production of monographs has remained quite stable at around 60 per year for the past four
years. We believe that the main reason for this is to be found in the research subsidy system
itself. The system does not reward the production of monographs commensurate to the investment required. It is evidently much easier for an academic to publish five journal papers
(irrespective of length) than to put together a substantive monograph of more than 250 pages
(these two forms of output have the same monetary value). In addition it is also clear that
opportunities for the production of monographs in our system are limited with few commercial
publishers interested in investing in such ventures. Even university presses – which have traditionally been seen as places for the support of university books and monographs – are increasingly forced into mass production of undergraduate textbooks in order to survive financially.
Unless the incentives and rewards for the production of scientific monographs are significantly
improved, it is unlikely that this situation will change.

5.6

Trends in Research Collaboration and International Visibility

The policies of the apartheid government between 1948 and 1994 have had many deleterious
and tragic consequences for South Africans. The isolation of South African science was one of
the most dramatic effects of these policies. Most South African scientists and academics were
affected by these policies in one way or the other. This included lack of scientific contact with
fellow scholars overseas, bans from attending scientific conferences, rejection of scientific publications by international publishers, and a general lack of international scientific collaboration.
The demise of apartheid and advent of a democratic political dispensation in 1994 would also
have its impact on science and scientific institutions in the country and – as one might expect
– lead to the increasing liberalisation and opening up of science. These trends were undoubt-
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edly reinforced and further accelerated by worldwide globalisation dynamics, as well as the
internationalisation of academic institutions and subsequent increased mobility of scientists
and students across the globe. Policy statements for higher education and science also urged
local scientists to break the shackles of an isolationist legacy and to increase their own forms
of international scientific collaboration.

5.7

Trends in Research Collaboration

As is often done in bibliometric studies, the extent of co-authorship (or multiple authorship) of
scientific papers as a proxy of research collaboration is used. The discussion in this section
begins with a look at the extent of university co-authorship (across all disciplines) by relating it
to the total pool of South African university papers in the Thomson Reuters WoS (i.e. single and
co-authored papers combined).
In 2004-2007, the 23 South African universities produced close to 17 000 papers in the WoS
database, of which 85% involved co-authorship). This figure represents a moderate increase
compared with the 77% of co-authorship recorded for the earlier period of 1990-1993 (Table
8). The largest proportions of co-authorship, as one would expect, in 2004-2007, are associated
with papers in the Health Sciences (92%) and Natural and Agricultural Sciences (90%). The
Humanities recorded the lowest level of co-authorship, i.e. only 26% in 2004-2007. This means
that almost three quarters of the WoS papers in Humanities are single-authored. However, the
important trend recorded here is the increase in co-authorship. This is certainly the case for
every single main field (from 77% to 85%) but specifically also for the Social Sciences (from 45%
to 64%) and the Humanities (from 10% to 26%).
Table 8: Co-authored papers as percentage of all South African university papers in the
WoS, by broad field (1990-1993 vs. 2004-2007)
% co-authored
papers
([2]/[1]*100)

Year
period

South African
university
papers [1]

South African
university papers
listing two or
more authors [2]

1990 – 1993

10379

7949

77%

2004 – 2007

16836

14248

85%

Natural & Agricultural 1990 – 1993

5535

4520

82%

Sciences

2004 – 2007

9959

9012

90%

Engineering Sciences 1990 – 1993

768

608

79%

Broad field

All fields

& Technologies

2004 – 2007

1548

1359

88%

Health Sciences

1990 – 1993

3907

3313

85%

2004 – 2007

4986

4566

92%

Social Sciences

Humanities

1990 – 1993

777

346

45%

2004 – 2007

2137

1368

64%

1990 – 1993

463

45

10%

2004 – 2007

716

183

26%
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5.8

Trends in International Visibility

Our next analysis focuses on the ‘visibility’ of South African Social Science. This analysis is confined to South African social science papers in ISI-citation indexes as it allows (i) for comparison
with other countries, and (ii) more importantly, for the possibility of citation analyses. Utilising
data produced by the Centre for Science and Technology Studies (CWTS) at the University of
Leiden of all South African-authored papers published between 1995 and 2007 in ISI-journals,
it is possible not only to look at overall trends in co-authorship but also at trends in visibility or
impact as measured by the field-normalised citation ratexxxi.
The indicator of the internationalisation of South African university research measures the
international visibility (recognition by peers) in ISI-journals. In this case the focus was on trends
by scientific field rather than institutional trends. The main reason for this is that citation patterns
and trends are field-dependent, i.e. the average number of citations per paper varies greatly
across fields with high citation rates for such fields as the life sciences and chemistry compared
to very low citation rates for fields in the Humanities, mathematics and engineering. It is therefore important to compare these trends across fields rather than institutions where such data
are confounded by nested field differences.
The dataset for these analyses consisted of 5 907 unique papers (with at least one South African
author). The breakdown by subfield together with the overall field-normalised citation score
for each field is presented in Table 9 below.
Table 9: Output and international impact of Social Science papers by subfield: 1995-2007
Social Science Subfield

No of Papers

CPP/FCS

Economics & Management Sciences

848

0.41

Education

737

0.51

Psychology

1525

0.60

675

0.96

2122

0.90

Sociology, Anthropology & related studies
Other Social Sciences (including Political Studies)

5907

A detailed breakdown by subfield and by three categories of authorship is presented in Table
10. For each subfield the number of papers according to whether the author(s) is/are from
a single South African institution (SI), whether the authors of the paper are from two South
African institutions (NC) or whether at least one of the authors of the paper is from an overseas
institution (IC) are listed (by year).
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NC
IC

Education

Education

NC
IC

Psychology

Psychology
95

26

Sociology, Anthropology & related
studies

20

Subtotal

SI

59

SI

Psychology
16

32

Subtotal

8

0

24

SI

5

Education

IC

Economics & Management Sciences

6

41

NC

Economics & Management Sciences

30

95

Subtotal

SI

Coop

Economics & Management Sciences

Field of Social Science

17

93

16

16

61

43

7

6

30

36

9

2

25

96

23

112

20

19

73

38

8

4

26

49

12

9

28

97

25

113

29

21

63

42

9

3

30

49

14

4

31

98

23

115

17

19

79

46

15

6

35

45

14

5

26

99

18

110

28

14

68

31

7

2

22

68

21

5

42

00

10

92

28

20

44

46

11

5

30

61

17

8

36

01

29

111

42

17

52

31

7

5

19

68

17

10

41

02

Table 10: Trends in research collaboration in Social Sciences as measured by co-authorship: 1995-2007

31

119

50

17

52

55

17

9

29

65

25

8

32

03

26

92

45

14

33

71

8

18

45

63

26

4

33

04

34

102

57

13

32

94

17

20

57

75

17

9

49

05

32

209

72

44

93

105

22

15

68

115

34

13

62

06

36

162

68

25

69

93

18

14

61

126

31

18

70

07
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NC
IC

Other Social Sciences

Other Social Sciences

260

Grand Total Social Sciences

260

130

14

19

97

36

12

7

96

240

120

27

24

69

42

14

5

97

222

111

24

20

67

44

17

2

98

218

109

25

15

69

50

22

5

99

258

129

34

13

82

45

17

1

00

284

142

43

19

80

31

20

1

01

324

162

44

21

97

60

24

7

02

348

174

54

25

95

64

28

IC = International Co-authored papers (at least one author from another country than South Africa)

5

03

NC = National Co-authored papers (at least two authors from two different institutions within South Africa)

SI = Single institution-authored papers

Legend:

130

Sub-total Other Social Sciences

12

20

98

SI

Other Social Sciences

6

8

95

40

IC

NC

Coop

Subtotal Sociology & related

Sociology, Anthropology & related
studies

Sociology, Anthropology & related
studies

Field of Social Science

406

203

54

31

118

56

29

1

04

Table 10: Trends in research collaboration in Social Sciences as measured by co-authorship: 1995 – 2007 (Continued)

458

229

57

39

133

66

26

6

05

514

257

84

30

143

75

39

4

06

452

226

77

22

127

75

27

12

07

The general trends for all of five subfields are similar: a clear increase in international coauthorship (even where this is often from a very small base in 1995). For fields like Psychology
and ‘Other Social Sciences’ (which include Political Studies and International Studies) the
proportion of IC-papers as share of overall output is consistently higher than for the other fields.
In order to gain a better understanding of the overall trends, the fields have been combined
in Figure 16 below which presents the trends for this period for the three categories of authorship. This shows even more clearly that the share of internationally co-authored papers for all
the Social Sciences has steadily increased since 1995 (when it constituted 15% of all papers)
to 2007 (when it had more than doubled to 33% of overall output). This constitutes a significant
shift in scientific collaboration behaviour and is one of the strongest indicators of an evidently
more internationalised social science corpus.
Figure 16: Trends in scientific co-authorship: 1995-2007

Our final bibliometric analysis looks at the impact of these papers as measured by arguably
the most robust citation measure available – the ‘field-normalised citation score’ (CPP/FCS).
The detailed citation analyses – by selected subfieldxxxii and by rolling 3-year window for the
period 1995 – 2007 are presented in Table 11.
The most salient point to emerge from the data presented in Table 11 is the clear increase in
the values of CPP/FCS over the period 1995 to 2007 for most of the subfields. This is especially
the case for papers which involved some international co-operation (IC). So, for example, the
field-normalised citation impact of papers published in Sociology and related disciplines for
this category (IC) increased from 1.07 in the first period to 1.31 in the most recent reporting
period. For ‘Other Social Sciences’ the values for the same period increased from 0.69 to 1.43.
The only exception is Education where the citation score has declined for IC papers over the
same period.
It is also worth emphasising that three subfields (Environmental Studies, Sociology and related
disciplines and ‘Other Social Sciences’) recorded above-average citation scores (more than
1.00) for the most recent three-year period. This is true for all internationally co-authored papers
in these fields and is an indication of significant international recognition and impact for papers
in these fields.
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NC
IC
SI
NC
IC
SI
NC
IC
SI
NC
IC
SI
NC
IC

Economics & Management Sciences

Economics & Management Sciences

Education

Education

Education

Psychology

Psychology

Psychology

Sociology, Anthropology & related studies

Sociology, Athropology & related studies

Sociology, Anthropology & related studies

Other Social Sciences

Other Social Sciences

Other Social Sciences

0.69

0.52

0.65

1.07

0.54

0.77

0.73

0.68

0.39

0.97

0.22

0.29

0.34

0.06

0.33

0.90

0.60

0.63

1.11

0.23

0.58

0.79

0.45

0.44

0.76

0.32

0.27

0.49

0.63

0.33

1996 –
1999

1.05

0.73

0.81

1.45

0.56

0.51

0.96

0.26

0.42

0.88

0.15

0.25

0.86

0.50

0.27

1997 –
2000

1.27

0.97

0.74

1.20

0.69

0.44

0.93

0.40

0.31

1.02

0.23

0.21

0.69

0.39

0.30

1998 –
2001

1.37

0.90

0.69

1.33

0.92

0.51

0.97

0.45

0.35

0.60

0.39

0.35

0.71

0.72

0.44

1999 –
2002

1.29

1.55

0.62

1.44

0.91

0.73

1.27

0.56

0.50

0.86

0.39

0.54

0.77

0.67

0.44

2000 –
2003

IC = International Co-authored papers (at least one author from another country than South Africa)

NC = National Co-authored papers (at least two authors from two different institutions within South Africa)

SI = Single institution-authored papers

Legend:

SI

Co1995 –
operation 1998

Economics & Management Sciences

Field of Social Science

1.25

1.31

0.74

1.28

0.98

0.87

1.35

0.45

0.44

0.61

0.35

0.46

0.59

0.32

0.48

1.18

0.97

0.87

1.40

0.94

0.92

0.96

0.52

0.51

0.56

0.40

0.38

0.64

0.20

0.49

2001 – 2002 –
2004
2005

Table 11: Visibility of Social Science papers (as measured by field-normalised citation scores) for the period 1995-2007

1.22

0.80

1.01

1.63

1.00

0.98

0.85

0.71

0.50

0.48

0.49

0.27

0.89

0.23

0.55

2003 –
2006

1.43

0.82

0.99

1.31

1.31

1.03

0.98

0.66

0.59

0.49

0.44

0.34

0.75

0.40

0.39

2004 –
2007

The quantitative evidence presented in this section presents strong evidence for the growing
internationalisation of South African Social Sciences over the past ten years. Although the
measure of ‘internationalisation’ is restricted to publication-related indicators (output in overseas journals, extent of co-authorship and international visibility), and therefore do not attempt
to measure anything related to the content of these papers, the evidence still points to an
increasingly internationalised body of scholarship. Clearly, at least as measured by these
indicators, the isolationism of the apartheid era has been overcome and new collaborative
relations and networks have been forged.

