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ABSTRACT
A MULTILEVEL EXAMINATION OF THE ANTECEDENTS OF PROCEDURAL,
DISTRIBUTIVE, AND RESTORATIVE JUSTICE EXECTATIONS AND RELATED
OUTCOMES IN THE CONTEXT OF STRONG PREFERENTIAL SELECTION IN
SOUTH AFRICA
By

Lauren Jill Ramsay

This quasi-experimental study expands our understanding of justice theory
dimensions and their antecedents and outcomes by examining attitudes and experiences
in a sample of potential job applicants in South Africa. This work extends existing four-
dimension justice theory by proposing and validating a fifth dimension of justice —
restorative justice. South African workplaces operate under labour law that spccifies
strong preferential selection to promote the hiring of individuals from previously
disadvantaged groups. The current study uses this existing selection context as a naturally
occurring manipulation of strong preferential treatment in selection to empirically test a
multilevel model of justice expectation antecedents, the dimensions of justice
expectations, and related outcomes.

Results of this study indicate that restorative justice as a distinct justice dimension
beyond procedural, distributive, interpersonal, and informational dimensions, is
supported. Further, three group-level constructs — group belief in white guilt, group
culture of support for affirmative action, and group expectation of restorative justice —
were examined. Group-level means on these constructs contributed through cross-level
effects in building individual justice expectations. A variety of individual-level

antecedents of justice expectations were also examined, with social influence regarding



unfairness and African centrality being shown to have important roles here. Outcomes of
interest included intention to withdraw from the selection process, emigration intention,

entrepreneurial intention, and education intention, all of which are of interest in a country
seeking to build a strong economy and a stable, working population. Group differeﬁccs in

three of these four outcomes were observed.




Copyright by
LAUREN JILL RAMSAY
2009




4
A\



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I am grateful to Neal Schmitt for his steady support over the many years it has
taken to complete this project. His counsel, and comments provided by Ann Marie Ryan.
Dan Ilgen, and Steve Kozlowski have been invaluable. My thanks go also to Don Conlon
for serving as a Dean’s Representative for my final defense.

This project would not have been completed had it not been for the ongoing
support provided by my husband, Brad Zigler, along with companionship from Braxy and
Panzer, and the emotional and logistical support provided by numerous family members.
colleagues, and friends on several continents. Michigan State University research
assistant Ryan Starkweather assisted in the early stages of ihis project. Deon Meiring,
now at the University of Stellenbosch, helped arrange early stage interviews. William
Jiang, Asbjorn Osland, Nancy da Silva, and Meg Ryan at San José State University
worked to make my final data collection trip possible. Tom and Ginny Zigler moved in to
take care of the pets during my trip. Desi Halse, Dawn and Allan Chaplin, Roni Ramsay.
Shayne Ramsay, and Grant and Aileen Ramsay provided logistical support. Research
assistants Holly Pittam and Kate Coleby at the University of KwaZulu-Natal and
Dominique Brand and Michelle Roberts at the University of Cape Town assisted with
participant recruiting and administration. Also, Philip and Rosemary Ramsay, Jaclyn
Jensen, Isabel Botero, Hannah-Hanh Nguyen, Chi Dang, and Jailza Pauly provided

ongoing US-based cheerleading. Their support has been invaluable.




TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES ..ottt sttt et ix
LIST OF FIGURES.........o ettt ettt e et e e nne e neenee xii
INTRODUCTION.......coiititeientetetesteetetesteeseeseesaessesse e sessaessaesaesseesseennesssesssensasnsenseas 1
PaPEr OVEIVIEW ....cuviiiiiiiiecireeiiecee ettt s eeste e e s eae s e e s aessaseestraesbeeenseennas 9
Socio-Political CONEXL........c.coviiiriiriiinieeiee et 9

MOAEL ...ttt e 11

MEhOd........oieeee ettt et 11

Results and Conclusions............c.eeeirrierieniieeiereeee e 12
Socio-Political Backdrop .........ccccecerireiirieiieniiiieniniiccieiccecece e 13
Inequalities Between Races ..........ccveevevveeiieiieenniceeeceecre e 15

Inequalities Between Genders ..............ocoveiveeereeieeneesieie e 20

Labor HiStOTY ......ooicueieieeeeeeceeeeeeee ettt nee e eee 22

OULCOIMES .....eeurreneeeuterieenirestteete s te e tees e esutesseesteessbesabeesseeesatesbeeeseensnens 27
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK .......cocotiiiiiiiiiinieientetceetetenie et 34
Expectations and Justice Theory............ccccoveeriiiriiniiinnenniiniceeiceeceene 35
EXPECLAtiONS ....ceeiivreeieiiieriirierciieireeeereesereeesereeseneeestreeesaaeesanees 35

JUStICE TREOTY ...cccviiieeiieeeee e 37

Distributive JUSHCE ........coevieiiiieceeeiieeee e 39

Procedural JUSHICE .......c.coeuieiiieiieeieeie e 40

Restorative JUSHICE ......c.ceeveeeeerieeieeieeeetee e 42

Group CharacteriStiCs.....cccvuerrreeereerirrrrerrerrreeseeeerreseeesceesseessseeeseessesneeens 54

Group Level Beliefs and Culture.............coccveeieieinienienieeennieennieeessneeseens 56

Group Belief in White Guilt ........cccceveveriiiennieenieenecceeeeee 56

Culture of Support for Affirmative Action............ccoecveeicreeeennen. 59

Group-Level and Cross-Level Relations............ccocceeieeiiennennnen. 61

Group Justice EXpectations..........cccceeererieniiiniiniiiniciiiiiienns 66

Individual DIifferences ..........cocuereeenieerieinieerieereteee et 70

RACE Centrality .......cceevueeirieeiriiieieeeee et 71

Existing Beliefs and Values..........c.ccooveereereinienienienieeeeeieee e 73

Support for Affirmative Action..........ccoecceeinieinniienniieneiicenee 73

Preference for Merit Principle.........cccovoveeiieiiiniieecieece e 74

Remote Direct EXPErience ..........ccccevveevueeueeiinicnieniiniiciieiiciccieeiecee 76

Educational Integration.............ccoecveeieerneerienninnicenieeieeeeee 77

Indirect EXPErience ........cceoveirviieieinienieineenienieenteseeseeesieesveesneesaeeens 78

Social GUIdANCE........cccccerruircreieireeeneee e 79

Proximal Direct EXperience.........ccccveeevueerneeneieeaniinnnieeceeenneeeeneeeeneneens 80

Current Rejection/AcCeptance...........occveeecreerrriercnieeeiiie e 80

OULCOIMES ....oinerniiiieieeitietert ettt s sab e saa e 81

Withdrawal Intention ...........ccocceeveiiiiiiiinnieeneneecee e 82

vi



Emigration Intention.............cccocoveeeiiiieiieeciiie e, 87

Entrepreneurial Intention ............cccoeeviieiiieeiiieiciieeceee e, 89

Education Intention.............cccoovvreineieecie e 90

SUMMATY ..ottt st s e e st e e e maeeseaseeeneeas 91
METHOD ...ttt et et e et sereeste e sa e st e e seessae e ssesseesnaeenssesnsenns 92
Sample and Study DeSign ........ccccovueriieriiiriiiieieeeeeeet e 92
ProCedUre........coouiiiiiiiieiecirceeteneere ettt 96
Data Cleaning and Handling of Missing Data.........c...cccccocveiiineniencnnenne. 97
POWET ...ttt ettt e sae e et 98
Confidentiality ..........coceeveriiiniiiieieiecie et 100
EHhICS .t s 100
MEASUTES .....coreuerreieeiiireieteeiie et eseaessteessbaeesaesssaeesbaesssnseesssneesnsssessnnseennees 101
Group Beliefs..........coooiieieiiiceeeeecceecee e 102
Group CUTUTE .....cocuvieieeecieeer ettt e e e e ae e ssnaeesenes 103
Group Justice EXPectations ...........cceveuieeierieerierrnreeieenie e enee e 104
Individual Differences.........c.coovveeiueeeeineenierieeceeeesie e 105
Existing Beliefs/Values ..........cccueevieivieereinieeieeseeieeciee s esreesie e 107
Remote Direct EXPErience.........ccvevviiriieiiiieniiieiiieensneeeineeesieeeeseneessenns 108
Indirect EXPETience .......cccueeeueirueeeieeieeeeeeeceee et 109
Proximal Direct EXperience............ccccooeeieeienieecieeeccreeeeeeee e 110
Individual Justice EXpectations ............cccecueevueeeeeeeeeieceiecieecre e 110
OULCOMIES .....eeevvereieeiieireereteeeireeeaeeeereesreessseeessaesesneessssaessnseeesssseesnsses 115
ANALYSES ...euiiniieiiiiienteiseeete et e e e st esat e st e st e et e e ste et et e e et e e sae e teeenteeeneeeereen 118
RESULTS ..ttt ettt st s et esae s st e et e sa s s v e st e st e et e e emne e neeenseaemseeeneannns 122
Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations ..............c..ccccvveeeeeene 122
Relations Between Individual-Level Justice Expectations........................ 129
Individual-Level Justice Expectations and Group-Level Antecedents ...... 130
Group-Level Antecedents and Individual-Level Antecedents .................. 133
Relations Between Individual-Level Antecedents...........c.ccccveeveeenneennenne. 134
Withdrawal INtentions...........cccveeeuereeernerereeerienie e eeeeee e e e 134
Emigration INtentions..........c.cceceeeierieniienienienieeeceesie e esae e eeenene e 134
Entrepreneurial INtentions .............ccooveveiiiiininiiii 135
Education INtentions..........cceciervieriiiniienienienriesenneeceeeieesee e s 135
Relations Between INtentions ............ccecveeveeveeicieeciienieeneenie e 136
Demonstrating Restorative JUSHICe ...........coocveeiieiiniiiiriiniieieeeeeeeeiee e 136
General Restorative JUSHICE ........ceecieecueercuierceeeeieectee e eeeeeeeee e 136
Procedural Restorative and Distributive Restorative Justice.................... 141
Common Method Variance ............cceeeveerneeenenneeniensenneenienneeneeesee e eeeenee 144
Scale Invariance across Gender and Race..........coccueeevuiveniiienniiceinniiciniee e 145
GENAET ...ttt s ert e st e et e e e e e e e e 145
RACE ...ttt .148
MUILIVATIALE ....c.eeenrerieiceeeieeeee et et ee e et esie e st e st e sre e e ae it e sabeesaeeetbeennnesaneeee 153
Individual Justice Expectation Levels..........cccoeviviiniiiniinininiine 154
Group CUltUTE .......coviireieerieeieere ettt ettt 163

