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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 ofjustice 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 ofjustice ~

restorative justice. South African workplaces operate under labour law that specifies

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 ofjustice expectation antecedents, the dimensions ofjustice

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 ofjustice 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 differences in

three of these four outcomes were observed.
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INTRODUCTION

This project is an examination of the theoretical dimensions ofjustice

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 ofjustice 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 ofjustice 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 Ofjustice 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. I

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 a1. (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 ofjustice (Bell, Ryan. &

Wiechmann, 2004; Bell, Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006) this project seeks to improve our

understanding of the factors that contribute to the building ofjustice 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 preferential

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 ofjustice 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 I

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. Ifjustice 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
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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 ofjustice: 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 ofjustice 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-Ievel 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 countries are

taking steps to increase the diversity of their job incumbent populations where there has

been previous inequality (Jain, Sloane, & Horwitz, 2003). By capturingjustice

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. 1 test specified hypotheses

using data collected in South Africa from a sample of potential job applicants —- people

who were in their final year of an undergraduate degree prOgram, who have some interest

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



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 ofjustice expectations within the context of strong

preferential selection, and how do they interact in influencing individual-level outcomes?

What are the effects ofjustice expectations on positive and negative outcomes in this

context?

Paper Overview

To provide the reader with an idea of the flow of this paper, I provide a pre’cis of

what is to come.

Soda-Political Context

In 1994 South Africa held its first non-racial electiOn where South Africans ofall

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 (Govermnent

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 strOng 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, 1 present a multilevel

model where I link individual-level antecedents ofjustice, 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 ofjustice 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 ofjustice expectations. These are individual differences, existing

beliefs and values, remote direct experiences, and indirect experiences. At a group level I

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

11

 
 



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 ofN = 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 ofjustice 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 differences 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 4.43 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 Registration 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

 

Percentage of

 

Service Population

Access to piped water at dwelling or site 71.3

Municipality services for refuse removal 61.0

Connected to mains electricity supply 81.5

Bucket toilet or no sanitation 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 (US. 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
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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 ofa

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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Figure 2

Private Medical Insurance Coverage by Population Group

Schooling 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 ofthe 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 Labor

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 ofEmployees by Population Group and Occupational Category

 

Black African Coloured Indian White

Legislators 24.4 8.8 9.7 5 7.1

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 1 1.4 0.2 3 7.1

Craft 66.2 15.2 2.2 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 this 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 priorities —

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 reported 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 ofien 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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Figure 3

Unemployment 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 19203 there were a number of non-

racial unions made up of workers of all races fiom the factory floor, growing to 1 19 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 COSA'I‘U

(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 need

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 are

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 ofBlackness

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. Interviewees

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 acknowledged 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 Emigrantsfrom South Aflica

 

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 percent 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 entrepreneurially-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 leaders'

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 hypotheses

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 identified 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/gender 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 ofjustice 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 there may

be distinct variation in expectations and reactions between race and gender groups. I 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

1 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 ofj ustice

expectations addressed here. Psychological contract is a set of expectations that are

created in the mind (Levinson, Price, Munden, Mandl, & Solley, 1966). These

expectations capture beliefs about the obligations in a relationship between two parties.

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 expectations may be established

before they even apply for a job with the company.
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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 (e.g., type of industry, type ofjob, 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 (e.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 categories

(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; however. 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 ofjustice 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 ofjustice are important in our

overall understanding ofjustice, 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 dimension 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 ofjustice. 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). I

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 selection

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 “rule
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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 decisions.

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
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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 suppression, 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, I believe that we need to reconsider the

dimensions ofjustice 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 ofjustice 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 simultaneouslyI 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 based 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 ofjustice 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 case 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 (2008) 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 societal-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 ofpenance 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 occdpied, 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).

I 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). I

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-factorjustice model that includes Colquitt ’s (2001) dimensions as well as

restorativejustice expectations will be supported.

Understanding simply that general redistributions are being made is insufficient to

fully capture the issues ofjustice 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: Restorativejustice expectations will vary significantly across

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

restorativejustice, and white men having the highest expectations ofrestoratire

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 neutral

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.

and ethical) and have higher expectations of procedural justice than will members of non-

target groups. Those from non-target groups may allow their expectation that jobs will go

to someone of another race to color their perception of the entire selection process.

deeming it procedurally unfair, even though it may be unbiased when selecting

candidates within a race group. '

Hypothesis 3: Distributive justice andproceduraljustice expectations will vary

significantly across race/gender groups, with white men having the lowest

expectations ofprocedural and distributive justice, and white women having the

highest expectations ofprocedural and distributive justice. Expectations of

procedural and distributivejustice among black Africans will be lower those of

coloureds, which will be lower than those ofIndians.

The relationship between restorative justice expectations and procedural and

distributive justice expectations is expected to vary across groups. For example.

restorative, procedural and distributive justice are expected to converge for black African

men, yet be inversely related for white men. Black African men who believe that a

redistribution is not taking place would have low expectations of procedural and

distributive justice. Indian women, however, are likely to see higher levels of

redistribution, which would likely be to their own group, and feel satisfied that the

process is fair and unbiased. White men who believe that there is a high level of

redistribution taking place will assume that people with less skills and experience are

getting the jobs, and that the distribution is taking place in a biased and unethical way.

Hypothesis 4: The relationship between restorative justice expectations and

procedural and distributivejustice expectations will vary significantly across

race/gender groups with white men having an inverse relationship between

restorative justice expectations andprocedural and distributive justice. while

white women, black Africans, coloureds and Indians will show a positive
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relationship between restorative justice expectations and expectations of'

procedural and distributivejustice.

We know from existing research that affirmative action programs that are the

most prescriptive are the programs that are more likely to generate negative attitudinal

responses (Harrison, Kravitz, Mayer, Leslie, & Lev-Arey, 2006). While these meta-

analytic results are helpful in summarizing the findings of existing literature. I propose

research that drills down in a more specific way with regard to justice. Harrison. et al..

choose to combine studies that capture fairness perceptions as the dependent variable and

those that capture attitude toward to affirmative action as the dependent variable, arguing

that although these two constructs are not identical, they are “powerfully bound up in one

another.” While the majority of the studies in their meta-analysis used attitude toward

affirmative action as the dependent variable, I question the appropriateness of lumping

the two constructs together. My concern is supported by their finding that there were

larger relationships between race and gender and attitude toward affirmative action than

was the case for the relationships between race and gender and fairness as the dependent

variable. These constructs are conceptually distinct, and for us to be able to understand

how people react under affirmative action policy, I view it as essential that we tease apart

issues of support for a policy and issues of perceptions ofjustice regarding process.

Harrison, et al., (2006) do acknowledge with their study limitations that they recommend

that researchers use attitude rather than fairness measures in future affirmative action

research. I posit that not only is separation of these two constructs necessary for

theoretical development; it also is essential to provide a basis on which practical

recommendations regarding affirmative action process can be built.
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Although they are examining affirmative action attitudes rather that justice

attitudes, Bell, Harrison, and McLaughlin’s (2000) results are informative. In testing

Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) theory of reasoned action they demonstrate that

demographic factors have unique effects on affirmative action attitude beyond those

explained by beliefs and evaluations. Harrison, et al. (2006) show that both the race effect

and the gender effect on attitude toward affirmative action are moderated by program

prescriptiveness. Specifically, the effect of race and gender was especially potent under

the most prescriptive preferential treatment. South African research has concluded that

women are more positive than are men about employment equity (van Rensburg &

Roodt, 2003; van Rensburg & Roodt, 2005). This is not surprising considering that

women have target status. Thus, considering the prescriptiveness of the South African

policy, and that demographics contribute to variance beyond that explained by other

antecedents, I anticipate race and gender effects.

In research on qualifications, fairness ratings in selection have been linked to

qualifications, where the selection of candidates with superior qualifications is regarded

as more fair (see review in Kravitz, Harrison, Turner, Levine, Brannick. Denning.

Russell, Conard, and Bhagat, I996). Under-qualified candidates may be selected in South

Africa, where there has been historic inequality in access to education and certain work

opportunities, as there is a policy of affirmative action that gives a positive weight to

demographic status. The recognition that target group members in South Africa may be

unable to compete on equal footing with those from previously advantaged groups is

reinforced by the government policy that includes “potential” as a sufficient qualification

for selection (Government Gazette, 1998). While less-qualified candidates may be chosen
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based on demographic characteristics, this does not necessarily mean that merit has been

put aside entirely. Also, it is still possible to choose the best-qualified candidate within a

target group. I view recognizing this possibility as key to improving our understanding of

the multiple dimensions ofjustice, and to informing practice regarding selection process

under the real constraints of strong preferential selection.

First, white women have historically experienced relative privilege when

compared to other target groups. As discussed earlier, they have had access to better

schools and work opportunities (Statistics South Africa, 2006a; Thomson, 1990). As a

result, they are likely fairly well equipped to compete on traditional selection criteria such

as education, Skills and to a lesser extent, experience. Given their status, there would be

little reason to ignore traditional merit criteria in selection decisions when selecting white

women. However, there may be the expectation that traditiOnal criteria are being

overlooked for white women, to be more inclusive of black women. Therefore, I

anticipate that procedural restorative and distributive restorative justice expectations

about the treatment of women will vary across groups.

Similarly, as black Africans have historically had the worst access to education

and challenging work, I anticipate that both women and men from these groups are more

likely to be selected based on potential, or on other characteristics such as social

connections. Therefore, I anticipate that procedural restorative and distributive restorative

justice expectations regarding treatment for blacks in black. African women and men will

be moderate to low, with more variability than that seen for other race groups. I anticipate

that coloureds and Indians are more likely to see distributions to members of their group
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based on merit, and have higher expectations regarding prOcedural and distributive

justice.

Procedural restorative justice and distributive restorative justice are expected to

vary across race and gender groups. Those who are target group members. yet are also

members or groups lower on the hierarchy of advantage, are more likely to anticipate that

the procedure and distribution is unfair because within the target groups, preference may

be given to Indians first and then coloureds, rather than to black Africans, although all are

target groups. Similarly, preference within women as a target group may be given to

Indian women over coloured or black African because they have had relatively better

access to experience and education and over white women because the organization is

striving to redistribute to blacks. Distributive restorative and procedural restorative

justice will be measured for treatment oftwo target groups: blacks and women. Blacks

and women are categories that are designated as beneficiary groups under affirmative

action law (along with the disabled, who fall beyond the scope of this study).

Hypothesis 5.° Distributive restorative andprocedural restorativejustice

expectationsfor treatment ofblacks will vary significantly across race and gender

groups with black Afiican men having the lowest expectations ofdistributive

restorative andprocedural restorative justice, lower than the expectations of

coloureds, which will be lower than those ofIndians. Indian women will have the

highest expectations ofjustice.

Hypothesis 6: Distributive restorative andprocedural restorative justice

expectationsfor treatment ofwomen will vary significantly across race and

gender groups, with black African women having the lowest expectations of

distributive restorative andprocedural restorative justice, lower than the

expectations ofcoloureds, which will be lower than those ofIndians. Whitc

women will have the highest expectations ofjustice.

Having addressed the dimensions ofjustice that are relevant in this study. I now

direct the reader’s attention to group characteristics and individual-level factors that may
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contribute to our understanding ofjustice expectations. First, I discuss group

_ characteristics.

Group Characteristics

While individual-level constructs have been the primary focus of the justice

literature, group-level issues are also important and research in this area is needed. The

South Africa context provides an excellent opportunity to examine group-level constructs

and their cross-level implications. South Africa’s historic formalized segregation by race

(Ross, 1999; Thompson, 1990) has meant that those of the same race group had

commonality with others of their race in terms of access to resources, with whites having

the greatest access, followed by the Indian, coloured and black African groups. in order

of descending levels of access (Statistics South Africa, 2006a; Thomson, 1990).

Similarly, women have had less access to certain job categories and resources than have

men (Department of Labour, n.d.; Statistics South Africa, 2006a; Thomson, 1990).

creating a shared experience within gender group. As I have discussed in the Socio-

Political History section of this paper, each race and gender sub-group in South Africa

had a unique position in society, creating a shared experience with others of the same

race and gender subgroup. Although South Africa’s apartheid-era Population Registration

Act was repealed in the 19905, theoretically ending the legal basis for race classification.

people continue to identify themselves by these categorizations (Christopher. 2002). The

development of group identity as an outcome of administrative categorization has been

shown elsewhere (Kertzer & Arel, 2002), and South Africans appear to hold strong racial

identities (Christopher, 2002; Vestergaard, 2001). Population group categorizations and

gender are currently an important part of policies of redress in South Africa. where
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designated beneficiary status for affirmative action is based on race, gender, and

disability status (Government Gazette, 1998) as these groups are identified by the

government as being underrepresented in the workplace. In this context. and for the

purposes of this project, race and gender subgroups are necessary and appropriate

grouping characteristics for considering group-level constructs.

l posit that the homogenous social and economic context for race and gender

groups created by shared status under apartheid policies and now under the new

dispensation has meant that race/gender groups in South Africa have shared experiences

and along with that, have developed shared attitudes and perceptions (see Klein &

Kozlowski, 2000, on shared team properties; Campbell, 195 8, on common fate and

proximity). Experiences under these policies can be viewed as goings on and events that

allow collective constructs to emerge and be maintained (see Morgeson & Hofman.

1999). Social information processing within race and gender groups may be one

mechanism by which these shared views develop (see Klein & Kozlowski, 2000) and

with South Africa’s historic racial segregation and different gender roles, individuals

have had greater exposure to within-group interaction. According to Morgeson and

Hofman (1999, p. 256), “only through interaction does a construct acquire meaning and

structure. As a result, interaction allows collective constructs to emerge and to be

sustained, and it is this interaction that exerts an influence On organizational members.”

With South Africa’s dramatic differences in experience across race and gender groups. I

expect that within-group interaction has led to the building and maintaining of shared

perspectives, and as individuals continue engagement with others of their race and

gender, I anticipate strong group effects.
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Group Level Beliefs and Culture

1 will now offer details regarding the first two of three specific collective

constructs that I posit exist, and plan to demonstrate in the South African context; group

belief in white guilt and group culture of support for affirmative action. We know that

organizations in South Africa are operating under labour laws specifying affirmative

action (Government Gazette, 1998). Nonetheless, not all groups may support such policy.

I expect that a group-level culture of support for affirmative action may exist, and that

such a culture is built in part on the group’s shared belief in white guilt. I therefore intend

to capture group-level referent views and aggregate responses to those measures of group

belief in white guilt and group culture of support for affirmative action to a group level.

This will allow us to better understand the group-level relations between beliefs about

white guilt and group culture of support for affirmative action, and well as the cross-level

effects of group characteristics as they influence individual-level justice expectations and

related outcomes.

I use the term culture rather than climate in line with the distinction discussed by

James, Choi, Ko, McNeil, Minton, Wright, and Kim (2008) as I am capturing’normative

beliefs and shared expectations measured through aggregated group—referent scales.

Group Beliefin White Guilt

I define group belief in white guilt as a shared belief in a broad sense of guilt and

responsibility on the part of whites regarding the social inequality between whites and

non-whites. According to de Gruchy (2002, p. 194), there is such a thing as collective

guilt; “Collective guilt, whether it is the collectivity of a colonial power, Nazi leadership.

the apartheid government cabinet or the wider collectivity of those who kept them in
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power is, it seems to me, an undeniable reality.” Collective guilt has been of interest to

American and European researchers (e.g., Doosje, Branscorrrbe, Spears, & Manstead.

1998; Iyer, Leach and Crosby, 2003; Swim & Miller, 1999) and these ideas can be

extended to the context of post-apartheid South Africa. While their research has shown

that it is possible to capture the group members’ feelings of group-based guilt (e.g..

whites’ feelings of white guilt by Swim and Miller, 1999, and experimental-group

members’ feelings of in-group guilt by Doosje, et al., 1998), I posit that group members

also hold beliefs about the level of guilt of out-groups, and that these beliefs are shared

by group members. That is, a culture develops that supports a shared belief. Further, that

culture affects individual attitudes and behaviors. Murithi (.2006) outlines five stages of

the peacemaking process found among Ubuntu societies: acknowledging guilt, showing

remorse and repentance, asking for and giving forgiveness, and paying compensation or

reparation as a prelude to reconciliation. As noted by Folger and Cropanzano (2001),

accountability and blameworthiness are fundamental to justice, and l posit that in the

South African context, an acknowledgement of white guilt is an important aspect of the

justice context, where compensation and reparation are being made in part through

affirmative action in employment.

Steele (1990) frames white guilt as a group culpability, which serves to empower

blacks. He shares the story of an incident where a friend tested his own black power by

attempting to make white guilt salient in a white man in a hotel men’s room. The story

demonstrates the black man’s belief in white guilt, and it is this assignment of guilt to a

group that can be accomplished by either in or out-group members, although research has
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tended to focus on in-group assignment (e.g., Swim and Miller, 1999; Klandermans,

Werner, & van Doom, 2008).

Information is available about the existence of past and present inequities between

races and men and women (Statistics South Africa, 2006a; Terreblanche, 2002), and

government policy regarding affirmative action is explicit about the need to correct these

imbalances (Government Gazette, 1998), so it should come as no surprise to any South

African that whites and males have held a position of tremendous privilege. The

recognition that the relatively advantaged position of Indian and coloured people

compared to black Africans (Statistics South Africa, 2006a; Terreblanche, 2002) helped

to maintain the suppression of black Africans (see Vron, 2002, regarding Gandhi’s place

in South Africa) may serve to lower belief in white guilt among members of Indian and

coloured groups as they may assign some share of responsibility to their own groups.

US-based research on gender differences in white guilt have shown mixed results.

and on the whole, levels of guilt have been low, yet in two of their four studies, Swim

and Miller (1999) indicated gender differences in white guilt, with women more likely to

report white guilt. In an examination of the antecedents of group guilt, Mallett and Swim

(2007) found an interaction between justifiability and responsibility that occurred only

for whites and women. According to Hoffman (1994), people do not need to be

transgressors to feel guilt. We know that women and men are different in many ways. and

Chao and Moon (2005) argue for gender-as-culture, highlighting the appropriateness of

gender as a demographic tile in the mosaic of tiles that will help us to understand culture.

In a context where women are faced with similar social constraints, gender may also be

an associative grouping. The South African context, with its clear inequality between race
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and gender grOups, and relatively recent history of legislated inequality (Terreblanche,

2002), may allow clearer gender differences to be observed. Thus, I anticipate that belief

in white guilt may vary across race and gender groups.

Culture ofSupportfor Affirmative Action

The culture of support for affirmative action is expected to vary across race and

gender groups. Self-interest is one explanation for why those who are beneficiaries

support a policy. For example, research involving perceptions of banding in selection has

shown that when banding is understood as a type of affirmative action, African

Americans show greater support for banding as fair than when it is not viewed as a type

of affirmative action. The same relationship was not true for whites (Truxillo & Bauer.

1999). Levi and Fried (2008) demonstrated that white and blacks differed in their level of

support for strong preferential hiring of minorities, with whites holding negative views

and blacks holding a slightly positive view. Weathers and Truxillo (2008) showed that

Asian Americans are more likely than are white Americans to perceive that Asians

should benefit from affirmative action. Klandermans, Werner, and van Doorn (2008)

showed that in a sample of white South Africans, gender was associated with support for

affirmative action, with women being more supportive. As members of target race/gender

groups have shared potential to benefit from affirmative action policy, I believe that there

is likely a culture that supports a shared view of support for affirmative action in

race/gender groups. The strong philosophy of Ubuntu (which literally translated means. I

am because we are) is a core component of black African culture. Murithi (2006, p. 25)

notes that this philosophy “highlights the essential unity of humanity and emphasizes the

importance of constantly referring to the principles of empathy, sharing and cooperation
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in our efforts to resolve our common problems.” Even the Zulu greeting, Sanibona. the

equivalent of hello, really means, we (I and myfamily) see you (you andyour/amily).

This acknowledgement of oneself as more than just an individual, but rather as a

representative of a community, demonstrates the recognition of the self as a member of a

group.

Steiner and Gilliland (2001), in their discussion of cultural factors that may

contribute to justice reactions in selection, note that in most western cultures, selection

decisions are based on hiring the most deserving candidate, with the most deserving

being the one most likely to perform well -- predictive validity in selection is regarded as

preferable. However, South Africa is built of many cultures, and that of black Africans in

particular has been identified as communitarian (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner.

1998). In considering a workplace selection decision, I speculate that more collectivist

groups may feel more positively about the broader benefit to society when previously

disadvantaged people are hired, yet more individualistic cultures are less satisfied with a

process that benefits others but denies opportunity to their own. As South Africa’s race

groups vary in their eollectivism, I anticipate that the group culture of support for

affirmative action will vary across race/gender groups.

The emergence of this culture and consensual view within groups is likely

supported by members’ shared status under affirmative action policy as well as by

interactions within the group (see Kozlowski and Klein, 2000).
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Group—Level and Cross-Level Relations

Next, I address the relationship between group belief in white guilt and group

culture of support for affirmative action. Steele (1990, p. 79) promotes white guilt as a

driving force in policy change in the US:

“I believe that in the sixties the need for white redemption from racial guilt

became the most powerful, yet unspoken, element in America’s social-policy-

making process, first giving rise to the Great Society and then to a series of

programs, policies, and laws that sought to make black equality and restitution a

national mission. Once America could no longer deny guilt, it went after

redemption, or at least the look of redemption, with a vengeance.”

Doosje et al. (1998, p. 873) note that feelings of guilt “result in tendencies to

make up for the wrong that an individual has done to another.” They showed that making

salient a group’s history of mistreatment (in the case of their study, Dutch mistreatment

of Indonesians) was linked to collective guilt. Further, they demonstrated that people

were more willing to compensate for the behavior of their group if their behavior had

been unfair to another group. Similarly, researchers have fecused on the opportunity for

reconciliation where perpetrators of crimes take responsibility for their actions and

engage with victims to restore justice. Tangney (2001) has found the moral emotion of

guilt can predict acceptance of responsibility for crimes and lower aggression. This

model of perpetrator guilt and compensatory behavior toward victims as a means of

building positive outcomes in the community is a useful framework within which to

consider social change and restorative justice. If people hold the belief that whites should

have a sense of guilt and responsibility for past inequity, they may be more likely to

support compensatory policies such as affirmative action. Swim and Miller (1999). in a

series of studies at the individual level, showed that white guilt is associated with more

positive views regarding affirmative action. Similar results were offered by Klandermans.
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Werner, and van Doom (2008) in a sample of white South Africans. While these studies

were conducted capturing the perspectives of white participants regarding their own

feelings of group guilt, as noted earlier, I believe that beliefs regarding white guilt should

be captured from people of all races, as non-whites also hold opinions regarding the guilt

of whites, and that shared beliefs should be captured in a justice model.

Acknowledgement of white guilt may serve as an explanation for why affirmative action

is necessary and appropriate. Justification has been linked to more positive attitudes to

affirmative action (Aberson, 2003).

While collective guilt and support for compensatory action or entitlement have

been captured in prior research (e.g., Boeckmann & Feather, 2007; Doosje, Branscombe.

Spears & Manstead, 1998; Klandermans, Werner, and van Doom, 2008; Swim & Miller.

1999), these constructs have been measured and conceptualized at the individual level.

yet, as noted earlier, I anticipate that cultures within race/gender groups develop for each

of these constructs. While I focus on the relationships between these group-level

constructs, my logic is driven by relationships that have been demonstrated at the

individual level. That is, white guilt at an individual level has been linked to greater

willingness to compensate for the group’s behavior (Doosje, et al., 1998) and to positive

attitudes toward affirmative action (Swim & Miller, 1999). My first group-level

hypothesis is based on the inclination toward reparation where there is a sense of guilt:

Hypothesis 7: Group beliefin white guilt will be positively related to group

culture ofsupportfor aflirmative action.

As individuals are nested within their race/gender group, I expect that they are

individually influenced by the culture of their group, and I therefore use those group-level

factors as cross-level predictors of individual-level expectations. Perceptual measures of
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the environment, that is, measures capturing the culture of the group, can be linked to

behavior at the individual level. Kozlowski and Klein’s (2000) discussion regarding top-

down process with organizations having a direct effect on the behavior of individual

employees can be generalized to groups such as race and gender groups, where the

culture of the group will directly influence members of the group. People do not operate

in a vacuum — they are influenced by their context (e. g., Hofmann, Morgeson, & Gerra.

2003; Seibert, Silver, & Randolph, 2004). Social information processing theory (Salancik

and Pfeffer, 1978) may help to explain this link in that individuals do not operate entirely

independently of their social context. Rather, they are adaptive and take into account cues

from their social environment. As noted by Rousseau (1985) contexts structure behavior.

and the attributes and function of the context can be used to understand individual

behavior.

Chao and Moon (2005) propose the mosaic as a framework for understanding

multiple cultural identities at individual and group levels. I view group culture of support

for affirmative action as one tile in the cultural mosaic that influences the individual.

while other individual-level factors also play a part. Constructs at higher levels can exert

independent influences (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000); this is a top-down contextual

influence. The individual takes into account the group’s culture of support for affirmative

action in building his or her individual expectations regarding the selection process.

However, although a person may be nested within a group, and influenced by that group.

they also have their own individual differences, beliefs and values and experiences (see

Bell, Ryan, & Wiechmann, 2004) that contribute to their sense-making. Thus. both

63



group-level and individual-level tiles must be part of the mosaic (see Chao & Moon.

2005).

The normative group culture of support for affirmative action may add to the

explanation of variance in an individual’s justice expectations. That is, in addition to

individual level predictors, there will be a cross-level inference (James & Williams.

2000). As noted by Crosby, Iyer and Sincharoen (2006) studies have varied widely in

how they have operationalized attitude to affirmative action, and are only sometimes

capturing fairness. According to Harrison, Kravitz, Mayer, Leslie and Lev-Arey (2006).

perceived fairness and attitudes to affirmative action are so closely related that they may

be grouped together when evaluating attitudes to affirmative action. While such an

approach may be convenient for methodological purposes, it does little to further our

theoretical development of issues around affirmative action, and I believe that a critical

path for theoretical development in this area is to separate key components and examine

their relations. I will therefore discuss specific hypotheses regarding group culture of

support for affirmative action and its relationship with individual-level procedural.

distributive and restorative justice expectations.

Individuals who are nested within groups with a culture that lacks support for

affirmative action will view the process used to determine outcome distributions as

unfair. However, those who lie within groups with a culture of greater support for

affirmative action will be influenced by that positive culture regarding affirmative action

and will not make such negative judgments about the fairness of process. Thus, I

anticipate a greater cross-level effect on individual procedural justice expectations for

members of groups with a culture that lacks support for affirmative action than will be
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the case for members of groups that have a culture of support for the policy. That is, the

culture is not as relevant to the building ofjustice expectations when the culture is one of

support -— the link is discounted in the minds of those who fall within such a context.

Hypothesis 8: Group culture ofsupportfor affirmative action will add to the

variance explained in individual proceduraljustice expectations, and group

culture ofsupportfor afiirmative action will be more strongly related to

proceduraljustice expectationsfor members ofgroups where there is a culture of

lack ofsupportfor affirmative action.

Individuals who are nested within groups with a culture that lacks support for

affirmative action will view the fairness of outcome distributions as unfair. A criticism

raised by opponents of affirmative action is that it is a system that violates the merit

principle, and distributive justice as currently framed in the literature (see Colquitt. 2001)

captures the fairness of outcome distributions based on items that tap effort and

performance. That is, there is an underlying assumption that the distribution should go to

the best candidate for the distribution to be perceived as fair. Thus, I anticipate that

individuals who are nested within groups that have a culture that lacks support for

affirmative action be more likely to hold expectations of distributive injustice. However.

those who lie within groups with a culture of greater support for affirmative action will

be influenced by that positive culture regarding affirmative action and will not make such

strongly negative judgments about the fairness of outcome distributions. That is. the

culture is not as relevant when it is a culture of support for affirmative action.