5.9

The Demographics of Knowledge Production in the Humanities

The demographic trends discussed in this section focus on three variables: gender, race and
age of author. Table 12 below presents a comparison of the gender and race profiles for the
periods 1990-1992 and 2002-2004 respectively. In presenting the results of these data, reference
to other scientific fields is included as well, as these comparisons are helpful in understanding
the relative ‘performance’ of the Humanities disciplines on these indicators.
As far as gender of publishing author is concerned, there has been a general increase in the
number of female authors across all fields but one (Psychology) over this period. Female
authors are best represented in the fields of Education and Public and Community Health
(50%) followed by substantive (more than 33%) proportions in Language and Linguistics,
Sociology and other Social Sciences. The biggest increases in female representation have
been in the Health Sciences and in the Agricultural, Biological and Engineering Sciences (see
Table 15). The national average of female contribution to research output was 22% for the
2002 to 2004 period.
As far as race of publishing author is concerned, a general increase in the number of black
authors in all fields is seen. Given the small proportions of black authors in all fields in 1990, it
is not surprising that some fields have recorded high percentage increases. The fields of
Chemical Sciences, Basic Health, Education, Social Sciences and Language and Linguistics
now (2004) now have the highest proportions of black authors. The national average of black
contribution to research output was 10% for the most recent period.
However, in both areas it is worth pointing out that the improvements recorded here still do
not point to any gender or race parity as far as knowledge production is concerned. The 22%
contribution of female academics and scientists to the knowledgebase is still below par, as
female academics constitute more than 40% of the university workforce. Similarly, the 10% of
black scholars contributing to knowledge production is significantly below the desired level,
as black academics constitute approximately 35% of the university workforce. It should be
pointed out, however, that the vast majority of these black academics are attached to
universities and universities of technology who do not contribute substantially to the overall
knowledgebase.
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Table 12: Comparison of gender and race profiles of research output (1990 – 1992
vs. 2002 – 2007)

Gender
Scientific field

Race

% of article equivalents % of article equivalents
by African/coloured/
by female authors
Indian authors
1990 – 92

2002 – 04

1990 – 92

2002 – 04

Agricultural Sciences

14%

24%

1%

7%

Biological Sciences

15%

25%

3%

8%

Chemical Sciences

10%

19%

4%

16%

Earth Sciences

15%

25%

1%

5%

Mathematical Sciences & ICCT

9%

13%

5%

9%

Physical Sciences

5%

7%

6%

12%

Engineering & Applied Technologies

6%

11%

3%

10%

Basic Health

20%

30%

8%

17%

Clinical Health

14%

27%

8%

16%

Public/Community Health

26%

50%

6%

15%

Economic & Management Sciences

11%

21%

4%

11%

Education

27%

50%

7%

21%

Psychology

29%

26%

7%

11%

Sociology & related studies

27%

34%

10%

12%

Other Social Sciences

32%

33%

6%

16%

Language & Linguistics

29%

38%

5%

15%

Law

24%

29%

3%

9%

4%

9%

3%

9%

21%

26%

2%

6%

Religion
Other Humanities & Arts

As far as the ageing of the active science base is concerned, the disaggregation by scientific
field shows that all twenty fields have witnessed a significant ageing of publishing scientists
over the period 1990 to 2004 (see Table 13). In nine of these fields, more than half of all outputs
are now being produced by authors over the age of 50. The majority of these fields are in the
Humanities and Social Sciences and the Health Sciences. This general trend also means that
production of output by authors under the age of 30 has declined significantly in all fields
except for Mathematics (where the small sample might have an effect on these trends).
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Table 13: Summary of author age demographics per scientific field, 1990 – 1992
and 2002 – 2004

All authors

Top 20% of authors

% of article
equivalents
by persons
<30 years

% of article
equivalents
by persons
50+ years

% of article
equivalents
by persons
<30 years

% of article
equivalents
by persons
50+ years

1990
– 92

2002
– 04

1990
– 92

2002
– 04

1990
– 92

2002
– 04

1990
– 92

2002
– 04

Agricultural Sciences

8%

3%

23%

42%

7%

1%

24%

46%

Biological Sciences

7%

5%

20%

41%

7%

3%

21%

44%

Chemical Sciences

6%

7%

32%

47%

6%

5%

34%

53%

Earth Sciences

7%

3%

18%

42%

5%

1%

18%

47%

Mathematical Sciences
& ICCT

8%

2%

21%

34%

6%

22%

0%

37%

Physical Sciences

8%

5%

34%

49%

7%

2%

35%

54%

10%

5%

26%

39%

8%

3%

27%

42%

Basic Health

5%

4%

27%

42%

4%

2%

29%

48%

Clinical Health

2%

2%

31%

48%

2%

1%

32%

54%

Public/Community Health

6%

3%

32%

46%

6%

2%

31%

55%

Economic & Management
Sciences

6%

5%

21%

36%

3%

<1%

22%

44%

Education

2%

1%

19%

52%

1%

0%

12%

74%

Psychology

5%

3%

15%

32%

4%

0%

15%

33%

Sociology & related studies

9%

4%

17%

38%

8%

2%

17%

43%

Other Social Sciences

7%

3%

19%

41%

6%

<1%

19%

45%

Language & Linguistics

4%

<1%

23%

51%

2%

0%

22%

55%

Law

7%

5%

17%

38%

6%

1%

17%

47%

Religion

1%

<1%

28%

64%

<1%

0%

27%

68%

Other Humanities & Arts

4%

2%

25%

52%

4%

<1%

24%

59%

Scientific field

Engineering & Applied
Technologies

In conclusion, although significant progress has been made in achieving greater female and
black participation in knowledge production, we are still far from parity. Together with the
continuing ageing of our most productive academics, these are arguably still some of the
biggest challenges that South African public science faces today.
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5.10 Trends in Doctoral Production in the Humanities
In October 2003, the DoE published its “New Funding Framework” for research output. One of
the most significant changes in the new framework was the recognition of postgraduate
student production for subsidy purposes. As from 2005, universities would also receive a monetary reward for the number of ‘research Masters’ and PhDs produced by the sector. Although
the reasons for this change were not explicitly stated, it was generally accepted that South
Africa’s production of especially doctoral graduates was woefully inadequate to meet the
demands of the labour market – including ‘replenishing’ the pool of academics. This sentiment
was echoed in the NRF Business Plan for 2005 which included a section on “The PhD as driver”,
stating that:
“Responding to challenges facing the South African National System of Innovation (NSI)
the NRF identified a key driver for all its programmes, “the production of large numbers of
high quality PhDs that are required to provide the bedrock for an innovative and entrepreneurial knowledge society”. (NRF, 2005b)
It is fair to say that most universities have heeded the call to increase their production of PhDs
and various strategies – from monetary incentives to potential doctoral candidates to new
training programmes for doctoral supervisors – have been implemented.
In this final section, the production of PhDs in the Social Sciences since 2000 is discussed. Given
that it is equally important to focus on the pipeline of postgraduate production, the discussion
in some cases will also include appropriate statistics on Masters students as well. The initial focus
is on trends in doctoral enrolments for the ten-year period between 2000 and 2009 (Table 14)
disaggregated by main disciplines (using the DHET’s classification of CESM disciplines).
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4
4
3

Drama

Visual Arts

Other Fine Art

44
74
52

Anthropology

Economics

Geography

Social Sciences

70

28

Music

Subtotal

31

Dance

Fine and Performing Art

398

63

Linguistics

Subtotal

86

English

120

62

Afrikaans

All other Languages

68

2000

African Languages

Languages

Humanities field

60

92

54

85

5

8

8

63

1

384

104

61

81

64

75

2001

71

111

72

88

3

12

10

62

1

453

137

90

90

64

72

2002

Table 14: Doctoral enrolment in the Humanities (2000-2009)

73

125

72

102

3

15

10

73

1

470

151

96

105

56

63

2003

84

141

80

106

3

16

11

75

1

534

162

95

124

62

92

2004

125

130

68

118

14

18

8

78

0

507

150

86

124

56

92

2005

141

132

57

117

22

21

8

66

0

495

146

76

113

71

90

2006

137

179

57

116

8

25

12

71

0

485

143

108

114

33

87

2007

142

186

50

123

7

29

11

76

0

475

144

92

139

29

71

2008

155

216

54

142

12

27

18

85

0

508

153

103

144

29

80

2009

104

138

61

107

8

17

10

68

4

471

141

87

112

53

79

13.0%

12.6%

2.2%

8.2%

16.7%

23.6%

18.2%

13.1%

-100.0%

2.8%

2.8%

5.7%

5.9%

-8.3%

1.8%

Average Average
annual
annual
enrolment increase

100

CONSENSUS STUDY ON THE STATE OF THE HUMANITIES IN SOUTH AFRICA: STATUS, PROSPECTS AND STRATEGIES

606

2726

HUMANITIES + EDUCATION

2119

880

EDUCATION PROGRAMMES

HUMANITIES TOTAL

Subtotal

99

448

Religion

Social Work

108

45

166

15

772

40

Public Administration

Librarianship

Law

Communication

All other Humanities

Subtotal

Other Social Sciences

118

Sociology

68

Politics

256

41

Philosophy

Psychology

80

2000

History

Humanities field

3059

714

2344

1015

111

487

167

51

178

21

861

16

154

279

84

44

80

2001

3862

807

3055

1407

125

671

236

49

272

55

1107

20

180

377

105

65

107

2002

4278

922

3356

1563

139

745

280

42

297

61

1221

28

201

453

112

61

98

2003

4588

1016

3572

1663

135

780

293

55

326

74

1270

33

197

473

112

43

107

2004

Table 14: Doctoral enrolment in the Humanities (2000-2009) continued

4733

1029

3704

1710

140

777

297

58

358

81

1370

76

194

512

116

43

109

2005

4770

1048

3722

1699

138

745

284

59

391

82

1412

114

205

490

126

45

104

2006

4716

973

3744

1679

132

764

279

57

368

79

1465

146

208

465

133

41

100

2007

4588

983

3605

1552

121

713

281

48

317

72

1456

165

205

429

132

49

99

2008

4608

1056

3552

1530

128

652

265

55

357

73

1372

169

209

437

141

49

112

2009

4193

915

3277

1470

127

678

249

52

303

61

1231

81

187

417

113

48

99

6.0%

6.4%

5.9%

6.3%

2.9%

4.3%

10.5%

2.3%

8.9%

19.2%

6.6%

17.5%

6.6%

6.1%

8.4%

2.0%

3.8%

Average Average
annual
annual
enrolment increase

Although the results show an overall annual growth of 6.0% in doctoral enrolments, this statistic
is somewhat misleading as most of the growth occurred during the first 5-year period after
which a period of stagnation and decline occurred. In fact the enrolments in 2009 were less
than the enrolments in 2003. Research that CREST undertook for ASSAf showed that this drop
in total enrolments was mainly due to a decline in ‘first’ enrolments as opposed to recurring
students. As far as subfields are concerned, it is clear that it is specifically Humanities disciplines
– and to a lesser extent the Social Sciences and Education – that have seen a decline in
enrolments in recent years. These are disturbing trends as they suggest that the pipeline for
doctoral production has not significantly expanded in recent years. And, it should be kept in
mind that South African Higher Education has benefitted hugely from a huge influx of doctoral
candidates from other African countries during this period. In fact, by 2009 nearly a third of all
new enrolments came from these countries. This means that our own education system – both
the school system and the undergraduate system – is not able to generate sufficient numbers
of students for postgraduate study. The detailed breakdown of PhD graduates by year and
discipline is presented in Table 15.
Table 15: Doctoral graduates in the Humanities (2000-2009)
Humanities field