vii



Group-Level Relations .........ccccovueerireieniienseniiniie e 169

Individual Justice Expectations as the Dependent Variable...................... 170
Intentions as the Dependent Variable............cccocooueviiiiiiiiiiniiniiinn, 197
THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS.......ccccooiiininieiiecccceecne 217
Race and African Centrality .........ccocvveeeiieeriieeniiernieeeeieeee e 219
Support for Affirmative ACtion ............cocereeveriieniiinienieieceeceeeene 221
Preference for Merit Principle .........c.coouiieerineciieiieeeeeeeee e, 222
Educational Integration ............ccceeeevinieriinienirieniceeenieceececeeens 223
Social GUIdANCE .........ccueeeieeeeiieiieie ettt 224
Race and Gender.........co.eovervueriineiiienenieneeeeereecrere e 22D
Group Belief in White Guilt............cooveeniiiiiinneiiieeeeeee 227
Group Culture of Support for Affirmative Action.............cocceeveeninenn. 229
Group Restorative Justice Expectation ...........ccccceeeercviriierniecnienncennnen, 229
Withdrawal Intention............coceeeerrueniciiinienenecieeeeceee e 230
Emigration INtention ..............cooouieiiiiieieiiecciieecetcecree et e e e 231
Entrepreneurial Intention...........cc.coecveeeieeiiiienieenniee e eeieee e 233
Educational INtention .........ccceeeevuerienienieeniniienenteneeie e e 233
Study Limitations and Future Research............cccocoeeeiiieiiieiieiiieiiecieeeeeee 233
Alternative Models of Normative Antecedents of Intentions.................... 233
Alternative Models of Antecedents of Emigration Intention .................... 236
Power and Sampling .........cccceevveiiniineiniieeiieeenieeerree e see e e 237
SCAlES USEA...c.uvieiiiieiiiieicitieeiiteeceeesireesseeeeieeesete s sereeseaneesssabeeesarneeas 237
Restorative Justice and Legal Claiming............ccccceeeieeiiienininicnninicncnnn 241
L7 111 1 11 TSRS 242
CONCIUSION.....cueineiiiiiniiitieieeeeet ettt st sttt e se et 244
APPENDICES ...ttt et et ettt t e 249
Appendix A — Sample QUESLIONNAITE ........c.cccueerieerirerieniieeenieeie e 249
Appendix B — Sample Advertisement...........c.ceeceevvirneiiiinniiciiinie e 266
Appendix C — Informed Consent.............ceovueeveeeriernienreenseenieeseeeie e 267
Appendix D - Correlation Matrices and Descriptive Statistics for Items
Used in Confirmatory Factor Analyses..........ccecuevueeievienennenirenieeneencenerenicenees 271
REFERENC ES.......o. oottt sae st et et see s e sneesnesanens 319

viii




LIST OF TABLES

Table 1 — Population Distribution.............ccceeieiierieeiesieneeeceeiee e 13
Table 2 — Households Receiving Services, 2007 .........ccceoeeciiremnmneniiineeeeieeeesieeeeen 15

Table 3 — Percentage of Employees by Population Group and Occupational Category ... 18

Table 4 — Self-Declared Emigrants from South Africa...........ccoeeeieiieiiiiiiiieiee, 28
Table 5 — Race and Gender of Participants..............coceeeevienenienenicniienecneeee e 93
Table 6 — Enrollment of students by Race and Gender-...........c..cccceeviiiiiiiniiienienienneene 94
Table 7 — Home Language of Participants ..............cccocvoereninienicniencnicncncneneceeeeen 95
Table 8 — Major Areas of Study .........ccoceerviirniinieieneeeeeceeeie e 95
Table 9 — Sequence of Measures in Survey FOrm............coeoveviieiniieiininnnieeiice e 117
Table 10 — Scale Descriptive Statistics and Reliabilities ...........c.ccceoeeeneniiniiinicinnnn. 122
Table 11 — Correlation Matrix of Variables in Model.............c.ccooininiininn. 125
Table 12 — Comparison of A Priori Organizational Justice Factors ...............cccceeuneee. 137
Table 13 - Factor Loadings and Uniquenesses for Five-Factor Justice Model.............. 139
Table 14 — Interrelationships Between Factors............cccooeeiniinienieneniieniiininiieecnee 141

Table 15 — Comparison of A Priori Organizational Justice Factors including Target

Group Referent QUESLIONS ..........ccccveeveeiieereeereeeneeeeeseeeraeeeessseseseesseeesseesssessssessneesens 143
Table 16 — Interrelationships Between Justice Factors including Target Group

REFETENL......eeireicreiectiee et ettt s e e e s et e ae s s aeeere e s smeesneeeseteesaneeesaneeenaraeesareesans 143
Table 17 — Comparison of Models Across Gender...........ccocveviveeniiiiniienniicennieennnee. 146
Table 18 — Comparison of Models Across Race..........cccceeveereiieeniiiinieiiniinniccreeens 149
Table 19 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Each Individual-Level Justice Dimension —
Variance in INTEICEPLS.....ccuuerrueirrrieiriireeniieerteeeseesere s ee st eere e ste s sbee s saaessane s sns e eas 158
Table 20 — Justice Dimension Means ACross Groups...........cecceveeviinieiineiineenieineenn, 159

ix




Table 21 -- Multilevel Analysis Results for Each Individual-Level Justice Dimension —
Variance in Intercepts and SIOPES..........coovueiiiiirieiriieieceeeee e 160

Table 22 -- Effect of General Restorative Justice on Procedural and Distributive

JUSLICE <ottt ettt et et e e bt e e et e s st e s eaeeene e s nesenneesab e e s st e e esreenrneeane 161
Table 23 — Group Culture Aggregation IndicCes...........cccevveeeiieniiriiieniieneeeieeee e 164
Table 24 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Procedural Justice — Significant

POOIEA SIOPE ...ttt e 170
Table 25 — Within-Group Level-1 Coefficients for Procedural Justice ......................... 173
Table 26 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Distributive Justice — Significant

POOLEA SIOPE ..oeeeeeeeeeee et ettt e 174
Table 27 — Within-Group Level-1 Coefficients for Distributive Justice.............ccc..c..... 175
Table 28 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Procedural Restorative Justice —

Women — Pooled SIOPE ........cooouieriiriiieiieeectcee e 180
Table 29 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Distributive Restorative Justice —

Women — Pooled SIOPe ........ooeeuiiiiiiiiiciiictne 183
Table 30 — Within-Group Level-1 Coefficients for Procedural Justice - Women ......... 186

Table 31 — Within-Group Level-1 Coefficients for Distributive Restorative
JUSHICE — WOIMEN ...ttt e 187

Table 32 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Procedural Restorative Justice —
Blacks — P0OLed SIOPE.......ooouiiiiiiieicteeeecr et 188

Table 33 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Distributive Restorative Justice —
Blacks — Pooled SIope........ccccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicc 191

Table 34 — Within-Group Level-1 Coefficients for Procedural Restorative Justice -
BIACKS ...ttt 193

Table 35 — Within-Group Level-1 Coefficients for Distributive Restorative Justice —
BIACKS ....veiniiiiiiii e 194

Table 36 — Multilevel Analysis Results for General Restorative Justice —
POOIEA SIOPE ...ttt sttt 196

Table 37 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Withdrawal Intention with Justice Factors -
POOIEA SIOPE ...ttt 198



Table 38 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Withdrawal Intention with Justice
Factors — Women — Pooled SIOpe .........cooueeiiiinienienieieecteeereeereeeee e 199

Table 39 — Within-Group Level-1 Coefficients for Withdrawal ...................cccccocoee. 200

Table 40 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Withdrawal Intention with Justice
Factors — Blacks — P0oled SIOPE.........coovuiiiiiniiiiiiiceeceeceereeee e 201

Table 41 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Emigration Intention — Pooled Slope......... 202
Table 42 — Within-Group Level-1 Coefficients for Emigration Intention...................... 204

Table 43 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Emigration Intention with Justice Factors -
Women — Pooled SIOPE .......cccoiiriiiiiieiiiteeceeee et 205

Table 44 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Emigration Intention with Justice Factors —
Blacks — Pooled SIOpe........cccoouiiiiiieeteceeer e 206

Table 45 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Entrepreneurial Intention — Pooled Slope .. 207
Table 46 — Multilevel Analysis Results for Educational Intention — Pooled Slope........ 208

Table 47 — Summary of Hypotheses Tested ...........ccceevieeieeiiieiieeiieeeeee e 209

xi



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1 — General Organizing Heuris;ic with Individual and Group Level Factors........ 10
Figure 2 — Private Medical Insurance Coverage by Population Group.............c.ccccc....... 17
Figure 3 — Unemployment Rate by Population Group and Gender, 2001 — 2007 ............ 22
Figure 4 — Conceptual Model showing Variables of Interest.............c.ccoovvervvirieniennnenn. 33

Figure 5 —Within-Group Slopes for General Restorative Justice and
Procedural JUSHICE........ccooiiiiiiiiiiieeeceeecee ettt 162

Figure 6 — Within-Group Slopes for General Restorative Justice and

DiStributive JUSHICE ......ccoeoueeuiiiiierieieeeee ettt ettt 162
Figure 7 — Group Culture of Support for Affirmative Action ............cocceeviiiiniienncene. 167
Figure 8 — General Restorative Justice Expectation Culture ..............ccoccoeniiiiniinnnnnnn. 168
Figure 9 — Group Belief in White Guilt.............ccceeieiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee e, 169
Figure 10 — Within-Group Slopes for African Centrality and Procedural Justice........... 171
Figure 11 — Within-Group Slopes for African Centrality and Distributive Justice......... 176
Figure 12 — Within-Group Slopes for Social Influence and _Distributive Justice ........... 177

Figure 13 — Within-Group Slopes for Educational Integration and Distributive
JUSHICE ..ottt ettt e a ettt e e ne e e et 178