Hypothesis 9: Group culture ofsupportfor affirmative action will add to the

variance explained in individual distributivejustice expectations, and group

culture ofsupportfor aflirmative action will be more strongly related to

distributivejustice expectationsfor members ofgroups where there is a culture of

lack ofsupportfor aflirmative action.
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While published research on justice fails to address the problem of restorative

justice, such an issue is crucial to our understanding ofjustice when dealing with strong

preferential selection. As noted above, individuals nested within groups are influenced by

the culture of support for affirmative action. With regard to restorative justice

expectations, I don’t predict any strong links between group culture of support for

affirmative action and the individual’s restorative justice expectation. However, I do

anticipate that the individual builds expectations regarding procedural restorative and

distributive restorative dimensions. Specifically, for members of groups with a culture

lacking in support for affirmative action, I anticipate low procedural restorative and

distributive restorative expectations regarding the selection of members of the various

target groups.

Hypothesis 10: Group culture ofsupportfor affirmative action will add to the

variance explained in individual procedural restorative and distributive

restorativejustice expectations, and group culture ofsupportfor affirmative

action will be more strongly related to procedural restorative and distributive

restorativejustice expectationsfor members ofgroups where there is a culture of

lack ofsupportfor affirmative action.

Further, I anticipate that the effect of group belief in white guilt on individual

justice expectations is fully mediated by group culture of support for affirmative action.

Hypothesis 1 1 .' The effect ofgroup beliefin white guilt on individualjustice

expectations isfitlly mediated by group supportfor afirmative action.

Group Justice Expectations

As noted by Ehrhart (2004), there has been an abundance of research on fairness

at the individual level (see Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001). but less on

justice at the unit level. The current proposal seeks to further our understanding ofj ustice

cultures, specifically with regard to restorative justice expectations. I expect that
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race/gender groups hold shared expectations regarding restorative justice. That is. l posit

that a culture for restorative justice expectations has emerged within race/gender groups.

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. I view this emergence of group norms

as a function of holding shared status as affirmative action targets or non-targets. having

a shared sociO-political experience and social contact with one another (see Kozlowski &

Klein, 2000; Klein & Kozlowski, 2000; Morgeson & Hofman, I999).

Mossholder, Bennett, and Martin ( 1998) measured procedural justice context by

aggregating individual justice perceptions regarding their workplace. Naumann and

Bennett (2000) framed aggregated justice perceptions as a justice climate. Ehrhart (2004)

used an aggregation of individual perceptions ofjustice to capture procedural justice

climate, and Simons and Roberson (2003) Show the usefulness of aggregate justice

perceptions. Similarly, I intend to capture race/gender groupjustice expectations

regarding restorative justice by aggregating individual responses to questions (which

have a group referent) regarding restorative justice expectations. As individuals consider

who it is that they see being hired, their frame of reference is likely to be those around

them. For example, whites are likely to see whites not being hired, and conclude that

priority in hiring is being given to non-whites. Black Africans are likely to see black

Africans not being hired and conclude that priority is not being given to previously

disadvantaged groups, or is being given to Indian and coloured people rather than to

black Africans. With this in mind I expect that white men may have the highest mean

level of restorative expectations, and be the most consistent as a group. while black
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African men may have the lowest level of restorative justice expectations, and be less

consistent as a group.

Individuals do not operate in a vacuum. They are engaged with those around

them, and it is this interaction that exerts an influence on group members (Morgeson &

Hofman, 1999). Information from the group contributes to the building of the individual‘s

schemas. Thus, I anticipate that individual perspectives are influenced by the group

culture. That is, group restorative justice expectations are expected to have a cross-level

influence on individual-level justice expectations. Existing research has demonstrated

cross-level effects ofjustice climate. For example, Mossholder, Bennett, and Martin

(1998) found that procedural justice context contributed to 'the explanation of individual-

level satisfaction. Similarly, Naumann and Bennett (2000) found that group-level justice

climate contributed to the explanation of individual-level helping behavior and Ehrhart

(2004) demonstrated an effect of procedural justice climate on organizational citizenship

behaviors. I anticipate that a normative group expectation regarding restorative justice

may add to the explanation of variance in an individual’s justice expectations. That is.

there will be a cross-level inference (James & Williams, 2000).

More specifically, I expect that group-level restorative justice expectations

contribute to the forming of individual-level restorative justice expectations. The

individual will take into account the group culture for restorative justice expectations in

building an individual expectation regarding what is happening. That is, in Chao and

Moon’s (2005) terminology, this group-level tile of the cultural mosaic contributes to the

individual-level understanding. (One is not part ofthe other — group-level restorative

justice expectations are based on the aggregation of responses of items that have a group
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referent. It is not the aggregation of the individual-level items with an individual-level

referent.)

Hypothesis 12: Group-level restorativejustice expectations will be positively

related to individual-level restorativejustice expectations.

Further, I expect that group-level restorative justice expectations contribute to the

explanation of individual-level procedural and distributive justice expectations. That is.

the extent to which one’s group believes that a redistribution is taking place affects the

individual’s expectations regarding these two dimensions ofjustice expectations.

However, the nature of the relationship between group-level restorative justice

expectations and individual procedural and distributive justice expectations will vary

across groups. Based on self-interest (see Harrison, et al., 2006) members of target

groups who anticipate restorative justice (that is, expect that there will be will

distributions to target groups) view the entire process as procedurally and distributively

fair. Specifically, members of affirmative action target groups will demonstrate a positive

relationship between group-level restorative justice expectations and procedural and

distributive justice expectations of the selection process. Members of non-target groups

will demonstrate a negative relationship between restorative justice and expectations of

procedural and distributive justice of the selection process.

Hypothesis 13: The relationship between group-level restorative justice

expectations and individual-level procedural and distributivejustice expectations

will vary across groups such that group-level restorative justice expectations will

be positively related to individual-level procedural and distributivejustice

expectations in target group members, and negatively related in non-target group

members.

Beyond that explained by the aggregated group-level cultures identified above.

race and gender group membership may add to the explanation of variance at the
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individual level. As a myriad of unmeasured social differences between races, and

between men and women, may explain justice expectations, race and gender dummy

variables will be included in my analyses to examine whether there is any additional

variance explained by group membership.

While I have identified cross-level effects here, I have not yet addressed

circumstances under which these effects are moderated by individual-level antecedents. I

also expect possible person by situation interactions. The interplay of individual and

group-level antecedents of expectations is an important component of this study. and

hypotheses regarding such interactions are Offered after I have laid out main effect

hypotheses for the individual-level factors. I will now discuss the individual-level

contributors: individual differences, beliefs/values, remote direct experiences, and

indirect experiences. I also note proximal direct experiences as a potential control

variable.

Individual Differences

Recent research on employment equity in South Africa has demonstrated that

fairness perceptions of employment equity do vary across personal characteristics such as

ethnicity, gender and age (van Rensburg & Roodt, 2004; van Rensburg & Roodt. 2005).

However, the attitudes being measured have not always been clearly defined constructs.

where attitudes to employment equity may encompass several constructs. Thus. existing

results offer little guidance. Thus, age will be captured as potential control variable, and I

do not offer specific hypotheses regarding this variable. As fear of crime is an additional

reason why many people leave the country (“Fears over South Africa’s exodus,” 2006), I

measure fear of crime for use as a control variable in predicting emigration intention.
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Other potential control variables that may relate to emigration intention are having

friends who have settled abroad, being dissatisfied with conditions within South Africa,

and believing that quality of life would be better overseas (see Miller, Haskell. &

Thatcher, 2002).

The individual difference of primary interest here is race centrality, and I now

discuss hypotheses regarding this individual difference.

Racial Centrality

The centrality of one’s race group identification may be an important contributor

in the building of expectations. Tajfel and Turner’s (1986) social identity theory offers

that self-image stems in part from group membership. Yet there are varying levels of

identification within groups. In a country where there have been dramatic changes in

levels of integration and interaction amongst race groups, it is to be expected that there

are varying levels of racial identification. According to de Gruchy (2002, p. 31). “The

struggle over identity, and the attempt to construct a common South African identity

within which other identities are recognized and respected, is at the heart of national

reconciliation. Indeed, it is often said that the ‘national question’ has to do with ‘who is

an African’ within the South African context, a question that does not have to do so much

with ethnicity as it does with commitment and building relationships.” Sellers, Rowley.

Chavous, Shelton, and Smith (1997) demonstrate factors of black identity and the

Centrality Scale of their Revised Multidimensional Inventory of Black Identity can be

usefully adapted for the evaluation of identity in South Africa.

In a study examining the effect of group identity on compensatory behavior.

Doosje, Branscombe, Spears, & Manstead (1998) showed that those who were low
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identifiers with their group were more willing to accept group-based guilt when presented

with ambiguous information, which was linked to compensatory behavior. The authors‘

explanation for this effect is that the low identifiers were less defensive than high

identifiers, and thus more willing to accept responsibility. People high in white

identification may be more likely to suggest in-group variability (e.g., saying “not all

whites supported apartheid”) (see Doosje et al., 1998) and may therefore see less group

based guilt.

Thus I expect that white high identifiers may have low expectations for

procedural and distributive justice in this strong preferential selection context while I

expect that those with high black centrality have high procedural and distributive justice

expectations.

Hypothesis 14: The relationship between race centrality and distributivejustice

expectations will vary across race groups such that there will be a positive

relationship between race centrality and distributive justice expectationsfor race-

based target groups and a negative relationshipfor race-based non-target

groups.

Hypothesis 15: The relationship between race centrality andproceduraljustice

expectations will vary across race groups such that there will be a positive

relationship between race centrality andproceduraljustice expectations/or race-

based target groups and a negative relationshipfor race-based non-target

groups.

African centrality is of increasing importance as South African culture changes

and people begin to identify more with their nation than with their race. Strength in a

shared identity may help to move the country forward. I posit that a strong African

identity is positively related to procedural and distributive expectations. and that a strong

African identity moderates the effect of a culture of lack of support for affirmative action

on procedural and distributive expectations. That is, where'there is low African identity.

there is a strong relationship between culture and justice expectations, but when there is
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high African identity, the relationship between culture and justice expectations is

weakened. Even though an individual may be a member of a group that does or does not

support affirmative action, their individual focus on membership in the broader African

community, and the need to support the development of that broader community. tempers

the effect of the culture on justice expectations.

Hypothesis 16: African centrality will moderate the effect ofculture ofsupportfor

afiirmative action on proceduraljustice expectations such that high African

identity weakens the relationship between culture andjustice expectations.

Hypothesis [7: African centrality will moderate the effect ofculture ofsupportfor

affirmative action on distributivejustice expectations such that high African

identity weakens the relationship between culture andjustice expectations.

Existing Beliefs and Values

Bell, Ryan and Wiechmann (2004) present existing beliefs as an antecedent of

justice expectations. These beliefs may tap a variety of cultural and values differences. 1

incorporate two areas of beliefs into my conceptual modell These include individual

support for affirmative action and a preference for merit principle.

Supportfor Aflirmative Action

While target status is expected to be important in explaining an individual’s

expectation of distributive justice, the view that a societal correction is necessary may

also be relevant; it may be that the broader social good is more important than the equity

of the outcome for the individual. This new norm may predominate, and the need for

allocation on this basis may be perceived as fair. Whites may cognitively distort and shift

their focus from personal benefits (having a job) to non-monetary societal outcomes

(correcting the wrongs of apartheid) as a way to restore the illusion of balance in the

equity equation (see discussion in Folger and Cropanzano, 1998). According to Gilliland

(1993, p. 698), “situational factors may increase the salience of the alternate distribution
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rules of equality and needs.” Adams’ equity theory (1965) captures fairness as a

calculation of inputs and outputs, where an imbalance would lead to feelings of distress.

In the case of selection in South Africa, to balance the input-output equation, individuals

may change their cognitions regarding the process, or modify their input behavior. Those

changing their cognitions may embrace the societal need for affirmative action, to

balance the equation.

In South Africa there is a broad understanding on a societal level that affimrative

action is needed, and it is socially expected that one agrees with the policy - it's the "right

thing” to do. However, on an individual level, opinions do vary, and those who disagree

with affirmative action will have expectations that differ from those of people who

support affirmative action. Those who support affirmative action are most likely to see

the current strong preferential selection framework as making appropriate distributions of

jobs. They are also more likely to expect the selection process to be procedurally fair than

would those who view preferential selection as an inappropriately biased process.

Hypothesis [8: Supportfor aflirmative action will be positively related to

proceduraljustice expectations.

Hypothesis 1 9: Supportfor aflirmative action will be positively related to

distributivejustice expectations. I

Preferencefor Merit Principle

Broad South African culture has a dominant pattern of achievement orientation

(Trompenaars & Hamden-Turner, 1998) nevertheless affirmative action requires that

selection decisions use group affiliation as a primary consideration for hire. Those who

are highly achievement oriented may find this process most frustrating. However. it is not

only the process of selecting by race or gender that those high in achievement orientation

74



detest — it is also the choosing of candidates based on cronyism, nepotism and favoritism.

This is highlighted as of particular concern when the successful candidate has less merit

than another applicant of the same race (Madi, 1997; Ramsay, 2005).

According to interviewees (Ramsay, 2005), blacks express concern about being

labeled as affirmative action hires and worry about the resultant stereotyping. Both

whites and blacks express concern about tokenism and that ill-equipped individuals are

being pushed into senior positions where they are bound to fail. One of the major issues

raised by affirmative action in South Africa is the fear that hiring and promotion based on

race will lower standards in the workplace, reduce competitiveness in the global market,

and weaken the local economy. Innes (1993) notes that while many people worry about

the lowering of standards in selection decisions under affirmative action, decisions prior

to affirmative action were not always based on criteria that related to qualification

standards. For example, he notes that in the English-speaking business world in South

Africa, it has been important to have gone to the ‘right’ school and lived in the ‘right’

neighborhood, and white Afrikaners have been promoted in the civil service simply

because that was in the interests of the Nationalist party.

Someone with a preference for merit principle may also be more likely to be

concerned with procedural issues, expecting the top candidate to be hired rather than

having selection be based on the old school tie. As noted by Kravitz (1995). if people

believe that selection decisions should be based on merit, using demographic status as a

criterion for employment decisions will be seen as procedurally unfair. This would also

mean that the distribution would be viewed as unfair. As the current system is one of
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selection based on affiliation, I anticipate low expectation for procedural and distributive

justice where individuals have a strong preference for merit principle.

Hypothesis 20: Preferencefor merit principle will be negatively related to

proceduraljustice expectations.

Hypothesis 21: Preferencefor merit principle will be negatively related to

distributivejustice expectations.

The preference for merit principle may be useful in demonstrating the need to

capture procedural restorative justice, and distributive restorative justice (that is.

procedural and distributive justice expectations within specific demographic

assignments). The preference for merit principle should Show a stronger relationship with

the expectations for justice within the specific assignment, such as for blacks. or for

women. When a redistribution is taking place based on group membership. we can still

have merit-based decisions within-group, although between-group decisions are not

based on merit, but rather on group membership.

Hypothesis 22: Preferencefor merit principle will be more strongly related to

procedural restorative justice expectations than to proceduraljustice

expectations.

Hypothesis 23: Preferencefor merit principle will be more strongly related to

distributive restorativejustice expectations than to distributive justice

expectations.

Remote Direct Experience

While differences in existing beliefs based on culture are a key component of

setting justice expectations, direct and indirect experiences should also be included in a

model ofjustice reactions (see Bell et al., 2004). Direct experiences may have a greater

weight in the development ofj ustice expectations than other variables. I posit that direct
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experiences may be remote or proximal, with remote direct experiences being in the more

distant past, and proximal direct experiences being very recent.

Educational Integration

Remote direct experiences include experience of integration in education. South

Africa’s apartheid history included racially segregated schooling which, in concert with

the Group Areas Act, allowed individuals of different race groups to grow up with only

very limited exposure to people of other races. After the dismantling of apartheid,

government schools were opened to all races and this increased the social contact across

race groups at an individual level. I posit that this normalizing of relations across the

color line meant increased opportunity for social contact, and with that greater

appreciation of one another as equals. Allport argued that prejudice may be reduced by

changing the way that people conceived of category memberships (see Gaertner &

Dovidio, 2005), and l posit that exposure to integrated education may have served to shift

focus from race group membership to a broader integrated group (perhaps school

identity). Following the logic of Tajfel (1969) as described by Gaetner and Dovidio.

when people are categorized into the new grouping, actual differences between members

in the grouping may be perceptually minimized, making people seem more similar. In the

South African context that would mean people of different races who experience

integrated schooling and become categorized as part of the broader collective would seem

more similar than before. According to Allport, a reduction in prejudice between groups

results when the groups have equal status, common goals, intergroup cooperation. and the

support of authorities, law or custom (see Pettigrew & Tropp, 2005). These conditions

should theoretically be in place in the school system, supporting a reduction in prejudice.
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As demonstrated by Pettigrew and Tropp in their meta-analysis, greater intergroup

contact is associated with lower levels of prejudice.

Therefore I expect that those who experienced integrated schooling may be less

supportive of policy used after graduation that maintains decision-making based on race.

Thus I anticipate that those who experienced more integrated education will have lower

expectations of procedural and distributive justice.

Hypothesis 24: Educational integration will be negatively related to procedural

justice expectations.

Hypothesis 25: Educational integration will be negatively related to distributive

justice expectations.

Educational integration may buffer the effect of the broader community‘s view.

That is, if an individual has experienced integration, their view that people should all be

evaluated on equal footing may moderate the effect of the group's culture of support for

affirmative action. Waddy (2004) quotes a student at Cape Town High School speaking

to the local newspaper, saying that the time has come to end affirmative action as we talk

of equality, but equality is not reality when you see people being given jobs based on

race .

Hypothesis 26: Educational integration will moderate the effect ofgroup culture

ofsupportfor affirmative action on proceduraljustice expectations such that

those with an integrated education will show a weaker relationship between

culture andproceduraljustice expectations.

Hypothesis 27: Educational integration will moderate the effect ofgroup culture

ofsupportfor aflirmative action on distributivejustice expectations such that

those with an integrated education will show a weaker relationship between

culture and distributivejustice expectations.

Indirect Experience

Subjective norms guide behaviors, and I now address social guidance as an

influence on justice expectations.
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Social Guidance

Subjective norms may become established where views or behaviors are

encouraged or discouraged by people who are important to an individual (see discussion

in Burgess, 2002). This is a process of social guidance, where people of influence offer

information, advice or guidance (Vaux, Riedel & Stewart, 1987). These salient

individuals may include one’s friends, family and co-workers (Goldman, 2001 ). There

has been little systematic research conducted on the social guidance provided by others in

the setting ofjustice expectations (see Goldman, 2001), and the influence of social

information on job applicant perceptions has been neglected (see Ryan & Ployhart.

2000). In the present study, the form of social guidance being considered is the

respondents’ perception of whether friends, family, or co-workers made suggestions

regarding the fairness of the job application process. I expect that such guidance

contributes to the building ofjustice expectations in this context. Goldman found that

social guidance was related to legal-claiming in a sample of terminated workers. I View

that social guidance as providing support for the individual’s sense ofjustice violation.

and I posit that job applicants’ justice expectations are based in part on such social

information. Social information processing theory (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978) captures

the idea that individuals do not operate entirely independently of their social context.

Rather, they are adaptive and take into account cues from their social environment.

Salancik and Pfeffer also link the ambiguity of the environment to the use of social

information. As South Africa’s laws create a selection framework that can be viewed as

good for the whole, but possibly bad for individuals, applicants may depend on additional
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social information when generating justice expectations in this context. I expect that

social guidance influences individual expectations of procedural and distributive justice.

Hypothesis 28: Social guidance — unfair - will be negatively related to prm'edural

justice expectations.

Hypothesis 29: Social guidance — unfair - will be negatively related to distributive

justice expectations.

Proximal Direct Experience

Current Rejection/Acceptance

Interactions between decision outcomes and justice have been shown in extant

research (see Ryan & Ployhart, 2000). For example, in a study by Gilliland (I994).

perceived fairness on both procedural and distributive dimensions was greater among

those who were selected than those who were rejected. In a study ofjob applicants by

Bauer, Maertz, Dolen, and Campion (1998), outcome favorability and procedural justice

perceptions were related to attitudes and test fairness perceptions, with procedural justice

explaining incremental variance after outcome favorability was controlled. Justice

expectations would be modified in reaction to an event, but as a strong source of

information, an event would also have a direct effect on outcomes. Heilman and Alcott

(2001) demonstrated that study participants who were aware that others viewed them as

selected on the basis on gender (rather than merit) had negative self-regard when

uncertain about their skill level, and experienced negative affect. Heilman. Simon and

Repper (1987) showed that women chosen under preferential selection had lower self-

perceptions and self-evaluations. While these studies are not directly relevant for the

current project, as I am dealing with people who have probably not yet begun their formal

job search, they are important for understanding that a control measure may be necessary.

and for the longer term perspective, as I plan to follow up with the respondents as a
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longitudinal study. Thus, 1 capture whether or not respondents have experienced a recent

event — current rejection or acceptance by a hiring organization.

Outcomes

This study seeks to link different dimensions ofjustice to the important outcomes

in the context of strong preferential selection. These include withdrawal intention.

emigration intention, entrepreneurial intention, and education intention.

Individuals’ expectations ofjustice can directly influence how they react to

situations. When people are faced with unfamiliar situations they make predictions about

what will happen and these expectations can be directly linked to attitudinal and

behavioral outcomes. As noted by Olson, Roese and Zanna (1996, p. 211),

“The concept of “expectancy” forms the basis for virtually all behavior.

Expectancies can be defined as beliefs about a future state of affairs. As such.

expectancies represent the mechanism through which past experiences and

knowledge are used to predict the future. Every deliberate action we take rests on

assumptions (expectancies) about how the world will operate/react in response to

our action.”

In the selection context, a high-stakes circumstance involving uncertainty. higher

expectations regarding justice have been linked to greater test-taking efficacy and

motivation, intention to accept the job, and less psychological withdrawal and negative

affect (Bell, Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006). The expectations may provide a mental map of

how the world works. According to Shapiro and Kirkman (1999), the expectation of

justice (they use the term anticipatory injustice) is used as an information source. They

demonstrate that those who held higher expectations of distributive justice showed higher

organizational commitment and lower turnover intentions and resistance to change. 'l‘h us.

individuals do appear to think and behave in a way that is consistent with their

expectations ofjustice, even if they have not yet experienced an event that is evaluated as
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just or unjust. According to Olson, Roese, and Zanna (199b, p. 220), “one general

behavioral consequence of expectancies is that individuals will act in ways that are

consistent with the particular content of the expectancies.”

In South Africa’s selection context, outcomes of importance are withdrawal from

the selection process, emigration intention, entrepreneurial intention, education intention.

and lowered core self-evaluation. Such outcomes need to be understood as organizations

are making difficult decisions and risk alienating components of the workforce if

decision-making is not managed in a way that is viewed as just across the broad

continuum of applicants. Further, according to Anderson (2004), companies in several

countries are able to be sued by job incumbents who have been harmed by negligent

human resource processes. South African labour law already views applicants as

employees in terms of their rights to due process from the organization. Applicants are

able to seek recourse through the Commission for Conciliation Mediation and Arbitration

(CCMA). Further, I believe that industrial/organizational psychologists have an ethical

responsibility to evaluate whether selection processes under their purview are having

deleterious effects.

Withdrawal Intention

As discussed earlier, South Africa appears to be facing a sense of resignation and

a withdrawal from the applicant pool among some potential job applicants (Fraser-

Moleketi, 2007; Ramsay, 2005). Withdrawal from the application process would limit the

opportunity of organizations to select from a broad pool of the best candidates. and

withdrawal may be linked to low justice expectations. As noted by Gilliland (1993). we

should expect that decisions to apply for a job will be influenced by distributive and
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procedural fairness. In US-based research, applicants who have lower expectations of

procedural and distributive justice have been shown to be more likely to withdraw

psychologically from the selection process, and were also less likely to intend to accept

the job or recommend the job to others (Bell, Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006). I posit that

those who have low expectations ofjustice in South Africa may react similarly and

withdraw from the selection process, not bothering to apply for jobs. While a strong

relationship between fairness perceptions and self-selection out of the hiring process has

not been demonstrated in American research (see Ryan & Ployhart, 2000), the US job

market is very different from that in South Afiica, and I anticipate that such links

nevertheless exist. For example, Ryan, Sacco, McFarland and Kriska (2000) study the

reactions of police applicants in a US sample. They found that there was little

relationship between fairness and actual withdrawal (self-selecting out of the selection

process). However, in examining the mean levels of fairness across groups in their study.

which was captured on a five-point scale, it appears that on the whole, the process was

regarded as fair. Mean levels of fairness across groups (selection status, race. sex) ranged

from 3.70 (those who failed at Time 1) to 3.93 (those who failed at Time 2), and the

largest standard deviation was .65 (those who failed at Time 2). l posit that the context

for US applicants is very different from that faced by South African applicants. First,

there may be far greater variability in perceptions of fairness in the South African

selection context (see Madi, 1997). 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 US field sample

research. US applicants are not faced with as extreme affirmative action protocols. and
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are probably more likely to be faced with selection processes with demonstrated validity

based on the Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures (1978). Second, US

applicants are not competing in a job market where the narrow unemployment rate is

23% (Statistics South Africa, 2008). This narrow unemployment rate in South Africa is

calculated based on actual job-seekers and does not include “discouraged work-seekers“

who are persons “who want to work and are available to work but who say that they are

not actively looking for work.” There are almost as many discouraged work-seekers as

there are unemployed people, so a broad definition of unemployment that includes both

groups would be dramatically higher.

These characteristics may leave the South African job applicant with far less hope

of success, increasing the likelihood that they will withdraw if the have concerns about

the process. Interviewees in Ramsay (2005) reported that there are individuals who don‘t

bother to apply for jobs, or don’t try to do well in the application process, because they

don’t expect to be considered due to their race or gender giving them non-target status.

This issue has also been raised by Herholdt and Marx (1999; p. 69-70). who state that

among those who are “peripheral to” affirmative action (that is, non-target group

members), there is growing tendency “to stop competing for higher positions as they

believe these positions will in any event be filled by affirmative action beneficiaries.“

Even high school students have reported that they perceive race and gender to be barriers

to career development for non-target group members in South Africa (Stead & Els. 2004‘).

Schmit and Ryan (1997), through a qualitative examination of a sample of applicants for

police positions in the US, observed that some of those who withdrew indicated that a

84



reason for withdrawal was their being upset about perceived hiring practices (e.g.,

minority preferences). This reaction was not limited to non-target group members — some

target group members viewed preferential treatment for target groups as upsetting. Ryan.

Horvath and Kriska (2005), in a study of potential job applicants for firefighter positions

in the US, observed that members of under-represented demographic groups were more

likely to withdraw from the selection process than were members of majority groups.

although their study does not fully explain why. In that study, the organization had

previously been required to hire more African-Americans and women, but at the time of

the study was hiring members of those two groups at rates lower than their presence in

the applicant population.

Konrad and Linnehan (1995), in a study of managers, found that attitudes to

identity-conscious human resource processes were more positive among white women

and people of color than among white men, consistent with a self-interest rationale. They

also found that all three demographic groups held positive attitudes regarding identity-

blind interventions. Konrad and Linnehan argue that women and people of color support

identity-blind processes, as these processes do not stigmatize them as incompetent. l

posit that members of target groups in South Africa recognize that a redistribution based

on demographics is necessary, but that they would still want to be selected based on

merit within the target group, and that the view that procedures are not fair within target

group (low procedural restorativejustice and distributive restorative justice) would trigger

negative reaction.
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Higher expectancies of self-efficacy in a task have been linked to higher levels of

intrinsic motivation in the task (see Bandura, 1982), and perceived behavioral control in a

situation influences intention to perform (see Ajzen, 1985). Those who are convinced that

they will not be considered will withdraw. Specifically, I anticipate that those who have

low expectations on procedural and distributive justice dimensions will be inclined to

withdraw from the selection process.

Hypothesis 30: Proceduraljustice expectations will be negatively related to

withdrawal intention.

Hypothesis 31: Distributivejustice expectations will be negatively related to

withdrawal intention.