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 TOTAL Col
for
%
20002009

Languages
African Languages 11

7

14

4

8

7

14

15

11

20

111

Afrikaans

6

6

10

4

8

11

2

6

4

5

62

13

15

9

11

12

19

18

20

22

18

157

7

7

8

9

1

3

11

17

2

13

78

All other Languages 19

14

15

19

29

18

15

20

23

26

197

Subtotal

49

55

47

58

58

60

78

62

82

604 12.3%

English
Linguistics

56

Fine & Performing
Arts

0

0

Dance

2

1

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

4

Music

2

13

5

7

10

13

5

11

8

19

93

Drama

0

1

1

2

3

0

1

5

2

1

16

Visual Arts

0

0

2

6

2

2

2

2

3

3

22

Other Fine Art

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

0

3

Subtotal

4

16

8

14

16

15

9

19

13

23

137

Social Sciences

2.8%

0

Anthropology

6

4

6

5

9

12

7

4

6

6

64

Economics

8

5

17

19

20

12

3

29

18

17

148

Geography

5

8

9

7

6

4

19

7

18

17
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Table 15: Doctoral graduates in the Humanities (2000-2009)
Humanities field

History

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 TOTAL Col
for
%
20002009
10

12

20

8

12

14

10

11

11

12

120

Philosophy

7

8

10

6

7

2

5

5

7

2

58

Politics

6

5

12

14

10

15

14

8

15

23

121

39

32

42

57

55

64

74

62

51

51

526 10.7%

Sociology

9

10

16

20

21

21

19

21

13

21

171

Other Social
Sciences

5

2

2

1

5

3

5

10

13

23

69

95

86

132

137

143

147

156

157

151

172

1 374

Psychology

Subtotal
All other Humanities
Communication

0
2

1

2

8

9

5

16

8

5

3

59

25

19

19

16

18

23

25

33

29

41

248

7

6

9

6

6

8

12

8

7

6

75

Public
Administration

12

10

20

44

33

21

24

36

27

25

251

Religion

75

70

86

82

104

82

65

106

90

91

850 17.3%

9

10

17

9

19

20

14

17

11

19

145

Subtotal

130

116

153

165

188

159

156

208

169

185

1 627

HUMANITIES TOTAL

285

267

348

362

405

378

381

462

395

461

3 742

EDUCATION
PROGRAMMES

113

83

99

126

127

92

127

143

117

148

1 175 23.9%

HUMANITIES +
EDUCATION

398

349

447

488

532

470

508

605

512

609

4 917

Law
Librarianship

Social Work

5.0%

5.1%

The total Humanities graduates increased from 398 in 2000 to 609 in 2009. During this 10-year
period the system produced 4 917 PhDs. The salient point to emerge from this picture is
the dominance of three fields in the production of the total number of doctorates in the
Humanities: Education (23.9%), Religion (17.3%) and Psychology (10.7%).
These three fields constitute more than 50% of all doctoral graduates in the Social Sciences. In
all three fields it is likely that these graduates are working in professional fields (as school
principals and teachers, ministers of religion, counselling and clinical psychologists). Compared
to these more ‘applied’ doctoral degree, the number of graduates in the more traditional
and ‘fundamental’ Humanities disciplines, such as Economics, History, Philosophy, Politics and
Sociology are much smaller. It is clear that we are predominantly producing doctorates for
the labour market and not necessarily to strengthen research and scholarship.
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The detailed breakdown of annual doctoral output (compared to annual enrolments) for the
whole period and per field is presented in Table 16 below.
Table 16: Ranking of Humanities field by annual doctoral graduates produced during the
period 2000-2009
Field

Total share of
doctoral
production

Average
annual
graduates

Average
annual
enrolments

Education programmes

22%

117

915

Religion

15%

85

878

Psychology

10%

53

417

Law

8%

25

303

Public Administration

6%

25

249

Sociology

4%

17

187

Economics

4%

15

138

Other Social Sciences

3%

7

81

All other Languages

3%

20

141

Geography

3%

10

104

Politics

3%

12

119

Social Work

3%

14

127

English

3%

16

112

History

2%

12

99

Linguistics

2%

8

87

African Languages

2%

11

79

Communication

2%

6

61

Music

2%

9

68

Librarianship

1%

7

52

Anthropology

1%

6

61

Philosophy

1%

6

48

Afrikaans

1%

6

53

Visual Arts

1%

2

17

Drama

0%

2

10

Other Fine Art

0%

0

8

Dance

0%

0

4

100%

492

4210

TOTAL
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Our final statistics refer to doctoral attrition rates. Studies that were conducted for the ASSAf
project on the PhD by CREST (ASSAf, 2010) have shown that the average time to degree of
doctoral students in the Humanities is between 4.6 and 4.8 years. These completion times,
however, refer to those students who complete their studies successfully and do not take into
account how many students drop out along the road to completion. In an ongoing study
being conducted for the Ford Foundation, a consortium consisting of CREST and the Centre
for Higher Education Transformation (CHET) has for the first time calculated detailed dropout
rates of students in the Social Sciences and Humanities. Figure 17 below provides information
on the comparative number of dropouts of the 2001 cohort of doctoral students across main
science fields. The data shows that an average of 46% of all doctoral students who enrolled in
2001 - irrespective of field – had dropped out by the end of their sixth year of enrolment.
Dropout rates for the Natural and Health Sciences (SET) are significantly lower than the dropout
rates for Humanities students.
Figure 17: Summary of dropouts from 2001 cohort of new doctoral students by main field

The data in Figure 17 also show that the majority of students who do drop out will do so by the
end of the second year. These figures are in line with studies that have been conducted in the
USA. These results are significant and interesting as they point to the increasing burden of
supervision in the system: the fact that supervisors are required to supervise a large (and
increasing) number of students, many of whom who will disappear after two years. Studies in
other countries suggest that students mostly drop out for personal, financial and work-related
reasons and not necessarily because of poor supervision or lack of support from the university
concerned. We would surmise that the difference between the dropout rates for the
Humanities and the Natural Sciences could be explained by differences in doctoral research
and study practices. More students in the Natural Sciences study full time and those who work
in laboratory-based teams are less likely to cease their studies. Many of these students are also
preparing them for careers in sciences and academia and may also be more motivated to
complete their studies.
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5.11 Concluding Observations
We believe that the statistical and bibliometric data presented and discussed in this chapter
paint an essentially positive and healthy picture of the state of the Humanities research and
scholarship in the country. The ‘big’ indicators show that Humanities research output, as measured in peer-reviewed articles, constitutes 37% of all scientific output in the country (the same
as the natural sciences) and this proportion has remained the same over the past twenty years.
The statistics on doctoral production shows that the Humanities fields dominate total numbers
of graduates (47%) and has even increased in the past year.
Although publication in local journals is still the norm for most fields in the Humanities, there is
growing evidence of increased international collaboration which means that the ‘visibility’ of
our Humanities scholarship has increased in recent years. This is mainly due to the fact that
more Social Science scholars (rather than traditional Humanities scholars) are now publishing
in ISI journals. Of course, we should also take into account the fact that more local journals in
the Humanities have in recent years been included in the ISI indexes which has helped this
cause!
There is no question that scholars in the Humanities fields benefit more from the DHET research
subsidy scheme as there are many more journals in these fields – compared to the numbers of
journals in the Natural and Health Sciences – included in the list of accredited journals of the
DHET. The effect of this reality is most clearly illustrated in the relatively high output of two fields
(Religion and Law) which together have more than 45 journals recognised by the DHET.
This does, of course, raise the question of the quality of some (especially the smaller) journals
which has prompted ASSAf and subsequently the DHET to start with a regular review of all local
journals in 2009.
As far as shifts in modes of knowledge production are concerned it is clear that new spaces
for the Humanities have opened up and will continue to do so. Mode 2 production of knowledge is alive and well in South Africa in the form of social research consultancies (especially
monitoring and evaluation, organisational development, strategic management, market research and policy studies).
But this does not mean that there are no remaining challenges for the Humanities fields. The
visibility of South African scholarship needs further improvement. The current trends towards
increased collaboration and internationalisation need to be sustained and expanded.
The demographics of the Humanities workforce are as ‘fragile’ as it is for all scientific disciplines
in the country. It remains perhaps the most important challenge: to ensure that we replenish
the current reservoir of human capital in all scientific fields while at the same time continuing
to broaden the base of knowledge production in the country through the inclusion of more
female and black scholars and academics.
There is also some evidence that Social Science and Humanities scholarship is perceived in
some government circles is essentially instrumentalist (refer to the DST 5-year strategic plan).
Although Humanities scholarship is appreciated, it is not necessarily for its intrinsic epistemic or
intellectual value, but because it complements, augments and adds value to scientific and
technological endeavours (e.g. social aspects of technology debates, ethics in business
debates, socio-ethical aspects of health phenomena). This is a challenge that all scholars in
the field have to recognise and reflect in their training and mentoring of the next generation
of Humanities scholars and academics.
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Where do Humanities
Graduates go?
A Tracer Study of University Graduates in
the Humanities, and the Arts
6.1

Introduction

The Centre for Research on Science and Technology (CREST) at Stellenbosch University conducted a tracer study of graduates from South African universities to determine where these
graduates are now, what and how they are they doing, and what their postgraduation experiences are. The chapter presents the findings of the study on terms of the following:
• The profile of current employment of graduates from the Humanities (including the Arts), in
terms of type of employment, areas of work and income.
• The nature of the employment of formally employed Humanities graduates, their employment conditions and benefits.
• The employment history of Humanities graduates, both in terms of time-to-employment and
job search strategies.
• The relationship between the type of education that Humanities graduates are receiving
and the world of work, including issues related to job satisfaction, realisation of professional
ideals and anticipated career changes.
• The extent to which Humanities graduates are involved in further studies.