Figure 14 — Within-Group Slopes for African Centrality and Procedural Restorative
JUSHICE — WOMIEN ...ttt et s et s ebe e et e e e aae e e e e e 181

WO .ttt et e e et eete e ereeeesesaeasenansenasaasessesanasnnnaneneseseenennnnneeeeeseanns 182

Figure 16 — Within-Group Slopes for African Centrality and Distributive Restorative
JUSHCE — WOMEN ...ttt ettt st et 184

Figure 17 — Within-Group Slopes for Social Influence and Distributive Restorative
JUSHCE — WOMEN ...ttt et 185

Figure 18 — Within-Group Slopes for African Centrality and Procedural Restorative
JUSHICE — BIACKS ...veeueieueieeiieeiieeeeete ettt st s et s e e e s 189

xii



Figure 19 — Within-Group Slopes for Social Influence and Procedural Restorative Justice

= BIACKS ettt 190
Figure 20 — Within-Group Slopes for African Centrality and Procedural Restorative

Justice — BIACKS .....couivuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiictc 192
Figure 21 — Mean Emigration Intention by Group...........cceccevveevervienenieenenieenenienenens 203
Figure 22 — Mean Entrepreneurial Intention by Group...........ccccecveverienenceiienirennenene 208

xiii



INTRODUCTION

This project is an examination of the theoretical dimensions of justice
expectations, as well as an exploration of multilevel antecedents of those justice
expectations, and related outcomes, among potential job applicants in the context of
strong preferential treatment practices. The study of justice in organizational research has
sought to understand the relationships primarily among four different dimensions of
justice (procedural, distributive, interpersonal and informational), as well as their
antecedents and related outcomes (Bell, Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006; Colquitt, Conlon,
Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Nowakowski & Conlon, 2005). The selection process has
been one context of interest for justice research (Gilliland, 1993) and a substantial body
of research on affirmative action in selection exists (see Crosby, 2004; Harrison, Kravitz.
Mayer, Leslie, & Lev-Arey, 2006; Kravitz, et a., 1996). Strong preferential selection is an
extreme form of affirmative action that attempts to increase diversity and redress
historical disadvantages by explicitly weighting demographic status giving preference in
hiring to those from previously disadvantaged groups even when the member of the
disadvantaged group is somewhat less qualified for the position (Kravitz, 1995).

I argue that the existing four-dimension justice theory as it is applied to
affirmative action is too simplistic and does not take into account the principles of duality
and simultaneity and the possibilities of compromise (Dawes, 1994) that exist in
preferential selection. That is, it lacks the capacity to recognize that when you are
selecting a group to be a target group, you simultaneously make the determination of

which group will be the non-target group. Also, in deciding which members of a group to



select, you also are determining who will not be selected. We need a justice model that
allows for the assessment of fairness beliefs regarding groups having concurrent but
differing experiences in selection. The four factors validated in current justice research
are distributive (the fairness of outcome distributions or allocations), procedural (the
fairness of procedures used to determine outcome distributions or allocations),
interpersonal (the degree to which people are treated with politeness, dignity, and respect
by authorities or third parties involved in executing procedures or determining outcomes).
and informational (explanations provided to people that convey information about why
procedures were used in a certain fashion or why outcomes were distributed in a certain
fashion) (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001). The present study makes an
important contribution to organizational justice theory by expanding this four-factor
frame of organizational justice by proposing and testing a fifth organizational justice
factor — restorative justice. That is, the fairness of outcome distributions or allocations to
target groups that have suffered inequality in the past. Further, I argue that it is necessary
to examine procedural and distributive justice of specific target allocations, rather than
just procedural and distributive justice of the selection process. This framing supports a
more sophisticated understanding of justice attitudes across and within different race and
gender groups and is meaningful in the context of strong preferential selection. (While
data on interpersonal and informational components of justice are captured in this study.
along with procedural and distributive dimensions, to demonstrate that restorative justice
is distinct, for the sake of limiting the scope of this project I do not consider specific
antecedents and outcomes of interpersonal and informational justice in this project. My

emphasis is on restorative, procedural and distributive issues.)



Further, by recognizing job applicants as part of a hierarchically nested system
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000) where applicants are members of race and gender groups. |
examine the interplay of individual-level differences and group-level factors and their
contribution to justice expectations in this context of preferential selection. As noted by
Harrison, et al. (2006), there is a dearth of cross-level modeling of relationships in
affirmative action research, and cultures or socialization experiences may explain
variance in attitudes. The current study furthers our understanding of the effects of the
environment and individual factors in justice. Also, following the call for research that
identifies the antecedents of individuals’ expectations of justice (Bell, Ryan, &
Wiechmann, 2004; Bell, Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006) this project seeks to improve our
understanding of the factors that contribute to the building of justice expectations in
selection.

Harrison, Kravitz, Mayer, Leslie, and Lev-Arey (2006, p. 1029) state their
ambivalence about the continued use of strong preferential treatment in the affirmative
action research domain, arguing that such preferences are “almost always illegal”™ and
that research serves to “perpetuate the public belief that affirmative action involves the
abandonment of merit as an employment principle.” I believe that research in this area is
sorely needed, and present two important reasons for engaging in research in precisely
this area.

First, strong preferential selection is a workplace reality. While strong prefercential
selection may be less common in the US (see Jain, Sloan, & Horwitz, 2003; Kravitz.
2008), it is used elsewhere. Strong preferential selection is currently not only legal in

South Africa, but it is required there in most cases (Government Gazette, 1998).



Preferential treatment is also in use to address inequality in India and Malaysia (Jain,
Sloane, & Horwitz, 2003), and research in applied psychology needs to take an expansive
view. To ignore the reality that there are many areas in the world where there remain
major differences in opportunity for men and women, and for people of different race,
ethnic or social class groups is remiss. I anticipate that preferential treatment will
continue to be regarded as an important solution for remedying imbalance, as is the case
in South Africa (see “Affirmative action to stay,” 2007). Therefore, we should focus
affirmative action research in precisely this area.

Second, we need to understand the issues of duality and simultaneity (Dawes,
1994) in preferential selection. The belief that affirmative action means the abandonment
of use of the merit principle in selection denies the possibility and importance of the
application of the merit principle for within-group selection decisions. In a context where
certain groups have been historically disadvantaged in a way that makes members of
those groups less well qualified for a position, preferential selection based on
demographic characteristics and selection based on merit can co-exist if we focus on
within-group merit. We need to understand how people view within-group process. If we
operate on the assumption that preferential selection is likely to be a tool in use in
circumstances where there have been structural imbalances, as I believe we should. and
consider within-group views, we will be better positioned to make relevant
recommendations about how, within the limitations of a preferential system, process may
be changed to facilitate the most positive outcomes.

Therefore, I propose a multi-level model centered around justice expectations on

the two established dimensions of most relevance, procedural and distributive justice,




along with the proposed dimension, restorative justice. Based in part on the model
proposed by Bell, Ryan, and Wiechmann (2004), individual characteristics examined
here as antecedents of justice expectations include individual differences, beliefs/values.
remote direct experience, and indirect experience. I expand the framework of Bell, et al.
to include group-level antecedents of individual-level expectations. Race and gender
groups in South Africa have shared socio-political history (Ross, 1999; Terreblanche,
2002; Thompson, 1990), and a current shared status as ostensible beneficiaries/non-
beneficiaries under affirmative action (Government Gazette, 1998). At a group level |
explore group belief in white guilt and group culture of support for affirmative action.
Group belief in white guilt is the race/gender group’s shared belief that whites are guilty
of having received benefits due to their race and that they should feel guilty about such
benefits. Group culture of support for affirmative action is the race/gender group’s shared
attitude of support for affirmative action. I also consider the effect of group membership
itself. Responding to Harrison, et al.’s (2006) call for multi-level research, this study
improves our understanding of how group membership, group culture, and individual
variables independently and in concert shape justice expectations in the context of strong
preferential selection.

As noted by Shapiro and Kirkman (2001), the potentially negative effects of
injustice are not only precipitated by unfair events — negative attitudes and behaviors are
also likely as a result of anticipating injustice. If justice expectations are malleable.
organizations may be able to enhance the fairness expectations of prospective employees.
and generate more positive outcomes. Key outcomes such as application intentions.

attendance/withdrawal, recommendation intentions, and self-handicapping may be






affected by justice perceptions (see Bell, Ryan, & Wiechmann, 2004). Furthermore,
exposure to the selection process may have negative psychological effects such as a loss
of self-esteem, lowering of core self-evaluation, and a decrease in psychological
wellbeing (see Anderson, 2004). Justice expectations have 'been tied directly to outcomes
(Bell, Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006; Shapiro & Kirkman, 1999), and I attempt to explicate
the links between justice expectations and relevant applicant outcomes here by examining
intention to withdraw from the selection process, emigration intention, entrepreneurial
intention, and intention to study further beyond the present degree. These are important
outcomes in any country seeking to build a strong economy and a stable, working
population.

Affirmative action policies are controversial (Crosby, Iyer & Sincharoen, 2006:
Kravitz, 2008), and strong preferential selection generates the most negative attitudinal
reactions (Harrison, et al., 2006). Nevertheless, such polices are implemented where a
societal redistribution is regarded as necessary (Jain, Sloan, & Horwitz, 2003), such as in
post-apartheid South Africa, where the 1998 Employment Equity Act (Government
Gazette, 1998) requires that organizations move to hire applicants from previously
disadvantaged groups. South Africa today provides a superb research environment within
which to test theories of justice: there are multiple clearly defined cultural groups
(Christopher, 2002) and a pre-existing policy that mandates preferential selection
(Government Gazette, 1998). There is ongoing debate regarding the appropriateness of
this workplace affirmative action (for example, see “De Klerk on South Africa.” 2005;
“Fears over South Africa’s exodus”, 2006) and the practice of strong preferential

selection has precipitated a variety of expectations and reactions among job applicants



(Herholdt & Marx, 1999; Ramsay, 2005). This allows for a study that provides a
complement to related Western literature which has been built largely on laboratory
studies (e.g., Evans, 2003; Heilman & Alcott, 2001; Heilman, Battle, Keller, & Lee,
1998; Kravitz, 1995) and expands our understanding of justice and preferential selection
beyond the relations shown by Harrison, Kravitz, Mayer, Leslie, and Lev-Arey (2006).