Parker, Baltes and Christiansen (1997) showed that relationships between

perceived support for affirmative action or equal opportunity, justice perceptions and

career development opportunities were moderated by group membership. Withdrawal

intention is a rational response in light of the belief that there will not be career

opportunities. As noted by Nowakowski and Conlon (2005). individual differences

including gender have been shown to moderate the relationship between justice

perceptions and outcomes. I posit that those who anticipate that there will be a

distribution to members of target groups, and who are not target group members. will

intend to withdraw.

Hypothesis 32: Restorativejustice expectations will be positively related to

withdrawal intentionfor non-target group members, and negatively related to

withdrawal intentionfor target group members.

However, as noted above in relation to Konrad and Linnehan’s (1995) argument

that target group members prefer identity-blind procedures because those do not
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stigmatize them as incompetent, it is not only restorative justice expectations that are

relevant. We need to drill down more specifically and consider the possible effects of

procedural restorative and distributive restorative justice. While someone may have high

restorative justice expectations, and be a member of a target group, that may not

necessarily drive continued commitment to apply for jobs. As identified by interviews in

Schmitt and Ryan (1997), there may be members of target groups who view the process

of giving preference based on race to be unfair, prompting their withdrawal intention. If

women view the procedural and distributive restorative justice of the application process

for women as low, they may withdraw, even though they are target group members. For

example, black African women who feel that they are going to be passed over in favor of

white women because of ongoing discrimination against blacks may be inclined to

withdraw. Such process would be viewed as unethical and biased against certain groups of

women. Similarly, black Afi'ican women who feel that they are going to be passed over in

favor of those who have political connections even through they have better skills and

more experience than other women may choose to withdraw from the process.

Hypothesis 33: Procedural restorative and distributive restorativejustice

expectations will be negatively related to withdrawal intention.

Emigration Intention

Emigration from South Africa is continuing (Bailey, 2003; Crush, Peberdy. &

Williams, 2006; “Fears over South Africa’s exodus”, 2006; Statistics South Africa.

2005), and emigration may be in part a result of frustration with current select practices.

One study of skilled South Africans showed that both blacks and whites had given
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emigration some thought, and that twenty percent of the respondents reported that it was

highly likely that they would emigrate (Waller, 2006). Opposition to affirmative action

was overwhelmingly the case for whites in this study; opposition to the policy was true

for 20% ofthe blacks (Waller, 2006). Over the last twenty years there has been a “white

flight” from South Africa, but this loss of expertise may be exacerbated by the

Employment Equity Act. There are reports of dramatic changes in the population: from

1995 to 2005, there was a 17% population increase in black Africans, 15% increase in

coloured people, 9% increase in Asians, and a 16% fall in whites (“Fears over South

Africa’s exodus”, 2006). While many factors have contributed to this mass loss of

expertise from South Africa, the affirmative action requirements of the Employment

Equity Act leave many whites feeling frustrated and hopeless (see National Research

Foundation, n. d.). Many expatriate South Africans indicate a feeling of frustration with

the perceived injustice of a system that discriminates against them based on race and

gender. For example, consider this excerpt of a letter from a mechanical engineer to the

editor of Focus magazine (University of Natal, 1999, p. 4):

“As part of focusing on its people capital the country needs to drop the race card

and with it affirmative discrimination. How much chance would I have ifl were

now to apply for a position of head of an Engineering School at a technikon or

university in South Africa? I am both male and white, and that puts me at the

bottom of the heap. Yet New Zealand is happy to have me as head of Engineering

at Christchurch Polytechnic, simply for the skills that I bring. South Africa is

destroying its people capital, and with them its prospects for the future.”

A tone of self-righteousness hostility pervades many of the published

communications from South African e'migrés. Folger and Cropanzano (1998, p. l 9) note

anger as socially targeted resentment, a response to a social injustice that “arouses the

urge to punish those who do not adhere sufficiently to the accepted codes of conduct
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governing self-interest.” The belief that selection process is being managed in a fashion

that is counter to these codes may be driving emigration. Complete withdrawal from the

South Afiican economy through emigration is problematic — South Africa needs

educated, skilled citizens to remain in the country. It appears that the flight is primarily

white, thus I posit that non-target group members who expect the selection process to be

unfair on procedural and distributive dimensions will be more inclined to emigrate.

Hypothesis 34: Proceduraljustice expectations will be negatively related to

emigrationfor non-target group members.

Hypothesis 35: Distributivejustice expectations will be negatively related to

emigrationfor non-target group members.

Hypothesis 36: Restorativejustice expectations will be positively related to

emigrationfor non-target group members.

However, it is apparent that target group members are also giving thought to

emigration (Waller, 2006). This may be a reflection of strong merit principles, combined

with the belief that there are problems with within-group decisions. That is, that jobs for

target groups are perhaps being assigned based on biases and connections rather than

being distributed in a consistent way based on skills and contribution (see Madi. 1997).

Thus, I posit that a preference for merit principle combined with low procedural

restorative and distributive restorative expectations for one’s own group may precipitate

emigration intention.

Hypothesis 3 7: Preferencefor merit principle combined with low procedural

restorative and low distributive restorativejustice expectationsfor own in-group

will be positively related to emigration intentionfor target group members.

Entrepreneurial Intention

One positive outcome for the country has been that many of those who feel they

will not be hired under current affirmative action policies are contributing their skills via

other avenues; starting their own businesses (Ramsay, 2005). As noted by Olson. Roese
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and Zanna (1996), expectancies form the basis for action because individuals‘

expectations serve as a mental map for what will happen, and thus guide behavioral

choices. Those who anticipate that they will not be hired under the current political

dispensation may be more likely to pursue starting their own business. This taking action

may be explained by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) with their theory of reasoned action.

where entrepreneurial activity is likely recognized as a practical strategy by the individual

who is not a target group member, where preferences based on demographics are in

place, and the subjective norm may be very supportive of the behavior.

Hypothesis 38: Restorativejustice expectations will be positively related to

entrepreneurial intentionfor non-target group members.

Education Intention

Some individuals believe that under current labour law and economic conditions

they must get the highest level of qualifications available to increase the likelihood of

their finding a job. White males who historically would have found it easy to get a job

with limited education due to government protections (Ross, 1999; Terreblanche, 2002)

are now being pushed to find alternatives and some choose to improve their education as

one strategy (Ramsay, 2005). Choosing to return to school to improve one‘s

qualifications is a positive outcome for South Africa as a whole as it increases the level of

skills available in the economy. This is particularly important when large numbers of

skilled workers have emigrated. For all groups, discovering that one is not as easily hired

as one might have expected may prompt individuals to return to school.

Hypothesis 39: Restorativejustice expectations will be positively related to

education intention in non-target groups.
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Summary

In summary, my model is thus: Personal characteristics such as socio-economic

status influence an individual’s justice expectations. Also contributing to the

establishment of expectations are existing beliefs and values (support for affirmative

action and preference for merit principle, group culture of support for affirmative action.

group culture of white guilt, and group expectation of restorative justice). Further

variance in expectations is explained by remote direct experiences (educational

integration) and indirect experiences (social guidance). The relationship between these

antecedents and justice expectations (general restorative, procedural, distributive.

procedural restorative for women and blacks, and distributive restorative for women and

blacks) may be moderated by race and gender group membership. These justice

expectations reflect what the applicant anticipates in their interaction with the prospective

employer. These expectations are directly related to the outcomes of interest; withdrawal

intention, emigration intention, entrepreneurial intention, and education intention.
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METHOD

Sample and Study Design

My goal was to capture the attitudes of educated South Africans who are potential

job applicants. South Africans who are in their final year of a university degree program.

who have some interest in a job after graduation, and who have a reasonable possibility

of applying for a job comprised the population of interest for this study. A total of 327

students who were in their final year of study at one of two South African uni versitics --

the University of Cape Town and the University of KwaZulu-Natal — took part in the

study.

This study has a quasi-experimental design that takes advantage of an existing

contrast between race and gender groups; these groups have specific target status under

South Africa’s labour law. Thus, my sample is a purposive, stratified sample capturing

black African men, black African women, coloured men, coloured women, Indian men.

Indian women, white men, and white women. This purposive sampling across race and

gender was to facilitate appropriate responses for cross-group analysis. Although not a

formally random sample, my aim was to capture the breadth of responses on

presumptively important dimensions (see Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002, p. 23). Such

sampling is critical as these groups had differing levels of advantage under the

Nationalist Party political dispensation (Ross, 1999; Terreblanche, 2002), and race and

gender are affirmative action target status identifiers (Government Gazette, 1998).

More specifically, the sample of 327 participants was comprised of 165 men and

162 women, and most participants (96.9%) were from South Africa’s four major race

groups (Black African, Coloured, Indian and White), while there was a small group of

92



people who were of other races. These included respondents who indicated that they were

Asian/Chinese, of mixed parentage (biracial), Hispanic, or did not specify. Attempts were

made to balance the number of cases in each of the cells of the design, but perfect balance

was not achieved due to the characteristics of the student population and insufficient

effective targeted recruiting for the coloured group. Table 5 shows the race and gender of

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

participants.

Table 5

Race and Gender ofParticipants

Frequency Percent

Black Male 50 49.0

African Female 52 51.0

Total 102 100.0

Coloured Male 14 37.8

Female 23 62.2

Total 37 100.0

Indian Male 46 58.2

Female 33 41.8

Total 79 100.0

White Male 50 50.5

Female 49 49.5

Total 99 100.0

Other Male 5 50.0

Female 5 50.0

Total 10 100.0   
Table 6 shows the headcount enrollment of on—campus students. by race and

gender, in 2006, at the institutions of interest. Although for this study I did not manage to

attract as many participants from the coloured group as would have been desirable. the

proportion of coloured participants (11%) was higher than the proportion of coloured

students enrolled (7%).
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Table 6

Enrollment ofStudents by Race and Gender

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Black Coloured Indian/ White Total' Women Men

African Asian

UCT 5,971 2,91 1 1,733 9,493 21,224 10,736 10,488

count _

UCT 28.1 13.7 8.2 44.7 100 50.6 49.4

%

UKZN 13,995 868 12,255 5,464 32,621 17,886 14,735

count .

UKZN 78.2 2.7 37.6 16.7 100.0 54.8 45.2

%

UCT + 20,072 3,795 14,034 15,018 54,045 28,727 25.318

UKZN

count _‘

UCT + 37.1 7.0 26.0 27.8 100.0 53.2 46.8

UKZN

%        
 

lThe totals in the table equal total male plus total female. Because students whose population group

was unknown are not included here, the counts for black African, coloured, Indian/Asian and white

students may not sum to the total.

Of the 312 participants who indicated their year of birth, all were born between

1975 and 1991, with more than 75% of these respondents being born between 1986 and

1989. As the first non-racial democratic election in South Africa was held in 1994. the

majority of these participants would have been between five and eight years old at the

end of the apartheid era, and would therefore have attended high school during the

African National Congress’ administration. With 1988 as the modal year of birth. the

modal age was about 20 years old.

The most common home language amongst the respondents was English (62.6%).

followed by Zulu (19.6%). Sixteen of the respondents indicated speaking more than one
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language at home. Only one participant did not indicate their home language. Table 7

shows the home languages spoken by the respondents.

 

Table 7

Home Language ofParticipants

Language ‘Frequency Percent

Afrikaans 14 4.3

English 204 62.6

isiNdebele 3 0.9

isiXhosa 14 4.3

isiZulu 64 1 9.6

Sepedi 3 0.9

Sesotho 4 1.2

Setswana 2 0.6

siSwati 5 1.5

Tshivenda l 0.3

Xitsonga 281 8.6

Other W , 14 W 4.3

Teaasaaa;f;gt 326‘ We    

T‘Sixteen respondents indicated speaking mt; than one

language at home.

While most of the participants indicated only one major area of study. some

indicated two majors. Almost half of the respondents were studying Humanities while

almost 40 percent were studying science, engineering or technology. Table 8 shows the

major areas of study of the participants.

 

Table 8

Major Areas ofStudy

WFieId . W lFWrequency jPercent

skiéfiee engineering and technology j 127‘ 392

Business and management 1 511 15.7

Education 1 4| 1 .2

HquanitiesW W ,_ W _W , , W 'WW -155, 47.8

Total respondents l , 324 , 1040*

fThirteen respondents indicated mbre mmbhe major field offstudy.
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Respondents indicated the racial composition of their class in their final year of

high School. The percentages accounted for by each race were used to calculate a

heterogeneity index. The mean of the heterogeneity index was 0.42, and. the standard

deviation was 0.25. A high heterogeneity index would be 0.80 (e.g., from a school with

equal proportions of black African, coloured, Indian, white, and other race group

students). A low heterogeneity index would be 0 (e.g., fi'om a school with all white

students). On average, schools were moderately heterogeneous.

Procedure

The opportunity to participate in the study was advertised via flyers,

announcements in class, and e-mail to students at two universities. Interested participants

were asked to sign up for a classroom-based data collection session in advance via a Web

page. Data collection took place in classrooms on the university campus, where an

English-language paper-based survey was administered to the participants. Participants

were given 3 R100 Woolworths gift voucher (about $12) for their participation. This

amount was sufficient to provide a small incentive to spend 30-45 minutes participating

in the study, yet not large enough that the applicant would feel unable to turn down the

opportunity. (Woolworths in South Africa is a high-end chain; this is not the same chain

as that which existed in the US.)

Although English is not the home language of all respondents, English is the

lingua franca of business in South Afi'ica, and the language of instruction at the campuses

from which the samples are drawn; final year university students would all be conversant

in English.
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Data Cleaning and Handling ofMissing Data

Where respondents had indicated two different choices for an item, the data point

for the item was handled as missing. Where one respondent had modified the scale to

reflect higher scores (e.g., 10, as in very, very, very strongly agree), the closest point on

the existing scale was used (i.e., 5). Where one respondent had skipped Item 1 10 (male or

female), the missing response was replaced by logical deduction as they had indicated

later in the survey (Item 126) that they were female. Two respondents whose race could

not be identified from the survey form due to missing data (Item 11 1) were coded as

being of “Other” race. For months looking for a job (Item 41), where a fraction of a

month was reported by the respondent, these data were rounded up to the next whole

number of months.

Items 1 through 38, 47 through 54, 59 through 108, 113 through 123, and 125

were items that are used to make up scales or are categorical pieces of information. These

items showed very few missing data points. The frequency of missing data for these

items ranged from one missing data point to five missing data points out of a possible 327

data points. Of these items, 38 had only one missing data point, 18 items had two missing

data points, five items had three missing data points, and one item had four missing data

points. As the proportion of missing data is very small (less than .3 percent) I do not

anticipate data replacement affecting interpretation of my results. For these scale items.

missing data were replaced with the mean value for the item within race and gender

group. For categorical variables, the modal value for the item within race and gender

group was used to replace the missing data.
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For Item 124, addressing the racial composition of class in high school, five

respondents skipped the item altogether, and one respondent indicated a proportion for

one group only, effectively skipping the item. As responses to this item are used to

calculate Blau’s Index of Heterogeneity (school integration in this study), these missing

data points for school integration were replaced with the mean value of school integration

within race and gender group. Thus, this replacement was needed for 1.8% of the

respondents. Thirteen of the respondents who did provide responses to Item 124 did so

with errors in their calculations. Their percentages of different groups, which should sum

to 100%, summed to 90% (four respondents), 95% (one respondent), 98% (one

respondent), 105% (one respondent), or 110% (six respondents). For these respondents,

the fraction making up each group was recalculated, converting the value given as a

proportion of the respondent’s sum total, to a value that is a proportion of 100 as the total.

These corrected fraction values were then used to calculate the relevant school integration

values.

Items 55 through 58 address co-workers in current or previous jobs. There were

28 missing data points for each of these four items, and no data replacement was

conducted as these may be a legitimate non-response if the respondent does not have co-

workers.

Power

The total sample (N = 327) used for the purposes of demonstrating the justice

factors was of a sufficient sample size to achieve a stable factor solution for justice

expectations using confirmatory factor analysis (see Kline, 2005; MacCallum. Widaman.

Zhang, and Hong 1999). This sample containing women (n = 162) and men (n = 165)
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also allowed me sufficient power to test for measurement invariance of measures across

gender. Testing for measurement invariance of measures across race was conducted for

the three race groups with reasonable sample sizes (black African n = 102, Indian n = 79.

and white n = 99) although there is only sufficient power with these sample sizes to

detect large effects (see Meade, Johnson, & Braddy, 2008).

For subsequent hypothesis testing, the complete data set of 327 was then trimmed

to include only those cases who were members of one of the four major race groups

(black African, coloured, Indian, white), dropping those of other races, resulting in a final

N = 317 for further hypothesis testing. This final data set was comprised of eight

race/gender groups, with group size ranging from n = 14 in the case of coloured men to n

= 52 in the case of black African men. The average group size was 40.

For purposes of multilevel modeling, I used the power analysis software Optimal

Design Version 1.76 to consider approximate power where power for these analyses

depends upon the number of people in the groups (n), the number of groups (.1). the intra-

class correlation (p), and the effect size (a) (see Spybrook, Raudenbusch, Liu, Congdon

& Martinez, 2008). I have eight race/gender groups with between 14 and 52 individuals

within each group. With an average of 40 people per group, with alpha at .05. and p of

.03, there would be sufficient power (close to .80) to reject the null hypothesis in the case

of strong effects. If I were to raise the alpha level to .10, which is reasonable considering

that this research tests new concepts that have not been demonstrated elsewhere and as

the consequences of Type I error are not dire here (see Hox, 2002), this would raise the

power for demonstrating group effects such that there would be a power of .80 in the case

of strong effects and a p of about .07.
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Confidentiality

Each participant was provided with a unique identification number. That number

was marked on his/her survey form. Respondents returned the completed survey and a

separate informed consent form along with contact details if they were willing to be

contacted for longitudinal follow-up. To maintain confidentiality, names and contact

information of participants are being stored separately from the returned survey forms

and subsequent data file. Requests to participate in the second wave survey as part of the

longitudinal study that will follow from the current proposed study will be marked with

the respondent’s unique identification number. This will allow the matching of Time 1

(dissertation data) and Time 2 (follow-up non-dissertation project data) in the subsequent

research study while keeping names and response data separate. Data collected for the

study are kept confidential to the maximum extent allowable by law. Results are

presented in an aggregated fashion so that individual respondents cannot be identified

through the results.

Ethics

Research has been conducted in accordance with the principles and ethical

standards of the United States American Psychological Association, the Psychological

Society of South Africa, and the research procedure was designed to protect the

participants from harm, and maintain their confidentiality (Aguinis & Henle, 2002).

Ethical principles in research in the United States and South Africa are largely shared

(Leach & Harbin, 1997). There are ethical problems with implementing research in

developing countries where the participants do not fully understand the risks associated

with their involvement in research. In this case, I worked with a sample of individuals
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who are educated and urbanized. As final-year students in major universities using

English as a language of instruction, they would have been able to read sufficiently well

to understand the letter of invitation to participate and be well informed as to the nature

of this study. Also, the money offered to participants in appreciation for their

involvement was set at a level that does not create an undue draw to participate where

they have limited economic resources.

As noted by Ndebele (2005), western researchers have an ethical responsibility to

share knowledge and generate capacity building in the regions where they conduct their

research. Results of this study will be made available to individual participants who

indicated an interest in receiving an electronic summary of results and will be posted on a

publicly-accessible website.

In multicultural research it is particularly useful to ask for feedback from

collaborators within the culture to identify any problem areas as research progresses. The

questionnaire was developed tapping current published research in South Africa, as well

as knowledge gained from my own interviews conducted on this topic (Ramsay, 2005).

Further, I sought institutional review board review and gained approval at both South

African campuses. The survey form was also pilot tested with South African students.

Measures

The following measures were included in the questionnaire. The items shown here

for each measure comprise the complete scale used for this study. First, I address the

group-level factors, and second, the individual-level factors. Following are the group-

level factors and their specific items.
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Group Beliefs

Group beliefin white guilt. Group belief in white guilt is the race/gender group‘s

belief that whites are guilty of having received benefits because of their race and should

feel guilty about such benefits. Items here have been written to capture the group’s belief

in a broad sense of guilt and responsibility on the part of whites in South Africa.

Questions are based in part on the concepts captured by items for white guilt in America

by Swim and Miller (1999), who reported alpha levels of .74 to .86 in their studies using

a five-item scale. However, their focal point was the white individual’s own guilt, and the

context addressed in some of their questions was America,"which was not appropriate for

the present study. Therefore, all of the questions used here have been written specifically

for this study. As I am working in the context of South Africa, and attempting to capture

a broader shared belief in white guilt, I created items that captured views from

respondents of all races regarding their beliefs about the guilt whites should feel. Items

were worded to Responses were captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Following are some questions regarding the beliefs and values of people of your

race and gender. For example, if you are an Indian man, respond about the

beliefs and values that you think Indian men have.

People of my race and gender believe that whites should feel guilty that they have

enjoyed benefits and privileges at the expense of non-whites.

People of my race and gender believe that whites are guilty of having received

benefits and privileges simply because of their race.

People of my race and gender believe that whites should feel guilty about the past

behavior of their race.
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Group Culture

Group culture ofsupportfor aflirmative action. Group culture of support for

affirmative action is the race/gender group’s shared attitude regarding affirmative action.

and was captured using a five-item scale. Items for the group-level predictor were similar

to those for the individual-level construct but have group-level referents. The first three

items are those from the six-item attitude scale of Kravitz and Platania (1993) that are

appropriate in the South African context, with the third of these being modified for use

here. Other items from Kravitz and Platania’s (1993) scale were not used as they were not

appropriate in the South Africa context where organizations have greater pressure to have

affirmative action programs. The final two items used in the present study were taken

from the attitude scale by Parra (1991) who generated a long scale of 50 diverse items

and who demonstrated alpha levels of .96 and .97 in different samples. Kravitz and

Platania ( 1 993) demonstrated an alpha level of .86 for their six-item scale. All items were

tailored to be appropriate for a group referent. Responses were captured on a 5-point

L. i kert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

F01 lowing are some questions regarding the beliefs and values of people of your

race and gender. For example, if you are an Indian man, respond about the

beliefs and values that you think Indian men have.

l)e()ple of my race and gender believe that affirmative action is a good policy.

All in all, people of my race and gender oppose affirmative action plans in

industry. (reverse coded)

People ofmy race and gender believe that the goals of affirmative action are

800d.

PeOple of my race and gender believe that affirmative action does more harm than

good. (reverse coded)

Pe()ple ofmy race and gender believe that affirmative action is beneficial to

Society.

103



Group Justice Expectations

Group restorativejustice expectations. Group restorative justice expectations is

the race/gender group’s shared fairness expectation regarding the distribution or

allocation to target groups that have suffered inequality in the past. Items here were

written specifically for this study. The general framing as justice questions was designed

to be similar to other justice items that are used in the present study to capture individual-

level justice expectations (addressed below). However, although this general framing of

items is similar to that used by Colquitt (2001) for other justice dimensions (procedural.

distributive, interpersonal, informational) and captures some similar issues to eight items

tapping attitudes to compensatory policy in an Affirmative Action Attitude scale

(coefficient alpha of .83) (Swim and Miller, 1999), the items I use here are written

specifically for this study and are distinctly different in content from published material.

They were designed to capture the restoration of social balance by giving preference to

those from previously disadvantaged groups in the South African context. Items have

been framed as expectations ofjustice (see Bell, Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006) but with

group-level referents. Apart from the referents, items for the group-level predictor were

similar to those for the individual-level construct. Responses were captured on a 5-point

Likert-type scale ranging fi'om 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Thinking about the jobs for which you and your peers will be applying. the

following items refer to the beliefs of people of your race and gender regarding

company/organisation consideration of job applicants. For example. if you are

an Indian man, respond about the expectations that you think Indian men have.

People of my race and gender expect that special consideration in hiring will be

provided to those from previously disadvantaged groups.

People of my race and gender expect that an attempt will be made to correct past

social injustices in hiring.

People of my race and gender expect that jobs will go to people from affirmative

action’s target beneficiary groups.
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People of my race and gender expect that preference in hiring will be given to

women, blacks, or the disabled.

I will now address the individual-level measures.

Individual Differences

Individual differences in racial identification (specifically centrality) and age were

captured.

Racial identification (centrality). Race centrality is the extent to which being of a

particular race group is central to the respondents’ definition of themselves. Items were

based on four items selected from the Centrality Scale of the Revised Multidimensional

Inventory of Black Identity (Sellers, Rowley, Chavous, Shelton, and Smith, 1997). Their

ten-item scale showed reliability coefficients from .75 to .78 in different samples. A

selection of four items that appeared to capture the breadth of the construct were selected

as the length of the final survey form was a concern. Items were rewritten to be race-

neutral to be appropriate for respondents from all of South Africa’s race groups.

Responses were captured on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Race centrality

Overall, being of my race has very little to do with how I feel about myself.

(reverse scored)

In general, being of my race is an important part of my self-image.

I have a strong sense of belonging to people of my race.

Being of my race is an important reflection of who I am.

Afiican centrality. An additional individual difference variable that was captured

is African centrality. As there is a strong sense of being African, regardless of race. all

participants were asked to answer the following questions about their African centrality:

the extent to which being African is central to the respondents” definition of themselves.
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These questions parallel those used for Race Centrality as described above. but the

referent here is African Centrality.

African centrality '

Overall, being African has very little to do with how I feel about myself. (reverse

scored)

In general, being Afi'ican is an important part of my self-image.

I have a strong sense of belonging to Afiican people.

Being African is an important reflection of who I am.

Fear ofcrime. Fear of crime is the extent to which respondents worry about being

victims of crime. Fear of crime was captured for use as a control variable in predicting

emigration intention. The three items used here are based on those in a four-item scale

(no alpha level reported) used by the British Home Office for community research that

included worry about crime (Nicholas, Povey, Walker, & Kershaw, 2005). The selected

items covered crimes that could reasonably affect most people in South Africa. That is.

an item regarding having your car stolen was dropped from the scale and an item

addressing having items stolen from your car was modified to be appropriate for those

who do not own cars. Responses are captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from

1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

I am worried about mugging, rape, or physical attack by a stranger.

I am worried about having my home broken into.

I am worried about having something of mine stolen.

Potential emigrationfactors. Additional control variables were based on three

selected items from the 24-item Intention to Emigrate scale of Miller, Haskell. and

Thatcher (2002) who report a coefficient alpha of .95 for their scale. These control items

were chosen that captured push and pull factors that have been linked to emigration.

Responses were captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
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I have friends who have settled abroad.

I am dissatisfied with conditions within South Africa.

I believe that my quality of life would be better overseas.

Existing Beliefs/Values

Measures of existing beliefs and values include support for affirmative action and

preference for merit principle.

Supportfor aflirmative action. Support for affirmative action is the extent to

which respondent’s hold attitudes of support for affirmative action policy, and was

captured using a five-item scale. Items were written with individual referent to parallel

the group-level referent items discussed earlier. As with the group-level items. the first

three items were those from the attitude scale of Kravitz and Platania (1993) that are

appropriate in the South African context, with the third of those being modified for use

here. The final two items used in the present study were taken from the attitude scale by

Parra (1991) who generated a long scale of 50 diverse items and who demonstrated alpha

levels of .96 and .97 in different samples. Kravitz and Platania (1993) demonstrated an

alpha level of .86 for their six-item scale. Responses are captured on a 5-point Likert-type

scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

I believe that affirmative action is a good policy.

All in all, I oppose affirmative action plans in industry. (reverse coded)

I believe that the goals of affirmative action are good.

I believe that affirmative action does more harm than good. (reverse coded)

I believe that affirmative action is beneficial to society.

Preferencefor merit principle. Preference for merit principle is respondents‘

preference for allocating outcomes on the basis of the distributive justice principle of

merit, and was captured using a selection of four items from the 15-item Preference for

Merit Principle Scale of Davey, Bobocel, Hing, and Zanna (1999) which covers a variety
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of contexts. Only four items were used as the length of the final survey form was a

concern. Items were chosen to capture the breadth of the preference for merit principle

construct. Their coefficient alpha for the scale was .60 to .70 in different data collections.

The second item was modified slightly. Responses were captured on a 5-point Likert-type

scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

In organisations, people who do their job well ought to rise to the top.

It is wrong for an employer to give a job to someone they know without first

advertising the job to other candidates.

The effort a worker puts into a job ought to be reflected in the size of the raise he

or she receives.