6.2

Chapter Summary

The main findings to emerge from this chapter include:
1. The majority of Humanities graduates work for an employer and most are to be found in
the public sector and are permanently employed on a full-time basis.
2. A significant proportion of Humanities graduates work for an employer, as well as creating
their own employment.
3. The three principal areas of work in which these graduates are engaged are (i) teaching
and training, (ii) management and administration, and (iii) advising and consulting.
4. Humanities graduates earn significantly less than their counterparts in other Science fields.
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5. The most common practices of self-employed graduates include establishing their own
firms and/or office or working from home.
6. Humanities graduates are more inclined to have had various temporary jobs and more
than one at a time.
7. Humanities graduates take a longer time to employment than graduates in other fields,
and tend to find their first job within six months of graduation.
8. The most common job-search strategies employed by Humanities graduates are: (i) “I was
approached by an employer/I was offered a position”; (ii) “I applied for an advertised
vacancy”; and (iii) “I contacted employers without knowing about a vacancy”.
9. Generally there is a positive and stable relationship between tertiary and workplace
employment, with graduates reporting that their subfield of study had been relevant and
significantly related to their current jobs. They are relatively well-prepared for the world of
work through their academic studies.
10. The ‘fit’ between knowledge and skills acquired through studies is equally good across all
subfields.
11. A large proportion of Humanities graduates indicated that their current employment was
to a significant extent a realisation of professional ideals, and most felt that their job status
was appropriate to their level of education.
12. A significant proportion of Humanities graduates are involved in further/continuing studies.
13. Retirement and/or further studies were the most common reasons offered by those graduates
who are not employed.

6.3
6.3.1

Profile of Current Employment
Type of Employment

The study shows that nearly two thirds (63%) of all Humanities graduates work for an employer,
19% are self-employed and 18% indicated that they work for an employer and are self-employed (Table 17). Compared to graduates from the other science fields, a larger proportion
of Humanities graduate respondents indicated that they are engaged in some form of selfemployment. The proportion of Humanities graduates who work for an employer and create
their own employment is relatively consistent across the various graduation cohorts suggesting
no major shift over time in this pattern.
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Table 17: Employment classification of employed graduates – Humanities vs. other science
fields, by graduation period
Employment Classification
Graduation
period

Self-employed

Work for an
employer

Work for an
employer &
also create
own
employment

Before 1980

34.9%

46.0%

19.1%

100% (n=372)

1980 – 1989

28.5%

56.2%

15.3%

100% (n=530)

1990 – 1999

20.7%

61.1%

18.2%

100% (n=692)

2000 – 2010

11.1%

70.5%

18.4%

100% (n=1375)

Total

19.4%

62.7%

17.9%

100% (N=2969)

Total

Humanities

Economic and Management Sciences (EMS)
Before 1980

41.1%

44.8%

14.1%

100% (n=163)

1980 – 1989

24.5%

55.5%

20.0%

100% (n=335)

1990 – 1999

20.0%

65.2%

14.8%

100% (n=560)

2000 – 2010

8.0%

78.9%

13.1%

100% (n=1428)

15.1%

70.4%

14.5%

100% (N=2486)

Total

Agricultural, Natural, Engineering, and Health Sciences (NEHS)
Before 1980

40.1%

40.6%

19.3%

100% (n=678)

1980 – 1989

30.3%

55.1%

14.6%

100% (n=877)

1990 – 1999

20.7%

64.0%

15.3%

100% (n=1014)

2000 – 2010

6.4%

81.5%

12.1%

100% (n=1967)

19.2%

66.4%

14.4%

100% (N=4536)

Total

The first analyses presented in Table 17 reveal some interesting and perhaps even ‘counter-intuitive’ results. For example, the fact that there are both more self-employed graduates and
graduates who work for an employer but also create their own employment (especially in the
recent period) in the Humanities field, compared to the other fields, is interesting and requires
explanation (cells highlighted). Do these results indicate that Humanities graduates find it more
difficult to find employment or is the choice for self-employment an intentional one?
Another noteworthy result is the finding that the proportions of those Humanities graduates
who work for an employer AND who create their own employment have remained very similar
(19% to 18.4%) for all graduation period cohorts. Does this suggest that Humanities graduates
have to supplement their ‘regular’ work with self-employment more than anyone else, and
perhaps to supplement their income? These results may be significantly affected by the high
proportion of Arts graduates who indicated some form of self-employment.
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A significant proportion of Masters graduates indicated that they are self-employed (21% compared to the average of 18% for other qualification levels); similarly a high percentage of
doctoral graduates across all graduation cohorts indicated that they work for an employer
and are also self-employed (24.4%).

6.3.2

Graduates Working Abroad

The proportion of all graduates working overseas is disconcerting, varying from 25% to 40% between the various fields and graduation periods. However, the analysis reveals that Humanities
graduates are less inclined to work overseas, except for graduates from the most recent
decade. High proportions of recent Humanities Masters (29%) and doctoral graduates (39%)
are working overseas, which is of particular concern.

6.3.3

Areas of Work

The three principal areas of work assignment for Humanities graduates according to relative
prominence are: first, teaching and training (indicated by 45% of respondents); second,
management and administration (indicated by 44% of respondents); and finally, advisory and
consulting (indicated by 41% of respondents) (Figure 18). Results were similar for other science
fields; however, teaching and training was ranked significantly lower by graduates in other
Science fields.
Figure 18: Sector of employment of Humanities graduates within three major areas of work
assignment, all periods of graduation

Public sector = Government department, government organisation, government-owned company, science
council, public college, public school, public hospital, public museum
Private sector (other) = NGO, trust, foundation, church, private museum, independent education/training

Differences in the principal areas of work assignment of Humanities graduates also appear to
reflect traditional disciplinary differences. The largest proportion of Arts students (62%) indicated that artistic production and creative activity was a principal of work assignment in their
current employment. For Humanities graduates it was advisory services and consulting, while
a significantly higher proportion of Social Science graduates indicated the relevance of R&D
and policy-related work.

110

CONSENSUS STUDY ON THE STATE OF THE HUMANITIES IN SOUTH AFRICA: STATUS, PROSPECTS AND STRATEGIES

A comparison of the ‘areas of work assignment’ selected by the earliest graduate cohort (before 1990) of the Humanities sample to those of the most recent graduation cohort (after 2000)
reveals some interesting – if not huge – shifts in the nature of work:
• Increase in consulting work for most Humanities graduates.
• Increase in general office work increased for the Social Sciences and Arts subgroups.
• A small increase in planning and organising work for the Social Sciences subgroup.
• Increase in policy work especially for Social Sciences and Humanities graduates.
• Increase in project management tasks for Social Sciences and (surprisingly) Arts graduates.
• Increases in training and teaching tasks for Social Sciences and Humanities graduates.
• A highly significant and substantial increase in R&D across all subgroups.

6.3.4

Income

Humanities graduates earn significantly lower incomes compared to other Science fields.
Whereas over a third of other science field graduates indicated that they earn R50 000 or
more, the proportion for Humanities graduates in this income bracket is only 17% (see Table
18). Just under half (45%) of the Humanities graduates earn R20 000 or less, compared to less
than a quarter of graduates from the other science fields.
Table 18: Gross monthly income of employed graduates – Humanities vs. other science
fields, by graduation period
Income Category
Graduation Less than R5001period
R5000
R10000

R10001- R20001- R30001- R40001R20000 R30000 R40000 R50000

More
than
R50000

Total

Humanities
Before 1980

5.5%

12.1%

24.7%

15.4%

10.4%

7.1%

24.7%

100%
(n=364)

1980 - 1989

2.7%

9.9%

20.0%

20.4%

11.5%

8.0%

27.5%

100%
(n=524)

1990 - 1999

2.3%

7.3%

23.0%

22.5%

15.1%

9.4%

20.3%

100%
(n=688)

2000 - 2010

7.2%

16.0%

32.4%

19.4%

10.5%

5.3%

9.3%

100%
(n=1384)

Total

5.0%

12.4%

27.1%

19.8%

11.7%

7.0%

17.0%

100%
(N=2960)
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Income Category
Graduation Less than R5001period
R5000
R10000

R10001- R20001- R30001- R40001R20000 R30000 R40000 R50000

More
than
R50000

Total

Economic and Management Sciences (EMS)
Before 1980

3.2%

5.1%

10.2%

9.6%

12.1%

8.9%

51.0%

100%
(n=157)

1980 - 1989

.3%

3.1%

6.4%

11.3%

9.5%

8.6%

60.9%

100%
(n=327)

1990 - 1999

2.0%

1.5%

7.5%

10.4%

12.0%

14.7%

52.0%

100%
(n=550)

2000 - 2010

3.0%

10.0%

19.0%

15.8%

13.7%

11.5%

27.1%

100%
(n=1423)

Total

2.4%

6.9%

14.2%

13.6%

12.7%

11.6%

38.7%

100%
(N=2457)

Agricultural, Natural, Engineering, and Health Sciences (NEHS)
Before 1980

2.4%

4.8%

11.8%

11.2%

10.3%

9.3%

50.1%

100%
(n=667)

1980 - 1989

1.6%

3.8%

9.1%

11.2%

10.1%

11.2%

53.1%

100%
(n=850)

1990 - 1999

1.5%

3.1%

10.0%

14.1%

12.3%

13.3%

45.6%

100%
(n=999)

2000 - 2010

2.2%

8.7%

24.4%

24.2%

14.6%

8.7%

17.3%

100%
(n=1958)

Total

2.0%

5.9%

16.4%

17.5%

12.6%

10.3%

35.3%

100%
(N=4474)

Not surprisingly, doctoral and Masters graduates earn on average more than bachelor’s
degree and diploma graduates across all fields of Science. An interesting anomaly is that
honours graduates appear to earn less on average than bachelor graduates.
There are no obvious or unexpected patterns in income distribution when looking at the
Humanities subgroups. A somewhat surprising and counter-intuitive result is the fact that
although one would expect the older graduation cohorts to earn higher income, this expectation is realised for the Humanities and Interdisciplinary Humanities subcategories only, and
not for Social Sciences and the Arts.
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6.4
6.4.1

Nature of Employment
Employment Sector

The majority of formally employed Humanities graduates indicated that they are employed in
the public sector (47%), while over a third are employed in private sector trade and industry
and 18% in other locations of employment in the private sector. The findings reflect consistent
and stable patterns and no major shifts. The highest proportion of all degree levels of Humanities graduates are employed in the public sector, except the bachelor degree level, where
the highest proportion (50.6%) are employed in private sector trade and industry. Of interest is
the high proportion of respondents with a doctoral degree who indicated that they are
employed in the public sector (79.6%).
Self-employed graduates are mainly working from home or have established their own firm/
office. Within the field of the Humanities there are some differences, such as Arts graduates
being more likely to work from home (61.4%) and less likely to have established their own
firm/office (27.3%).

6.4.2

Employment Conditions

Of Humanities graduates who are formally employed, almost 77% are permanently employed
and over 87% are employed full time. In terms of scientific domain, slightly lower levels are
reported by Arts graduates. Those with a doctoral degree are more likely to be permanently
employed (81%), while those with an undergraduate diploma or certificate are less likely to
be permanently employed (69%). Similarly, those with a doctoral degree are most likely to be
employed full time (92%).

6.4.3

Fringe Benefits

Retirement and medical insurance are the fringe benefits that apply to most graduates who
are formally employed irrespective of their science field, though Humanities graduates were
slightly less likely to receive these benefits. The data does suggest that (traditional) Social
Science graduates are in a better position in this regard than (traditional) Humanities graduates, who, in turn, are in a better position than Arts graduates.

6.5

Employment History

Across all Science fields there are significantly large numbers of graduates who said that they
held various permanent jobs over time (and, as expected, the corresponding figures tend to
increase with the age of graduates). However, Humanities graduates are more likely to have
had various temporary jobs, to have had more than one job at a time, and to interrupt their
studies for child-rearing or family-care purposes when compared to graduates in other science
fields.
The majority of both undergraduates and postgraduates from all science fields and from all
graduation periods indicated that they obtained their first job only after receiving their under
and postgraduate qualification respectively.
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Over 80% of Humanities graduates with an undergraduate qualification in all graduation
periods up to 1999 indicated that they only obtained their current job after graduation;
however in the latest graduation cohort (after 2000) this percentage dropped to 70% with a
higher proportion indicating that they were already in the job during the course of their
undergraduate studies.
There appears to be a trend for Humanities postgraduates to have obtained their first job only
after receiving their postgraduate qualification, with significantly higher proportions associated
with Humanities postgraduates when compared to postgraduates in other science fields. In
the most recent graduate period, however, the descriptions of the time of first job entry appear
to be much more similar across the three broad science fields.