As noted by Truxillo, Steiner and Gilliland (2004), in extant research on applicant
reactions, few applicants indicate that they have been treated unfairly, and this may be a
function of the lack of extreme unfairness in field sample research published to date. The
samples may be biased in that perhaps only organizations with fair procedures examine
these issues publicly, or the litigious nature of American society, where much of the
research takes place, may lower the base rate of blatantly unfair practices. As there is
variability in views on strong preferential selection in South Africa (Herholdt & Marx.
1999), this context provides an excellent opportunity to examine potential applicant
reactions where there may be a high enough base rate on feelings of injustice that the
relations between justice expectations and outcomes will be made clearer (see discussion
in Truxillo, et al., 2004). Social changes do affect support for policies that address racial
inequality. For example, Kaiser, Drury, Spalding, Cheryan, and O’Brien (2009) showed a
reduction in support for policies that address racial inequality after the election of
President Obama. Conducting a study while past socio-political inequity in South Africa
(see Terreblanche, 2002) remains salient is crucial to capture the psychological processes
of interest.

While an improved understanding of potential applicant perspectives would be

useful in informing theory regarding justice dimensions, their multi-level antecedents,



and applicant reactions, there is also practical value. Organizations seeking to attract and
maintain an ethnically diverse, healthy and productive workforce would benefit from
knowledge about how justice expectations are built so that they may plan procedures to
facilitate positive expectations in the selection process and positive outcomes. Further,
while South Africa provides the backdrop for the proposed study, many countrics are
taking steps to increase the diversity of their job incumbent populations where therc has
been previous inequality (Jain, Sloane, & Horwitz, 2003). By capturing justice
expectations and their links to important outcomes in the context of strong preferential
selection, this study may serve to inform future policy both in South Africa and in other
countries seeking to implement compensatory selection systems.

As noted by Chan and Schmitt (2004), the research agenda in the arena of
applicant reactions should address (among other issues) determinants of applicant
reactions, dimensions of applicant reactions, criterion outcomes of applicant reactions,
and changes in applicant reactions over time. This project, in concert with a longitudinal
follow-up study, follows this agenda. As noted by Gilliland (1993), we need research that
links applicant fairness perceptions to preemployment outcomes to help establish the
importance of applicant perceptions on outcomes. My model links individual-level
antecedents, group-level antecedents, individual justice expectations, and relevant
outcomes, to build a parsimonious framework for justice expectations that remains
meaningful in the context of strong preferential selection. I test specified hypothescs
using data collected in South Africa from a sample of potential job applicants — people
who were in their final year of an undergraduate degree prégram, who have some interest

in a job, and who have a reasonable possibility of applying (see Ryan. Horvath & Kriska.



2005). My research agenda is to answer the following major questions: Is an additional,
distinct justice factor — restorative justice — supported? What are the relevant individual-
level and group-level antecedents of justice expectations within the context of strong
preferential selection, and how do they interact in influencing individual-level outcomes?
What are the effects of justice expectations on positive and negative outcomes in this
context?
Paper Overview

To provide the reader with an idea of the flow of this paper, [ provide a précis of
what is to come.
Socio-Political Context

In 1994 South Africa held its first non-racial election where South Africans of all
races could participate in the formal political process. This was the first of many steps to
move away from the former Nationalist Party policies of separate development for
different race groups (apartheid) (Ross, 1999). Another step to help redress racial
imbalances was the implementation of the Employment Equity Act (Government
Gazette, 1998). This Act pushes employers to use strong preferential selection in hiring
so that those from previously disadvantaged groups will be moved into positions that
were previously primarily the purview of whites, and white men in particular (Ross.
1999; Terreblanche, 2002). This process has resulted in strbng reactions among job
applicants of all races, and reactions have been linked to problems such as continued
emigration, but also to positive outcomes such as increased entrepreneurial intentions and
plans to pursue further education (Crush, Peberdy, & Williams, 2006; Herholdt & Marx.

1999; Ramsay, 2005).
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Model
A general organizing heuristic is provided in Figure 1. In brief, I present a multilevel
model where I link individual-level antecedents of justice, the establishment of group-
level beliefs and restorative justice expectations, and individual-level justice expectations
on three dimensions in explaining important individual-level outcomes. The organizing
frame is based in part on the model of justice expectations proposed by Bell, Ryan, and
Wiechmann (2004), but goes beyond their structure in that I recognize potential job
applicants as part of a hierarchical multilevel structure, and therefore integrate individual-
level and group-level constructs. At an individual level I focus on four groupings of
direct antecedents of justice expectations. These are individual differences, existing
beliefs and values, remote direct experiences, and indirect experiences. At a group level |
examine group belief in white guilt as a contributor to group culture of support for
affirmative action. Group support for affirmative action and group expectations regarding
restorative justice are presented as having a cross-level effect on individual expectations.
The group-level and individual-level predictors contribute to variance in justice
expectations on three justice dimensions (procedural, distributive, and restorative). The
expectations are linked to important outcomes (withdrawal intention, emigration
intention, entrepreneurial intention, and education intention). Existing theory and
research are reviewed and are used to build and support the model described here, and to
frame specific hypotheses. |
Method

I conducted a paper-based survey of the attitudes of potential job applicants for

jobs for new graduates in South Africa. Surveys were administered on two campuses in a
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classroom setting. Participants were final year students recruited via flyers and class
announcements. They received a R100 voucher (about $12) in exchange for their
participation. Data from each campus were merged into one dataset of N = 327. The final
total stratified sample was comprised of men and women from each of four population
groups; black African, coloured, Indian, and white, as well as a small number of people
of other race groups. This sampling plan allowed sufficient power to confirm the factor
structure of justice expectations and to test single-level and multilevel hypotheses.
Results and Conclusions

Results of this study indicate that restorative justice as a distinct justice dimension
is supported. Further, three group-level constructs — group belief in white guilt, group
culture of support for affirmative action, and group expectation of restorative justice —
were demonstrated. These group-level cultures contributed through cross-level effects in
building individual justice expectations. A variety of individual-level antecedents of
Justice expectations were also examined, with social influence regarding unfairness and
African centrality being shown to have important roles here. Outcomes of interest
included intention to withdraw from the selection process, emigration intention,
entrepreneurial intention, and education intention, all of which are of interest in a country
seeking to build a strong economy and a stable, working population. Group ditferences in
three of these four outcomes were observed.

Having offered a brief overview of my project, I now provide the substantive
content that provides the full framework, analyses, results and conclusions. First, to
provide the reader with sufficient background regarding South Africa to follow the model

in context, I offer a short socio-political review.
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In this paper I will use the general term black to refer to black Africans, coloured
people, and Indians, consistent with South Africa’s Employment Equity law
(Government Gazette, 1998). Although the census classification for Bantu people was
“Black” for censuses of 1980, 1985 and 1996, and “African/Black” for 1996 and 2001
(Christopher, 2002), and “African” in the Employment Equity law, for clarity I use the
term, black African, as South Africans of all races are being referred to as African (e.g..
see Vestergaard, 2001). To be consistent with cited laws and publications in South Africa
I use South African/British English spelling rather than that of American English (e.g.,
labour versus labor) in this paper and survey form, where appropriate.

Socio-Political Backdrop

South Africa has a population of roughly 49.3 million and the racial breakdown is
provided in Table 1 (mid-2000 estimate, Statistics South Africa, 2000; mid-2009
estimate, Statistics South Africa, 2009).

Table 1

Population Distribution

Population Millions  Millions Percentage of
Group (2000) (2009)  Population (2009)
Black African 33.88 39.14 79.3
White 4.52 4.47 9.1
Coloured 3.80 443 9.0
Indian/Asian 1.09 1.27 2.6

Between 1948 and 1994 South Africa was run under an oppressive political

system of separate development for different racial groups (apartheid) where the minority
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white community dominated the country’s access to resources (Ross, 1999; Terreblanche.
2002). Under the Nationalist government, maintaining the purity of ethnic groups was
regarded of critical ideological importance. Thus, through the passing and
implementation of policies such as the Population Registrafion Act of 1950, a Prohibition
of Mixed Marriages Act, and others, heterosexual intercourse across the color line was
limited. One’s racial classification defined one’s access to residential areas (where black
Africans were expected to reside in primarily rural reserves or homelands), education,
and job opportunities, among other resources (Ross, 1999; Terreblanche, 2002:
Thompson, 1990).

Over the years it became increasingly clear that this separate development was
highly unequal development, and the dramatic gap between whites and non-whites was
evident in wealth, education, work opportunity, participative government and access to
resources. After many years of political tension and violence, the country held its first
non-racial democratic elections in 1994 (Ross, 1999; Terreblanche, 2002). Apartheid left
behind entrenched social problems such as racism, poverty, disease and unemployment
(Ross, 1999; Thompson, 1990). The country is battling violent crime and has limited
resources to raise the living standards for its population (South African Police Services.
2007, Statistics South Africa, 2006a; Statistics South Africa, 2008a). Table 2 shows the

proportion of households receiving basic services (Statistics South Africa, 2008a).
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Table 2

Households Receiving Services, 2007

Service

Percentage of

Population

Access to piped water at dwelling or site
Municipality services for refuse removal
Connected to mains electricity supply

Bucket toilet or no sanitation

71.3

61.0

81.5

8.3

The unemployment rate is estimated at 23.5% (Statistics South Africa, 2009), and

this number would exceed 30% if “discouraged workseekers” who have given up looking

for jobs were also included in the calculation of the unemployment rate. With a high

unemployment rate it is not surprising that there is a high risk of experiencing incidents

of crime (see Statistics South Africa, 1998 and 2006a). For example, the number of

murders in South Africa over a twelve-month period, 2007/2008, was 18,487 (South

African Police Services, 2008). By comparison, the US Department of Justice reports

16,929 cases of murder or nonnegligent manslaughter for 2007 (U.S. Department of

Justice - Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2008), where the US population is more than

six times larger than that of South Africa.

Inequalities Between Races

While a political democracy has now been established, there remain huge

inequalities between race groups. As noted by the General Secretary of the Congress of



South African Trade unions (COSATU), Zwelinzima Vavi, in a recent speech (Vavi,
2007), “We have gained political freedom yet economic power is firmly in the hands of a
white minority, while poverty, unemployment and inequality are still rife among the
black majority.” During the apartheid era a hierarchy of advantage developed among the
different race groups, and that hierarchy remains, with whites being the most advantaged,
and black Africans the least advantaged; the apartheid government favored coloureds and
Indians over black Africans (Thompson, 1990). This legacy hierarchy can still be seen in
access to a variety of resources. For example, Figure 2 shows the differences in private
medical insurance coverage by population group for the years 2002 through 2007
(Statistics South Africa, 2008a).