Promotion decisions ought to take into account the effort workers put into their

job.

Remote Direct Experience

Educational integration: Educational integration is the extent to which the high

school that the respondent attended was racially integrated, and was captured through a

single item created for this study.

What was the racial composition of your class in your final year of high school?

Please indicate the percentage accounted for by each race.

Black African %

Coloured %

Indian %

White 0/0

Other %+
+
+
+

TOTAL _100 %

To generate an integration index for each individual’s school experience. Blau‘s

(1977, p. 78) index of heterogeneity was used: heterogeneity = 1 — 2 [7,2 where p, = the

fraction of the school making up each group.
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As a potential control variable, respondents were also asked whether their high

school was single-sex or co-educational.

Indirect Experience

Social guidance: Social guidance is the respondents’ perception of whether

friends, family, or co-workers made suggestions regarding the fairness of the job

application process. A social guidance scale regarding job application fairness was

created for this study. These items are not framed with reference to a particular

organization —- they are general. Responses were captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Following the suggestion of

Goldman (2001) the scale captured the views of friends, family, and coworkers. The

focus here was social guidance regarding unfairness.

My close friends have said that the job application process is unfair.

My close friends have suggested that job applications will be unfairly handled.

My close family members have said that the job application process is unfair.

11:2;:llgse family members have suggested that job applications will be unfairly

My coworkers have said that the job application process is unfair.

My coworkers have suggested that job applications will be unfairly handled.
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Proximal Direct Experience

Current rejection experience: I captured proximal direct experience in selection

as a potential control variable through including current rejection experience. Current

rejection experience is having been recently turned down for a job. The respondents were

asked to indicate the number of times they have been turned down.

If you have begun looking, how many times in the past 6 months have you been

turned down by a company/organization (e. g., by letter, e-mail, telephone, or in

person)?

Individual Justice Expectations

Justice expectations are the respondents’ expectations regarding the fairness of the

application process, and were measured using items from Colquitt’s (2001) scales on his

four dimensions ofjustice perceptions (procedural, distributive, interpersonal.

informational). New items on the restorative justice dimension were created for this

study. Similarly operationalized by Bell, Wiechmann, and Ryan (2006), justice

expectations items were framed to capture what the individual is expecting in terms of

justice, rather than their reaction to an event.

Proceduraljustice expectations. Procedural justice expectations capture the

fairness of procedures used to determine outcome distributions or allocation (see

Colquitt, 2001). Items were based on selected justice perception items of Leventhal

(1980) combined as a procedural justice scale as proposed by Colquitt (2001). Items were

reframed as expectations ofjustice (see Bell, Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006) and the focal

point was changed from the self to applicants in general. Colquitt (2001) demonstrated

reliability for the seven-item procedural justice scale of .78 to .93 in different samples. In

an effort to keep the final survey form a reasonable length,,four items that captured the
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breadth of the construct and that could reasonably be reframed as expectations were

selected. Responses were captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Thinking about the jobs for which you and your peers will be applying. the

following items refer to company/organisation procedures used to make hiring

decisions. To what extent do you agree:

I expect that those procedures will be applied consistently across applicants.

I expect that those procedures will be free of bias across applicants.

I expect that those procedures will be based on accurate information across

applicants.

I expect that those procedures will uphold ethical and moral standards.

Distributivejustice expectations. Distributive justice expectations are the

respondents’ expectations regarding the fairness of outcome distributions or allocations

(see Colquitt, 2001). Items were based in part on those of Leventhal (1976). revised to be

appropriate for a job applicant, and combined as a distributive justice scale. Items content

was revised to tap issues of work experience, education, or, skills, and potential, where

necessary for this study. Items were reframed as expectations ofjustice (see Bell.

Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006) and the focal point was changed from the self to applicants

in general. Colquitt (2001) demonstrated reliability for his distributive justice scale of .92

to .93 in different samples. Responses were captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Thinking about the jobs for which you and your peers will be applying, the

following items refer to hiring decisions about applicants. To what extent do you

agree.

I expect that the hiring decision about applicants will reflect the effort that

applicants have put into their application.

I expect that the hiring decision about applicants will be appropriate for the work

experience, education or skills that applicants have.

I expect that the hiring decision about applicants will reflect the potential that

applicants have to contribute to the organization.

I expect that the hiring decision about applicants will be justified. given their

performance in the application process.
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Interpersonaljustice expectations. Interpersonal justice expectations are the

respondents’ expectations regarding the fairness of interpersonal treatment in the

application process; the degree to which people will be treated with politeness. dignity.

and respect by authorities or third parties involved in executing procedures or

determining outcomes (see Colquitt, 2001). Items were based on those of Bies and Moag

(1986), and combined as an interpersonal justice scale. Colquitt (2001) demonstrated

reliability for his interpersonal justice scale of .79 to .92 in different samples. Items were

refrained as expectations ofjustice (see Bell, Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006) for applicants.

Responses were captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Thinking about the jobs for which you and your peers are applying, the following

items refer to the handling of applicants. To what extent do you agree:

I expect that the company/organisation will treat applicants in a polite manner.

I expect that the company/organisation will treat applicants with dignity.

I expect that the company/organisation will treat applicants with respect.

I expect that the company/organisation will refrain from improper remarks or

comments.

Informationaljustice expectations. Informational justice expectations are the

respondents’ expectations of fairness in the explanations provided to applicants that

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

outcomes were distributed in a certain fashion (see Colquitt, 2001). Items were based on

those of Bies and Moag (1986) and Shapiro, Buttner and Barry (1994) and combined as

an informational justice scale (Colquitt, 2001). Colquitt (2001) demonstrated reliability

for his informational justice scale of .79 to .90 in different samples. Items were refrained

as expectations ofjustice (see Bell, Wiechmann, & Ryan. 2006) for applicants.
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Responses were captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Thinking about the jobs for which you and your peers are applying, the following

items refer to the handling of applicants. To what extent do you agree:

I expect that the company/organisation will be candid in its communication with

applicants.

I expect that the company/organisation will explain the procedures thoroughly.

I expect that the company/organisation’s explanations regarding the procedure

will be reasonable.

I expect that the company/organisation will communicate details in a timely

manner. .

I expect that the company/organisation will seem to tailor its communications to

individual applicants’ needs.

Restorativejustice expectations. Restorative justice has three possible facets. The

first is a general restorative dimension capturing the existence of preference for those

from previously disadvantaged groups. The second is a procedural restorative dimension

that captures fair process within a target group. The third is a distributive restorative

dimension that captures appropriate distribution within a target group.

General restorativejustice expectations. General restorative justice is the

respondents’ fairness expectation regarding the distribution or allocation to target groups

that have suffered inequality in the past. Items here were written to capture the restoration

of social balance by giving preference to those from previously disadvantaged groups.

The items are the same as those for group restorative justice expectations discussed

above, but are framed for the individual-level referent. Items were framed as expectations

ofjustice (see Bell, Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006). Responses were captured on a 5-point

Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Thinking about the jobs for which you and your peers will be applying. the

following items refer to company/organisation consideration ofjob applicants. In

what extent do you agree:
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I expect that special consideration in hiring will be provided to those from

previously disadvantaged groups.

I expect that jobs will go to people from affirmative action’s target beneficiary

groups.

I expect that an attempt will be made to correct past social injustices in hiring.

I expect that preference in hiring will be given to women, blacks, or the disabled.

Procedural restorative justice expectations. Procedural restorative justice

expectations are the respondents’ expectations regarding the fairness of procedures used

to determine outcome distributions or allocations within target groups. Items were based

on justice perception items of Thibaut and Walker (1975) and Leventhal (1980), and

combined as a procedural justice scale as proposed by Colquitt (2001) showing alpha

levels of .78 to .93. Items were framed as expectations ofjustice (see Bell, Wiechmann,

& Ryan, 2006), and the focal point here was each of the two target groups of interest

(women and blacks). Responses were captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Thinking about the jobs for which you and your peers will be applying, the

following items refer to company/organisation procedures used to make hiring

decisions about [target group]. When selecting [target group], to what extent do

you agree:

I expect that those procedures will be applied consistently across [target group].

I expect that those procedures will be free of bias across [target group].

I expect that those procedures will be based on accurate information across [target

figs that those procedures for [target group] will uphold ethical and moral

standards.

Distributive restorative justice expectations. Distributive restorative justice

expectations are the respondents’ expectations regarding the fairness of outcome

distributions or allocations within target groups. Items were based on those of Leventhal

(1976), revised to be appropriate for a job applicant, and combined as a distributive

justice scale as used by Colquitt (2001) with alpha levels of .92 to .93. Items were framcd
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as expectations ofjustice (see Bell, Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006) for target groups

(women and blacks). Responses were captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Thinking about the jobs for which you and your peers will be applying. the

following items refer to hiring decisions about [race/gender target group]. To

what extent do you agree:

I expect the hiring decision about [race/gender target group] to reflect the effort

that they have put into their application.

I expect that the hiring decision about [race/gender target group] will be

appropriate for the work experience, education or skills that they have.

I expect that the hiring decision about [race/gender target group] will reflect the

potential that they have to contribute to the organization.

I expect that the hiring decision about [race/gender target group] will be justified.

given their performance in the application process.

Outcomes

Outcomes that were measured include the following.

Withdrawal intention: Withdrawal intention is a retreat from applying for jobs.

Applicant withdrawal intention was measured on a four-item scale developed for this

study. Responses are captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from I ( strongl1'

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

There is no point in my applying for jobs.

I don’t intend to apply for many jobs.

I have taken steps toward applying for jobs. (reverse coded)

I probably won’t put much effort into applying for jobs.

Emigration intention: Emigration intention is the respondents’ thinking about and

taking steps toward emigration, and was measured on a three-item scale using two items

taken directly from the 24-item Intention to Emigrate scale of Miller, Haskill. and

Thatcher (2002), along with one modified item. Their 24—item scale had a coefficient

alpha of .95. As their scale was too long for the purposes of the present study. and

captured a variety of dimensions, three items were selected that captured the focused
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intention that I was seeking. Responses were captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale

ranging from I (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

I frequently discuss emigration with people who are close to me.

I have taken steps toward emigration.

I am very likely to emigrate.

Entrepreneurial intention: Entrepreneurial intention, or intent to start one’s own

business was measured on a three-item scale developed for this study. Responses were

captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from I (strongly disagree) to 5 (strrmglv

agree).

I intend to start my own business.

I frequently discuss starting my own business with people who are close to me.

I have taken steps to start my own business.

Education intention: Educational intention, or intent to study further beyond the

present degree, was measured on a three-item scale developed for this study. Responses

were captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5

(strongly agree).

I intend to improve my education beyond this degree.

I frequently discuss getting further education beyond this degree with people who

are close to me.

I have taken steps toward studying further beyond this degree.

Core self-evaluation: Core self-evaluation is a broad latent personality trait

indicated by self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, neuroticism, and locus of control

(Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoreson, 2003). The Core Self-Evaluation scale (Judge, et al..

2003) was used to measure core self-evaluation. They showed an average reliability of

.84 across five samples. Responses were captured on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). This measure was included primarily to
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capture a baseline for core self-evaluation for purposes of examining change over time in

a longitudinal study.

I am confident I get the success I deserve in life.

Sometimes I feel depressed. (reverse coded)

When I try, I generally succeed.

Sometimes when I fail I feel worthless. (reverse coded)

I complete tasks successfully.

Sometimes, I do not feel in control ofmy work. (reverse coded)

Overall, I am satisfied with myself.

I am filled with doubts about my competence. (reverse coded)

I determine what will happen in my life.

I do not feel in control of my success in my career. (reverse coded)

I am capable of coping with most of my problems.

There are times when things look pretty bleak and hopeless to me. (reverse coded)

The order of the measures in the questionnaire was arranged to reduce the effect

of making especially salient demographic variables on responses to attitudinal indicators.

That is, demographic questions and racial identity-related questions were placed toward

the end of the questionnaire. The sequence of measures is shown in

Table 9.

Table 9

Sequence ofMeasures in Survey Form
 

1 Individual justice expectations (five justice dimensions)
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2 Employment and job-seeking status and interests

3 Social influence (views of family, friends and co—workers)

4 Individual feelings, behavior and intentions (education intention,

entrepreneurial intention, withdrawal intention, emigration intention, core self-

evaluation)

5 Individual beliefs (preference for merit principle, affirmative action support)

6 Race/gender group beliefs (support for affirmative action, white guilt.

restorative justice expectations) -

6 Demographics

7 Race centrality

8 Exposure to integration

9 Designated affirmative action beneficiary group status

10 Fear of crime

1 1 Background and experience

12 Qualitative items — reasoning behind outcome intentions, and comments about selection
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Analyses

First, to establish restorative justice as a distinct factor, I conducted confirmatory

factor analysis and examined goodness-of-fit indices to evaluate whether the expanded

justice model provides a better fit than does the established model. CFA is appropriate

(see Lance & Vandenberg, 2002) as I argue that there are conceptual and theoretical

distinctions between restorative justice and other justice dimensions as identified by

Colquitt (2001), and I have determined the observed variables that should represent each

latent variable. CFA was conducted using LISREL 8.71 (Joreskog & Sorbom. 2004).

CFA was also used to demonstrate the value of considering more specific justice

expectations — procedural restorative justice and distributive restorative justice. in the

case of this study for women and for blacks. Scale invariance tests were conducted using

multiple groups CFA (see Vandenberg and Lance, 2000) to examine factor loading

invariance across gender and across the three race groups of sufficient sample size.

For these analyses there are various indicators ofmodel fit (Hu & Bentler. 1999;

Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). A chi-square ()6) that is statistically nonsignificant suggests

a well-fitting model. A root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) of 0 is ideal.

with up to .06 being very good and up to .08 being acceptable. The nonnormed fit index

(NNFI or TLI) is not affected by sample size, and a value of .95 shows excellent fit. with

.90 as a lower bound of good fit. A comparative fit index (CFI) of .90 or higher is

generally considered acceptable. A standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR) of

.08 indicates excellent fit, with an upper bound of .10 for good fit. Using the guide of

118



Meade, Johnson, and Braddy (2008), a CFI change of 0.002, when nested models are

compared, was used as the cutoff indicating lack of invariance.

Next, to test for the effects of individual-level predictors on individual-level

dependent variables, as well as to consider the effect of group membership on the

relationship between predictors and dependent variables at Level 1, I simultaneously

tested for significant pooled slopes and between-group variance in Level 1 intercepts and

slopes. In using hierarchical linear modeling software HLM 6.06 (Raudenbush. Bryk. &

Congdon, 2008) for these analyses, race and gender are simultaneously tested as

moderators of the relationship between antecedents and expectations or intentions. rather

than by using a product term as would be done in regression analysis. That is. to consider

the contribution of the group level factors to the explanation of variance in individual-

level dependent variables, I examined the significant effects of group culture of support

for affirmative action and group expectations of general restorative justice on Level 1

dependent variables. In HLM terminology, estimation of parameters here are “fixed”

effects and “random” effects (see Raudenbusch & Bryk, 2002). Fixed effects show the

population regression intercept (1’00); the population regression coefficient for the

regression of the dependent variable (e.g., procedural justice expectations) on the Level 1

predictor (e.g., social guidance) (ym); the population regression coefficient of the

dependent variable on the Level 2 predictor (e. g., group culture of support for afIi rmativc

action) (70/); and the population regression coefficient for the interaction of Level I and

Level 2 variables in predicting the dependent variable (y, 1). The random effects are the

variance in intercepts, e. g., group mean differences in distributive justice expectations

(T00); variance in slopes, e.g., race/gender groups have significant differences in slope for
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the relationship between African centrality and procedural justice expectations (T11); and

covariance between intercepts and slopes (1701). In this study, significant fixed effects

results for y”; would be showing a main effect for a relationship between a Level I

predictor and a Level 1 dependent variable; the pooled slope. However, it should be noted

that when groups have very different relationships between the predictor and dependent

variable, such as one group having a relationship with a positive slope and another group

having a negative slope, these differences in patterns for groups may result in a

nonsignificant pooled slope. Therefore it is important to consider the random effects and

examine the variance in slopes 1:]; across groups. There may still be a meaningful

relationship between a predictor and dependent variable, but that relationship differs. or is

moderated by, group membership.

As I was examining the contextual effects of culture of white guilt, culture of

affirmative action support, and culture for restorative justice expectations, I evaluated

whether I should aggregate responses to capture the group level construct. To evaluate

whether aggregation of responses to groups is appropriate, ICC( l ), ICC(2) and rug values

(see Klein & Kozlowski, 2000) were calculated for white guilt, support for affirmative

action, and group-level restorative justice expectations. Greater between-group variance

relative to total variance would be indicated by a significant F-test, and as an appropriate

indication to support aggregation. Where ICC(2) values meet or exceed .7. this suggest

differentiation in group means, indicating reliable between-group differences. An rug

value of .7 was used as a rule of thumb indicator of within-group agreement.
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To test the significance of purely group-level relations I examined the generalized

least squares estimates of Level 2 regression parameters. To test for the fully mediated

relationship between group beliefs and individual expectations, I followed the steps of

Baron and Kenny (1986), attempting to demonstrate that direct relationships exist

between all three of the constructs, but that when testing for the effect of group beliefs

regarding guilt on individual expectations, controlling for group support of affirmative

action, the effect should be zero.
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First, I provide scale descriptive statistics, reliabilities and scale intercorrelations.

RESULTS

Second, confirmatory factor analysis results for demonstrating restorative justice are

presented. Third, common method variance is addressed. Fourth, I provide results of

scale invariance tests across gender and race before these scales are used in multivariate

hypothesis testing. Fifth, results of multivariate analyses are presented.

Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations

Descriptive statistics and reliabilities for scales are provided in Table 10 and

correlations among variables in the model are provided in Table 11.

 

 

Table 10

Scale Descriptive Statistics and Reliabilities

Mean SD Skew- Kurtosis (l

ness

Individual-Level Justice Expectations

Procedural (4) 3.64 1.04 -0.32 -1.03 0.89

Distributive (4) 3.76 0.82 -1.04 1.02 0.80

General Restorative (4) 3.63 1.04 ' -0.59 -0.41 0.86

Procedural Restorative — Women (4) 3.73 0.91 -0.44 -0.42 0.86

Distributive Restorative —Women (4) 3.85 0.87 -0.63 -0.22 0.86

Procedural Restorative — Blacks (4) 3.65 1.03 -0.52 -0.54 0.89

Distributive Restorative — Blacks (4) 3.66 1.08 -0.69 -0.38 0.91

Group-Level Antecedentsl

Mean Support for AA (5) 2.44 0.61 0.32 -1.34 0.91

Mean Belief in White Guilt (3) 3.93 0.79 -0.21 -1.33 0.80

Mean Restorative Justice (4) 3.76 0.17 -0.47 -1.07 0.77

Individual-Level Antecedents

Racial Centrality (4) 3.19 0.93 -0.33 -0.35 0.76

African Centrality (4) 3.52 0.91 -0.58 0.06 0.81

Support for AA (5) 3.15 0.95 -0. 17 -0.35 0.87

Preference for Merit Principle (4) 4.32 0.58 -l .08 2.83 0.56

Educational Integration 0.42 0.25 -0.55 -1 . 1 5

Social Guidance — Unfair (4) 3.26 0.87 , -0.13 -0.09 0.84

Intentions

Withdrawal (4) 1.81 0.63 1 .06 0.92 0.55

Emigration (3) 2.99 1.10 -0.26 -0.63 0.83

Entrepreneurial (3) 3 .02 1.12 0.03 -0.79 0.86

Education (3) 4.06 0.78 -0.81 0.74 0.69
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Table 10 continued.

Note. AA = Affirmative Action. The possible range on scales was I —— 5. N = 317, which is the

sample for later multivariate analyses. IAlthough mean, SD, skewness,-and kurtosis values for group-

level antecedents are calculated after individuals were assigned the group mean scale score.

coefficient alpha is calculated based on relevant original individual item responses. The number of

items in the scale is shown in parentheses after the scale name where appropriate.

Mean levels for individual justice expectations ranged from 3.63 to 3.76 (where 3

= Neither disagree nor agree, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly agree). suggesting that on the

whole, respondents tended to agree with the justice expectation statements provided:

expectations were generally for fairness rather than unfairness. Skewness and kurtosis

statistics for the individual justice measures did not reflect problematic distributions. The

range of coefficient alpha for the individual justice expectations dimensions was a = 0.80

to a = 0.91. Viewing a reliability of a = 0.70 as acceptable, all of the individual justice

expectation scales demonstrated high internal consistency reliability.

Mean levels of the group-level constructs reflected that on average. respondents

expected that members of their race and gender group were neutral on affirmative action

(mean = 2.44), believed in white guilt (mean = 3.93), and expected restorative justice

(mean = 3.76). Skewness and kurtosis statistics for the group-level antecedents did not

reflect problematic distributions. Scale reliabilities for the group constructs were

acceptable, ranging from a = 0.77 for general restorative justice to a = 0.91 for group

culture of support for affirmative action.

Mean levels for individual-level constructs showed respondents to be fairly

neutral overall on race centrality (mean = 3.19), support for affirmative action (mean t

3.15), and social guidance (mean = 3.26). Respondents were slightly more likely to

affirm their African centrality (mean = 3.52). A preference for merit principle was
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affirmed by the respondents (mean = 4.32). Skewness and kurtosis statistics for the

individual-level antecedents did not reflect problematic distributions. however. the

preference for merit principle scale showed the greatest deviation from a normal

distribution, with a kurtosis of 2.83. Scale reliabilities ranged from a = 0.56 (merit

principle), which is low, to a = 0.87 (support for affirmative action).

Responses regarding intentions showed that on average, respondents were

unlikely to withdraw from the selection process (mean = 1.81), were neutral regarding

emigration (mean = 2.99) and entrepreneurship (mean = 3.02), and were positive

regarding seeking further education (mean = 4.06). Skewness and kurtosis statistics for

intentions did not reflect problematic distributions. Scale reliabilities ranged from 0.55

(withdrawal intention) to 0.89 (entrepreneurial intention).

The low reliability for preference for merit principle (a = 0.56) and withdrawal

intentions (or = 0.55) is problematic as low scale reliability limits the power for showing

significant relations between scales.
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Relations Between Individual-Level Justice Expectations

The sizes of correlations between individual-level justice dimensions range from r

= .32 to .69, suggesting that the justice dimensions are related yet distinct, as anticipated

with Hypothesis 1. General restorative justice is negatively related to the other justice

dimensions suggesting that on the whole, where there is the belief that preferential

selection will be taking place based on demographic group membership. expectations of

procedural and distributive justice will be lower.

Relations Between Group-Level Antecedents

Mean group belief in white guilt was very strongly related to mean group support

for affirmative action (r = .97), as was anticipated with Hypothesis 7. Group belief in

white guilt showed a small negative relationship with group general restorative justice

expectations (r = -.11). Group differences in beliefs regarding white guilt were

anticipated, and group belief in white guilt was very strongly positively related to race for

black Africans (r = .81) and very strongly negatively related to race for whites (r = -.88).

Similarly, mean group support for affirmative action was very strongly positively

associated with race for black Africans (r = .90), and very strongly negatively related for

whites (r = -.76). There was also a negative relationship between group support for

affirmative action and race for Indians (r = -.15). Group general restorative justice

expectations was strongly negatively associated with race for Indians (r = -.58) and

positively associated with race for whites (r = .3 8) and black Africans (r = .32). Race and

gender group differences were anticipated, but based on the correlations shown. race is

more important than is gender in relation to differences in these group-level constructs.
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Individual-Level Justice Expectations and Group-Level Antecedents

Procedural justice expectations were moderately negatively associated with race

for whites (r = -.26), and moderately positively associated with race for black Africans (r

= .17). Procedural justice expectations were moderately positively associated with mean

group support for affirmative action (r = .24) and mean group belief in white guilt (r =

.25). These patterns for procedural justice are consistent with what was anticipated in part

of Hypothesis 3 and in Hypothesis 8 and 11.

Counter to what was anticipated in part of Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 9 and 1 l.

distributive justice expectations did not show strong relationships with group-level

antecedents. The largest relationships here were with race for whites (r = -.13), and mean

group belief in white guilt (r = .11). Further, general restorative justice expectations did

not show strong relationships with group-level antecedents. The largest relationships here

were with race for whites (r = .14), mean group belief in white guilt (r = -.10) and mean

group support of affirmative action (r = -.10). These patterns for race combined with

relations between justice dimensions are consistent with what was anticipated in

Hypothesis 4. Counter to what was anticipated with Hypothesis 12, there was only a

marginally significant relationship between general restorative justice at the individual

level and the group-level restorative justice expectation.

Procedural restorative justice - women was moderately strongly negatively

related to race for whites (r = -.19) and showed a smaller and positive relationship for

Indians (r = .11). Procedural restorative justice -——- women showed small relationships with

mean group belief in white guilt (r = .14), mean group support for affirmative action (r =

.11), and mean group restorative justice expectations (r = -.1 1). Distributive restorative
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justice — women was moderately strongly negatively related to race for whites (r = -.15).

Distributive restorative justice — women showed small relationships with mean group

belief in white guilt (r = .13), mean group support for affirmative action (r = .I 1). These

patterns are consistent with those anticipated in Hypothesis 10 for procedural and

distributive restorative justice — women.

Procedural restorative justice - blacks was moderately strongly negatively related

to race for whites (r = -.15). Procedural restorative justice — blacks showed relationships

with mean group belief in white guilt (r = .14), and mean group support for affirmative

action (r = .12). Distributive restorative justice - blacks was moderately strongly

negatively related to race for whites (r = -.20) and positively for black Africans (r = .20).

Distributive restorative justice - blacks showed moderately strong relationships with

mean group belief in white guilt (r = .24), and mean group support for affirmative action

(r = .23). Distributive restorative justice — blacks was negatively related to gender for

women (r = -.10). These patterns are consistent with those anticipated in Hypothesis 10

for procedural and distributive restorative justice — blacks.

These relations for distributive restorative and procedural restorative justice and

race are consistent with Hypothesis 5, but the lack of a relationship for gender with most

of the justice dimensions is not.

Individual-Level Justice Expectations and Individual-Level Antecedents

Procedural justice expectations were moderately strongly negatively related to

social guidance regarding unfairness (r = -.20), consistent with Hypothesis 28, and

showed a small positive relationship with support for affirmative action (r = .1 1)

consistent with Hypothesis l8, and race centrality (r = .12), consistent with Hypothesis
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15. The lack of relationship between African centrality and procedural justice is

inconsistent with Hypothesis 16. The lack of a relationship between preference for merit

principle and procedural justice is inconsistent with Hypothesis 20.

Distributive justice expectations were moderately strongly negatively related to

social guidance regarding unfairness (r = -.16), consistent with Hypothesis 29. and

showed a small positive relationship with race centrality (r = .1 1), consistent with

Hypothesis 14. The absence of a significant relationship between distributive justice

expectations and educational integration is inconsistent with what was anticipated in

Hypothesis 27. The lack of relationship between African centrality and distributive

justice is inconsistent with Hypothesis 17. The lack of a relationship between support for

affirmative action and distributive justice is inconsistent with what was anticipated in

Hypothesis 19. The lack of a relationship between preference for merit principle and

distributive justice is inconsistent with Hypothesis 21.

General restorative justice expectations were moderately strongly positively

related to social guidance regarding unfairness (r = .15) and support for affirmative action

(r = .18), and showed a small positive relationship with African centrality (r = .10).

Procedural restorative justice — women showed a small negative relationship with social

guidance regarding unfairness (r = -.12). Distributive restorative justice women (r = -

.19), procedural restorative justice — blacks (r = -.17), and distributive restorative justice

blacks (r = —.22) all showed moderate negative relationships with social guidance

regarding unfairness. Distributive restorative justice — blacks also showed a moderate

positive relationship with support for affirmative action (r = .25).
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Group-Level Antecedents and Individual-Level Antecedents

Group culture of support for affirmative action was strongly positively related to

individual support for affirmative action (r = .43) and race centrality (r = .34) and showed

a small positive relationship with African centrality (r = .13). Group culture of support

for affirmative action was strongly negatively related to educational integration (r = -.33)

and social guidance regarding unfairness (r = -.20). Hypothesis 27 reflected the

anticipation that group culture of support for affirmative action would be associated with

distributive justice, but that relationship was only marginally significant. Group belief in

white guilt was strongly positively associated with individual support for affirmative

action (r = .42) and race centrality (r = .37). Group belief in white guilt was strongly

negatively associated with educational integration (r = -.33) and showed a moderate

negative relationship with social guidance regarding unfairness (r = -.21). Group general

restorative justice expectations showed a small relationship with African centrality ('r =

.13). That group general restorative justice expectations showed no significant

relationship with procedural and distributive justice expectations is inconsistent with

what was anticipated in Hypothesis 13.