6.5.1

Time-to-employment

The majority of graduates from all fields of science obtained their first job within less than one
month after graduation (Table 19). However, Humanities graduates generally have a longer
time-to-employment than other science fields. The tendency for Humanities graduates is to
find work within six months after graduation, with the majority finding work in less than one
month. Especially in the Social Sciences there appears to be a shift from finding work in less
than one month after graduation to between one and six months after graduation. This is
evident in Table 19 where 79% and 18% of graduates from the most historical period graduation
period (before 1980) reported that they had found work in less than one month and between
one and six months respectively, compared with 54% and 36% of respondents in the most
recent graduation period (2000-2010). Graduates in the older age groups tended to find work
more quickly than younger graduates.
Table 19: Time-to-employment for first job after graduation, by graduation period and broad
science domain within the Humanities
Graduation Broad science Less than
domain within 1 month
period
Humanities

Before
1980

1980-1989

114

1 to 6
months

7 to 12
months

More than
12 months

Total

Social Sciences

79.0%

18.1%

0%

2.9%

100% (n=138)

Humanities

68.1%

28.4%

1.7%

1.7%

100% (n=116)

Arts

61.1%

38.9%

0%

0%

100% (n=18)

Interdisciplinary

59.0%

35.9%

0%

5.1%

100% (n=39)

Total

71.4%

25.4%

0.6%

2.6%

100% (N=311)

Social Sciences

72.9%

23.1%

2.7%

1.4%

100% (n=221)

Humanities

69.3%

24.7%

2.0%

4.0%

100% (n=150)

Arts

64.5%

32.3%

0%

3.2%

100% (n=31)

Interdisciplinary

62.2%

24.3%

8.1%

5.4%

100% (n=37)

Total

70.2%

24.4%

2.7%

2.7%

100% (N=439)
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Graduation Broad science Less than
period
domain within 1 month
Humanities

1990-1999

2000-2010

6.5.2

1 to 6
months

7 to 12
months

More than
12 months

Total

Social Sciences

58.4%

29.0%

6.3%

6.3%

100% (n=286)

Humanities

54.5%

32.3%

8.6%

4.5%

100% (n=198)

Arts

56.0%

32.0%

0%

12.0%

100% (n=25)

Interdisciplinary

38.5%

43.6%

2.6%

15.4%

100% (n=39)

Total

55.5%

31.4%

6.6%

6.6%

100% (N=548)

Social Sciences

54.4%

36.2%

6.1%

3.3%

100% (n=544)

Humanities

59.0%

29.3%

5.9%

5.9%

100% (n=290)

Arts

50.0%

27.8%

13.9%

8.3%

100% (n=36)

Interdisciplinary

43.4%

50.0%

1.3%

5.3%

100% (n=76)

Total

54.8%

34.9%

5.9%

4.4%

100% (N=946)

Job Search Strategies

Moleke and Albertyn (1999) investigated the employment experiences of South African
graduates in terms of their ability to secure employment, their perception of their studies in
relation to their jobs, work histories and also focusing the investigation on factors which affect
their ability to find employment. The mentioned authors found that graduates in the Medical
and Engineering Sciences were the most successful in securing employment and they
were more likely to be employed than Humanities, Arts, Law, and Natural Science graduates.
Non-educational factors which contributed to the likelihood of being employed were gender,
population group and the higher education institution where qualification was obtained.
Salas-Velasco (2007) identified factors which may have an effect on the graduate’s duration
of job search. The first of these factors are parental influences, since graduates who have
well-educated parents are more likely to be informed by their parents what to expect from
the labour market and what skills are required in the workplace. The institution where the qualification was obtained is another contributing factor, given that employers view the reputation
of the higher education institution as an indication of the quality of the qualification. The field
of study also influences the job search period in that graduates in the Social Sciences generally
take longer to secure employment than graduates in the Health, Engineering, and Business
Sciences. Previous job experience was also welcomed by possible employers.
The tracer study discussed in the current chapter showed that the three most commonly
selected job search strategies across all science fields are, “I was approached by an
employer/I was offered a position”, “I applied for an advertised vacancy (newspaper, letter,
internet sources)”, and “I contacted employers without knowing about a vacancy”. Humanities graduates in the younger age categories (under 45 years of age) are more likely to
contact employers without knowing about a vacancy.
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6.6

Relationship between Tertiary Education and World of Work

Overall results across various fields indicate a positive and stable relationship between tertiary
education and workplace employment. The overwhelming majority of graduates in all fields
of science indicated that their field of study was relevant and significantly related to their
current employment. Similarly, a clear linear relationship is evident between levels of education
and perceived value and satisfaction of education in relation to current employment. An
impressive 60% of Humanities graduates reported that their studies were significantly related
to their current employment. This was somewhat lower than Agricultural, Natural, Engineering,
and Health Sciences (NEHS) graduates (71%), but only marginally below the Economic and
Management Sciences (EMS) graduates (62%). Alternatively, the greatest proportion of graduates indicating that their studies were not related to their employment was amongst the
Humanities graduates (12%).
A larger proportion of (traditional) Humanities graduates (65%) reported a significant relation
between their completed studies and current employment than Social Science and Arts
graduates (both 60%). This may be related to the representation of professional disciplines such
as Law. Although represented by a small sample, only 37% of Interdisciplinary Humanities
graduates felt that there was a significant relation between their study and employment.
There is a clear linear relationship between level of qualification and degree of fit with current
employment, and no discernible shift over time. Predictably, a higher proportion of those
graduates with qualifications in what may be termed professional fields (Education, Social
Work, Law, and Theology) reported that their completed studies were significantly related to
their current jobs (71.8%), compared to those in academic fields (such as Sociology, Political
Science, History, Philosophy, Ancient Cultures, and Geography; 46.2%).
In terms of relevance of completed studies to current employment (Table 20), the perceptions
of Humanities graduates revealed some interesting issues.
The fact that more Humanities graduates chose the first option – “My field of study is the only
one to enter my area of work” – than EMS graduates, is interesting. Although one would always
expect the NEHS graduates to have the highest proportion in the first category (49%), it is
somewhat of a surprise that a significant proportion of EMS graduates (39%) also chose the
second option.
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Table 20: Relevance of completed studies to current employment – perception of Humanities
graduates vs. graduates from other science fields, all periods of graduation
Science fields
Relevance

All graduates

Humanities

EMS

NEHS

(N=3020)

(N=2518)

(N=4571)

(N=10109)

My field of study is the only one
to enter my area of work

35.4%

29.0%

48.5%

39.7%

Some other fields could prepare for the area of work as well

42.7%

53.9%

38.9%

43.8%

Another field would have been
more useful

8.9%

6.6%

5.7%

6.9%

The field of study does not
matter very much in my area
of work

9.5%

8.3%

4.9%

7.1%

Higher education studies are
not at all related to my area of
work

3.5%

2.3%

2.1%

2.5%

100%

100%

100%

100%

Total

There are no discernible shifts over time which suggests that the relationship between higher
education training and the place of employment is very stable. When considering the broad
science domains within the Humanities group, more (traditional) Humanities graduates (45.3%)
chose the first option than any of the other sub-groups. Conversely, significant proportions of
Social Science graduates (44.5%) and Arts graduates (48.8%) indicated that “some other fields
could prepare for the same area of work as well”. Respondents from professional disciplines
(48.8%) were much more likely to indicate that their field of study is the only one that allows
entry to their area of work than respondents from the academic disciplines (20.7%)

6.6.1

Preparation for the World of Work

Humanities graduates indicated that they felt that they had been relatively well-prepared
through their academic studies and that they utilise the acquired knowledge and skills. There
are not any significant differences across the various science fields. The proportion for Humanities and NEHS graduates is 80%. Interestingly, the lowest percentages reported for all fields are
amongst the most recent graduation cohort (2000-2010).
A larger proportion of graduates with higher degrees indicated that their studies prepared
them well, or very well, for their employment. On the negative side, a significant proportion of
students (especially at the bachelor’s level – 58%) indicated that their studies did not prepare
them well for their current employment.

6.6.2

Benefits of Completed Studies

Humanities graduates listed the main benefits of their completed studies to their current employment as “helped me to think independently”, “provided me with the required theoretical
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knowledge”, and “helped me to gain self-confidence”. The profiles for the three science fields
are not dissimilar (although EMS graduates identified “an increase in status” and NEHS graduates identified “the acquisition of technical knowledge” as a more important benefit than
“helped me to gain self-confidence”). There have not been major shifts in these patterns
between the different graduation cohorts or the subfields within the Humanities.

6.6.3

Utilisation of Knowledge and Skills

There appears to be no major differences between the science fields in terms of the extent to
which graduates’ current employment utilises knowledge and skills acquired during their
studies. The vast majority of graduates in all fields indicated that their current employment
utilises their knowledge and skills either to some degree or to a significant degree. This is a
significantly positive finding as far as Humanities graduates are concerned as it shows
convincingly that the fit between knowledge and skills on the one hand, and employment on
the other, is equally good across all disciplines. The results certainly do not support (a popularly
held view) that university preparation of Humanities graduates is less relevant to a future place
of employment than is the case for graduates in other fields of science.
An investigation of the relationship between level of highest qualification and utilisation of
knowledge and skills in current employment revealed the expected linear relationship with
larger proportions of postgraduates indicating significant utilisation of their knowledge and
skills than undergraduates.

6.6.4

Knowledge and Competencies required in the Workplace

Graduates in all fields underlined the value of theoretical knowledge and the importance of
learning to think independently as the major benefits of completed studies. The competencies
most emphasised as necessary for current employment by Humanities graduates are (in order
of prevalence) oral communication skills; written communication skills; working independently;
problem-solving abilities; initiative; and tolerance and/or appreciation of differing points of
view. Less important skills included unconventional thinking and negotiating skills.

6.6.5

Satisfaction with Current Employment

Over three-quarters of all graduates in all fields indicated that they are either satisfied or very
satisfied with their current employment, with Humanities and NEHS graduates being equally
satisfied (80%) and slightly more so than EMS graduates (78%). The lowest satisfaction ratings
for all fields were found amongst respondents in the most recent graduation group (after 2000).
No major differences were recorded in terms of the satisfaction ratings of subfields within the
Humanities. However, graduates from the academic disciplines recorded marginally lower
satisfaction scores (78%) than those from the professional disciplines (82%). There was a clear
linear relationship between level of qualification and satisfaction with current employment.

6.6.6

Realisation of Professional Ideals

The generally positive picture that emerged regarding the fit between graduates’ work
expectations and their current employment was confirmed by the large proportion (45%) of
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Humanities graduates who also indicated that their current employment realised their professional ideals to a significant extent. Only 11% indicated that this was not at all the case.
Most Humanities graduates (81%) indicated that their job status was completely appropriate
or mostly appropriate to their level education. These were slightly lower than those recorded
amongst EMS graduates (84%) and NEHS (88%). More (traditional) Humanities graduates felt
that their job status matched their level of education than graduates from the other Humanities
subfields.