Recognizing the relative advantage over black Africans experienced by coloured
and Indian people, Ware (2002, p. 135-136) notes that the “project of racial classification
may have had the desired effect of holding those defined as white at the opposite end of
the spectrum from those defined as black, but this did not mean that the other racially

defined groups did not serve equally important functions in holding that system in place.”
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g was strictly segregated under apartheid government, and the legacy
unequal education systems for different race groups remain (Asmal & James, 2001). The
access of black Africans to effective education suffered most of all races because of very
limited resources being assigned to that function. In the mid-1970s the government
provided to black Africans only 6.5 percent of the amount granted to each white student,
with this being raised to just under twenty percent over the course of the next decade
(Ross, 1999). As noted by Ross, by the 1990s roughly 200 black Africans per year passed
mathematics at the matriculation level — the final year of high school — hardly sufficient
to produce a dynamic black African labor force. Furthermore, many blacks chose to

eschew education in favor of fighting for liberation (Ross, 1999). Schooling was



compulsory for whites, but not for non-whites, and white schools were superior to those
of non-whites. The quality gap was greatest for black African schools and less so for the
coloured and Indian schools (Thompson, 1990).

Access to jobs was controlled according to race, with certain operations being
reserved for whites (Nattrass & Seekings, 2001; Ross, 1999; Terreblanche, 2002). Also.
the Government declared that coloureds should be given preference over black Africans,
but not over whites (Ross, 1999). As noted by Ross regarding apartheid society (p. 200-
201), “Wherever White encountered Black, White was boss and Black was servant.”
While the government had stopped reserving certain job categories for whites by 1986
(Thompson, 1990), this did not immediately remedy the imbalance. Table 3 shows the
1994 distribution of employees by race and occupational category according to the [.abor
Force Survey of 2004 (see Department of Labour, n.d). The relatively high proportion of
Indian and white employees in the higher-skilled occupations compared to black African
and coloured employees is apparent. (As a reference point, recall that black Africans
comprise 79% of the population, coloured 9%, Indian 2.6%, and white 9.1% (mid-2008
estimate, Statistics South Africa, 2008a).

Table 3

Percentage of Employees by Population Group and Occupational Category

Black African  Coloured Indian White
Legislators 244 8.8 9.7 57.1
Professionals 42.2 6.2 7.7 43.9
Technicians 53.0 11.2 5.2 30.6
Clerks 43.6 17.7 8.1 30.6
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Table 3 continued.

Service 69.6 11.0 3.9 15.5
Skilled agricultural 51.2 11.4 0.2 37.1
Craft 66.2 15.2 22 16.4
Plant operators 77.8 13.9 4.1 4.2
Elementary

occupations 76.1 20.3 0.8 2.8

Furthermore, the economic system gave whites a monopoly on skilled jobs. and
there were dramatic inequities between white and black wage rates. For example, in
1982, white average annual wages in private manufacturing and construction were 4.4
times higher than were wages for black Africans (Thompson, 1990).

Inequality across race groups was exacerbated by residential separation. As
population density increased in the reserves, agricultural economies there began
collapsing under the strain. This reduced quality of life for those living in the rural
reserves and increased the gap in wealth between those prospering in the labor market
and those relegated to the rural areas, accentuating the divisions created by apartheid
(Nattrass & Seekings, 2001; Ross, 1999). While some black professionals,
businesspeople and the political elite now earn enough to move to formerly white
suburbs, most black South Africans live in settlement patterns similar to those established
under apartheid (Ramphele, 2001).

Participation in apartheid-era national government varied by race group. with

coloureds and Indians being included in a revised parliamentary system only in 1984 —
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black Africans remained excluded on the grounds that they had their own governance in
the homelands (Thompson, 1990). It was not until 1994 that the country held a
democratic election for citizens of all races.

Thus, in the apartheid era, one’s life experiences were driven in very large part by
one’s race group membership, and although political participation and government has
since changed, there remain legacy differences in life experiences between race groups.
Inequality Between Genders

Not only are there historical and current differences for people of different race
groups, there have been and remain many differences in the experiences of men and
women. Sexism among both white and black males did not vanish with a change in
government (Ross, 1999), and white male dominance of the economy remains
(Ramphele, 2001). For example, women’s average wages are lower than are those of men
of the same race, for all four race groups (see Nattrass & Seekings, 2001). Littrell and
Nkomo (2005, p. 563) provide a description of the experience of women:

“This historical racial division was accompanied by patriarchy with women

of all races subordinate to males. Women of all races were primarily expected to

be homemakers and were legally classified as “minors”. However, when they did

work, black, Coloured and Asian women worked primarily in domestic and

unskilled factory work while white women were employed in administrative and
female occupations (e.g. nurses, teachers).”

While women had certain shared experiences in thié patriarchal society, some
experiences are shared only by those falling within certain race and gender subgroups.
For example, the women’s suffrage movement in South Africa reflected the drive of one
specific race and gender subgroup; that of white women (Walker, 1979). As noted by

Simons, and acknowledged by Walker, black women were busy with other prioritics -

fighting alongside their men for full civic rights. The success of the movement resulted in
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the vote for white women in South Africa in 1930 (Walker, 1979). Further, the extension
of pass laws to black African women in 1961 (Thompson, 1990) is one example of policy
targeting one specific racial and gender subgroup at a different point in time, making the
experience of that subgroup distinct. Also, in response to black male migrant labor, many
black African women were heads of households (Thompson, 1990). Black African and
coloured women have historically worked as domestic help in white households. and face
the stereotypes associated with this history (Littrell & Nkomo, 2005).

Department of Labor data reflecting numbers repoﬁed by large employers for
employment equity reporting for 2004 (Department of Labour, n.d.) show that the
distribution of employees by race, gender and occupational category continues to show
inequality among race and gender groups. For example, elementary occupations were
dominated by black African men and women, who are followed in frequency by coloured
men and women. Plant operator positions were dominated by black African and coloured
men. Compared to men, clerical positions were dominated by women of the same race.
but the race hierarchy of advantage was reflected by white women dominating over
Indian women, who in turn dominated over coloured women, who dominated over black
African women. Indian men were the most likely group of men to be engaged in clerical
positions. Professional positions were held most often by white men and white women
while legislator positions were dominated by white men. These data demonstrate ongoing
differences in dominance of certain occupational categories by people of different race
and gender subgroups.

Unemployment rates also vary by race and gender (Statistics South Africa. 2008)

with race differences in unemployment demonstrating the hierarchy of race advantage
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noted earlier. Women are more likely to be unemployed than are men of the same race.

Unemployment rates are shown in Figure 3.
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Unemploy Rate by Population Group and Gender, 2001 - 2007

Thus, race and gender subgroups have unique socio-political histories.
Labor History

The history of the labor movement in South Africa contributes to our
understanding of today’s workplace issues. I begin at the Industrial Conciliation Act of
1924, which elevated the status of white workers while black workers had few
protections. This act was designed to bring labor into the system of state government,
and promote collective bargaining, but was relevant only to whites as blacks were not

recognized as employees. This served to provide further voice for whites, but none for
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blacks (Finnemore, 1999). This made more concrete the trend of wealth being focused in
the hands of the whites.

As industry developed and more blacks became part of the workforce, black
industrial unions began to appear, and by the late 1920s there were a number of non-
racial unions made up of workers of all races from the factory floor, growing to 119 non-
European unions by 1945 (Finnemore, 1999).

The Nationalist Party came into power in South Africa in 1948, and instituted the
policy of separate development known as apartheid. Their Suppression of Communism
Act of 1950 resulted in banning and arrests of many trade union leaders, and led to the
continued suppression of black workers (Finnemore, 1999). However, the Black workers
could not be held at bay forever, and in 1973 the country saw widespread Black labour
strikes over wages. That the strikes were coordinated without formal unions made
management negotiation with the workers difficult. The government reacted with the
Bantu Labour Relations Regulation Act which provided a dispute resolution avenue
within the employing organization, but these were regarded by workers as “toy
telephones” (Finnemore, 1999). The informal organization of Black workers grew
outside the system, and the government was pressured to respond.

The Wiehahn Commission reported in 1979 that reforms were necessary, and
made recommendations that included freedom of association for workers of all races and
migratory status. The government was very cautious in its actions relating to the
commission’s report, and made amendments to the Industrial Conciliation Act which
legitimized some black unionization. Subsequently, Black unions flourished. and the

Labour Relations Act of 1981 provided blacks full union rights but still no political
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power. The Congress of South African Trade Unions (COSATU) formed in 1985.
creating an amalgam of unions, and the trade union movement continued to grow as
blacks used this as an avenue for political voice, restricted from other avenues of
participation. The increasing politicization of unions led to government efforts at control
that included leaders of unions being subjected to various police actions in the apartheid
era. However, moving to create change post-apartheid, the new multi-racial South
African government developed a Reconstruction and Development Programme (RDP).
and established the National Economic and Development and Labour Council
(NEDLAC). Their goals were to build a productive and unified country. Another means
of supporting the achievement of these goals was the establishment of the Council for
Conciliation Mediation and Arbitration (CCMA), and the subsequent passing of the new
Labour Relations Act (1996), which resulted in better standards to support consistency,
equity and social justice in employment.

There were two other interesting developments. First, between 1994 and 1998.
attendance at union meetings dropped, as reported in a survey of members of COSATU
(Wood, 2001). In 1994, 60% of study respondents reported that they had contributed in
the election of shop stewards, dropping to 48% in 1998. While these participation
numbers are high compared with the rest of the western world, they are a significant drop
for South Africa. It may be the case that as other avenues of voice are created, the necd
to participate in union organization is minimized. Second, the Employment Equity Act
(Government Gazette, 1998), which identifies at least 20 forms of discrimination, was

applied, further protecting workers and creating better guidelines for workplace
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consistency. This new culture of a political democracy embraced a more consensus-
based approach to labor relations (Finnemore, 1999).