Race for black Africans was associated with several individual-level antecedents.

These include positive relationships for support for affirmative action (r = .40). race

centrality (r = .28), and African centrality (r = .20). There were negative relationships

between race and educational integration (r = -.32) and social guidance regarding

unfairness (r = -.17) for black Africans. Being coloured was negatively associated with

African centrality (r = -.l9) and preference for merit principle (r = -.10). Being Indian

was negatively associated with African centrality (r = -.10) and positively associated with
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preference for merit principle (r = .10). Race was strongly negatively related to race

centrality (r = -.34) and support for affirmative action (r = -.31) for whites. Being white

was positively related to educational integration (r = .28) and social guidance regarding

unfairness (r = .18).

Relations Between Individual-Level Antecedents

Race centrality was strongly positively related to African centrality (r = .33) and

more moderately to support for affirmative action (r = .18). Race centrality was

negatively related to educational integration (r = -.24). Support for affirmative action was

positively associated with African centrality (r = .26) and negatively related to social

guidance regarding unfairness (r = -.28) and educational integration (r = -.14). Preference

for merit principle was positively associated with social guidance regarding unfairness (r

= .16).

Withdrawal Intentions

Withdrawal intentions were largely unrelated to individual justice expectations.

which is inconsistent with what was anticipated in Hypotheses 30, 31. 32, and 33. but

showed a small positive relationship with group general restorative justice expectations (r

= .10). Withdrawal showed a positive relationship with social guidance regarding

unfairness (r = .15).

Emigration Intentions

Emigration intention was largely unrelated to individual justice expectations. which is

inconsistent with what was anticipated in Hypotheses 34, 35, and 36, although there were

relations with race. Emigration intention was positively related to race for whites (r = .15)

and Indians (r = .10), and negatively related for black Africans (r = -.I 1) and coloured
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people (r = -.19). Emigration intention was negatively related to group culture of support

for affirmative action (r = -.17) and group belief in white guilt (r = —.17). Emigration

intention was strongly negatively related to individual support for affirmative action (r =

-.30) and moderately negatively related to African centrality (r = -.18). Emigration

intention was moderately positively associated with social guidance regarding unfairness

(r = .23) and showed small relationships with preference for merit principle (r = .13) and

educational integration (r = .12).

Entrepreneurial Intentions

Entrepreneurial intention was positively related to individual procedural justice

expectations (r = .11), procedural restorative justice — women (r = .10), distributive

restorative justice — women (r = .11), procedural restorative justice - blacks (r = .I I ).

distributive restorative justice -— blacks (r = .20), yet was unrelated to general restorative

justice expectations as was anticipated in Hypothesis 38, although were associations with

race. Entrepreneurial intention was positively associated with race for black Africans (r =

.17) and negatively associated with race for whites (r = -.19) and Indians (r = -.17).

Entrepreneurial intention was also positively associated with group culture of support for

affirmative action (r = .18) and group belief in white guilt (r = .21).

Education Intentions

Education intentions were largely unrelated to individual justice expectations.

which is inconsistent with what was anticipated with Hypotheses 24, 25, and 39.

Education intentions showed a small positive relationship with group culture of support

for affirmative action (r = .10) and group belief in white guilt (r = .10).
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Relations Between Intentions

Withdrawal was negatively related to education intention (r = -.19). Emigration

intention showed small positive relationships with entrepreneurial intention (r = .14) and

education intention (r = .11). Entrepreneurial intention was positively associated with

education intention (r = .21).

The multivariate analyses are next reported to address specific hypotheses.

Demonstrating Restorative Justice

General Restorative Justice

Using the full sample (N = 327), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was

conducted using LISREL 8.71 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 2004). This was to assess the

dimensionality ofjustice expectations (Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt & Shaw, 2005; Lance &

Vandenberg, 2002), using maximum likelihood estimation to evaluate whether a fifth

dimension ofjustice (restorative justice) is empirically supported. CFA is appropriate

(see Lance & Vandenberg, 2002) as I argue that there are conceptual and theoretical

distinctions between restorative justice and other justice dimensions as identified by

Colquitt (2001), and I have determined the observed variables that should represent each

latent variable. The correlation matrix and standard deviations of observed variables used

for this analysis are provided in Appendix D. Resultant indicators of model fit are shown

in Table 12.
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Table 12

Comparison ofA Priori Organizational Justice Factors
 

Structure XZ df NNFI CFI SRM RMSE RMSEA

R A confidence

interval
 

I-factor 1624.14 189 0.83 0.84 0.11 0.17 (0.17: 0.18)

2-factor 1338.86 188 0.86 0.87 0.12 I 0.16 (0.16; 0.17)

3-factor 975.70 186 0.90 0.91 0.12 0.14 (0.13: 0.15)

4-factor 714.66 183 0.93 0.94 0.11 0.11 (0.1 1: 0.12)

S-factor 348.36 179 0.98 0.98 0.06 0.06 (0.05: 0.06)       
 

Note. All )fvalues are significant at p < .00]. df= degrees of freedom; NNFI nonnormed fit index;

CFI = comparative fit index; SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual; RMSEA : root mean

square error of approximation. N : 327.

Model 1 was a one-factor model with all items loading on a generaljustice

dimension. Model 2 was a two-factor model capturing distributive and procedural

dimensions only. Items designed to capture restorative justice were assigned to the

distributive dimension while items from traditional interpersonal or informational justice

scales were assigned to the procedural dimension. Model 3 was a three-factor model

capturing distributive, procedural and interactional justice. Items designed to capture

restorative justice were assigned to the distributive dimension while items from

traditional interpersonal or informational justice scales were assigned to the interactional

dimension. Model 4 was a four-factor model capturing distributive, procedural.

interpersonal and informational justice, where restorative justice items were still assigned

to the distributive dimension. Model 5 was five-factor model assigning restorative justice

items to a distinct restorative justice dimension. The five-factor model with a general
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restorative justice dimension shows the best model fit of the five models tested, and that

fit is excellent. The five-factor model provided a change in CFI of .04 when compared

with the next best fitting model, the four-factor model. The CFI change suggests a

practically meaningful change where the value is higher than .002 (Meade. Johnson. &

Braddy. 2008). Following the model of existing reactions research (e. g., Aquino. Lewis.

& Bradfield, 1999; Bell, Wiechmann, & Ryan, 2006), if common method variance is

extreme, I would expect that testing for a one-factor model (common method) will

produce good fit, while a multi-construct model will demonstrate a worse fit. As shown.

the multi-factor models demonstrate better fit. While the one-factor model did not show

an acceptable level of fit as indicated by the nonnormed fitindex (NNFI) of 0.83.

comparative fit index (CFI) of 0.84, standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR) of

0.11, and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) of 0. I 7, other models

demonstrated better fit. As the more specific dimensionality ofjustice was recognized in

the models, the model fit improved. The five-factor model with procedural. distributive.

informational, interpersonal, and general restorative dimensions produced the best fit

with excellent fit evidenced by multiple indices (NNFI = 0.98. CFI = 0.98. SRMR = 0.06.

and RMSEA = 0.06).

Evidence for convergent validity was demonstrated by strong factor loadings of

the appropriate items on the prescribed factors. Factor loadings and uniquenesses for the

five-factor model are shown in Table 13. Most factor loadings were well above 0.60. The

item with the lowest factor loading (0.56) and largest uniqueness (0.69) was on the

informational justice dimension, “I expect that the company/organisation will seem to

tailor its communications to individual applicants’ needs.”
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Table 13

Factor Loadings and Uniquenessesfor Five-Factor Justice Model

 

Factor Item Loading Unique-

DCSS
 

l I expect that those procedures will

be applied consistently across

applicants.

I expect that those procedures will

be free of bias across applicants.

I expect that those procedures will

be based on accurate information

across applicants.

I expect that those procedures will

uphold ethical and moral

standards.

0.78

0.92

0.74

0.82

0.39

0.16

0.45

0.32

 

I expect that the hiring decision

about applicants will reflect the

effort that applicants have put into

their application.

I expect that the hiring decision

about applicants will be

appropriate for the work

experience, education, or skills

that applicants have.

I expect that the hiring decision

about applicants will reflect the

potential that applicants have to

contribute to the organization.

I expect that the hiring decision

about applicants will be justified,

given their performance in the

applicatiormrocess.

0.66

0.76

0.74.

0.68

0.56

0.42

0.46

0.53

 

 
I expect that the

company/organisation will treat

applicants in a polite manner.

I expect that the

company/organisation will treat

applicants with dignity.

I expect that the

company/organisation will treat

applicants with respect.

I39

 
0.74

0.93

0.92  
0.45

0.13

0.16



Table 13 continued.

I expect that the 0.60 0.64

company/organisation will refrain

from improper remarks or

comments.
 

4 I expect that the 0.62' 0.62

company/organisation will be

candid in its communication with

applicants.

I expect that the 0.78 0.39

company/organisation will explain

the procedures thoroughly.

I expect that the 0.71 0.50

company/organisation’s

explanations regarding the

procedure will be reasonable.

I expect that the 0.73 0.47

company/organisation will

communicate details in a timely

manner.

I expect that the 0.56 0.69

company/organisation will seem to '

tailor its communications to

individual applicants’ needs.
 

5 I expect that special consideration 0.81 0.34

in hiring will be provided to those

from previously disadvantaged

groups.

I-expect that preference in hiring 0.81 0.34

will be given to women, blacks, or

the disabled.

I expect that an attempt will be 0.70 0.50

made to correct past social

injustices in hiring.

I expect that jobs will go to people 0.82 0.33

from affirmative action’s target

beneficiary groups.    
Table 14 shows the pattern of interrelationships between justice dimensions.

Although some strong relationships exist, the justice constructs do appear to be distinct.

The strongest relationships are between informational and procedural (r = .69).
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informational and interpersonal (r = .67), and between distributive and procedural justice

'-

(r = .65). I would argue that the constructs are distinct unless the correlations are above

.80. Restorative justice is negatively related to the other justice dimensions.

 

 

Table 14

Interrelationships Between Factors WW

Factor 1 2 3 4 5

1. Procedural 1.00 _7

2. Distributive 0.65 1.00

3. Interpersonal 0.54 0.38 1.00

4. Informational 0.69 0.57 0.67 1.00

5. General Restorative -0.48 -0.41 -0.34 -0.46 1.00

 

Procedural Restorative and Distributive Restorative Justice

Having demonstrated that general restorative justice is a distinct justice factor. 1

next sought to demonstrate the importance of capturing more specific distributive and

procedural justice expectations in the context of affirmative action — expectations

regarding procedural and distributive justice when a distribution is being made to a target

group; procedural or distributive restorative justice. Thus I,_test a series of models to

examine whether model fit is improved by identifying differing factors that reflect

possible differences in views on how specific target groups are handled. Items included in

the analysis are items from the following scales: Distributive Justice, Procedural Justice.

Distributive Restorative Justice for Women, Procedural Restorative Justice for Women.

Distributive Restorative Justice for Blacks, and Procedural Restorative Justice for Blacks.

Confirmatory factor analysis results for model testing are shown in Table 15. First. a one-
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factor model with all items assigned to one general justice dimension was tested. Second.

a two-factor model was tested. There, Distributive Justice, Distributive Restorative

Justice for Women, and Distributive Restorative Justice for Blacks items were assigned

to a distributive factor while Procedural Justice, Procedural Restorative Justice for

Women, and Procedural Restorative Justice for Blacks items were assigned to a

procedural justice factor. The third model tested was a six-factor structure with

Distributive Justice items assigned to a distributive dimension, Procedural Justice items

assigned to a procedural dimension, Distributive Restorative Justice for Women items

were assigned to a distributive restorative justice for women dimension, Procedural

Restorative Justice for Women items were assigned to a procedural restorative justice for

women dimension. Similarly, Distributive Restorative Justice for Blacks items were

assigned to a distributive restorative justice for backs dimension, and Procedural

Restorative Justice for Blacks items were assigned to a procedural restorative justice for

blacks dimension. The 6-factor model demonstrated excellent fit (NNFI = 0.96. CF I =

0.96, SRMR = 0.05, RMSEA = 0.10), and better fit than the previous models. The change

in CFI was .04, suggesting practically meaningful change.
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Table 15

Comparison ofA Priori Organizational Justice Factors including Target Group

 

 

Referent Questions

Structure df NNFI CFI SRMR .RMSEA RMSEA

confidence

interval

l-factor 2220.87 252 0.88 0.89 0.09 0.17 (0.17; 0.18)

2-factor 1806.52 251 0.91 0.92 0.08 0.16 (0.15; 0.16)

6-factor 914.61 237 0.96 0.96 0.05 0.10 (0.09; 0.10)

       
 

Note. All X2 values are significant at p < .001. df= degrees of freedom; NNFI = nonnormed fit

index; CFI = comparative fit index; SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual; RMSEA 2

root mean square error of approximation. N = 327.

Table 16 shows the pattern of interrelationships between justice dimensions

including the target group referent.

 

 

Table 16

Interrelationships Between Justice Factors including Target Group Referent _ _

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Procedural 1.00 “#7 O _ -

2. Distributive 0.65 1.00

3. Procedural Restorative - 0.77 0.60 1.00

Women

4. Distributive Restorative - 0.61 0.72 0.79 1.00

Women

5. Procedural Restorative - 0.66 0.45 0.76 0.60 1.00

Blacks .

6. Distributive Restorative - 0.56 0.65 0.58 0.74 0.70 1.00

Blacks
 

There are strong relationships between several of these justice factors. For

example, procedural restorative for women and procedural (r = .77), distributive

restorative for women and procedural restorative for women (r = .79), procedural
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restorative for blacks and procedural restorative for women (r = .76), and distributive

restorative for blacks and distributive restorative for women (r = .74). These strong

relationships are to be expected in such closely related constructs, but are not so high that

one would argue that these factors are not distinct.

The results of the first set of confirmatory factor analyses confirm Hypothesis 1.

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

restorative justice expectations was supported. Supplemental analyses demonstrate that

there is value in capturing justice expectations regarding procedural restorative justice

and distributive restorative justice for specific target groups (in this case. women and

blacks).

Common Method Variance

While I have demonstrated that a multi—factor justice model provides a better fit

than does a one-factor model, which suggests that there is not a strong method factor. it is

accepted that where perceptions are measured at the same point in time, they are likely to

be more strongly related than when measured with a temporal gap (Hauscknecht, Day. &

Thomas, 2004). To address this common method variance concern I note the variety of

measures bearing varying levels of relation to each other. Further, I have shown through

confirmatory factor analyses that items loaded on the anticipated factors, resulting in

good model fit. Nevertheless, following the example of Hofrnann and Stetzer (1996). I

attempted to identify common method effects through group-level analyses (i.e., the

relationship between group belief in white guilt and culture of support for affirmative

action). For this purpose, each of the race/gender groups was randomly split into two sub-

samples (sub-samples A and B within each race/gender combination). The correlation
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was then examined in three ways; independent variables from A with dependent variables

from B (resultant r = .34, p < .01), independent variables from B with dependent

variables from A (r = .45, p < .01), and finally, the total sample (r = .57, p < .01).

Although there are similar strong relationships between the two group cultures in all three

tests, the difference across these three analyses may indicate some possible common

method effects (see Hofmann & Stetzer, 1996) and I am therefore cautious in my

interpretation of relationships found. However, beyond the scope of this dissertation

study, I plan to conduct a follow-up study with these same respondents after one year.

allowing a temporal delay before their reactions are measured again.

Scale Invariance Across Gender and Race

Scales to be used in model testing should be first examined to establish whether

people of different group are conceptualizing the captured constructs in a similar way so

that results can be appropriately interpreted.

Gender

I tested scale measures for invariance across gender (see Vandenberg and Lance.

2000) using multiple groups confirmatory factor analysis. In Model 0, fit was examined

separately in each gender group. Each model tested separately for women and men

showed at least one index reflecting acceptable model fit, with most models showing

good fit as indicated by high NNFI and CFI values and low SRMR values. If there was

bad fit at this stage, subsequent multiple group analyses would not be necessary. Next.

two multiple group models were tested for each measurement invariance test. Model 1

specified the same pattern of factor loadings and uniquenesses across groups. and

allowed for unique parameter estimates. That is, one indicator on the factor was set to
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1.00 and the error variances of indicators, error variances of latent variables, and

covariances of latent variables (where appropriate) were freely estimated. In Model 2 for

each construct, the unstandardized factor loadings were cohstrained to be equal across

gender. As Models 1 and 2 are nested, change statistics from Model I to Model 2 are

provided. As recommended by Cheung and Rensvold (2002) and Meade, Johnson. and

Braddy (2008), I consider multiple indicators of meaningful change in model fit. Table

17 provides the fit indices for the different models.

 

Table 17

Comparison ofModels Across Gender

Structure X2 p df NNFI CFI SRMR RMSEA RMSEA

confidenc

e interval

 

Individual-Level Justice Expectations (seven-factor model)

MOWomen 777.29 0.000 329 0.96 0.964 0.07 0.09 (0.08:0.09)

MOMen 745.79 0.000 329 0.95 0.953 0.06 0.09 (0.08; 0.09)

M1 M0 1523.08 0.000 658 0.95 0.959 0.06 0.09 (0.08; 0.09)

M2510 1550.69 0.000 679 0.95 0.959 0.07 0.09 (0.08; 0.09)

Comparing 1m,”G to M1140, A x2 = 27.61, A df= 21, and A CFI = 0.000.
 

Race Centrality (one-factor model)

MOWomen 13.52 0.001 2 0.86 0.954 0.05 0.18 (0.09; 0.28)

MOMen 5.09 0.079 2 0.95 0.985 0.03 0.09 (0.00; 0.20)

MIMG 18.61 0.001 4 0.90 0.968 0.03 0.14 (0.08: 0.22)

MZMG 21.09 0.004 7 0.95 0.969 0.04 0.10 (0.05; 0.16)

Comparing MZMG to M1140, A )(2 = 2.48, A df= 3, and A CFI = 0.001.
 

Afiican Centrality (one-factor model) ..

MOWomcn 8.91 0.012 2 0.93 0.977 0.04 0.15 (0.06:0.25)

MOMen 3.17 0.205 2 0.99 0.997 0.02 0.06 (0.00: 0.18)

M1W 12.08 0.017 4 0.96 0.987 0.02 0.11 (0.04: 0.19)

MZMG 15.56 0.030 7 0.98 0.987 0.04 0.09 (0.03: 0.15)

Comparing M2...G to th. Aj = 3.48, A df= 3. and A CFI = 0.000.
 

Supportfor Aflirmative Action (one-factor model)

MOWomen 17.35 0.004 5 0.96 0.981 0.03 0.12 (0.06:0.19)

MOMcn 19.27 0.002 5 0.94 0.969 0.04 0.13 (0.03:0.19)

MIMG 36.62 0.000 10 0.95 0.976 0.04 0.12 (0.08:0.17)
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Table 17 continued.

 

 

 

 

 

MZMG 37.80 0.001 14 0.97 0.979 0.05 0.10 (0.06: 0.14)

Comparing MZMG to M1140, A x2 = 1.18, A df= 4, and A CFI = 0.003.

Merit Orientation (one-factor model)

MOWomen 0.50 0.781 2 1.11 1.000 0.02 0.00 (0.00; 0.21)

MOMen 5.26 0.072 2 0.91 0.968 0.04 0.10 (0.00; 0.21)

M1 MG 5.76 0.218 4 0.96 0.988 0.04 0.05 (0.00; 0.14)

MZMG 7.53 0.376 7 0.99 0.996 0.04 0.02 (0.00; 0.10)

Comparing M2110 to M1140, A X2 = 1.77. A df= 3, and A CFI = 0.008.

Social Guidance (three-factor model)

Mowomen 15.44 0.017 6 0.95 0.979 0.03 0.10 (0.04; 0.17)

MOMen 23.22 0.001 6 0.94 0.975 0.02 0.14 (0.09; 0.21)

MIMG 38.66 0.000 12 0.94 0.977 0.02 0.13 (0.08; 0.17)

M2140 47.94 0.000 15 0.94 0.971 0.04 0.12 (0.09; 0.16)

Comparing MZMG to M1 M0, A X2 = 9.28, A df= 3 (change significant at ,0: .05). and

A CFI = -0.006.

Group Beliefin White Guilt and Supportfor Affirmative Action (two-factor model)

MOWOm 36.24 0.010 19 0.98 0.986 0.04 0.07 (0.02; 0.1 1)

MOMelrl 35.82 0.011 19 0.97 0.982 0.03 0.08 (0.04; 0.1 1)

MIMG 72.06 0.001 38 0.98 0.984 0.03 0.07 (0.04; 0.10)

M2MG 84.154 0.000 44 0.98 0.981 0.05 0.07 (0.05; 0.10)

Comparing M2140 to MlMg, A x2 = 12.09, A df= 6, and A CFI = -0003.

Group General Restorative Justice Expectations (one-factor model)

MOWomen 30.76 0.000 2 0.59 0.863 0.09 0.30 (0.21; 0.40)

MOMen 19.66 0.000 2 0.78 0.925 0.07 0.23 (0.14: 0.33)

M1 MG 50.41 0.000 4 0.69 0.896 0.07 0.27 (0.20; 0.34)

M2MG 53.47 0.000 7 0.82 0.896 0.08 0.20 (0.15; 0.25)

Comparing MZMG to M1140, A pi = 3.06, A df= 3, and A CFI = 0.000.

Intentions (four-factor model)

MOWomen 133.83 0.000 59 0.86 0.892 0.09 0.09 (0.07; 0.1 I )

MOM,“ 128.71 0.000 59 0.88 0.906 0.08 0.09 (0.07; 0.1 1)

MIW 265.30 0.000 124 0.88 0.902 0.08 0.08 (0.07; 0.10)

M2140 274.27 0.000 133 0.88 0.902 0.09 0.08 (0.07; 0.10)

Comparing M2140 to M1140, A pf = 8.97, A df= 9, and A CFI = 0.000.
 

Note. df= degrees of freedom; NNFI = nonnormed fit index; CFI = comparative fit index: SRMR =

standardized root-mean-square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation. N T 327

(with n = 162 women and n = 165 men) for all multiple group analyses except for Social Guidance

analyses, where N = 299 (with n = 151 women and n = 148 men).
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For individual-level justice expectations, race centrality, African centrality. group

general restorative justice expectations, and intentions, the invariance tests did not

indicate meaningful lack of invariance across gender when considering CFI and chi-

square change from Model 1 to Model 2. For support for affirmative action the change in

CFI was 0.003, which just exceeds Meade, Johnson and Braddy’s (2008) recommended

cutoff of 0.002, suggesting meaningful change. However, there was not a significant

change in chi-square. Similarly, for merit orientation the change in CFI of 0.008

exceeded the recommended cutoff, yet the change in chi-square was not significant. Also.

group belief in white guilt and support for affirmative action showed no significant

change in chi-square but a small CFI change of 0.003. Social guidance showed a

significant chi square change (A x2 = 9.28, A df= 3; p = .05) as well as a CFI change of

0.006. It appears that there is minimal evidence of lack of invariance across gender for

the models tested here, with the biggest concern being with social guidance. However. as

acknowledged by Meade, et al. (2008), lower standards may be accepted if the data are

being used for correlational purposes such as in the present study, which is not a high

stakes context. Thus, I will proceed with subsequent hypothesis testing using all of the

measures discussed here. Future examination of the structure of the social guidance scale

within larger groups ofmen and women may be informative regarding reasons for

potential noninvariance.

Race

I also tested scale measures for invariance across the three largest race groups in

the sample (black African, n = 102), Indian, n = 79, and white, n = 99) which would have

at least marginal sample size for potentially detecting lack of invariance (Meade.
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Johnson, & Braddy, 2008). For testing invariance across race I followed the same

procedure as that used for testing invariance across gender. First, the model was tested

separately in each race group (Model 0), and then multiple group analysis was conducted

with a comparison of Model 1 and Model 2. Model 1 specified the same pattern of factor

loadings and uniquenesses across groups, and allowed for unique parameter estimates. In

Model 2 for each construct, the unstandardized factor loadings were constrained to be

equal across race. As Models 1 and 2 are nested, change statistics from Model 1 to Model

2 are provided. Results of these analyses are shown in Table 18.

Table 18

Comparison ofModels Across Race
 

Structure )8 p df NNFI CFI SRMR RMSEA RMSEA

confidence

interval

 

Individual—Level Justice Expectations (seven-factor model)

MOBrack 654.51 0.000 329 0.90 0.913 0.08 0.10 (0.09;0.11)

African

Mom... 564.19 0.000 329 0.94 0.949 0.08 0.09 (0.07;0.10)

MOW. 709.63 0.000 329 0.95 0.955 0.07 0.10 (0.09;0.11)

M1140 1928.33 0.000 987 0.94 0.944 0.07 0.10 (0.09;0.10)

M21,G 1994.43 0.000 1029 0.94 0.943 0.08 0.09 (0.09;0.10)

Comparing 142...; to Mina, A X = 66.10, A df= 42 (pimp... significant at [7 =

.05), and A CFI = 0001.

Race Centrality (one-factor model)

MOBtack 10.50 0.005 2 0.84 0.946 0.06 0.20 (0.09;0.33)

African

 

MOIndian 2.16 0.339 2 1.00 0.998 0.03 0.04 (0.00; 0.23)

MOWhite 9.94 0.007 2 0.73 0.909 0.08 0.20 (0.09; 0.33)

M1 M0 22.60 0.001 6 0.86 0.953 0.08 0.17 (0.10; 0.25)

MZMG 37.39 0.000 12 0.89 0.927 0.12 0.15 (0.09; 0.20)

Comparing MZMG to M1 M0, A X2 = 14.79, A df= 6 062difference significant at p =

.05), and A CFI = -0.026.
 

African Centrality (one-factor model)

MOBtack 1.76 0.415 2 1.00 1.000 0.02 0.00 (0.00; 0.19)

African
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Table 18 continued.

MOmdian 6.1 5

Table 18 continued.

MOthc 7.72

M 1 MG 1 5.63

MZMG 30.36

0.046

0.021

0.016

0.002

2

2

6

12

0.92

0.93

0.95

0.95

0.974

0.975

0.982

0.966

0.04

0.04

0.04

0.13

0.16

0.17

0.13

0.12

(0.01; 0.32)

(0.06; 0.31)

(0.05; 0.21)

(0.06; 0.18)

Comparing M21.G to M1140, A x2 = 14.73, A df= 6 (fans... significant at p =

.05). and A CFI = -0.016.
 

Supportfor Aflirmative Action (one-factor model)

 

 

Moan... 33.86 0.000 5 0.79 0.897 0.08 0.24 (0.16; 0.32)

African

MOM“... 15.45 0.009 5 0.84 0.919 0.07 0.16 (0.07; 0.25)

MOWhite 5.82 0.324 5 1.00 0.998 0.03 0.04 (0.00; 0.15)

MIMG 55.13 0.000 15 0.89 0.947 0.03 0.17 (0.12; 0.22)

M2140 63.48 0.000 23 0.93 0.947 0.06 0.13 (0.09; 0.18)

Comparing M2140 to M1140, A/ = 8.35, A df= 8, and A CFI = 0.000.

Merit Orientation (one-factor model)

MOBlack 0.46 0.795 2 1.24 1.000 0.02 0.00 (0.00; 0.12)

African

M01ndian 4.98 0.083 2 0.75 0.916 0.06 0.14 (0.00; 0.30)

MOWhite 4.14 0.126 2 0.87 0.957 0.05 0.10 (0.00; 0.25)

M1 MG 9.58 0.143 6 0.90 0.966 0.05 0.08 (0.00; 0.17)

M2170 14.17 0.290 12 0.97 0.979 0.05 0.05 (0.00; 0.12)

Comparing M2...G to M1140, A X2 = 4.59, A df= 6. and A CFI = 0.013.