6.6.7

Anticipated Career Changes

The most common anticipated career changes were common for all fields and included
“achieve career advancement”, “obtain higher income” or “no major change”. The crosstabulation of anticipated career change by graduation cohort reveals quite a significant
difference (one of the few instances where graduation cohort is a significant factor).
Earlier cohorts (before 1980) were more inclined to select “no major change” or “stop working
or retire”, while more recent graduates (after 2000 tended to select “obtain higher income”,
“achieve career advancement”, or “achieve better use of my qualifications”. There is an
obvious interaction with age which would explain most of the differences.

6.7

Continuing Studies

Significant proportions of graduates across all fields (especially in the most recent cohort) are
still engaged in further study (36.6%). A higher proportion of Humanities graduates in the earlier
cohorts are involved in continuing studies than graduates from other fields. However, amongst
the most recent cohort (after 2000) more NEHS graduates are involved in current studies.
The most common reasons for Humanities graduates enrolment in subsequent studies are
personal accomplishment (67%) and career advancement (61%). In a study conducted by
Moleke (2005), which investigated the employment patterns of South African graduates, it is
noted that the Humanities and Arts fields have the largest share of graduates who changed
their field of study during further studies.
Approximately 19% of graduates across all fields study outside the country. This trend seems to
decline over time with only 16% of the more recent cohort indicating that they are studying
overseas. Amongst Humanities graduates, 18% are currently studying outside South Africa.

6.8

Graduates Who are not Employed

Respondents who are not working at present were asked to list the reasons for this. Besides the
obvious reasons (being retired or engaged in further studies) no other reason was prominent.
Amongst Humanities graduates the other fairly significant reason was demands of family life.
Interestingly, very small proportions of graduates across all fields listed being retrenched as a
reason (4% for all graduates and 2.7% for Humanities graduates).
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6.9

Conclusion

This chapter addresses two major questions:
• Where are our graduates now and what are they doing?
• How are they doing and what are their experiences?
The answer to the first question appears relatively straightforward: Most are working (84%) and
of these, most are formally employed on a permanent full-time basis in the public sector, but
there are fairly significant numbers who are self-employed and creating their own employment. This latter category of employment requires additional ‘unpacking’ as to the motivation
behind the self-employment. Is it intentional or do Humanities graduates find it more difficult
to find jobs? Why are so many more Humanities graduates working for an employer while at
the same time creating their own employment? Is this due to the significantly lower incomes
that Humanities graduates tend to earn than their counterparts from other science fields and
therefore need to augment their income?
Concerns about the relatively high proportion of graduates (particularly Masters and doctoral
graduates) working abroad also need to be addressed. Without an understanding of the reasons for working abroad, as well as the nature of the work, are these justifiable concerns? Is
higher education, in fact, not required to prepare students for careers in the global economy?
In answer to the second question, Humanities graduates appear to be generally happy and
satisfied. They report a positive relationship between their completed studies and current employment and consider their academic training to have been relevant. They generally feel
that their studies prepared them well for their current jobs, and that their current employment
utilises their acquired knowledge and skills. Humanities graduates are therefore as well-prepared for a future place of work as other graduates, and these graduates are overwhelmingly
satisfied with their current employment and feel that their jobs are a realisation of their professional ideals.
However, although the study shows a very positive relationship between academic training
and the world of work, there is possibly a need for further investigation in terms of preparation
for the world of work, particularly at the bachelor degree level where a fairly significant
proportion of graduates indicated that their studies did not prepare them well for their current
employment.
The study found that a Humanities graduates perceive a positive and stable relationship
between tertiary education and workplace employment. However, such results should be
compared with employer perceptions with regard to the knowledge, skills and preparedness
of their Humanities graduate employees. This would contribute to addressing perceived gaps
between employer expectations and higher education outcomes.
It would also be interesting to analyse the data from the study further in terms of gender and
population groupings, particularly in terms of income, work assignment and interruption of study.
This study and its findings serve as another important step in providing empirical evidence
of the relevance of tertiary education. As part of their own accountability requirements,
individual institutions should perhaps be required to undertake similar tracer studies to get
systematic feedback from graduates in order to improve their Humanities programmes.
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6.10 Methodological Notes
1. The most feasible methodology for the tracer study involved negotiating the cooperation
of alumni offices at South African universities, as they keep reasonably complete records
of their graduates. In order to access the alumni data and to adhere to the institutional
requirements of the various institutions, a formal request was sent to the Vice-Chancellors,
informing them of the overarching Study and requesting their participation.
2. Eighteen of the 23 universities in the country participated in the Study.
3. A web-based survey was launched in February 2010 and closed by the third week of
April 2010.
4. In order to enable comparisons between the Humanities, and other science fields, the
survey included graduates from all fields.
5. A total realised sample of 12 064 graduates had completed the web-based questionnaire
by the close of the survey, making this one of the biggest graduate tracer studies ever
conducted in South Africa. A total of 3 617 graduates from the Humanities completed the
survey; 2 936 graduates from the Economic and Management Sciences (EMS) and 5 488
graduates in the Agricultural, Natural, Engineering, and Health Sciences (NEHS). A small
number (23) of students did not indicate their field of study.
6. For the purpose of more in-depth analysis and in order to create a more homogenous
sub-grouping within the Humanities, respondents were classified according to their major
discipline or subfield into one of four categories: Social Sciences, Humanities, Arts or Interdisciplinary Humanities. The disciplines classified into each of these categories are listed in
Table 21.
7. As there are significant epistemological and disciplinary differences within the family of Humanities disciplines, an additional classification of Humanities respondents into academic
and professional disciplines was also made.
8. In terms of Humanities respondents only, most (27.8%) had a Masters degree as the highest
completed qualification, followed by those with a bachelor’s degree (25.2%).
9. The majority of Humanities respondents were white (83.3%), female (60%) and South African.
The highest proportion of respondents was in the 55 years and older category (27.8%). It is
suggested that black students and undergraduate students are under-represented in the
sample.
10. Most respondents reported that they were working and not studying (67.4%). The pattern
of responses by graduate period is as one would expect with a rather predictable linear
relationship (i.e. more recent graduates are more inclined to be working and studying).
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Table 21: Disciplines classified within the broad science domains of Humanities
Broad science domain

Discipline
Education
Geography
Journalism, Communication and Media Studies
Library and Information Sciences

Social Sciences

Political Studies
Psychology
Social Sciences with Economic Management
Social Sciences with Health-related subjects
Social Work
Sociology and related studies
Ancient Cultures and Archaeology
History

Humanities

Language and Literature
Law
Philosophy
Theology and Religious studies

Arts

Fine Arts/Design
Performing Arts (Drama & Music)

Interdisciplinary
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“Interdisciplinary” includes all qualifications with (1) both Social Sciences and Humanities subjects; (2) both Social Sciences and Arts subjects; (3) both Humanities and Arts
subjects; (4) Social Sciences/Humanities subjects together
with Economics/Management subjects; (5) Social Sciences/Humanities subjects together with Health-related subjects; and (6) Social Sciences/Humanities subjects that are
interdisciplinary, such as gender and futures studies.
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Main Findings
Finding 1
There is a crisis in the Humanities reflected in declining student enrolments, falling graduations,
and decreasing government funding (in real Rands) within institutions of higher learning.
While headcount enrolments in the public higher education system increased from 509 000 in
1996 to 7 999 000 in 2008 (an average increase of 2.6%), headcount enrolments in Humanities
fields of study (excluding Education) fell from 273 000 in 1996 to 215 000 in 2008 (an average
decline of 2.0%). The share of Humanities’ total headcount enrolment of students dropped
from 46% in 1996 to 27% in 2008. In FTE (full-time equivalent) terms, the Humanities share fell
from 51% in 1996 to 34% in 2008.
Total graduates in Humanities fields of study (Education excluded) fell from 36 000 in 1996 to
32 000 in 2008. The Humanities’ share of total graduates fell from 36% in 1996 to 32% in 2008.
There is a valid argument that under apartheid the Humanities grew exponentially because
of the limited preparation of black graduates for Science and Technology careers, and that
therefore enrolment decline was inevitable. In addition, much of the Humanities enrolments
were in fields that lacked intellectual vitality and relevance at the time. Still, the sheer scale of
the decline in Humanities enrolments—as in other parts of the world—suggests a much more
serious set of underlying causes that must be redressed.
While there was a nominal increase in the total block grant for the Humanities (which excludes
earmarked or designated funds) from R1 688 million in 1996 to R3 150 million in 2008, the 2008
Humanities total in real Rands, using the CPI index as the deflator, was R1 450 million. The
Humanities block grants per FTE-enrolled Humanities student were R11 300 in the base year of
1996 and R22 300 in nominal Rands and R10 500 in real Rands in 2008. While government funding of the Humanities appears to have improved in nominal Rands per FTE student, this is in
part a consequence of falling student numbers.
While the decline in student numbers could in part reflect positive changes in the broader
array of study options available to black students (Biblical Studies and Public Administration
were often seen as low-level choices available to students from disadvantaged schools), the
overall and ongoing decline in enrolment and graduation numbers point to a more serious
crisis for the Humanities in South Africa.

CHAPTER 7: MAIN FINDINGS

125

Finding 2
The evolution and administration of government policy in the post-apartheid period has systematically benefited Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (the so-called STEM
disciplines) to the exclusion and even detriment of the Humanities disciplines in the country.
The organisation, funding and administration of the national science initiative have been
based on a strong Natural Science model. The White Papers gave pre-eminence to the
Science disciplines as a matter of policy emphasis. The naming of departments (such as the
Department of Science and Technology) did not promote a conciliatory view of science or
scientific knowledge, but reflected in content and funding priorities the Natural Sciences. The
science councils, like the NRF, privileged the Natural Sciences within their funding and organisation, including the various Research Chairs Initiatives that came to be introduced in recent
years. Unsurprisingly, there was a steady decline in the participation of Humanities researchers
in NRF programme funding. The Academy of Science of South Africa itself, as in its main journal
(the South African Journal of Science) signals clearly a strong and unmitigated emphasis on
the natural sciences with marginal inclusion of the Humanities – clearly a reason behind the
Academy’s welcome commissioning of this Humanities Study.
The historical record shows clearly that the post-1994 period of democratic reconstruction and
the reorientation of science policy within it saw a progressive narrowing of the roles of Humanities disciplines, a growing instrumentalisation of the Humanities in the service of innovation,
and a declining funding and support base.
It is clear that what continues to disadvantage the Humanities is the narrow conceptualisation
of innovation in official science and technology discourses, the lack of ‘champions’ within the
DST and DHET, as well as line departments, to take up the cause of the Humanities, and the
steady decline of funding to the Humanities in comparison to the Natural Sciences.

Finding 3
The Humanities within institutions of higher learning are in a state of intellectual stagnation and,
singular innovations notwithstanding, have remained in this moribund condition for more than
15 years.
The contribution of the Humanities to knowledge production in South Africa has remained
stagnant for almost two decades. In that single marker of new knowledge produced, journal
and book publications, the patterns of journal outputs in the Humanities has not changed for
most fields, with two exceptions. In Theology there has been a significant increase in outputs
from more than 800 article outputs in the 1990s to more than 1 000 outputs of this kind in the
2000s. In Law, these outputs have dropped significantly from more than 1 000 such outputs in
the 1990s to just over 700 outputs in the 2000s. Otherwise publication outputs remain at around
22% of total output, even dropping in recent periods to 20%.
While this Study did not closely study the content of what was being produced within the
Humanities publications, two other trends appear to constitute this crisis: the small number of
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scholarly book publications as standard outputs of Humanities faculties throughout the world,
and the poor quality of outputs reflected in the larger number of non-accredited publications
that dominate the publishing landscape.
That said, the Panel acknowledges the areas of innovation and enterprise in some universities
with respect to the Humanities, and that the bleak picture sketched here should not take away
from exciting though rare spaces where the Humanities are flourishing.