The Employment Equity Act

The Employment Equity Act (Government Gazette, 1998), which specified
affirmative action for blacks, was designed to help remedy the imbalance in employment
where most skilled and management jobs were held by whites and most unskilled jobs
were held by non-whites. The purpose of the act is: (a) promoting equal opportunity and
fair treatment in employment through the elimination of unfair discrimination; and (b)
implementing affirmative action measures to redress the disadvantages in employment
experienced by designated groups, in order to ensure their equitable representation in all
occupational categories and levels in the workforce. The designated ostensible
beneficiary groups are: blacks (including black Africans, coloured people and Indians).
women of all races, and the disabled. I refer to these groups as target groups. Designated
employers are required to comply with the Act, and those who contravene the Act arc
faced with fines (Government Gazette, 1998).

Under this policy, a person may be regarded as suitably qualified for a job as a
result of any one of, or any combination of: formal qualifications; prior learning: relevant
experience; the capacity to acquire, within a reasonable time, the ability to do the job
(Government Gazette, 1998). The last in this list of criteria is of critical importance as
companies are now pressed to accept candidates based on race, for example, where a non-
white candidate who has potential for development may be preferred over a white
candidate who may already have demonstrated experience. While the need to create a

system that facilitates the employment of those from previously disadvantaged groups
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was essential, the new system does push organizations to discount traditional
qualifications, as by sticking to traditional qualifications as the primary determinant
across applicants, adverse impact for previously disadvantaged groups would be likely to
continue.

Degrees of Blackness

The careful racial categorization into four major population groups is different
from the white/non-white dichotomy emphasized in many other countries, and has led to
specific post-apartheid problems. For example, although the new government is anxious
to move away from the apartheid-era racial categorizations (see Christopher, 2002),
unless these categorizations are kept salient, it is not possible to provide compensation to
those who suffered under apartheid-era policies. Clarity with regard to racial
categorization is essential in this context. For example, the discussion of affirmative
action by Herbert (1994, p. vii) begins with a statement, “Whenever the word ‘black” is
used in this book with regard to persons, unless otherwise stated, it refers to those
individuals who are not white.” Such a statement may appear superfluous to those who
are not aware of the historical context of specific racial categorization in South Africa.
Current affirmative action law in South Africa uses the dichotomous black/white
categorization as used by Herbert. The black category includes black Africans, coloured
people and Indians. However, such a crude dichotomous black/white distinction causes
problems when there had historically been a more specific categorization. For example.
Indians, who held a relatively advantaged position compared to other non-white groups in
the apartheid era (Thompson, 1990; Ware, 2002), are now able to benefit from

affirmative action laws for blacks. Some Africans argue that Indians are ‘not black
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enough’ as they were historically relatively advantaged, and should not be able to benefit
from these new laws (Ramsay, 2005). Some coloured people believe that they are not
“black” enough, and therefore anticipate barriers to career entry (Stead, Els, & Fouad.
2004).

Discontent
Although the African National Congress (ANC) was the historical black liberation party,
as the current ruling party they face tremendous challenges in satisfying a population still
desperately lacking in many basic services. In some areas this discontent has led to
violence including rioting over living conditions (see “South Africa discontent spreads™.
2009). The global economic downturn has affected South Africa and the country is facing
a recession that will make it particularly difficult for populist president Jacob Zuma to
meet election promises.

Outcomes

South African today is seeing several patterns of behavior that may be related to
the current system of affirmative action. A series of interviews held with employment
equity experts in South Africa (Ramsay, 2005) and other literature provide information
about possible outcomes linked to the current selection policies.

First, some job applicants appear to be withdrawing altogether. Intervicwees
reported that some organizations are seeing far fewer whites applying for positions as
they expect not to be considered due to race, and that white males are feeling alienated
(Ramsay, 2005). This apparent sense of resignation is also reflected in the establishment
of the Come Home Campaign, a joint project of the trade union, Solidarity. and the

Company for Immigration. The Come Home Campaign’s aims are:
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“To assist as many skilled expatriates to return to South Africa as possible; To
retain and locally involve as many would-be skilled emigrants as possible; To
engage skilled people still resident in South Africa who have withdrawn mentally
and “emigrated” inwardly in the public debate and life once more.” (Come Home
Campaign, n.d.)

The Come Home Campaign has been acknowledgea by the South African
Government (Fraser-Moleketi, 2007, p. 21) as an important initiative: “The return,
retention and involvement of skilled South African citizens are of cardinal importance to
the South African economy. The launch of the Come Home Campaign was prompted by
this necessity.” Fraser-Moleketi’s response reflects the concern that there are South
Africans who are withdrawing without actually leaving the country.

Second, emigration is continuing (Crush, Peberdy, & Williams, 2006; Statistics
South Africa, 2005), and has risen post-apartheid (see Bailey, 2003; “Fears over South
Africa’s exodus”, 2006; Statistics South Africa, 2005). Table 4 shows the number of self-
declared emigrants from South Africa between 1990 and 2003 (Statistics South Africa.
2005).

Table 4

Self-Declared Emigrants from South Africa

Year Count
1990 4,722
1991 4,256
1992 4,289
1993 8,078
1994 10,235
1995 8,725
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Table 4 continued.

1996 9,708
1997 8,725
1998 9,031
1999 8,478
2000 10,262
2001 12,260
2002 10,890
2003 16,165

While emigration was high in 1994, the year of South Africa’s first non-racial
election, emigration rates for 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003 all surpassed what was
recorded for 1994. It should be noted that these numbers appear to be a dramatic
underestimate based on comparisons with data provided by countries that are receiving
former South Africans as permanent residents or citizens (see Statistics South Africa.
2005).

The outflow of academic staff from South African universities is concerning, with
those at the peak of their academic careers leaving for other countries (see Waddington.
1999). However, it is not only academia that is noticing this trend. Around one third of
skilled/professional emigrants are from education or the humanities, while legislative.
executive and managerial people account for 29 percent of the skilled emigrants (Bailey,

2003). According to Statistics South Africa (2003), about half of those who declare
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themselves emigrants when leaving South Africa are professional or managerial people.
Intention to emigrate may be more likely among those who have a university
qualification and/or social contacts abroad (Miller, Haskell, & Thatcher, 2002). A study
of the views of skilled South Africans conducted by the Africa Institute of South Africa
and the Southern African Migration Project in 2002 showed that both blacks and whites
had given emigration some thought, and that twenty perceﬁt of their respondents reported
that it was highly likely that they would emigrate (Waller, 2006). Opposition to
affirmative action was overwhelmingly the case for whites in the Waller study;
opposition to the policy was true for 20% of the blacks (Waller, 2006). According to
Crush, et al., (2006), local economic and political circumstances have contributed to
emigration intentions, while new job opportunities abroad have also played a part in some
sectors. Furthermore, affirmative action has been cited as a reason why expatriate South
Africans are unwilling to return (see Peta, 2005, and Waller, 2006). As recognized in The
Economist (“Between staying and going”, 2008) there are Both push and pull factors that
appear to be contributing to emigration, and the brain drain is damaging to South Africa —
the country can ill afford the loss of its best-trained people.

Third, entrepreneurship may be viewed as a feasible alternative to employment
with a company or other organization. Interviewees reported that some job applicants.
and white males in particular, might feel pressed to start their own business where they
believe that they will not be considered for employment due to race and gender (Ramsay.
2005). Although South Africa lacks entrepreneuria]ly-minded people relative to other
countries the explanation offered for this gap has been a lack of education (South African

Institute for Entrepreneurship, 2006). However, those with education. especially those
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who feel that they are unlikely to be employed under current affirmative action policy,
may be highly likely to try their hand at starting a business.

Fourth, people are choosing to pursue further education, with enrollment in
tertiary education rising from around 863,000 students in 2002, to around 960,000 in
2005 (Statistics South Africa, 2006a). Under the Nationalist government, government
positions were largely reserved for Afrikaners, many of whom with limited education
(Innes, 1993). Under the new dispensation individuals in this group no longer have this
“safe” employment option. According to interviewees, this has pushed young whites.
especially white males, to pursue further education or to start their own businesses
(Ramsay, 2005).

Fifth, exposure to the selection process may affect job applicant wellbeing, and

individuals may be experiencing lowered core self-evaluation (see Anderson, 2004).
There exists the perception that affirmative action is tokenism and that unqualified people
are put into senior positions and will fail (Herholdt & Marx, 1999; Ramsay. 2005). This
pressure for those from previously disadvantaged groups to succeed creates a high-stress
environment for target group members. Steele (1991) has argued that affirmative action for
blacks generates a kind of demoralization that is an internalization of the doubts of others
about their ability. In a laboratory study, Heilman, Simon, and Repper (1987) showed a
negative relationship between preferential selection based on gender and women lcaders’
self-perceptions and self-evaluations. In another laboratory study Heilman and Alcott
(2001) showed that being aware that others viewed them as being selected based on sex
led to participants’ negative self-regard when uncertain about their ability regarding a task.

and produced negative affect. Further, non-target group members may feel devalued. This
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new world order for whites may be perceived as white male oppression. and according to

Allport (1954), group oppression may lower self-image.

This context provides the backdrop for the theoretical framework and hypothescs
discussed below. As expectations and justice are central to my model, I will now review
related research and theory and follow that with a discussion of the group-level and
individual-level factors that act as antecedents in the model. I will discuss justice factors
and how they are distinct as a central issue in this project, and then provide discussion
regarding outcomes of interest. I offer specific testable hypotheses interspersed

throughout the literature review.
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

There are several factors that contribute to my theoretical model and these are
reflected in the general organizing heuristic shown in Figure 1 provided earlier. Specific
variables of the model are laid out in Figure 4, and specific hypotheses are identificd later
in the paper. This general heuristic is based in part on the model of Bell, Ryan, &
Wiechman (2004). I address four groupings of antecedents of individual-level justice
expectations. These include individual differences, existing beliefs and values, remote
direct experiences, and indirect experiences. At the race/gehder group level I examine
group beliefs as an antecedent of group culture, which in turn has a cross-level effect on
individual expectations, as do group expectations. At the individual level I explore the
relations between justice expectations along different justice dimensions. and as
expectations of justice may affect how people react to organizational events (see Bell,
Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006), expectations are viewed as directly linked to the outcomes
of interest in this context.