Social Guidance (three-factor model)

MOBlack 31.84 0.000 6 0.84 0.935 0.04 0.23 (0.15; 0.30)

African

MOIndian 5.75 0.452 6 1.00 1.000 0.03 0.00 (0.00; 0.15)

MOWhite 15.07 0.020 6 0.92 0.968 0.04 0.12 (0.03; 0.20)

M1 M0 52.66 0.000 18 0.91 0.964 0.04 0.15 (0.10; 0.20)

M2140 66.68 0.000 24 0.92 0.956 0.06 0.15 (0.10; 0.19)

Comparing M2MG to M1 M0, A )8 = 14.02, A df= 6 ()(7difference significant at p =

.05), and A CFI = -0.008.
 

Group Beliefin White Guilt and Supportfor Aflirmative Action (two-factor model)

MOBlack 48.1 1 0.000

African

M01...“an 37.88 0.006

MOM“, 13.26 0.825

M 1 MG 99.25 0.000

19

19

19

57

0.88

0.87

1.03

0.93

150

0.921

0.914

1.000

0.954

0.08

0.10

0.04

0.04

0.13

0.1 1

0.00

0.09

(0.09; 0.17)

(0.05; 0.16)

(0.00; 0.06)

(0.06; 0.12)



Table 18 continued.

119.15 0.000M2MG 69 0.93 0.945 0.07 0.09 (0.06; 0.1 1)

Comparing M2140 to MlMg, A x2 = 19.90, A df= 12, and A CFI = -0009.
 

Group General Restorative Justice Expectations (one-factor model)

MOBIack

African

MZMG

21.86

10.00

25.54

57.40

70.56

0.000

0.007

0.000

0.000

0.000

2

2

2

6

12

0.7

0.38

0.59

0.62

0.78

0.898

0.794

0.863

0.873

0.856

0.07

0.09

0.11

0.11

0.11

0.33

0.22

0.32

0.30

0.22

(0.22; 0.45)

(0.09; 0.37)

(0.21; 0.45)

(0.23; 0.37)

(0.17; 0.28)

Comparing M21,G to M1 Mp, A )6 = 13.16, A df= 6 (imp... significant at ,7 =

.05), and A CFI = -0017.
 

Intentions (four-factor model)

MOBlack 119.24 0.000 59 0.82 0.866 0.10 0.10 (0.07; 0.12)

African I

Molndian 112.49 0.000 59 0.78 0.832 0.10 0.10 (0.06; 0.13)

MOWhite 109.36 0.000 59 0.87 0.901 0.09 0.09 (0.07; 0.12)

MIMG 348.63 0.000 189 0.85 0.875 0.09 0.09 (0.08; 0.1 I)

MZMG 387.67 0.000 207 0.84 0.859 0.12 0.09 (0.08; 0.1 l )

Comparing M2140 to M1 M0, A )6 = 39.04, A df= 18 (xzdiffcrence significant atp =

.01), and A CFI = -0.016.
 

Note. df= degrees of freedom; NNFI = nonnormed fit index; CFI = comparative fit index: SRMR =

standardized root-mean-square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation. N I

280 (with n = 102 black African, n = 79 Indian and n = 99 whites) for all multiple group analyses

except for Social Guidance analyses, where N = 255 (with n = 89 Black African. n = 71 Indian, and

n = 95 Whites).

For support for affirmative action the invariance tests did not indicate meaningful

lack of invariance across race groups when considering CFI and chi-square change from

Model 1 to Model 2. Individual-level justice expectations showed a significant change in

chi-square (A )8 = 66.10, A df= 42; p = .05) only. Race centrality showed a significant

change in chi-square (A )8 = 14.79, A df= 6;p= .05) and a change in CFI of 0.026.

African centrality showed a significant change in chi-square (A )(7 = 14.73. A df= 6: /) 2

.05) and a change in CFI of 0.016 across race groups. Merit orientation showed a CH

151



change of 0.013 while group belief in white guilt and support for affirmative action

showed a CFI change of 0.009. Social guidance showed a significant chi-square change

(A X2 = 14.02, A df= 6; p= .05) as well as a CFI change of 0.008. Group general

restorative justice showed a significant change in chi-square from Model 1 to Model 2 (A

)8 = 13.16, A of: 6;p= .05) combined with a CFI change of 0.01 7. Intentions showed a

significant chi-square change (A )(2 = 39.04, A df= 18; p=n .01) as well as a CFI change

of 0.016.

Although some of the changes in CFI across race groups here exceed Meade,

Johnson and Braddy’s (2008) recommended cutoff of 0.002, Meade et al. acknowledge

that their cutoff was based on analysis of two groups, and it is unclear whether this cutoff

is appropriate for more than two groups. As I have three race groups, and the context for

the research results here is not a high stakes one, I will accept lower standards and

proceed with using all of the measures discussed above in subsequent hypothesis testing.

Future examination of the structure of the scales that have indicated potential

noninvariance here across race groups would be recommended within larger samples for

each race. A careful examination of fit of the model within each group may facilitate

better understanding of where differences lie. As we have multiple home languages

spoken by participants in this study, home and language and race are related, and the

survey was administered in English, some level of lack of invariance across race is not

surprising. However, there may be interesting cultural differences in meaningfulness of

these constructs (such as race centrality and African centrality. for example) in different

race groups that should be explored in future research.
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Multivariate

To retain the maximum number of cases for subsequent analyses and hypothesis

testing, the co-worker facet of social guidance was dropped. Twenty-eight participants

had not responded to co-worker guidance items, presumably because they did not have

co-workers, and as responses regarding the influence of friends and family were highly

correlated, the latter two facets are combined to form the Social Guidance scale. Thus. N

available for subsequent hypothesis testing is 327, however, of those participants, ten

(five women and five men) did not identify themselves as being members of one of the

four major race groups in South Africa. Because many of the subsequent hypotheses are

related to major race group membership, and I have no specified hypotheses for

participants who are of other races, responses from these ten participants are not

considered in the subsequent modeling. Thus, N = 317 for subsequent hypothesis testing.

Hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) was used to assess the mixed-determinant

model with individuals nested within relevant race and gender groups as HLM is well

suited for such research questions (Hofmann, Griffin, & Gavin, 2000). My model has

three of the stated characteristics of hierarchical linear models (Hofmann, Griffin, &

Gavin, 2000): my lowest level (individuals) is nested within higher-level groups

(race/gender); the individuals are influenced by higher-level characteristics (group

membership and group norms); and the outcome variables are measured at the individual

level. To consider the effect of group membership on the relationship between predictors

and dependent variables at Level 1, I simultaneously test for significant between-group

variance in Level 1 intercepts and slopes. In using HLM for these analyses, race and

gender are simultaneously tested as moderators of the relationship between antecedents
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and expectations, rather than by using a product term as would be done in regression

analysis. To consider the contribution of the group level factors to the explanation of

variance in individual-level dependent variables, I will examine the incremental variance

accounted for by the group-level factors over and above the individual-level factors. I

have used a 2-1evel hierarchical model where at the individual level, N = 317, and at the

group level there are eight race/gender combination groups. I have only eight groups and

some of those have a small n, which limits power for demonstrating group effects. and

considering that this research tests new concepts that have not been demonstrated

elsewhere, and as the consequences of Type I error are not dire here, I consider p < .10 as

reasonable, which raises the power for demonstrating group effects.

Individual Justice Expectations

To test Hypotheses 2, 3, 5, and 6, and demonstrate between group variance for

individual-level justice expectations, a fully unconditional HLM model for each of the

individual-level justice factors was run. That is, the model specified (in equation format):

Level-1 Model is Y)!- = [30]- + rij and Level-2 Model is 601- = )0”) + up].

Multilevel random coefficient regression results for each of the individual-level

justice dimensions are shown in Table 19, demonstrating variance in intercepts. TIN).

Mean levels on each dimension for each group, along with effect sizes. are shown in

Table 20. The individual-level justice dimensions that showed significant between-group

variance are Procedural (with between-group variance of 6%), Procedural Restorative —~

Women (3%) and Distributive Restorative — Blacks (9%). These dimensions saw the

largest differences in mean levels when the group mean is compared to that of a reference
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group, in this case, that of white men. (White men are an appropriate reference group

here as they are not affirmative action beneficiary targets.)

As expected, white men had the highest level of general restorative justice

expectation (mean level = 3.98). While I had anticipated that black Africans would have

the lowest expectations on this dimension, it was coloured women (mean = 3.27. d = -

0.66) who had the lowest level of general restorative justice expectation, followed by

black African women (mean = 3.44, d = -0.50). Variance in intercepts for general

restorative justice was not significant. Hypothesis 2, that 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, was not supported.

White women had the lowest expectation of distributive justice (mean = 3.47. d =

-0.33), counter to what was anticipated. Coloured men (mean = 3.68) were the next

lowest group. The groups with the highest expectation of distributive justice were

coloured women (mean = 3.97, d = 0.28) and Indian women (mean = 3.92. d = 0.22).

They were followed by black African men (mean = 3.82), black African women (mean =

3.81) and Indian men (mean = 3.80), all at roughly the same level. However. variance in

intercepts for distributive justice was not significant.

Black African and Indian women showed the highest level of procedural justice

expectations (3.93 and 3.77 respectively), with large respective d—values of 0.76 and 0.74.

The group with lowest procedural justice expectations, as anticipated. was white men

(mean = 3.21). However, white women also showed low mean procedural justice

expectations (mean = 3.29), counter to what was anticipated.
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Hypothesis 3 stated that distributive justice and procedural justice expectations

will vary significantly across race/gender groups, with white men having the lowest

expectations of procedural and distributive justice, and white women having the highest

expectations of procedural and distributive justice. Also, it was stated that expectations of

procedural and distributive justice among black Africans will be lower those of

coloureds, which will be lower than those of Indians. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was partially

supported for procedural justice.

Black African men (mean = 3.84, d = 0.27) and Coloured men (mean = 3.83. d =

0.26) showed the highest levels of expectation regarding procedural restorative justice for

blacks. White women showed the lowest expectation on this dimension (mean = 3.29. d =

-0.25). For distributive restorative justice for blacks, black African men had the highest

expectations (mean = 4.12, d = 0.47), counter to what was anticipated. Hypothesis 5

stated that distributive restorative and procedural restorative justice expectations for

treatment of blacks will vary significantly across race and gender groups with black

African men having the lowest expectations of distributive restorative and procedural

restorative justice, lower than the expectations of coloureds, which will be lower than

those of Indians. Indian women will have the highest expectations ofjustice. Thus.

Hypothesis 5 was partially supported for distributive restorative justice for blacks.

Both Indian women (mean = 4.09, d = 0.67) and coloured women (mean = 4.03. d

= 0.61) showed high expectations of procedural restorative justice for women. Counter to

what was anticipated, white women (mean = 3.49) were the women’s group with the

lowest expectations on this dimension. Indian women (mean = 4.03. d = 0.42) showed the

highest level of expectation regarding distributive restorative justice for women. Counter
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to what was anticipated, white women showed the lowest expectation on this dimension

(mean = 3.62). Hypothesis 6 stated that distributive restorative and procedural restorative

justice expectations for treatment of women will vary significantly across race and gender

groups, with black African women having the lowest expectations of distributive

restorative and procedural restorative justice, lower than the expectations of coloureds.

which will be lower than those of Indians. White women will have the highest

expectations ofjustice. Thus, Hypothesis 6 was not supported.
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To test Hypothesis 4, and demonstrate between group variance in Level 1 slope. I

ran an HLM model examining the relationships between general restorative and

procedural expectations, and general restorative justice and distributive justice

expectations. That is, the model specified (in equation format): Level-l Model is Y”- = [3,),

+ ,8]!- (General Restorative Justice)+ rij and Level-2 Model. is [50]- : yr”) + up, and ,8),- =

7m + uU- Table 21 shows results for each of the two individual-level justice dimensions

of interest here. This model showed that the relationship between general restorative

justice expectations and procedural justice expectations (T; I) did vary significantly across

groups (X) = 19.36, df= 7, p < .01) as was true for the relationship between general

restorative justice expectations and distributive justice expectations (X7 = 37.39. df= 7. p

< .01).

Table 21

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Each Individual-Level Justice Dimension —

Variance in Intercepts and Slopes
 

 

Between-

Unit

Dimension )(2 SD df P-value Variance

Procedural

Intercept 22.62 0.20 7 0.00 0.04

Slope 19.36 0.19 7 0.01 0.04

Distributive

Intercept 8.99 0.06 7 0.25 0.00

Slope 37.39 0.23 7 ' 0.00 0.05
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Table 22 shows the intercepts and slopes for each of the groups, for both

procedural and distributive justice. For general restorative justice and procedural justice.

the groups with the steepest negative slopes are Indian men and women and white men

and women. These same groups showed the strongest negative relationships between

general restorative justice and distributive justice.

 

 

Table 22

Eflect ofGeneral Restorative Justice on Procedural and Distributive Justice

Procedural Distributive

Intercept Slope Intercept Slope

Black African Women 0.31 0.10 0.09 0.18

Back African Men 0.22 -0.16 0.06 0.09

Coloured Women 0.11 -0.26‘ 0.1 l -0.27

Coloured Men 0.16 -0.23 -0.07 -0.08

Indian Women 0.27 -0.53 0.16 -0.45

Indian Men -0.15 -0.59 -0.01 -0.37

White Women -0.31 -0.47 -0.24 -0.51

White Men -0.27 -0.48 0.10 -0.36

 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.

Figure 5 provides a graphic representation showing" the within-group slopes for

general restorative justice and procedural justice, where Indian men show the steepest

negative slope, followed by Indian women, white men, and white women. Figure 6

provides a graphic representation showing the within-group slopes for general restorative

justice and distributive justice, where white women show the steepest negative slope.

followed by Indian women, Indian men, and white men.
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For procedural justice the difference in intercepts and slopes was supported. and

for black African women the slope was positive, and negative in all other groups. For

distributive justice the difference in intercepts and slopes was supported, and for black

African men and women the slope was positive, and negative in all other groups.

Hypothesis 4, that the relationship between restorative justice expectations and

procedural and distributive justice expectations will vary significantly across race/gender

groups with white men having an inverse relationship between restorative justice

expectations and procedural and distributive justice, while white women, black Africans.

coloureds and Indians will show a positive relationship between restorative justice

expectations and expectations of procedural and distributive justice, was partially

supported for each of the two justice dimensions of interest here.

Group Cultures

As labor law in South Africa specifies racial and gender target groups for

affirmative action, I have been conducting analyses using membership in race/gender

groups as grouping variables. Individuals within the same group are set up for shared

experience in the selection process as they have a shared target or non-target status. They

also have a shared history in terms of their degree of privilege under apartheid

government. As discussed earlier, I posit that cultures with regard to belief in white guilt.

support for affirmative action, and restorative justice expectations may exist. Studying

the role of the group context on the actions and attitudes of individuals makes explicit the

group characteristics that contribute to variance in the dependent variable. While the

disadvantage of using this context information is that it has less predictive power. it is.

useful in that it provides explicit information about the group-level factors contributing to
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the model (Firebaugh, 1979). This is relevant in the case of my model, where I am

interested in understanding group norms as predictors of individual-level reactions. Thus.

the group mean for each of the group-level factors will be entered into the equation in

HLM analyses. It could be that the social norm of the group is as powerful as, or even

more powerful than, the individual belief in predicting reactions.

Aggregation. As I am examining the contextual effects of culture of white guilt.

culture of affirmative action support, and culture for restorative justice expectations. I

first evaluated whether it is appropriate that I should aggregate responses to capture the

group level construct. For purposes of this evaluation, ICC(l), ICC(2) and r“.g values

were calculated for belief in white guilt, group culture of support for affirmative action.

and group-level restorative justice expectations. Table 23 shows the results of these

analyses.

Table 23

Group Culture Aggregation Indices

 

 

Group Culture F ICC(1) [CC(2) rwg Range mg Mean

Support for Affirmative 43.71* .52 .98 .68 — .85 .79

Action

General Restorative 2.21 * .03 .55 .60 — .82 .74

Justice Expectation '

Belief in White Guilt 23.07”“ .36 .96 .25 — .62 .38

 

*Significant at p < .0].

ICC(l) shows that there is a group effect on all three of the constructs of interest.

That is, there is greater between-group variance relative to total variance, as indicated by

a significant F-test, and I view this as an appropriate indication to support aggregation

(see Klein & Kozlowski, 2000). ICC(2) values of .98 for support for affirmative action
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and .96 for belief in white guilt certainly exceed the .7 rule of thumb often used as a

cutoff value, and I am satisfied that there appears to be differentiation in group means and

reliable between group differences here, so aggregation is appropriate (see Klein &

Kozlowski, 2000). Further, using a value of .7 as a rule of thumb indicator of agreement

(see Klein & Kozlowski, 2000), the average rwg values for support for affirmative action

and general restorative justice demonstrate within-group agreement on these constructs.

however, relying on the uniform null distribution may yield an inflated estimate of

agreement (Bliese, 2000). Therefore I will regard these rwg values as an upper bound.

While there are rules of thumb for these indicators, these are not hard and fast

rules, and the literature includes studies where in some cases these levels were not met.

but the authors aggregated their data and conducted their subsequent analyses all the

same (e.g., Ehrhart, 2004; Hofmann & Jones, 2005). In the present study, individual cut—

off points are not met in every case. Although for general restorative justice the ICC(l ) is

low (.03) and the ICC(2) value (.55) does not meet the rule of thumb cutoff. there does

appear to be within-group agreement (although limited difference in group means) so I

will proceed with aggregation for group general restorative justice expectations. While

the rwg values for belief in white guilt (average of .3 8) do not meet the rule of thumb

cutoffs, in considering the pattern of ICC(l), ICC(2) and rwg results, I believe that the

overall pattern for belief in white guilt suggests that aggregation is supported because

there is differentiation in group means, even though there is not high within-group

agreement. Although there may not be a strong shared view within the group. the

different means within groups remain relevant as there are meaningful group differences

in the mean levels. Thus, although I continue with subsequent analyses having aggregated
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responses on these data, interpreting the conclusion to aggregate as a confirmation that

this is a group construct would be overreaching. Further examination of this issue will be

necessary. Regardless, where there are low aggregation values, relationships with the

aggregated variables will be attenuated, providing less powerful tests of hypotheses

regarding relationships with these variables.

Figure 7 shows the level of culture of support for affirmative action within each

group. The height of the columns indicating support for affirmative action parallel a

hierarchy of historic disadvantage — on the far left are black African women and men,

who have experienced the greatest historic disadvantages and the greatest support for

affirmative action (although not high), followed by coloured and Indian people, who have

been relatively more advantaged than black Afiicans, but less advantaged than whites.

Whites have experienced the greatest advantage and a lackgof support for affirmative

action.
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Group Culture ofSupportfor Affirmative Action

Figure 8 shows the level of the general restorative justice expectation culture

within each group. The height of the columns indicating the expectations of general

restorative justice do vary across groups, but the group differences are small. and all

groups have an expectation that there will be general restorative justice.
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Figure 8

General Restorative Justice Expectation Culture

Figure 9 shows the level of group belief in white guilt within each group. The

height of the columns indicating belief in white guilt, like support for affirmative action.

parallel a hierarchy of historic disadvantage — on the far left are black African women

and men, who have experienced the greatest historic disadvantages and who show

extremely high levels of belief in white guilt, followed by coloured and Indian people.

who have been relatively more advantaged than black Africans, but less advantaged than

whites, and who show moderate levels of belief in white guilt. Whites have experienced

the greatest advantage and toward neutral regarding belief in white guilt.
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Group Beliefin White Guilt

Group-Level Relations

Having aggregated the appropriate data to the group level, next I tested the

significance of purely group-level relations by examining the generalized least squares

estimates of Level 2 regression parameters. Specifically, to test Hypothesis 7. that group

belief in white guilt will be positively related to group culture of support for affirmative

action, Level 2 regression was conducted. Group belief in white guilt was strongly

associated with group culture of support for affirmative action (unstandardized beta = .74.

t(325) = 71.80, p < .01), supporting Hypothesis 7.
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Individual Justice Expectations as the Dependent Variable

Next, I examined mixed models as necessary for hypothesis testing related to each

justice expectation as an outcome. First, results for procedural justice are provided.

Proceduraljustice. Table 24 provides the fixed effects results and Table 25

provides the random effects results for this dependent variable. Hypotheses 8. 9, and II).

were tested, demonstrating the effects of a group culture of support on level-l outcomes.

That is, the model specified (in equation format): Level-I Model is Y1]- = [3,)!- + r,,- and

Level-2 Model is 130]- : Yon + 701 (Group culture of support for affirmative Action) + 11”,.

 

 

Table 24

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Procedural Justice — Signyicant Pooled Same __

Standard P-

Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio (if value

0.41 0.14 3.00 0.03

I’m Culture of Support for AA

-0.04 0.47 -0.08 0.94

yog Restorative Justice Culture

' 0.07 0.07 0.89 0.40

ym Race Centrality

-0.01 0.12 -0.09 0.93

ygn African Centrality

-0.05 0.09 -0.55 0.60

730 Support for AA

-0.06 0.13 -0.50 0.63

I’m Preference for Merit Principle -

-0.26 0.09 -2.84 0.03

m Social Guidance - Unfair

0.04 0.09 0.46 0.66

no Educational Integration
 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.

Hypothesis 8 stated that group culture of support for affirmative action would add

to the variance explained in individual procedural justice expectations, and group culture

of support for affirmative action will be more strongly related to procedural justice
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expectations for members of groups where there is a culture of lack of support for

affirmative action. Group culture of support for affirmative action (34;, = 0.4] , t = 3.00, p

< . 05) explained significant variance in procedural justice, but the slopes did not vary

significantly across groups. Thus, Hypothesis 8 was partially supported.

Although there was not a significant pooled slope, the relationship between

African centrality and procedural justice varied significantly across groups (x2 = 26. IO.

df= 7, p < .01). Figure 10 shows the within-group slopes for African centrality and

procedural justice. The strongest negative slope was for white women, where high

African centrality was linked to low procedural justice. In contrast, coloured women with

high African centrality indicated higher procedural justice expectations.
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Within-Group Slopesfor African Centrality and Procedural Justice
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Hypothesis 15 states that the relationship between race centrality and procedural

justice expectations would vary across race groups, however, there were not significant

group differences in these slopes and Hypothesis 15 was not supported. I'Iypothcsis 16

states that African centrality would moderate the effect of culture of support for

affirmative action on procedural justice expectations. To test this hypothesis the

interaction term was added to the model, but no significant interaction effects were

found, and Hypothesis 16 was not supported. Hypothesis 18, that individual support for

affirmative action would be positively related to procedural justice expectations, was not

supported. Hypothesis 20, which stated that preference for merit principle would be

negatively related to procedural justice expectations, was not supported. Hypothesis 24.

that educational integration will be negatively related to procedural justice expectations.

was not supported. Hypothesis 26, that educational integration would moderate the effect

of group culture of support for affirmative action on procedural justice was not tested as

there was not a main effect for each variable. Hypothesis 28, that social guidance ~ unfair

— would be negatively related to procedural justice expectations was supported (Mm = -

0.26, z = -2.84, p < . 05).
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Distributive justice. Next are results for distributive justice. Table 26 provides

results for the pooled slope, and Table 27 provides within-group coefficients. Hypothesis

9 stated that group culture of support for affirmative action would add to the variance

explained in individual distributive justice expectations, and group culture of support for

affirmative action would be more strongly related to distributive justice expectations for

members of groups where there is a culture of lack of support for affirmative action.

There was no effect for culture of support for affirmative action on distributive justice.

thus Hypothesis 9 was not supported.

Table 26

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Distributive Justice — Significant Pooled Slope

 

 

Standard P—

Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio df value

rm Culture of Support for AA 013 0.09 -1 .43 5 0.21

ya; Restorative Justice Culture 025 0.28 0. 89 5 04]

710 Race Centrality 0.09 0.09 1.06 7 0.33

anAfricau Centrality 0.00 0.11 0.01 7 0.99

730 Support forAA -0.08 0.06 -I .31 7 0.23

y)” Preference for Merit Principle 0.05 0.10 0.54 7 (”)0

Km Social Guidance - Unfair -0.18 0.08 -2.18 7 0.07

ya) Educational Integration 0.04 0.09 0.49 7 0.64

 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.
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Although there were not significant pooled slopes at p < .05 for the relationship

between any of the antecedents and distributive justice, social guidance did show a

marginally significant effect (y50 = -0.18, t = -2.18, p < .10). There were significant group

differences in slopes for African centrality ()f = 34.78, df= 7, p < .01). social guidance

(X2 = 16.15, df= 7, p < .05) and educational integration ()8 = 14.98. df= 7. p < .05).

Figure 11 shows the within-group slopes for African centrality and distributive

justice, where coloured women and Indian men with high African centrality appear more

likely to expect distributive justice, whereas white women with high African centrality

have lowered distributive justice expectations.
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Figure l 1

Within-Group Slopesfor African Centrality and Distributive Justice

176



Figure 12 shows the within-group slopes for social influence and distributive

justice, where white women and men with high social influence regarding unfairness

have lower expectations for distributive justice.
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Figure 12

Within-Group Slopesfor Social Influence and Distributive Justice

Figure 13 shows the within-group slopes for educational integration and

distributive justice where for most group there was convergence regarding distributive

justice with high educational integration, although white women showed lower

distributive justice expectations than other groups when having high integration, and

Indian men showed higher distributive justice expectations than other group when having

high integration.
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Figure 13

Within-Group Slopesfor Educational Integration and Distributive Justice

Hypothesis 13 stated that the relationship between group-level restorative justice

expectations and individual-level procedural and distributive justice expectations would

vary across groups. As there were no significant group differences in slopes. Hypothesis

13 was not supported. Hypothesis 14 stated that the relationship between race centrality

and distributive justice expectations would vary across race groups, however, there were

not significant group differences in these slopes and Hypothesis 14 was not supported.

Hypothesis 17 stated that African centrality would moderate the effect of culture of

support for affnmative action on distributive justice expectations. As there were not

significant main effects for the relevant variables, the interaction term was not added.

Hypothesis 19, which stated that support for affirmative action would be positively

I78



related to distributive justice expectations, was not supported. Hypothesis 21, that

preference for merit principle would be negatively related to distributive justice

expectations, was not supported. Hypothesis 25 stated that educational integration would

be negatively related to distributive justice expectations. Although there was no

significant pooled slope for educational integration, there were significant group

differences in slope, with only white men and women showing negative (yet non-

significant) coefficients for educational integration. Hypothesis 25 was not supported.

Hypothesis 27 stated that educational integration would moderate the effect of

group culture of support for affirmative action on distributive justice expectations. As

there were not significant main effects for the relevant variables, the interaction temi was

not added. Hypothesis 29 stated that social guidance — unfair — would be negatively

related to distributive justice expectation. Social guidance only showed a marginally

significant pooled slope. There were significant group differences in slope, with black

African males and coloured females showing positive coefficients, while all other groups

showed negative relationships — the direction anticipated.
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Procedural restorativejustice — women. There was no significant pooled slope for

culture of support for affirmative action on procedural restorative justice — women (see

Table 28). Nevertheless, there were group differences in slopes for African centrality (X7

= 34.29, df= 7, p < .01) and social influence of = 15.09, df= 7, p < .05).