Finding 4
The evidence on Humanities graduates shows clearly that virtually all Humanities graduates
are employed, that the vast majority (more than 80%) work for an employer while the rest are
self-employed, and that there is a fair spread of graduate employment across the public and
private sectors.
Contrary to common or public perception, Humanities graduates find work. Most of them find
work in the areas for which their disciplinary training had prepared them. The majority are
‘satisfied’ with their choice of study and choice of work. These graduates are spread across
private and public sector work, and many choose self-employment or a combination of selfemployment and work for an employer. The spread of career choices ranges from teaching
and training, to management and administration, to advisory and consulting work. The largest
proportion of Arts graduates (62%) indicated that artistic production and creative activity was
a principal area of work in their current employment.
Humanities graduates find work within a month after graduation, and for the majority, within
six months of obtaining the degree. While Humanities graduates earn less, on average, than
in science fields, the earnings increase with the achievement of higher degrees such as the
Masters and the PhD.

Finding 5
The decline of the Humanities has many causes that include government policy and funding,
institutional choices and decision-making, school guidance and counselling, and parental
and student preferences.
The increasing demise of the Humanities in South Africa has many causes. It is in part the result
of decreasing government funding and declining status of the Humanities in the funding and
administration of post-school education. It is in part the result of institutions valuing Science
and Technology disciplines above the Humanities in the way internal priorities and internal
budgets are allocated. It is in part the result of (misleading, according to the data) marketing
signals read by parents and students: “you cannot find a job with a BA degree”. It is in part
the way schools direct and counsel students in the subject choices that determine what young
people choose to study on entering university.
This complex array of market and non-market signals lead students to make choices that
favour the Science disciplines, broadly, but also degrees such as Economics, Accounting and
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Actuarial Sciences which are perceived to offer greater returns on financial investments in undergraduate education. The classical Humanities subjects, therefore, experience a corresponding decline in enrolments.
It is clear, therefore, that simply increasing the amount of funding available for Humanities studies will not be enough. A range of interlocking interventions is required in school, university and
the market more generally. Yet the position of government in policy and practical terms remains the most important signal of what is valued in relation to the Humanities fields.

Finding 6
The weight of scholarship in the Humanities lacks international status and standing, with most
of the published work appearing in local journals and most of these local publications in nonaccredited (non-ISI) publication sources.
The indices used to validate Science scholarship is much more advanced and much more
easily recorded than for scholarship in the Humanities. The long tradition of the academic
rating of Science scholarship through the NRF has established the STEM disciplines very strongly
in higher education institutions. The NRF-ratings only recently applied to the Humanities.
Even so, the Humanities have stagnated inside ‘a localised publication culture’ in which threequarters of all articles appear in local, mostly non-ISI journals. The Humanities contribute only
4% of total article output to ISI-indexed journals, and the Social Sciences 11%; for comparison,
the Natural and Agricultural Sciences contribute 53% of total South African article output in
ISI journals.
This trend, despite attempts to encourage more international publishing, has remained
unchanged for at least 15 years. While there are similar patterns in the Health and Natural
Sciences, at least in those cases more published articles appear in accredited or ISI journals.
While the argument could be made for local relevance and application in academic
publishing, the more likely reasons for this ‘localised publishing culture’ has to do with the noncompetitive character of Humanities publishing and the creeping evidence of an incestuous
relationship between authors and journals (repeated publication in the same journal source,
where in some cases the authors also appear on the editorial boards of the same journal!) in
the local market.
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Finding 7
The scholarship of the Humanities still strongly reflects the racial inequalities in knowledge
production in the national science system, with all but one (Education, at 21%) of the Humanities fields falling well below 20% of total output contributions on the part of black scholars –
despite marginal gains over the previous decades.
The old and familiar picture of racial and gender inequalities in knowledge production has
not changed despite massive funding and programme interventions over the years to correct
the inherited pattern of white, male dominance in published research and scholarship. While
the proportion of published output by black and women scholars has improved (more
dramatically for women than black scholars), the contribution remains low for both groups in
most Humanities fields.
There are distinct disciplinary or field differences with respect to these inequalities. On the
positive side, women scholars now account for 50% of published article outputs in Education
and black scholars for 21% in the same field – compared to 27% and 7% respectively a decade
earlier. But at the other end of the spectrum, in Religious Studies, both women and black
scholars account for only 9% of total outputs of ‘article equivalents’ in published research. And
in Psychology women now produce less of the total corpus of published articles (26%) than a
decade earlier (29%).
The general point is that whatever the strategies applied over the past decade and more, it
has not made a significant difference in reducing inequalities in knowledge production in the
national system. And this picture is most clearly evident in the Humanities fields.

Finding 8
The single most important threat to the growth of an intellectually vibrant scholarship in the Humanities is the problem of the ageing academic and research workforce, a factor that must
be read alongside the evidence of a decline in doctoral graduates in the Humanities fields.
While the inequality picture with respect to knowledge production remains substantially
unchanged, the picture becomes bleaker in revealing data that points to the ageing of the
active publishing scholars, in the main white men in the academy.
The most dramatic evidence comes from Education where 74% of publishing scholars are over
the age of 50, 68% in Religious Studies, 59% in ‘Other Humanities and Arts’ and 55% in Language
and Linguistics. The replenishment of the most active scholars (the top 20% of authors in this
data) therefore becomes a serious problem both in terms of scientific competitiveness (in terms
of overall research output) and regenerative capacity (in terms of mentorship and advisors
for younger scholars coming through the system). What is striking in the data is how this picture
of ageing and retiring scholars got dramatically worse over the last 10-15 years, meaning of
course that there has not been a steady flow of new, younger scholars with active research
and publishing records in recent times.

CHAPTER 7: MAIN FINDINGS

129

The picture is less dramatic in Psychology (33% of the top 20% of authors are over 50 years old),
Sociology (43%) and Law (47%) even though in these areas also the ageing cohort has shifted
dramatically over a ten-year period (15% in Psychology ten years before, 17% in Sociology and
17% in Law).

Finding 9
The low proportion of academic staff with doctorates means that the institutional capacity
to reproduce and replace high-level scholars and scholarship in the Humanities remains compromised into the near future.
The proportion of academic staff with PhDs is very small in relation to the total headcount
of academics – about 4 000 out of close to 12 000 academics. And while the number of
academics with doctorates has grown slightly over a five-year period, it is still very low in
relation to total academics employed in South African universities.
There are several consequences to this hard reality. One, the fewer staff with PhDs the less
in-house capacity to produce high-level research and publications. Two, the fewer staff with
PhDs the greater the burden of supervision on those with this top qualification, i.e. more
students are allocated to a small number of staff with doctorates. Three, the more students
taken on by an ‘over-burdened’ academic PhD, the more pressure there is on quality; something has to give. Four, the fewer staff with PhDs, the smaller the number of students that can
be graduated given institutional capacities. Five, the fewer PhDs graduating into the economy, the less capacity for national innovation and international competitiveness in the context
of a global knowledge economy.
What does this have to do with the Humanities? Engineering and Health both do better than
the Humanities (excluding the Social Sciences in this case) with respect to staff with Masters
degrees, and perform at about the same level as staff with doctorates. What makes this a significant observation is that many more students typically enrol for advanced degrees in the
Humanities than in the other fields, and can be accommodated in greater numbers than in
disciplines that are resource and facility-hungry fields.
Also, given the declining enrolments in the Humanities at undergraduate level, this low proportion of staff with doctorates simply means that even if more students went on to Honours
degree studies and beyond, there might be a serious capacity problem to accommodate
and supervise such students at the levels required. In other words, the multiple ‘knock-on effects’ of such a low proportion of academic staff in the Humanities with PhDs will have systemic, as well as institutional consequences.
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Finding 10
The performance and prospects of the Humanities varies considerably across different fields
of study (Theology and Education versus law and Languages, for example), and this means
that any interventions will require fine-tuned strategies among these various fields rather than
a blunt instrument of policy change for the Humanities as a whole.
The Humanities constitutes a wide range of disciplines and fields from Sociology and Anthropology to Economics and the Performing Arts. It should not come as a surprise, therefore, that
while much can be said about the Humanities as a broad category of human endeavour,
there would be discrepancies in the policy, funding and performance domains in each of the
Humanities’ areas.
Religion (principally, Theology) is one such exception. It leads, by some stretch, the pack in
terms of published research in article form for a specific field – 1068.58 article counts in 20022004 compared, at the other end of the performance spectrum, to 465.53 outputs in the same
period for the economic and management sciences. At the same time, Religion is the lowest
performer when it comes to equity and diversity in terms of ‘who publishes’ in this field, with
only 9% of total output in this field by black scholars and women.
Language and Linguistics, on the other hand, is a low performer in article-publication output
(632.25) in the 2002-2004 periods and a comparatively strong performer (15% black, 38%
women) in terms of equity-contributions to knowledge production.
This picture becomes particularly stark when enrolments in Humanities undergraduate fields
of study are placed in terms of ‘share of undergraduate enrolment’. In such an analysis, the
following Humanities fields appear to be in a critical position, sharing less than 1% of the share
of undergraduate Humanities enrolments: Philosophy (0.7%), African Languages (0.5%), Fine
Arts (0.4%) and Dance (0.0% or negligible). The top five shares of undergraduate enrolments
fall to Law (18%), Public Administration (15.20%), Psychology (10.3%), Communication (8.2%)
and Economics (7%) – these top fields accounting for 58.7% of all undergraduate Humanities
enrolments.
What these patterns of ‘input’ and ‘output’ performance indicators suggest is that policy and
funding interventions have to take account not only of national priorities, but also field differences if the Humanities is to be revived as a critical and vibrant area of social, economic and
intellectual life in South African society and institutions.
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Ten Game-breaking
Recommendations
Recommendation 1
Establish with statutory status a Council for the Humanities to advise Government on how to
improve the status and standing of the Humanities in South Africa.

Recommendation 2
Review and refine government funding allocations to the Humanities with substantive earmarked funding in critical areas, such as African Languages (the Ministerial investigation under
way is a positive sign), Philosophy, History and the Creative and Performing Arts. In this context,
the advancement of books by the academy and the funding of books by government could
significantly enhance the book as a cultural and human asset in both the scholarly and public
mind. One possibility is to link an award for the best Humanities book every year to the annual
Alan Paton Award.

Recommendation 3
Commit to the development of a Government White Paper on the Humanities that establishes
in the public mind and in government policy a renewed emphasis on the Humanities, and its
full integration into national science policy.

Recommendation 4
Restructure funding for advanced degrees (doctorates in particular) through national funding
agencies such as the NRF that enables full-time study for top candidates in the Humanities
who make the choice of academic careers.

Recommendation 5
Accelerate the establishment of prestigious Research Chairs and Centres of Excellence in the
Humanities, appointing leading professors of the Humanities with two clear missions: the pursuit
of excellence in Humanities research and the building of capacity for next-generation Humanities scholars.
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Recommendation 6
Inaugurate a dedicated National Fund for Humanities Research which combines earmarked
government funding with national and international private and philanthropic funding that
fuels top-quality Humanities research in and outside South African universities.

Recommendation 7
Transform the organisation and design of the Academy of Science of South Africa (ASSAf) so
that a more emphatic statement of its commitment to the Humanities becomes self-evident,
e.g. the re-naming of the Academy, the investigation of a second premier academy journal
specifically for the Humanities, the constitution of 50% Humanities appointments to Council,
and other signalling measures for the only recognised Academy in South Africa.