As discussed earlier, affirmative action target group membership status plays a
hugely important role in selection decisions in South Africa. Further, race and gender
group members have a shared socio-political history. Therefore, I expect that therc may
be distinct variation in expectations and reactions between race and gender groups. [ also
anticipate that individual-level antecedents may moderate the relationship between group
membership and justice expectations. Thus my hypotheses specified below, while
capturing relations across pooled target groups, also specifically address mean

differences in individual-level constructs between target groups, slope differences in
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predictor-criterion relationships between target groups, and group-level predictor-
criterion relations.

I will now address theory and published research findings relevant to supporting
this framework for the research questions of interest.

Expectations and Justice Theory

“Relations among races and between sexes, assertions of individual rights, and
demands for equality in distributions of society’s benefits...constitute the fundamental
social problems of our era,” according to Goldman (1979), p. 3. Goldman could not have
put South Africa’s current position more succinctly. The individual’s expectation of
justice is an important issue in a climate where selection decisions are being made based
on race and gender, in an effort to correct societal imbalances.
Expectations

I posit that justice expectations, or expectancies, are built regarding the selection
process in South Africa, and affirmative action in particular, although these expectations
may never have been articulated. Thus, theories of psychological contract (see Anderson
& Schalk, 1998; Tekleab & Taylor, 2003) underlie the conceptualization of justice
expectations addressed here. Psychological contract is a set of expectations that are
created in the mind (Levinson, Price, Munden, Mandl, & Solley, 1966). Thesc
expectations capture beliefs about the obligations in a relationship between two partics.
where each individual comes to the relationship with their own set of expectations, and
many of those expectations may have nothing to do with anything that has been indicated
or not indicated by the employer. The individual’s expectafions may be established

before they even apply for a job with the company.

35



As noted by Dabos and Rousseau (2004), expectations are shaped by influences
outside the employment relationship of interest. These influences could include values.
motives, experiences at work, and broader social norms. This is consistent with the notion
that there could be different psychological contracts for different groups (e.g., Guzzo.
Noonan, & Elron, 1994; Thomas & Anderson, 1998). Levinson, et al. (1966) discuss
normative expectations of how individuals and work groups develop schemas for what
they should expect from one another, and they note that these normative expectations
vary across groups (€.g., type of industry, type of job, level of responsibility) and also
vary according to the personal experience of the individual, as well as across seniority
and gender. Thomas, Au, and Ravin (2003) identify a number of propositions that reflect
the cultural differences in expectations and there is some evidence that cultural
differences do exist with respect to views on commitments, however, we do not have a
clear understanding of the development and change of the psychological contract across
cultures.

Many hiring organizations do not offer explicit statements about what job
applicants should expect in the hiring process, yet applicants hold distinct expectancies
regarding what will take place in their engagement with an organization. I suspect that in
the South African context, the government mandate that organizations must remedy past
imbalances (Government Gazette, 1998), and media coverage regarding that policy (c.g..
“Affirmative action to stay”, 2007) create a universal expectation that organizations will
be making selection decisions based on target group membership status. Individuals may
make judgments about the selection system in South Africa through heuristic processing.

where, in a case such as this, they have limited information and the information that is
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available from the government and the media may prime processing based on catcgorics
(see Chaiken, 1987; Kulik & Perry, 1994). Also, they may not be motivated to engage in
systematic processing (Chaiken, 1987). Nacoste (1994) argues that the view of
affirmative action policy is an affirmative action schema, where the individual may use
the “average” process in affirmative action as the benchmark for what is to be expected.
Media and government reports in South Africa would facilitate a common schema.
Research such as that of Kravitz and Platania (1993) has shown that people may hold
common beliefs about affirmative action process. They indicate that respondents. who
were not given specific information about affirmative action policy, thought quota hiring
likely. Thus, I posit that South Africans applying for jobs may hold a shared
conceptualization of what affirmative action means for the selection process, and that in
general they should expect quota hiring based on target group membership; howevecr. this
view will vary depending on hiring practices that they see around them.

As articulated by Bell, Ryan, and Wiechmann (2004), expectations have received
little attention in organizational justice research, yet have important implications for
understanding applicant perceptions. As shown by Bell, Wiechmann, and Ryan (2006),
applicants do hold justice expectations, and those expectations can be directly linked to
outcomes such as job acceptance and recommendation intentions.

Justice Theory

Making a contribution to justice theory is an important goal of this research

project, and justice is a central component of my theoretical model. I now provide a brief

review of relevant literature on justice. However, justice-related studies are also
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addressed later in this paper, along with the discussion of the specific hypotheses
regarding the various antecedents of justice expectations and outcomes related to justice.

As noted by Ambrose and Arnaud (2005), justice had historically been broken
down into two dimensions, then three (distributive justice, procedural, and interpersonal
justice), however, more recently Colquitt (2001) validated the four-factor justice model
that includes informational justice. Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, and Ng (2001)
provide the following definitions of the four factors:

Distributive Justice: “the fairness of outcome distributions or allocations™ p. 425.

Procedural Justice: “the fairness of the procedures used to determine outcome

distributions or allocations.” p. 425.

Interpersonal Justice: “reflects the degree to which people are treated with

politeness, dignity, and respect by authorities or third parties involved in

executing procedures or determining outcomes.” p. 427.

Informational Justice: “focuses on the explanations provided to people that

convey information about why procedures were used in a certain fashion or why

outcomes were distributed in a certain fashion.” p. 427.

While interpersonal and informational components of justice are important in our
overall understanding of justice, I believe that they are not as closely related to issues of
restorative justice as are procedural and distributive justice. Therefore, while I do capture
data on interpersonal and informational justice to show that restorative justice is distinct
from extant justice dimensions, for the sake of limiting the scope of this project to
something manageable, I do not consider specific antecedents and outcomes of
interpersonal and informational justice in this project. That is, the full dimensionality of
justice is captured to support the empirical demonstration of dimension distinctiveness,
but the reader’s attention will be drawn to the literature regarding distributive and

procedural justice issues, discussed below, with regard to the antecedents and

consequences of the justice dimensions of interest. An additional organizational justice
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dimension, restorative justice, is proposed as an important factor that is tied to procedural
and distributive justice in contexts in which it is necessary to remedy past imbalances.
and as such, relevant antecedents and outcomes for that dirﬁension are also addressed.
Distributive Justice

Distributive justice relates to the fairness of the actual outcome; that is. the
distribution or allocation (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001). Distributive
justice as captured by Colquitt (2001) using items from Leventhal (1976) is an indirect
measure of justice. That is, it captures fairness criteria by looking at underlying criteria of
fairness, rather than asking specifically about fairness. For example, distributive justice
items ask about whether the outcome reflects the effort put into the work, or the
contribution made (see Colquitt, 2001). In the case of the items used by Colquitt, the
underlying issue being tapped is equity (rewards are distributed in accordance with the
contribution of the recipient; see Leventhal, 1976). As the items used by Colquitt are
similar in format to those commonly used in the justice literature (e.g., McFarlin &
Sweeney, 1992; Moorman, 1991; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Price & Mueller. 1986) and
Colquitt’s scales are now being adapted for use (e.g., Bell, Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006), |
view the standard framing of distributive justice in the literature as equity-based with that
equity exchange being based on merit (e.g., contribution and performance). This is a
useful general framing for justice in selection, and is the dominant conceptualization
according to Colquitt, Greenberg, and Zapata-Phelan (2005), but this framing does not
provide altogether meaningful information in the context of strong preferential sclection
under affirmative action where the distribution would be based on demographic

characteristics and yet could still be construed as fair, even though this would be a “rulc
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violation” (see Ployhart and Ryan, 1998). As noted by Arvey and Sackett (1993, p. 194).
the “presumption that selection should be based on the principle of meritocracy is not
shared by everyone, and it is violated in many instances.” Under affirmative action policy
in South Africa (Government Gazette, 1998), race and gender would typically be critical
factors in determining who would be awarded the desirable outcome of being hired.
Therefore, I argue that distributive justice as currently framed in the literature is
insufficient to explain justice under strong preferential selection where there are
demographic characteristics that would be a key factor in ciecisions.

Folger (1986) posits that in referent cognitions theory there are three conditions
that link to resentment about the decision-making process. These include high referent.
low likelihood of amelioration, and low justification. Those who are members of non-
target groups and are not getting hired due to affirmative action priorities in South Africa
could easily imagine themselves being hired (high referent). As affirmative action is part
of current labour law, they may have little hope that things will change (low likelihood of
amelioration). Finally, if they do not believe affirmative action is a good policy they will
believe that the hiring decision should have gone differently (low justification). Thus this
model would lend support for non-target frustration where there is limited support for
affirmative action.

Procedural Justice

Procedural justice aspects of process include, for example, the organization
having valid reasons for their hire choice, treating candidates decently, and having a fair
selection procedure for determining those to be turned down (see discussion in

Greenberg, 1990). According to Colquitt, Greenberg, and Zapata-Phelan (2005). the

40



concept was first introduced by Thibaut and Walker (1975) who found that those who
had greater control in an exchange (in their study, resolving disputes) perceived the
process as more fair. Specifically, process control was identified as important. Further. it
is helpful to have process rules clearly specified. Leventhal (1980) provides six rules for
fair procedure. These include consistency, bias suppressioﬁ, accuracy, correctability.
representativeness, and ethicality. While these underlying rules are evidenced in the
procedural justice scale items of Colquitt (2001) and are important in our understanding
on justice expectations, these rules do not necessarily fit the context of strong preferential
selection under affirmative action, where some would argue that selection based on
demographics is biased and immoral, yet others would construe selection decisions under
such a system as procedurally fair. Therefore, 1 believe that we need to reconsider the
dimensions of justice and expand beyond the extant four-factor model of Colquitt, et al..
(2001) in the context of strong preferential selection.

While some researchers criticize studies that continue to slice justice into more
specific dimensions (e.g., Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005), I believe that further specification
serves to build our understanding in certain contexts. While parsimony is desirable. the
current theory of justice as a four-factor construct does not address the case of societal
corrections and a redistribution of resources to group members according to special rules
for group distributions. I therefore propose a fifth dimension, restorative justice.