Table 28

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Procedural Restorative Justice — Women Pooled

 

 

Slope

Standard

Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio df' P-valuc

ya, Culture of Support for

AA -0.03 0.12 -0.29 5 0.78

ya; Restorative Justice

Culture -O.34 0.43 -0.78 5 0.47

YmRace Centrality -0.03 0.07 -039 7 0.71

Y20 African Centrality 0.01 0.12 0.07 7 0.95

Y30 Support for“ -0.06 0.06 -095 7 0.38

I’m Preference for Merit

Principle 0.01 0.09 0.12 7 0.91

fig Social Guidance - Unfair -0.14 0.10 . -I.36 7 022

Y6!) Educational Integration _0_04 0_07 -0.64 7 0_ 54

 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.
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Figure 14 shows the within-group slopes for African centrality and procedural

restorative justice - women, where high African centrality is tied to divergent levels of

procedural restorative justice — women. For coloured women and Indian men, high

African centrality was linked to a greater expectation of procedural restorative justice -

women, whereas white women and coloured men with high African centrality have

lowered procedural restorative justice expectations - women.
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Figure 14

Within-Group Slopesfor African Centrality and Procedural Restorative Justice - Women
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Figure 15 shows the within-group slopes for social influence regarding unfaimess

and procedural restorative justice - women, where high social influence regarding

unfairness is tied to lower expectation regarding procedural restorative justice — women

for three groups; coloured and white men and white women.
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Figure 15

Within-Group Slopesfor Social Influence and Procedural Restorative Justice - Women
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Distributive restorativejustice — women. As shown in Table 29, there was no

significant pooled slope for the effect of culture of support for affirmative action (or other

antecedents) on distributive restorative justice — women. There was a marginally

significant slope for social guidance (7’50: -0.20, t= -2.05, p < .10).

Table 29

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Distributive Restorative Justice — Women — Pooled

 

 

Slope

Standard

Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio df' P-value

yo) Culture of Support for

AA 0.02 0.10 0.21 5 0.84

yo; Restorative Justice

Culture -0.15 0.31 -O.50 5 0.64

mRace Centrality -0.06 0.07 -0.84 7 0.43

7’20 African Centrality 0.10 0.12 0.89 7 0.41

3’30 Support forAA -0.08 0.06 -1.36 7 0.22

7'40 Preference for Merit

Principle 0.12 0.09 1.37 7 0.21

7'50 Social Guidance - Unfair _020 0.10 _2.05 7 0.08

m) Educational Integration _0.07 0.07 _0_95 7 0.38

 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.
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There were group differences in slopes for African centrality ()6 = 33.81 , df= 7,

p < .01) and social influence ()(7 = 15.14, df= 7, p < .05). There were marginally

significant group differences in the race centrality slope ()(7 = 12.20, df= 7, p < .10).

Figure 16 shows the within-group slopes for African centrality and distributive

restorative justice - women, where high African centrality is tied to higher expectation

regarding distributive restorative justice — women for coloured women and Indian men.

In contrast, high African centrality was associated with lowier distributive restorative

justice expectations — women in the case of Indian and white women and white men.
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Figure 16

Within-Group Slopesfor Afiican Centrality and Distributive Restorative Justice - Women

Figure 17 shows the within-group slopes for social influence regarding unfairness

and distributive restorative justice - women, where high social influence regarding
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unfairness is tied to lower expectation regarding distributive restorative justice — women

for coloured men, white women, and white men.
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Figure 17

Within-Group Slopesfor Social Influence and Distributive Restorative Justice - Women

Table 30 and Table 31 show the within-group coefficients for procedural

restorative justice — women distributive restorative justice — women, respectively.
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Procedural restorative justice — blacks. There were no significant pooled slopes

for the relationship between the various antecedents and procedural restorative justice —

blacks (Table 32).

Table 32

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Procedural Restorative Justice - Blacks — Pooled Slope

 

 

Standard

Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio df P-value

701 Culture of Support for

AA -0.03 0.12 -0.29 5 0.78

yo; Restorative Justice

Culture -O.34 0.43 -O.78 5 0.47

1’10 Race Centrality -003 0.07 -0.39 7 0.71

Y20 African Centrality 0.01 0.12 0.07 7 0.95

Y30 Support for AA -0.06 0.06 -095 7 0.38

Y4” Preference for Merit

Principle 0.01 0.09 0.12 7 0.91

Km Social Guidance - Unfair -014 0.10 -l.36 7 0.23

fig Educational Integration _0.04 0.07 -0.64 7 O. 54

 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.

However, there were significant group differences in slope for African centrality

(X7 = 34,29, df= 7,}; < .01) and for social influence ()(Z = 15.09, df= 7.- P < 05)-
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Figure 18 shows the within-group slopes for African centrality and procedural

restorative justice - blacks, where high African centrality is tied to higher expectation

regarding procedural restorative justice — blacks for coloured women and Indian men. In

contrast, high African centrality was associated with lower procedural restorative justice

expectations — blacks in the case of white women and coloured men.
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Figure 18

Within-Group Slopesfor Afiican Centrality and Procedurdl Restorative Justice - Blacks

Figure 19 shows the within-group slopes for social influence regarding unfairness

and procedural restorative justice - blacks, where high social influence regarding

unfairness is tied to lower procedural restorative justice expectations — blacks in the case

of white and coloured men and white women.
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Figure 19

Within-Group Slopesfor Social Influence and Procedural Restorative Justice - Blacks
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Distributive restorativejustice — blacks. There were no significant pooled slopes

for the relationship between the various antecedents and distributive restorative justice —

blacks at p < .05 (Table 33). The pooled slope for social influence was marginally

significant (y50= -0.22, t = -2.23,p <

Table 33

.10).

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Distributive Restorative Justice — Blacks ~ Pooled Slope

 

 

Standard

Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio P-value

yo] Culture of Support for

AA -0.01 0.14 -0.05 0.96

yo; Restorative Justice

Culture 0.59 0.47 1.26 0.26

YloRace Centrality 0.01 0.09 0.14 0.90

720 African Centrality -004 0.13 -030 0.77

730 Support for AA 0.15 0.09 1.59 0.16

ym Preference for Merit

Principle 0.09 0.12 0.73 0.49

7’50 Social Guidance - Unfair _022 0.10 _223 0.06

You Educational Integration -0.06 0.10 _0. 58 0. 5 8

 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.

There were significant group differences in slope for African centrality ()(j =

27.62, df= 7, p < .01).
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Figure 20 shows the within-group slopes for African centrality and distributive

restorative justice - blacks, where high African centrality is tied to higher expectation

regarding procedural restorative justice — blacks for coloured women. In contrast, high

African centrality was associated with lower distributive restorative justice expectations —

blacks in the case of white women and coloured men.
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Figure 20

Within-Group Slopesfor African Centrality and Distributive Restorative Justice - Blacks

Table 34 and Table 35 show the within-group coefficients for procedural

restorative justice — blacks and distributive restorative justice —— blacks, respectively.
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Hypothesis 10 stated that group culture of support for affirmative action would

add to the variance explained in individual procedural restorative and distributive

restorative justice expectations, and that group culture of support for affirmative action

would be more strongly related to procedural restorative and distributive restorative

justice expectations for members of groups where there is a culture of lack of support for

affirmative action. Hypothesis 10 was not supported.

To demonstrate that the effect of white guilt on individual justice expectations is

fully mediated by group culture of support for affirmative action, the relations between

each of these two Level-2 variables and the Level-1 justice‘ expectation were assessed. As

group culture of support for affirmative action does not appear to be significantly related

(p < .05) to general restorative justice, distributive justice, and procedural and distributive

justice for women and blacks the focus here in on procedural justice expectations only.

For procedural justice expectations, culture of support for affirmative action showed a

significant pooled slope ()Im = 0.41, t = 4.08, p < .01), as did group belief in white guilt

(ym = 0.33, t = 4.55, p < .01) when entered separately. As neither of these variables

demonstrated significant group differences in slope in relation to procedural justice

expectations, the mediation test is conducted using ordinary least squares regression.

Group culture of support for affirmative action, entered alone, accounted for 5. % of the

variance in procedural justice expectations. Group belief in white guilt, entered alone.

accounted for 6.2% of the variance in procedural justice expectations. When group belief

in white guilt was added to the regression analysis in a second block after group culture

of support for affirmative action, the change in R2 was 0.006 (p = .17). Thus, Hypothesis

11, that the effect of group belief in white guilt on individual justice expectations is fully
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mediated by group support for affirmative action was supported for procedural justice

expectations.

General restorative justice. There was a significant pooled slope for the effect of

individual support for affirmative action on general restorative justice expectations (){m =

0.33, t = 4.49, p < . 01). There was a marginally significant slope for culture of support

for affirmative action (Y0! = -0.30, t = -2.43, p < .10) and for social guidance ( y5() = 0.19. t

= 2.14,p < .10). These results are shown in Table 36. There were no significant group

differences in slopes.

Table 36

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor General Restorative Justice — Pooled Slope

 

 

Standard

Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio df P-value

yo, Culture of Support for

AA -0.30 0.12 -2.43 5 0.06

y"; "Restorative Justice

Culture 0.14 0.41 0.33 5 0.76

710 Race Centrality -0.02 0.08 -0.26 7 0.80

720 African Centrality 0.04 0.09 0.47 7 0.65

9’30 Support for AA 0.33 0.07 4.49 7 0.00

ym Preference for Merit

Principle 0.06 0.12 0.51 7 0.63
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Table 36 continued.

7’50 Social Guidance - Unfair 0.19 0.09 2.14 7 007

yégEducational Integration 0.01 009 ~ 0.14 7 0.89

 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.

Hypothesis 12 stated that group-level restorative justice expectations would be

positively related to individual-level restorative justice expectations. Hypothesis 12 was

not supported.

Hypothesis 22 stated that preference for merit principle would be more strongly

related to procedural restorative justice expectations than to procedural justice

expectations and Hypothesis 23 stated that preference for merit principle would be more

strongly related to distributive restorative justice expectations than to distributive justice

expectations. Neither of these hypotheses was supported.

Intentions as the Dependent Variable

To test hypotheses related to outcomes of intention to withdraw from the selection

process, emigration intention, entrepreneurial intention and education intention, each

outcome was regressed onto the three major justice dimensions of interest as predictors.

As there is conceptual overlap between procedural and distributive justice and procedural

restorative and distributive restorative justice respectively, the relations for procedural

restorative and distributive restorative justice for women and for blacks were examined

separately.

Withdrawal intention. Results of analyses for withdrawal intention regressed onto

procedural, distributive and general restorative justice are presented in Table 37.
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Table 37

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Withdrawal Intention with Justice Factors — Pooled

 

 

Slope

Standard

Justice Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio df P-value

rm General Restorative 0.02 0.05 0.46 7 0.66

720 Procedural 0.04 0.06 ~ 0.66 7 0.53

no Distributive -009 0.06 -152 7 0.17

 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.

There were no significant pooled slopes for any of these three justice dimensions.

Thus, Hypothesis 30, which stated that procedural justice expectations would be

negatively related to withdrawal intention, was not supported. Similarly, Hypothesis 31.

which stated that distributive justice expectations would be negatively related to

withdrawal intention, was not supported. Further, there were no significant differences in

Level-1 slopes across groups. Therefore, Hypothesis 32, which stated that restorative

justice expectations would be positively related to withdrawal intention for non-target

group members, and negatively related to withdrawal intention for target group members,

was not supported.

Table 38 shows the fixed effects results for analyses where withdrawal intention

was regressed onto procedural restorative — women, distributive restorative justice —

women, and general restorative justice.
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Table 38

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Withdrawal Intention with Justice Factors — Women —

 

 

Pooled Slope

Standard

Justice Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio df P-valuc

I00 General Restorative 0.02 0.05 0.41 7 0.70

no Procedural restorative - -0,04 0,09 -0.46 7 0.66

women

y30 Distributive restorative - -0,02 0,08 -026 7 0,8]

women
 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.

There were no significant pooled slopes. However, there were significant group

differences in slope for procedural restorative justice - women ()(y = 16.47, df= 7, p <

.05). Table 39 shows the within-group coefficients, where white men and Indian men

both show meaningful negative coefficients for procedural justice — women.
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Table 40 shows the fixed effects results for analyses where withdrawal intention

was regressed onto procedural restorative — blacks, distributive restorative justice ——

blacks, and general restorative justice.

Table 40

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Withdrawal Intention with Justice Factors ~ Blacks ——

 

 

Pooled Slope

Standard

Justice Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio df P—value

ym General Restorative 0.03 0.04 0.65 7 0_ 5 3

7'20 Procedural restorative - 0,05 0,05 1,10 7 031

blacks

y30 Distributive restorative - -0,04 0,04 -1 .02 7 ()_34

blacks
 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.

There were no significant pooled slopes for withdrawal intention and procedural

and distributive restorative justice — blacks. There were no significant group differences

in slopes.

Thus, Hypothesis 33, that procedural restorative and distributive restorative

justice expectations would be negatively related to withdrawal intention, was partially

supported for procedural restorative justice — women.

Emigration intention. Table 41 shows the fixed effects results for analyses where

emigration intention was regressed onto procedural, distributive and general restorative

justice.
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Table 41

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Emigration Intention — Pooled Slope

 

 

Standard

Justice Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio df P-value

}’]() General Restorative -0.l2 0.05 -2.48 7 0.04

Y20Ptocedutal -004 -010 -0.41 7 0.69

Y30 Distributive 0.08 0.12 0.73 7 0.49

 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.

There was a significant pooled slope for the effect of general restorative justice

on emigration intention (W): -0.12, t = -2.48, p <. 05). There were significant group

differences in intercept ()(7 = 27.47, df= 7, p < .01), and slbpe for procedural justice ()6

= 14.01, df= 7, p = .05). Figure 21 shows the mean levels in emigration intention across

groups, while Table 42 shows the within-group coefficients. Coloured men showed the

lowest emigration intention, indicating they did not intend to emigrate. Indians and

whites of both genders showed the highest level of emigration intention. Hypothesis 34.

which stated that procedural justice expectations would be negatively related to

emigration for non-target group members, was not supported. Hypothesis 35, that

distributive justice expectations would be negatively related to emigration for non-target

group members, was not supported. Hypothesis 36, that restorative justice expectations

would be positively related to emigration for non-target group members, was not

supported.
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Table 43 shows the fixed effects results for analyses where emigration intention

was regressed onto procedural restorative justice — women, distributive restorative justice

- women, general restorative justice, and preference for merit principle.

Table 43

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Emigration Intention with Justice Factors -- Women

 

 

Pooled Slope

Standard

Justice Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio df P-value

y”; General Restorative _0_ 12 0.06 , _1 . 84 7 0. 1 1

720 Procedural Restorative - 0.1 1 0.14 0.84 7 0.43

Women

1’30 Distributive Restorative - -0,13 0,14 .093 7 0,38

Women

Y40 Preference for Merit 0.24 0.13 1.90 7 0.10

 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.

There were no significant pooled slopes. In examining the random effects.

there were marginally significant differences in Level 1 slopes for procedural restorative

justice — women of = 13.12, df= 7, p < .10) and distributive restorative justice — women

(f = 12.36, df= 7,p < .10).

Table 44 shows the fixed effects results for analyses where emigration intention

was regressed onto procedural restorative justice — blacks, distributive restorative justice -

blacks, general restorative justice, and preference for merit principle.
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Table 44

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Emigration Intention with Justice Factors ~— Blacks —

 

 

Pooled Slope

Standard

Justice Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio df P-value

ym General Restorative -0.12 0.06 .. -2.00 7 0.09

ygg Procedural Restorative - 0.09 0.09 1.02 7 0.34

Blacks

7'30 Distributive Restorative - -0.13 0.11 -1.15 7 0.29

Blacks

ym Preference for Merit 0.23 0.1 l 1.99 7 0.09

 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.

There were marginally significant pooled slopes for general restorative justice

/

(1’10: -0-12, 1 = -2-00, 1) < .10) and preference for merit principle (yjn = 0.23, t = 1.99, p <.

.10). Results for random effects showed significant group differences in slope for

distributive restorative justice — blacks ()(z = 14.16, df= 7, p < .05).

Without significant main effects it is not necessary to test for interaction effects.

Hypothesis 37, that preference for merit principle combined with low procedural

restorative and low distributive restorative justice expectations for own in-group would

be positively related to emigration intention for target group members, was not supported.
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Entrepreneurial intention. Table 45 shows the fixed effects results for analyses

where entrepreneurial intention was regressed onto procedural, distributive and general

restorative justice.

Table 45
\

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Entrepreneurial Intention — Pooled Slope

 

 

Standard

Justice Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio df P-value

ym General Restorative _0.03 0.07 _0_3 8 7 0.7]

I’m Procedural 0.08 0.10 0.87 7 0.41

no Distributive 0.03 0.10 0.25 7 0.81

 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.

There were no significant pooled slopes for entrepreneurial intention. In

considering random effects, however, there were significant group differences in

intercept ()(7 = 24.35, df= 7, p < .01). Figure 22 shows the mean levels in entrepreneurial

intention across groups. For black Africans, Indians and whites, men appeared more

likely than women of the same race to hold entrepreneurial intentions, although all groups

were fairly neutral regarding entrepreneurial intentions. Black African men showed the

highest (yet modest) entrepreneurial intention. There were no significant differences in

Level 1 slopes. Thus, Hypothesis 38, which stated that restorative justice expectations

would be positively related to entrepreneurial intention for non-target group members.

was not supported.
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Educational intention. Table 46 shows the fixed effects results for analyses where

educational intention was regressed onto procedural, distributive and general restorative

justice.

Table 46

Multilevel Analysis Resultsfor Educational Intention — Pooled Slope

 

 

Standard

Justice Dimension Coefficient Error T-ratio df P-value

i’m General Restorative 0.01 0.03 0.30 7 0.77

720 Procedural 0.03 0.04 0.82 7 0.44
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Table 46 continued.

Y30 Distributive 0.05

 

0.09 0.61

 

7 0.56

 

Note. Variables were grand mean centered.

There were no significant pooled slopes. In considering random effects. there

were no significant group differences in intercept or slopes. Thus, Hypothesis 39. that

restorative justice expectations would be positively related to education intention in non-

target groups, was not supported.

Table 47, below, provides a summary of the hypotheses tested and the extent to

which hypotheses were supported.

Table 47

Summary ofHypotheses Tested

 

 

Hypothesis Support Size ofEffect

(ifavailable)

Hypothesis 1: A five-factor justice model that Supported - Good Goodness of

includes Colquitt’s (2001) dimensions as well as model fit for fit:

restorative justice expectations will be expanded model NNFI = 0.98

supported. when conducting CFI = 0.98

confirmatory SRMR = 0.06

factor analysis. RMSEA =

0.06
 

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.  

Not supported —-

Lack of

significant

between group

variance in Level

1 intercepts.  
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Table 47 continued.
 

Hypothesis 3: Distributive justice and

procedural justice expectations will vary

significantly across race/gender groups, with

white men having the lowest expectations of

procedural and distributive justice, and white

women having the highest expectations of

procedural and distributive justice. Expectations

of procedural and distributive justice among

black Africans will be lower those of coloureds,

which will be lower than those of Indians.

Partially

supported -

Significant

between group

variance in Level

I intercept for

procedural justice.

Between

group variance

in procedural

justice: 6%

 

 

Hypothesis 4: The relationship between Partially Between

restorative justice expectations and procedural supported - group variance

and distributive justice expectations will vary Significant in Level I

significantly across race/gender groups with between group slope for

white men having an inverse relationship variance in Level procedural

between restorative justice expectations and 1 slopes for justice: 13.7%

procedural and distributive justice, while white restorative justice Between

women, black Africans, coloureds and Indians expectations and group variance

will show a positive relationship between both procedural in Level I

restorative justice expectations and expectations and distributive slope for

of procedural and distributive justice. justice. distributive

justice: 10%

Hypothesis 5: Distributive restorative and Partially Between

procedural restorative justice expectations for supported - group variance

treatment of blacks will vary significantly Significant in distributive

across race and gender groups with black

African men having the lowest expectations of

distributive restorative and procedural

restorative justice, lower than the expectations

of coloureds, which will be lower than those of

Indians. Indian women will have the highest

expectations ofjustice.  
between group

variance in Level

I intercepts for

distributive

restorative justice

for blacks.  
restorative

justice for

blacks: 9%
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Table 47 continued.

 

Hypothesis 6: Distributive restorative and

procedural restorative justice expectations for

treatment ofwomen will vary significantly

across race and gender groups, with black

African women having the lowest expectations

Partially supported

- Significant

between group

variance in Level 1

intercepts for

Between

group variance

in procedural

restorative

justice for

 

of distributive restorative and procedural procedural women: 3%

restorative justice, lower than the expectations restorative justice

of coloureds, which will be lower than those of for women.

Indians. White women will have the highest

expectations ofjustice.

Hypothesis 7: Group belief in white guilt will Supported - Variance in

be positively related to group culture of Significant group CUltUtC

support for affirmative action.

 
generalized least

squares estimate of

Level 2 regression

parameters.  
of support for

affirmative

action: 94%

 

Hypothesis 8: Group culture of support for

affirmative action will add to the variance

explained in individual procedural justice

expectations, and group culture of support for

affirmative action will be more strongly related

to procedural justice expectations for members

of groups where there is a culture of lack of

support for affirmative action.

Partially supported

- Significant

variance accounted

for by group-level

factor, but no

significant group

differences in slope.

Between-

group

variance in

procedural

justice

accounted for

by group

culture of

support for

affirmative

action: 96%
 

Hypothesis 9: Group culture of support for

affirmative action will add to the variance

explained in individual distributive justice

expectations, and group culture of support for

affirmative action will be more strongly related

to distributive justice expectations for members

of groups where there is a culture of lack of

support for affirmative action.  

Not supported ——

Lack of significant

variance accounted

for by group-level

factor.
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Table 47 continued.
 

Hypothesis 10: Group culture of support for

affirmative action will add to the variance

explained in individual procedural restorative

and distributive restorative justice

expectations, and group culture of support for

affirmative action will be more strongly related

to procedural restorative and distributive

restorative justice expectations for members of

groups where there is a culture of lack of

sgiport for affirmative action.  

Not supported —

Lack of significant

variance accounted

for by group-level

factor.

 
 

Hypothesis 11: The effect of group belief in

white guilt on individual justice expectations is

fully mediated by group support for affirmative

action.

Supported for

procedural justice -

No incremental

variance accounted

for by white guilt

over and above

group affirmative

action support,

after showing

relation between

all three constructs.

Non-

significant R2

change =

0.0006

 

Hypothesis 12: Group-level restorative justice

expectations will be positively related to

individual-level restorative justice

expectations.

Not supported —

Lack of significant

variance accounted

for by group-level

factor.
 

Hypothesis 13: The relationship between

group-level restorative justice expectations and

individual-level procedural and distributive

justice expectations will vary across groups

such that group-level restorative justice

expectations will be positively related to

individual-level procedural and distributive

justice expectations in target group members,

and negatively related in non-target group

members.  

Not supported —

Lack of significant

between group

variance in Level 1

slopes.
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Table 47 continued.
 

Hypothesis 14: The relationship between race

centrality and distributive justice expectations

will vary across race groups such that there will

be a positive relationship between race

centrality and distributive justice expectations

for race-based target groups and a negative

relationship for race-based non-target groups.

Not supported —

Lack of significant

between group

variance in Level 1

$10pes.

 

Hypothesis 15: The relationship between race

centrality and procedural justice expectations

will vary across race groups such that there will

be a positive relationship between race

centrality and procedural justice expectations

for race-based target groups and a negative

relationship for race-based non-target goups.

Not supported —-

Lack of significant

between group

variance in Level I

slopes.

 

Hypothesis 16: African centrality will moderate

the effect of culture of support for affirmative

action on procedural justice expectations such

that high African identity weakens the

relationship between culture and justice

expectations.

Not supported —

Lack of significant

between group

variance'in Level 1

slopes.

 

Hypothesis 17: African centrality will moderate

the effect of culture of support for affirmative

action on distributive justice expectations such

that high African identity weakens the

relationship between culture and justice

expectations.

Not supported —-

Lack of main

effect so

significant between

group variance in

Level 1 slopes not

tested.
 

Hypothesis 18: Support for affirmative action

will be positively related to procedural justice

expectations.

Not supported —

Lack of significant

pooled Level 1

slope.
 

Hypothesis 19: Support for affirmative action

will be positively related to distributive justice

expectations.

Not supported —

Lack of significant

pooled Level 1

slope.
 

Hypothesis 20: Preference for merit principle

will be negatively related to procedural justice

expectations.

Not supported -

Lack of significant

pooled Level 1

slope.
 

Hypothesis 21: Preference for merit principle

will be negatively related to distributive justice

expectations.  Not supported —

Lack of significant

pooled Level 1

slope.
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Table 47 continued.

 

 

Hypothesis 22: Preference for merit principle

will be more strongly related to procedural

restorative justice expectations than to

procedural justice expectations.

Not supported -—

Lack of significant

pooled Level I

slope so no z-test

conducted.
 

Hypothesis 23: Preference for merit principle

will be more strongly related to distributive

restorative justice expectations than to

distributive justice expectations.  

Not supported —

Lack of significant

pooled Level I

slope so no z—test

conducted.   
Hypothesis 24: Educational integration will be

negatively related to procedural justice

expectations.

Not supported —

Lack of significant

pooled Level I

slope.
 

Hypothesis 25: Educational integration will be

negatively related to distributive justice

expectations.

 

Not supported —

Lack of significant

pooled Level 1

slope.   
Hypothesis 26: Educational integration will

moderate the effect of group culture of support

for affirmative action on procedural justice

expectations such that those with an integrated

Not supported —

Lack of significant

main effect so

interaction not

 

education will show a weaker relationship examined.

between culture and procedural justice

expectations.

Hypothesis 27: Educational integration will Not supported —

moderate the effect of group culture of support

for affirmative action on distributive justice

expectations such that those with an integrated

Lack of significant

main effect so

interaction not

 

education will show a weaker relationship examined.

between culture and distributive justice

expectations.

Hypothesis 28: Social guidance — unfair will be Supported - Variance in

negatively related to procedural justice Significant pooled procedural

expectations. Level 1 slope. justice  expectations:

3.8%
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Table 47 continued.

 

Hypothesis 29: Social guidance - unfair will be

negatively related to distributive justice

expectations.

Supported -

Significant pooled

Level 1 slope.

Variance in

distributive

justice

expectations:

2.3%
 

Hypothesis 30: Procedural justice expectations

will be negatively related to withdrawal

intention.

Not supported —

lack of significant

pooled Level I

slgie.
 

Hypothesis 31 : Distributive justice

expectations will be negatively related to

withdrawal intention.  
Not supported —

Lack of significant

pooled Level 1

slope.   
Hypothesis 32: Restorative justice

expectations will be positively related to

withdrawal intention for non-target group

members, and negatively related to withdrawal

intention for target group members.  

Not supported —-

Lack of significant

between group

variance in Level I

slopes.

  

Hypothesis 33: Procedural restorative and

distributive restorative justice expectations will

be negatively related to withdrawal intention.

Partially supported

— Lack of

significant pooled

Level I slope but

significant group

differences on

slope and negative

relationship for

white men and

Indian men with

Variance in

withdrawal

intention

explained by

procedural

restorative

justice -

women: 1.8%

 

regard to

procedural justice

- women.

Hypothesis 34: Procedural justice expectations Not SUpp'OI'ted -

will be negatively related to emigration for non— Significant

target group members.
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between group

variance in Level 1

slopes but not a

negative slope for

white men.  



 

Table 47 continued.

 

 

Hypothesis 35: Distributive justice

expectations will be negatively related to

emigration for non-target group members.

Not supported —

Lack of significant

between group

variance in Level 1

slopes, but there is

a negative slope

for white men.
 

Hypothesis 36: Restorative justice expectations

will be positively related to emigration for non-

target group members.

Not supported —

Lack of significant

between group

variance in Level 1

slopes.
 

Hypothesis 37: Preference for merit principle

combined with low procedural restorative and

low distributive restorative justice expectations

for own in-group will be positively related to

emigration intention for target group members.

Not supported ~—

Lack of significant

main effect so

interaction not

tested.
 

Hypothesis 38: Restorative justice

expectations will be positively related to

entrepreneurial intention for non-target group

members.

Not supported —-

Lack of significant

between group

variance in Level 1

slopes.

 

Hypothesis 39: Restorative justice expectations

will be positively related to education intention

in non-target groups.  
Not supported —

Lack of significant

between group

variance in Level 1

slopes.
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THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

My research agenda was 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 ofjustice expectations within the context of

strong preferential selection, and how do they interact in influencing individual-level

outcomes? What are the effects ofjustice expectations on positive and negative outcomes

1

in this context? In this section I address how the results of this study answer each of these

questions.

Is an additional, distinctjusticefactor — restorativejustice -— supported?