Recommendation 8
Initiate, through the leadership of the Department of Basic Education, considered measures
to boost knowledge of, and positive choices for the Humanities, throughout the twelve years
of schooling – including progressive ways of privileging the Arts, History and Languages in the
school curriculum through Grade 12.

Recommendation 9
Advance the idea of a broad-based Humanities curriculum, ideally in an interdisciplinary core
study programme for undergraduates, which exposes all university students to some study of
the Humanities.

Recommendation 10
Promote in the broader society the value of the Humanities and Humanities scholarship and
practice through prestigious awards that draw national and international attention to the
Humanities among school students, university students, scholars, and intellectuals broadly. An
Annual National Humanities Lecture which is televised and linked to a National Medal in the
Humanities would do much to signal the importance of the Humanities in the public sphere.
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Concluding Observations
This Study is undoubtedly a valuable intervention in a situation, worldwide, which has seen a diminishing role for the Humanities. Evidence from this Study is important to humanists worldwide,
and there are external corroborations to the Report’s arguments.
In so far as addressing social problems, the European Commission (EU) accepted that the problems facing 21st -century Europe can only be tackled by the Humanities – problems such as
insecurity in the face of change and instability in all aspects of life, economy, geopolitics,
environment; fear of that change and fear of otherness; the perceived failure of normative
posito-deductive science to predict and remedy global threats and danger; increasingly
widespread depression and entropy preventing vital change (Parker, 2008). Dame Professor
Marilyn Strathern made a strong case for Humanities methods in and of themselves as vital – as
skilled and skilling in dealing with multi-vocal, multi-cause and unpredictable conditions. All
Humanities teach and inculcate the ability to analyse, think and write in complex and multivoiced narratives – as important in a digital world as it is in face-to-face confrontations and
negotiations. South Africa’s rich arts, as well as the Humanities affect as well as effect through
dialogue and dialogic experiences.
In the US, UK and Europe new alliances have been made between the Humanities, industries
and business, even in the face of prevailing political rhetoric of employability skills. Major
employers are prizing Humanities graduates’ abilities to communicate and to be robust, and for
their training in seeing the general from the particular while also seeing all generalisations as
both necessary and partial.
Thus, despite the crisis situation that the Humanities find themselves in, they are indispensable.
The Humanities produce an essential set of analytical skills, along with bodies of knowledge
without which our society, and the wider world, would be inscrutable. It is the Humanities
that nurture the intellectual lifeblood of a democratic project – powers of informed analysis,
judgement and creative critique.
It is also important to bear in mind that the Humanities in South Africa are decidedly ‘mixed’ – in
terms of international standing, social influence, patterns of deterioration and strengths. There
are sites and instances of encouraging vigour and productivity, while at the same time there
are concerning symptoms of decline with dangerous portents for the future. There is a great unevenness within the Humanities – across age, between institutions and fields of studies. At their
best, Humanities departments are producing internationally recognised experts, whose writings
have shaped and continue to shape debates and influence future research, and scholars who
have played critical roles in informing policy debates; however, there are also extremely worrying
signs of decline that need to be arrested and reversed as a matter of urgency.
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As this is the first ever Report on the Humanities in South Africa, although comprehensive, it is by
no means complete, and should thus also serve to stimulate debate and further research on a
number of important questions which a Study of this nature inevitably raises; such as, amongst
others:
• Issues related to the quality of teaching and the quality of the scholarship in the Humanities.
• Questions regarding student and staff numbers and reasons why student numbers are
declining.
• The nature of employment of recent Humanities graduates.
• What employers want and how they interpret the notion of ‘employability’.
• Who the potential stakeholders for the Humanities might be.
• The importance of academics in their engagement with publics and whether or how
scholarly work influences society and social change in any way (directly or indirectly).
There is something of a crisis in the Humanities, but a crisis can generate opportunities to do
things differently. That the Humanities are indispensable is beyond argument; but there are
unexplored possibilities about how the Humanities can contribute to society and the economy.
This challenge should be accepted.
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Notes
Chapter 1
i

This information was supplied by an e-mail from Dr Stuart Saunders on Saturday 19th March,
2011.

ii

The Nairobi Report can be downloaded from: http://www.acu.ac.uk/publications/publications or http://www.britac.ac.uk/policy/nairobi-report.cfm.

iii

http://www.acls.org/programs/ahp/.

Chapter 2
iv

v

"The Poor White Problem in South Africa: Report of the Carnegie Commission" (1932.)
President Mandela did not recite the entire poem, but only those lines which have been
highlighted in bold script.

Chapter 3
vi

An investigation into which line departments commission and use Humanities research, who
undertakes such research, the nature, scale and volume of the research, and how and to
what extent the research is used, may yield a useful indication of the possible contribution
to and impact of Humanities research on ‘evidence-based’ policy-making in the country.

vii

There have been a number of recent controversies in the UK higher education system
about the threats to departments in the Arts and Humanities in a context of shrinking funds,
greater levels of funding availability for STEM subjects, and a shift to income generating
courses like MBAs. The most recent was a threat of closure of Philosophy at Middlesex University despite its status as the highest ranked department at the University in the 2008 research assessment exercise. This situation may be a reflection of threats to Humanities and
Arts disciplines in a number of national systems, especially in newer, less well endowed institutions, including in South Africa.

viii

The post-1994 Department of Arts, Culture, Science and Technology (DACST) was split into
a Department of Arts and Culture and a Department of Science and Technology (DST) in
2004.

ix

This is an area for research in its own right in order to understand better how policies shift
in meaning and nuance as they move into various circuits of interpretation and implementation.
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x

See Tony Becher’s 1989 analysis of the relationship between academic disciplines and
academic cultures in higher education in Academic Tribes and Territories, SRHE and OU
Press, Milton Keynes.

xi

This was later replaced by the National Research Foundation (1999) which was the result
of the merger of the Foundation for Research Development (FRD) which focused on
research funding for the natural sciences and engineering, and the Centre for Science
Development (CSD) which supported and funded the Humanities.

xii

The institutions involved were the Africa Institute of South Africa, the Agricultural Research
Council, the Atomic Energy Corporation (AEC), and the Council for Geosciences, the
Council for Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR), the Human Sciences Research Council
(HSRC), the Medical Research Council, Council for Mineral Technology (MINTEK), the South
African Bureau of Standards (SABS) and the South African Weather Bureau.

xiii

While the focus of the review was the science councils, it is interesting that in its diagnosis
of the state of the Humanities disciplines, the review only looked at the research produced
by the HSRC without acknowledging the role of Humanities in the critique of apartheid and
the possibility of building on existing progressive approaches to developing the contribution
of the Humanities to the democratic process.

xiv

xv

The bulk of the HSRC allocation (at least two thirds) went to fund in-house research.
The Grand Challenges are: Farmer to Pharma value chain to strengthen the bio-economy;
Space Science and Technology; Energy Security; and Global-change Science with a focus
on climate change and Human and Social Dynamics.

xvi

The version of this document used for this Report is a revised draft sent out for comment by
the DST in March 2009.

xvii

http://www.nsf.gov/news/priority_areas/humansocial/index.jsp.

xviii

“The value and importance of research cannot be over-emphasised. Research, in all its
forms and functions, is perhaps the most powerful vehicle that we have to deepen our
democracy. Research engenders the values of inquiry, critical thinking, creativity and
open-mindedness, which are fundamental to building a strong, democratic ethos in
society. It creates communities of scholars, who build collegiality and networks across
geographic and disciplinary boundaries. It makes possible the growth of an innovation
culture in which new ideas, approaches and applications increase the adaptive and
responsive capacity of our society, thereby enhancing both our industrial competitiveness
and our ability to solve our most pressing social challenges. It contributes to the global
accumulation of knowledge and places South Africa amongst those nations who have
active programmes of knowledge generation.” (SA, 2001:5.1)
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Chapter 4
xix

A graduate is defined as a student who has satisfied all the requirements of a degree or
diploma or certificate.

xx

In a headcount total students are counted as units regardless of the course load they are
carrying.

xxi

A full-time equivalent (FTE) total takes account of a student’s course load. So a student
carrying a standard full-time curriculum would = 1 FTE student, and a student carrying a
half- load would = 0.5 FTE students.

XXII

Total headcount enrolment in a given year divided by the number of students graduating
in that year.

xxiii

Total headcount enrolment in a given year divided by the number of students graduating
in that year.

xxiv

These 12 institutions have been selected for comparison because they should be offering
a wide range of Humanities programmes across a range of undergraduate and postgraduate levels.

xxv

The target for distance programmes should also be 80%, because no case has been argued for a lower pass rate norm for programmes offered in this mode. However, DHET has
still to decide what an appropriate success rate target should be for distance programmes.

xxvi

These earmarked funds include payments towards government approved loans, recapitalisation and restructuring funds, and special allocations for buildings and equipment.

Chapter 5
xxvii

These studies have been conducted by staff at the CREST at Stellenbosch University, and
the contributions of the relevant staff members and specifically the research staff are
acknowledged: Nelius Boshoff, Megan James and Rein Treptow.

xxviii

The fact that this chapter is based on a number of studies over the past three to four years
also explains the different time periods for data reported in different tables and graphs.

xxix

However, it should be noted that the majority of South African journals that are indexed in
the ISI Web of Science are either natural or health sciences journals. This means that publications in these ‘local’ ISI journals tend to skew the picture especially in some fields such as
Botany, Medicine, Zoology and others where large proportions of South African scholarship
are published in these local ISI journals.
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xxx

This section is based on a study undertaken for ASSAf by CREST. Given the lack of data in
this field, CREST compiled a database of books and book chapters specifically for this Study.
The database includes a total of 389 monographs which were produced between 2001
and 2006. These monographs were authored by 689 authors and involved 195 publishers.

xxxi

The field-normalised citation score (CPP/FCS) is represented by the mean citation rate of
the fields in which an institute or, in this case, a country is active. The CWTS definition of
fields is based on a classification of scientific journals into categories developed by Thomson Scientific. Although not perfect, it is at present the only comprehensive classification
system that can be automated and updated consistently in a journals-based bibliometric
information system. In summary: CPP/FCS indicates the impact of an institute/group’s articles, compared to the world citation average in the (sub)fields in which the institute/group
is active. Self-citations are excluded.

xxxii

It was only possible to calculate these figures for selected fields where a minimum number
of papers were recorded for these periods in the ISI-citation databases. This meant that the
focus is mainly on the social sciences rather than Humanities.
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ASSAf Consensus Study Methodology
• The value of Academy-type studies is the provision of authoritative, objective and
independent advice based on a particular methodology that is unique to academies. The
consensus study methodology involves the assembling of expert panels that deliberate on
a topic and reach consensus on a set of strong recommendations based on the evidence
assembled. It yields a substantial consensus report which aims to influence policy and to
have a long-term impact.
• The panel of experts is chaired by an Academy of Science of South Africa (ASSAf) Member
appointed by the ASSAf Council. Panel members are appointed on the basis of expertise
– ensuring a balance of perspectives, gender and race and absence (or clearly defined
and admitted in advance of the study) of a conflict of interest.
• Their main task is to review available evidence, conduct further research (should there be
a need) and seek agreement (consensus) on the major questions or concerns in the area
of inquiry. To reach consensus, a panel should have opportunities to gather information
in public and to deliberate in private. Consensus is usually expressed as findings, conclusions,
and/or recommendations in publicly released statements, reports, or brief advisory documents.
• Before the consensus study report is approved by Council and released, it is peer reviewed
by independent and external reviewers who are experts in their respective fields. The peerreview panel of 3-4 members consists of international and national experts.
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