Dawes (1994; p. 223), in his discussion of the principles of affirmative action
programs, argues that affirmative action programs don’t work because they claim that
“we can affirmatively affect the probability of allowing members of target groups to be

selected without affecting the probability that individual members outside the group will
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not be selected.” He emphasizes that there are both group and individual decisions that
are made, as deciding which group to select simultaneousl)./ precipitates decisions about
which individuals to accept or reject. Dawes suggests that an appropriate approach to
affirmative action would be to recognize the duality and simultaneity principles by
attempting to minimize unfairness, as the system can’t be fair to everyone at once.

Published research regarding affirmative action attitude reflects the overarching
view of affirmative action as fair depending on race, gender, and self-interest, for
example (Harrison, et al., 2006). Yet, such research does not capture the possibility of
individual recognition of duality and simultaneity, where affirmative action may be
valued as fair as long as it can minimize within-group unfairness, in a context where
redistribution is necessary. Therefore, I propose that we consider an additional justice
dimension, that of restorative justice, to facilitate understanding of these principles. I
believe that there is a need to recognize the place of societal redistribution bascd on
group need, along with fair process within group when distributions are being made
based on group membership, in understanding fairness. I will argue that theory
distinguishes restorative justice from other justice dimensions, it can be operationalized
and measured independently, and it has different effects and different antecedents (see
discussion of Four Key Questions based on Schwab (1980) and Bobocel and Homval
(2001) in Ambrose and Arnaud, 2005).
Restorative Justice

Restorative justice (de Gruchy, 2002) is a “form of justice that has to do with
healing relationships, when reconciliation becomes part of the justice equations.” Roche

(2006) argues for a broader recognition of restorative justice beyond the fairly narrow
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field in which the topic is addressed, and this study provides a clear response to that call.
Criminal justice research frames the idea of restorative justice as occasions where the
perpetrator of a crime must offer to engage in some compensatory behavior that benefits
the victim, as a way to restore imbalance (see Bazemore, Elis, & Green, 2007). Such a
concept is not tested in current US-based justice models in the industrial/organizational
psychology literature, yet there may be the potential to generalize the concept to
workplace justice in selection under preferential treatment, where the victims (members
of previously disadvantaged groups) benefit from compensatory behavior (preferential
treatment in selection) at the perceived expense of the perpetrator (whites who have been
beneficiaries in a social imbalance). Steiner and Gilliland (2001) do note the recognition
of special needs groups within certain cultures, where it is regarded as appropriate to
provide advantages to certain groups who do have special needs. For example, they state
that, “from a self-interest perspective, minority groups in a given country may feel that
equality and special needs are important to correct long-term effects of discrimination
against their group.” p.131. In South Africa, discrimination has been the casc for the
majority group (black Africans) and two minority groups (coloured people and Indians)
(see Terreblanche, 2002). This distribution based on a societal correction could be viewed
as moral and as such may fit what Goldman, Slaughter, Schmitt, Wiley, and Brooks
(2008) call a deontic-based need fulfillment. Feather (2608) has similarly proposed
capturing distributions based on entitlement.

I propose that restorative justice differs from need-based distributive
organizational justice in that restorative justice captures a desire for general socictal-level

redistribution. The redistribution is based on an overall societal correction and a social
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restructuring plan. It is not a function of individual-level need, even though it must be
implemented at the individual level for the societal correction to take place. Research that
has been conducted on need-based distributions tends to focus on the neediness of the
individual recipient (e.g., Giacobbe-Miller, Miller, & Victorov, 1998; Murphy-Berman &
Berman, 2002; Pratto, Tatar, & Conway-Lanz, 1999; Steiner, Trahan, Haptonstahl, &
Fointiat, 2006) and frames need and merit as alternative choices (e.g., Murphy-Berman &
Berman, 2002; Pratto, Tatar and Conway-Lanz, 1999). We are not currently capturing the
possibility of duality and simultaneity, or distributions based on a broad social
redistribution requirement rather than an individual need.

The moral principle of correction of past wrongs is a key component in a justice
model when considering affirmative action. Affirmative action programs are built on the
premise that redistribution is needed to correct some inequality (see Dawes, 1994).
According to de Gruchy (2002), “Covenanting implies accepting responsibility for the
past and committed participation in its healing, sharing together in the task of restoring
justice in the present, and keeping hope alive for greater reconciliation in the future.” (p.
6) He adds, “The sacrament of penance provides an important analogy for what is
required in overcoming social and political alienation and fostering national
reconciliation. Indeed, I would suggest that the sacrament of penance is the sacrament of
restorative justice.” (p. 101)

Goldberg (1997, p.67) pays careful attention to the issue of the past, where
historical context is an important contributor to understanding and developing a sound
moral standpoint and related justice perceptions. He defines the principle of

compensation; “An individual harmed in violation of his rights should be restored by the
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perpetrator of the injury to the position he would have occﬁpied, had the injury not
occurred.” As noted by Goldberg, this is not a payment because of an unpleasant
experience, such as are the benefits accorded to military veterans. This is simply a
correction of a specific injury, and in South Africa such injury was clearly inflicted upon
groups by apartheid rule (Ross, 1999; Terreblache, 2003; Thompson, 1990).

[ define restorative justice as the fairness of outcome distributions or allocations
to target groups that have suffered inequality in the past. In the South African context.
those groups are identified under affirmative action policy as blacks (including black
African, coloureds, and Indians), women, and the disabled (Government Gazette, 1998). |
propose that a measure of restorative justice expectations should capture the expectation
that distributions are being made to members of these target groups, and in this study,
race and gender groups are the target groups of interest.

Hypothesis 1:

A five-factor justice model that includes Colquitt’s (2001) dimensions as well as

restorative justice expectations will be supported.

Understanding simply that general redistributions are being made is insufficient to
fully capture the issues of justice and the principles of duality and simultaneity. We must
also capture differences in views of handling of different target groups as some groups
are considered as being in greater need than are others (see earlier discussion of South
Africa’s hierarchy of advantage). Thus, I believe that it is also important to consider
specific circumstances of distributive and procedural justice, where there is a
redistribution to specific target groups. I suggest that capturing distributive restorative
justice as the fairness of outcome distributions or allocations within target groups as an

alternative to the general distributive justice of the selection system. As race and gender
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groups are the target groups of interest in this study, I examine distributive restorative
justice for women and blacks (including black Africans, coloureds and Indians) to better
understand the distributive justice of distributions within these designated beneficiary
groups.

We also need to understand the justice of how decisions are made for distribution
within target groups. There may be expectations that some groups are being exposed to
more appropriate process than are others, and I argue that general procedural justice of
the selection system will not capture sufficient information. The examination of
procedural issues for within-group distribution decisions acknowledges the duality and
simultaneity principles noted by Dawes (1994). I propose also capturing procedural
restorative justice; the fairness of the procedures used to determine outcome distributions
or allocations within target groups. One criticism of affirmative action is that within-
group selection decisions are based on tribalism, former exile status, or whom you know.
rather than merit (Madi, 1997), and the procedural component within groups is important.
As race and gender target groups are the groups of interest in this study, I examine
procedural restorative justice for women and blacks.

While affirmative action policy has been operational in South Africa for over a
decade, there remain those who are frustrated that unemployment for non-whites remains
higher than for whites, and that the pace of hiring and promotion of non-whites at the
individual level is too slow (see Statistics South Africa, 2008; Vavi, 2007). These views
have articulated by Vavi (2007), the leader of the Congress of South African Trade
Unions (COSATU) most of whose members are black Africans. At the same time.

whites, and white men in particular, express concern that they are not being considered
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due to race and gender, and are assuming that jobs are being assigned based on target
group membership (Herholdt & Marx, 1999; Ramsay, 2005). White females are
reportedly frustrated as they expect to be supported by affirmative action policy but find
themselves placed after blacks (Ramsay, 2005) and white men have a particularly
negative view as they view themselves as being discounted on two fronts; race and
gender. Thus, black Africans may view redistributions as insufficient and expect that
restoration is not taking place, while whites, and white men in particular, may view
redistributions as prevalent, and expect that restoration is taking place. Indian men and
women, who have had better access to education than have black Africans or coloureds.
are being placed in leadership positions, and I anticipate that they would see the
prevalence of redistributions taking place. The hierarchy of advantage and differing
access to work experience for the different race/gender groups suggests that those from
race/gender groups that have had the most advantage and the best access to experience,
and yet are target group members, are likely to see greater levels of redistributions to
their own group, so view redistributions as taking place.

Hypothesis 2: Restorative justice expectations will vary significantly across

race/gender groups with black Africans having the lowest expectations of

restorative justice, and white men having the highest expectations of restorative

Justice.

The concept of relative deprivation (Runciman, 1966) provides an explanation for
differing justice perceptions as the result of a process of social comparison. Those who
are not being hired for jobs make a comparison between themselves and those who have
been hired. Those who are qualified for positions, yet expect that they are being turned

down on the basis of race or gender, will be presented with their relative deprivation.

hence a sense of injustice. This is important in expectations of distributive justice. as
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distributive justice is based on principles of equity and merit, and in procedural justice.
which is based on consistency, freedom from bias, and ethicality. As job applicants make
assumptions about how jobs are being allocated, and the groups to which they are
assigned, I anticipate that there will be race and gender group differences in the
expectation of distributive justice and procedural justice. Because of the hierarchy of
advantage in South Africa, and differing access to work experience based on race and
gender, I anticipate that individuals make assumptions about the level of skill. experience
and capacity to contribute that other applicants have, based on race and gender, and thus
expectations regarding procedural and distributive justice are a function of group
membership.

Blau (1964) acknowledges the role of expectations in fairness, where individuals
anticipate a distribution that is a fair exchange. Social norms are taken into account in
building these expectations, and in terms of procedural justice, those norms include
consistency, freedom from bias, and ethicality (see Colquitt, 2001). As found by Kravitz
and Klineberg (2000), membership in a target group is an important factor in justice
perceptions. They showed that in their sample in the US, blacks were the least likely to
view affirmative action policies as giving unfair advantage to minorities and women.
That is not to say that blacks in the US necessarily view preferential treatment as fair.
Cropanzano, Slaughter, and Bachiochi (2005) showed that in a US sample of black
engineering students, tiebreak and preferential treatment policies were rated as ncutral
with regard to their procedural and distributive justice.

According to interviewees in South Africa (Ramsay, 2005). there is a perception

among blacks that blackness should give you a free passport to success and that blacks
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expect to be placed and promoted simply because of race. Thus, target group members
may view current process favorably (as being free of bias against target group members,
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