In analyses to demonstrate the multi-dimensionality ofjustice, adding general

restorative justice as a distinct factor such that the justice model is comprised of

procedural, distributive, interpersonal, informational (see Colquitt, 2001), and general

restorative justice dimensions, served to improve model fit, demonstrating excellent fit

and a meaningful change from a four-factor, three-factor, two-factor, and one- factor

model. A distinct general restorative justice factor was clearly supported. These findings

are consistent with my argument that a distribution based on demographic group must be

distinguished from distributions that are more typical in the justice literature —- equity-

based distributions —— that is the dominant conceptualization according to Colquitt,

Greenberg, and Zapata-Phelan (2005). Neither is this a distribution based on individual

need. The focus is on a societal correction at the group level, although it must be

implemented at the individual level.

Further, the value of differentiating between procedural and distributive justice

and the more specific procedural restorative and distributive restorative justice factors.
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respectively, was demonstrated for specific target groups - blacks and women. Models

that allowed the restorative justice components to be distinct had better model fit. and this

was a meaningful improvement. Distinct procedural restorative and distributive

restorative justice dimensions regarding the handling of blacks and the handling of

women were supported.

These findings are consistent with my argument that there are issues of duality

and simultaneity in selection under strong preferential selection as different groups are

handled differently, and to better understand expectations and reactions in this context. it

is necessary to be specific about examining views and considering experiences within a

target group, and establishing views regarding within-group handling rather than

capturing only an overarching impression regarding the selection process. This specificity

serves to improve our understanding of the relations among justice dimensions. their

antecedents and outcomes.

The relations between general restorative and procedural justice as well as

between general restorative and distributive justice did vary across groups, with the

general pattern indicating little difference in connection between low restorative justice

and procedural or distributive justice among groups, but when general restorative justice

expectations were high, some groups showed lowered procedural or distributive justice

expectations. As the groups with the steepest slopes here are whites and Indians of both

genders, this pattern may be explained by self-interest, in that those perceiving their

group members to be less likely to be beneficiaries indicated lower procedural or

distributive justice expectations. This suggests that although Indians of both genders and

white women are designated beneficiary groups under current policy, potential applicants

218



may expect that in reality preference is being given to black African and coloured

applicants.

What are the relevant individual-level and group-level antecedents ofjustice expectations

within the context ofstrong preferential selection, and how do they interact in influencing

individual-level outcomes?

First, I will discuss the individual-level antecedents ofjustice expectations.

Race and African Centrality

Pooled race centrality and justice slopes were not significant and did not vary

significantly across groups. It appears that on the whole, race centrality does not play a

meaningful role in justice expectations under preferential selection. However, Indian

women and white women did show coefficients of 0.44 and 0.38, respectively, when

looking at the within-group relationship between race centrality and procedural justice. 11

may be that some higher race identifiers in relatively advantaged groups do recognize

their advantaged status and translate that into higher justice expectations through their

support of the current redistributive policy, or it may be that these individuals expect that

they personally will receive preferential treatment as target group members, and thus hold

expectations for justice out of self-interest. Such issues would need to be examined in

future research.

African centrality and justice slopes capturing procedural or distributive issues

varied across groups, where white men and women generally showed negative slopes.

For example, high African centrality was related to low procedural justice for white men

and women. These differences may be explained in part by frustration among high

African centrality whites with the inconsistency that whites are treated as an out-group

with regard to the black-white dichotomy and affirmative action policy. yet these whites
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feel a strong affinity with the African community and view themselves as in—group. They

may feel that as in-group members they should not be treated differently, yet they are.

resulting in lower fairness perceptions. Gilbert (2005, p.64), in discussing the ambiguities

of being of mixed race, notes that there is a need for models that explain mixed identities.

He views being of mixed race as having the potential to “simultaneously transgress many

people’s rigid perceptions of racialised differences, particularly in terms of

insider/outsider. In other words, border experiences and developing identities challenge

simple binary oppositions in some racialised discourses.” I view this observation as

relevant for the border identity that is evolving for those who recognize the centrality of

their African identity and are not black African. The border experience creates challenges

for those non-black Africans who are high in African centrality. These may include

moving within “local” and “foreigner” communities simultaneously, shifting identities

according to the social context and adopting whichever identity is situational, living a

border identity, or living a “foreigner” identity and making forays into African

communities (see Root’s, I996, theory of four positions that mixed-race people could

adopt). The ambiguity presented through this border identity may explain the negative

African centrality — justice expectation slopes for whites.

It is interesting to note that there are significant race group differences both in

race centrality (F(3, 313) = 18.32, MSE = 0.75, p = 0.00) and African centrality (F(3,313)

= 0.78, MSE =, p = 0.00). Black Africans and Indians responded positively regarding

both their race centrality and African centrality. The black African mean for race

centrality was 3.56 and for African centrality was 3.78. The Indian mean for race

centrality was 3.38 and African centrality was 3.36. The response from coloured people
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was neutral regarding both their race centrality (mean = 3.03) and African centrality

(mean = 3.03). Whites, however, were a low neutral with regard to. race centrality (mean

= 2.71), but positive regarding African centrality (mean = 3.55). This may generate

specific challenges for whites and their identity, as from the outside their visible

whiteness may to others make salient their racial identity, which they themselves don‘t

view as central, and their African identity, which is more meaningful among these

respondents, may be invisible unless they engage is specific activities to demonstrate it.

Supportfor Aflirmative Action

Pooled slopes for individual support for affirmative action and procedural or

distributive justice or procedural restorative or distributive restorative justice ~— women or

blacks were not significant in the HLM models tested. This suggests that respondents are

not making the simplistic judgment that because they like something, it must be fair.

Instead, they may be making a more careful assessment of what they think will truly

happen in the selection process. This possibility is supported by the pattern of within-

group coefficients for the relationship between support for affirmative action and

distributive restorative justice — blacks. Indian women and Black African women show

positive coefficients (0.48 and 0.44 respectively) while black African men showed a

negative relationship, although group differences in slope were not statistically

significant.

Individual support for affirmative action was associated with general restorative

justice expectations. This was not anticipated, and may be explained in part by a potential

misunderstanding of survey questions among some participants. General restorative

justice questions may have been interpreted as asking what ought to happen rather than

221



5

what one anticipates actually will happen, which would explain the association with

support for affirmative action.

In the present study, on average, respondents indicated that they were neutral with

regard to individual support for affirmative action (mean = 3.15, SD = 0.95). Kaiser.

Drury, Spalding, Cheryan, and O’Brien (2009) demonstrated a decrease in support for

social justice actions after the election of President Obama. Considering the overall

neutral view toward affirmative action found here it may be that South Africans are

showing lowered support for affirmative action as they have been operating as a non-

racial democracy since 1994, and view this as evidence of a sufficiently level playing

field.

Preferencefor Merit Principle

The unreliability of the preference for merit principle measure may explain the

limited relationships observed. The measure captures items that address multiple

dimensions, not all of which might be construed as true merit in this context. Effort.

which is captured by some items, may be regarded as different from output in a setting

where not everyone has the same level of skills and experience to produce output. The

resultant unreliability may have attenuated the merit preference justice expectation

relationships.

Further, Son Hing, Bobocel, and Zanna (2002) demonstrated that the presence of

workplace discrimination mitigated the relationship between preference for meritocracy

and opposition to preferential treatment. That is, those who were high in preference for

meritocracy showed a weakened relationship between merit preference and opposition to

preferential treatment in the presence of discrimination. Similar processing may be taking
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place in the present study, although the same specific relations were not being tested. It

may be the case that in the present study, those who held a preference for the merit

principle, and who perceive that there is ongoing discrimination in South African

workplaces, reduced their opposition to affirmative action and thus raised their justice

expectations. This may explain the limited relationships observed between preference for

merit principle and justice expectations. Also, Aberson (2007) demonstrated that

diversity valuation is related to support for affirmative action, and l speculate that

diversity valuation may serve a function similar to that perception of discrimination in

moderating the relationship between merit and justice expectations.

An alternative explanation may be that individuals believe that organizations are

choosing between equally qualified candidates, and that the process by which they are

choosing under these circumstances does not violate the equity rule. Hence the limited

relationships between preference for merit principle and justice expectations.

Educational Integration

In the present study, educational integration did not appear to play a meaningful

role in explaining procedural or distributive justice expectations, nor did it serve as a

moderator of the effect of group culture of support for affirmative action on individual

justice expectations. In this sample, as blacks were less likely and whites were more to

likely to have experienced integration in high school, it appears that the measure overlaps

with race, as well as with support for affirmative action and race centrality. and as such

does not explain unique variance in justice expectations. This may explain nonsignificant

results for this variable.
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Social Guidance

At the individual level, social guidance regarding unfairness appears to play an

important role in building justice expectations. Social guidance — unfairness was related

to justice expectations, where having friends and family report that the process would be

unfair was related to lower expectations of both procedural and distributive justice as

well as distributive restorative justice for women and blacks. Social infomiation

processing theory explains how this social influence may affect justice expectations.

There were group differences in most of the social influence — unfairness and justice

slopes, with white women and men generally having the most negative perception of

justice when there was a higher level of social influence indicating unfairness. Subjective

norms may become established where views are encouraged or discouraged by people

who are important to an individual (see discussion in Burgess, 2002). This process of

social guidance, where people of influence offer information, advice or guidance (Vaux.

Riedel & Stewart, 1987) may come through one’s friends, family and co-workers

(Goldman, 2001). This difference in slopes may be explained if white women and men

are more likely to have friends and family who are white, and as such, hold more

negative perceptions regarding the context of strong preferential selection. Whites may be

more dependent on social influences regarding this context as they may perceive greater

ambiguity here than do members of most other groups. Whites men may recognize that as

a group they are not beneficiaries under affirmative action policy. and should expect to he

looked over in favor of a non-white or female candidates, yet at the same time. whites

have the lowest unemployment rate of all groups, which is encouraging regarding their

prospects. Unemployment rates vary across races and follow the hierarchy of advantage:
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black Africans have the highest unemployment rate at 27.7%, the coloured

unemployment rate is 19.1%, the Indian unemployment rate is 11.8%, while only 5.3% of

whites are unemployed (Statistics South Africa, 2009). White women may recognize that

as women they have affirmative action target group status and should be given

preference, yet at the same time, as whites they may be looked over in favor of non-white

candidates. This ambiguity may create a culture in which members of these groups are

more likely to rely on social information processing. This behavior pattern would be

consistent with Salancik and Pfeffer’s (1978) social information processing theory.

Next, I address the group-level antecedents ofjustice expectations.

Race and Gender

Published research regarding affirmative action attitude reflects the overarching

view of affirmative action as fair depending on race, gender, and self-interest (Harrison.

et al., 2006). l have demonstrated between-group variance in individual procedural justice

expectations, procedural restorative — women, and distributive restorative ~— blacks. The

group differences in these dimensions can be explained by self-interest. Groups that

showed the highest level of procedural justice expectations were those that are likely

being viewed as highly desirable targets — black women. White men, who are not targets.

report the lowest level of procedural justice. While white womeniare officially targets by

virtue of being women, their relatively low level of procedural justice expectations may

suggest that they are being overlooked in favor of black women, if self-interest is the true

driver of these views. Similarly, that black African and Coloured men show the highest

levels of expectation regarding procedural restorative justice for blacks may suggest that

Indian men expect other black groups to be favored, in line with the argument that
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Indians are “not black enough”. Results for procedural and restorative justice for women

show that white women held the lowest expectation, suggeSting that although they

ostensible beneficiaries, they may not expect procedural and distributive fairness when

compared to other women in the selection process. Black women of the more advantaged

black groups (Indian and Coloured) have more positive expectations.

That race/gender groups in South Africa have shared experiences and along with

that, have developed shared attitudes and perceptions (see Klein & Kozlowski, 2000:

Campbell, 1958) was partially supported by findings here. It appears that at least one

collective construct, group culture of support for affirmative action, has emerged and is

being maintained (see Morgeson & Hofman, 1999). Social‘information processing within

race and gender groups may be one mechanism by which these shared views develop (sec

Klein & Kozlowski, 2000) as individuals in this context have had a great deal of exposure

to within-group interaction. Group general restorative justice expectation showed within-

group agreement, but only small mean differences across groups. Group belief in white

guilt, on the other hand, demonstrated less within-group agreement, but large differences

in group means. Future research will be necessary to explore whether these should be

interpreted as collective constructs. Nevertheless, the use of group mean levels in the

analysis in the present study remains valuable. .

Analysis of these Level-2 constructs indicated there was greater between-group

variance relative to total variance for each of the three cultures proposed. Culture of

support for affirmative action aggregation indices showed the greatest between-group

variance and also the greatest within-group agreement of the three Level-2 constructs.

Self-interest is one explanation for why those who are beneficiaries support a policy. As
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race/gender groups have shared ostensible beneficiary status, they would share support

for the policy.

Group Beliefin White Guilt

Research in the area of group guilt has generally not addressed the issue of a

shared belief within a group of the guilt associated with a specific out-group. Thus, this

study extends the existing literature (e.g., Swim and Miller, 1999; Doosje, Branscombe,

Spears, & Manstead, 1998; Klandermans, Werner, van Doom, 2008) by addressing both

in-group guilt (for whites) and out-group guilt (for non-whites). I have demonstrated here

that there do appear to be shared beliefs within groups regarding the guilt and

responsibility on the part of whites, and that the level of belief in white guilt varies across

groups. While Baumeister, Stillwell, and Heatherton (1994) argue that guilt is

interpersonal in nature, I propose that the relationships necessary to trigger guilt do not

need to be individual-level relationships. Guilt can be established at the group level, and

is based on group experiences.

For group belief in white guilt, there were larger between-group differences in

means, yet less within-group agreement than was the case for the other group constructs

explored here. Within-group variability may be a function of differing perceptions

regarding social progress being made. Those for whom the change is a less important

goal (e.g., more prejudiced whites) may look backward as see how much has changed

since the apartheid era. Those for whom change is a more important goal (e.g., less

prejudiced whites) may look forward and focus on what still has to be achieved. This may

explain the within-group differences. An alternative explanation if within-group
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differences may be differences in political ideology (see Klandermans, Werner, & van

Doom, 2008).

An examination of the between-group levels of belief in guilt shows a pattern

consistent with the inverse of the hierarchy of advantage discussed earlier (Statistics

South Africa, 2006a; Thompson, 1990). Whites show the lowest level of belief in white

guilt, while black Africans, the most historically disadvantaged of the race groups.

indicate the highest level of belief in white guilt. This pattern is consistent with a rational

response within previously disadvantaged groups to observing their relative deprivation

and with white denial of their own culpability. The application of equity theory would

suggest that if whites felt that they had benefitted unfairly at the expense of others, they

would compensate for this imbalance and create balance by feeling guilty. Baumeister. et

al. (1994) frame guilt as a type of distress over inequity that is suffered by people who are

overrewarded. However, here we do not have whites indicating that whites should feel

guilt and responsibility. This implies that whites must believe that their relative privilege

was not gained at the expense of others. The group differences in group belief of white

guilt and responsibility are worrying in that all of the non-white groups view whites as

guilty. That suggests that non-whites might expect reparation to balance inequity. Unless

whites are committed to reparation, it is likely that relations between whites and non-

whites will be difficult. According to Schnabel and Nadler (2008), being a perpetrator

threatens one’s public moral image and fosters a greater need for social acceptance.

Unless whites embrace the perpetrator role, they will probably not feel that their moral

image is problematic nor seek greater social acceptance through reparation.
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As noted by Baumeister, Stillwell, and Heatherton (1994), guilt motivates

relationship-enhancing behaviors. As posited, levels of group belief in white guilt were

associated with a group culture of support for affirmative action. This linking of guilt and

compensatory action or entitlement has been shown at an individual level in other

research (e.g., Boeckmann & Feather, 2007; Doosje, Branscombe, Spears & Manstead.

1998; Swim & Miller, 1999), but here I have demonstrated a group-level effect.

However, while I have presented group belief in white guilt and group culture of support

for affirmative action as conceptually distinct, and would argue that an examination of

the content of the items is evidence of their being different‘constructs, the very high

correlation between these two constructs could be a result of the participants not

differentiating between the two.

Group Culture ofSupportfor Aflirmative Action

Cross-level effects of the culture of support for affirmative action were

demonstrated, with group culture of support for affirmative action contributing to the

building of individual procedural justice expectations and individual general restorative

justice expectations. That is, individuals appear to be affected by the culture of shared

beliefs within their race and gender group. Social information processing theory

(Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978) argues that people are adaptive and take into account cues

from their social environment. That is, people are influenced by their context (e. g.,

Hofmann, Morgeson, & Gerra, 2003; Seibert, Silver, & Randolph, 2004).

Group Restorative Justice Expectations

While group general restorative justice expectation showed within-group

agreement, there were not large differences between group means. The limited between-
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group variance in group general restorative justice expectations implies that there is fairly

high consistency across groups in people’s expectations, suggesting that most people are

aware of the realities of how selection is being handled. This suggests that there may be a

shared affirmative action schema in this context. The consistency of this schema across

groups may be explained by individuals making judgments about the selection system

through heuristic processing, where they have limited information and the information

that is available from the government and the media may prime processing based on

categories (see Chaiken, 1987; Kulik & Perry, 1994). My results supports Nacoste‘s

(1994) argument for the view of affirmative action policy as an affirmative action

schema, where the individual may use the “average” process in affirmative action as the

benchmark for what is to be expected. Relations between group general restorative justice

expectations and other variables were probably attenuated and thus provide less powerful

tests of my hypotheses regarding these variables.

What are the effects ofjustice expectations on positive and negative outcomes in this

context?

Withdrawal Intention

Group differences in slope for procedural restorative justice - women and

withdrawal intention were demonstrated, with the steepest negative slopes for white and

Indian men. If white and Indian men perceive themselves as the least likely to be

considered for positions because they are historically relatively advantaged, they may

frame their views about what will happen to women in a way that parallels what they

expect for themselves. That is, lower procedural justice. This may be explained by

feelings of relative deprivation (Runciman, 1966) as the result of a process of social

comparison. Those who see in—group people who are qualified for positions. yet expect
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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.

However, for most justice expectation dimensions there were not meaningful

relationships with withdrawal. This may be explained in part by the fact that some of

those who do intend to withdraw may be doing so because they are scholarship students

who have an extant work commitment for the company that is supporting them. Also.

some participants did not intend to apply for jobs as they intended to pursue graduate

study. These possibilities were identified by some respondents in their responses to open-

ended survey questions. Their behavior is not necessarily related to their justice

expectations in these cases. Further, there was a limited range of responses for

withdrawal intention, and it appears that although there may be the perception that some

people will likely not be considered due to race, individuals still continue to apply. As

indicated by Slaughter, Sinar, and Bachiochi’s (2002) US study of black engineering

students, although there may be some form of preferential selection based on

demographics, and the plan may be viewed as less fair, this does not altogether destroy

job pursuit intentions, although the level of pursuit intention is lower than is the case for

other selection systems.

Emigration Intention

With regard to emigration intention, there were significant differences in mean

level of emigration intention across groups. The groups most likely to emigrate were

white and Indian men and women. While these race groups were historically the most

advantaged, it should be noted that they are also the race groups that may be more likely

to have the right to live and work in other countries through descent. Having family
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members who have settled abroad, and fear of crime, entered as control variables, added

to the variance explained in emigration intention. Preference for merit principle was tied

to emigration intention when entered with procedural restorative and distributive

restorative justice for blacks and women, with a preference for merit being positively

associated with emigration intention.

It is interesting to note that there was little variance on the fear of crime measure —

the worry about crime was nearly universal. The mean scale score regarding worry about

crime was 4.4 (maximum score = 5). Eighty-eight percent of the respondents indicated

that they worry about violent crime. As a comparative reference point, results from a

2004/2005 community study in the United Kingdom (Nicholas, Povey, Walker. &

Kershaw, 2005) indicated that worry about violent crime varied across regions, with a

low of 10 percent of the respondents in the South West region reporting that they worry

about violent crime, and a high of 26 percent saying the same in the London region.

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. Indians and whites may easily be

able to imagine what it would be like to be hired (high referent), yet see themselves being

turned down because of their relative advantage. As affirmative action law is unlikely to

change soon (low likelihood of amelioration) and with a merit orientation they may

believe that the hiring decision should have gone differently (low justification). this

system would trigger resentment that may reveal itself in emigration intention.
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Entrepreneurial Intention

There were group differences in entrepreneurial intention, with white women

being the least likely to hold entrepreneurial activity intentions, and black African men

the most likely to do so. Apart from the coloured group, men were more likely than were

women of the same race to hold entrepreneurial intentions» Gender differences in

entrepreneurial intention are consistent with those shown in other studies (e. g.. Zhao.

Seibert, & Hills, 2005, where women had lower levels of entrepreneurial intention than

men), possibly as a result of masculine stereotypes being associated with this role (see

Gupta, Turban, & Bahwe, 2008). The anticipated relations between justice expectations

and entrepreneurial intention were not demonstrated. It may be the case that other factors

not captured by this study are far more meaningful predictors of entrepreneurial intention

(e.g., self-efficacy -- Zhao, Seibert, & Hills, 2005; attitudes toward entrepreneurship.

perceived behavioral control, and subjective norms — Gird ‘& Bagraim, 2008).

Educational Intention

Educational intention was surprisingly high and this strongly positive response

was almost universal. This may be a function of the weak South African economy and

high unemployment rates, where pursuing further study may be both a stalling tactic in

avoiding trying to compete in a flooded labor market, and a proactive approach in

seeking further qualifications to become more competitive.

Study Limitations and Future Research

Alternative Models ofNormative Antecedents ofIntentions

Consistent with Bell, Wiechmann, and Ryan (2006), I have demonstrated that

applicants do hold individual justice expectations, and those expectations can be directly
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linked to outcomes, in this case withdrawal intention and emigration intention in some

groups. However, based on the results of work by other researchers, it may be appropriate

to consider alternative models regarding the antecedents of intentions and to consider

additional constructs that also provide subjective norms that may directly affect

intentions. White, Charles, and Nelson (2008) examine affirmative action attitude and use

the theory of reasoned action to explain direct links between subjective norms and

intentions. They argue that there is a direct link between the belief among salient

references that a person should or should not perform a behavior, and the intention to act.

Bell, Harrison, and McLaughlin (2000) proposed a similar argument and showed direct

links between the subjective norm and intention. I now test revised models with

supplemental antecedents of intentions, including group culture of support for affirmative

action and social influence regarding unfairness.

Results of these supplemental antecedent analyses indicate that for withdrawal

intention, when social influence and group culture of support for affirmative action were

added to the model as supplemental normative influences, there were not significant

pooled effects for either of these variables when entered with the procedural. distributive

and general restorative justice factors, although group differences in slope for social

influence regarding unfairness were shown ()(7 = 14.70, df= 7. p < .05). Similarly. when

entered with procedural and distributive restorative justice expectation — women and

general restorative justice there were group differences in slope for social influence

affecting withdrawal ()(7 = 12.19, df= 7, p < .10). This pattern emerged also when the

two supplemental antecedent variables were entered with procedural and distributive

restorative justice — blacks and general restorative justice of = 15.17. df= 7. p < .05).
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but there was also a marginally significant pooled effect for social influence regarding

unfairness (740 = 0.11, t = 1.90, p < .10). The groups with meaningful positive slopes

were coloured women and white men.

For emigration intention, when social influence and group culture of support for

affirmative action were added to the model that contained general individual-level justice

expectations and merit orientation, there was a significant pooled effects for social

influence regarding unfairness (m; = 0.24, t = 2.68, p < .05) and there were group

differences in slope for procedural justice ()6 = 14.51, df= 7, p < .05). When the same

model was examined substituting procedural restorative and distributive restorative -—-

women in place on general procedural and distributive justice expectations, the were

direct effects for group culture of support for affirmative action (yo; = -0.45, t = -3.25, p <

.05) and social influence regarding unfairness (y40= 0.25, t = 3.00, p < .05), as well as

group differences in slopes for procedural restorative justice — women ()6 = 19.02. df=

7, p < .05) and distributive restorative justice — women ()(Z = 14.08. df= 7, p < .05). The

same model for procedural restorative justice — blacks and distributive restorative justice

— blacks showed direct effects for group culture of support for affirmative action (yin = -

0.74, t = -3.62,p < .05), general restorativejustice (7'10: -0.13, t = -l.95, p < .10). and

social influence regarding unfairness (ym: 0.24, t= 2.80, p < .05) and there were group

differences in slope for procedural restorative justice - blacks ()(Z = 12.27. df= 7. p <

.10).
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For entrepreneurial intention, the additional antecedents did not show meaningful

effects when general distributive and restorative justice dimensions were in the model.

nor when procedural restorative and distributive restorative for women or blacks were

included. However, group culture of support for affirmative action did add to the variance

explained in educational intention (I’m = 0.18, t = 2.34, p < .10) and there were group

differences in slope for procedural justice ()6 = 13.38, df= 7, p < .10). When procedural

restorative — women and distributive restorative — women were substituted in the model

for educational intention, there was an effect of group culture of support for affirmative

action on educational intention (yo, = 0.17, t = 2.34, p < .10). Similarly. when procedural

restorative — blacks and distributive restorative — blacks were substituted in the model for

educational intention, there was an effect of group culture of support for affirmative

action on educational intention (1’01 = 0.18, t = 2.32, p < .10).

The contribution of these supplemental variables suggests that further theoretical

model refinement regarding the specification of the normative antecedents of withdrawal.

emigration and educational intentions should be considered in future research as direct

links between normative information and these intentions are evident.

Alternative Models ofAntecedents ofEmigration Intention

While the model proposed and tested in the present. study does contribute to our

understanding of emigration intentions in the South African context, it is clear from the

pattern of relationships between variables here that further theoretical development is

necessary in understanding the antecedents of emigration intentions. For example. the

negative relationship between African centrality and emigration intention makes intuitive

sense, where those who have a strong local identity are less likely to hold emigration
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intentions. However, theoretical development regarding this and other direct relationships

are necessary. Future research should consider the direct and interactive effects of

support for affirmative action, African centrality, merit orientation, social influence. and

fear of crime on emigration intention.

Power and Sampling

For greater power to detect multilevel effects it would be beneficial to have a

larger number of participants within each group, although I was still able to detect several

important effects in this study. A larger number of groups would not be feasible in this

case as South Africa has only four major race groups. Because of the small sample sizes

for coloured men and women, results regarding these two groups may be somewhat

unstable. Also, as the sample here is drawn from those who are on campus reading flyers.

or hearing the announcement in class, and respondents self-select to participate in the

study, 1 have limited knowledge of how the respondents may differ from non-respondents

within this population of potential job applicants.

Furthermore, the strategic choice to pick two campuses that are in different

regions to ensure the ability to capture all race groups, as well as the nature of the

institutions as top-tier English-medium universities, may influence the characteristics of

the sample. Results may be influenced by additional variables that were not captured in

the study, and caution should be exercised in generalizing results.

Scales Used

The restorative justice scale was designed for this study based on theory.

Although theoretical discussion and empirical results here demonstrate that restorative

justice is distinct from other dimensions, it would need to also be validated in other
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samples where a preferential selection policy is in place. This could include samples of

those who have been on the job market for an extended period of time, or those who have

been considered for promotion, training opportunities, or layoff. The context of the study

may be South Africa, where restorative justice is based on distributions to women.

blacks, and the disabled, or other counties, such as India, where restorative justice may be

based on caste, for example. Demonstrating that the restorative justice construct is

distinct from yet related to other more widely accepted dimensions ofjustice and that this

is true in a variety of settings will help to establish restorative justice as a necessary facet

ofjustice models in the preferential selection context.

Furthermore, Cropanzano, Slaughter, and Bachiochi (2005), among other

researchers, have shown three-way interactions between procedural, distributive and

interactional justice. In their study of black engineering students, Cropanzano. et al.

showed that when there was low procedural justice, the distributive and interactional

justice term was significant. While the present study did not address the interactive

effects of restorative justice with interpersonal and informational dimensions ofj ustice.

future research in that area may offer useful theoretical and practical developments to

assist organizations in facilitating positive outcomes among applicants even where they

do engage in preferential selection.

Some scales have low reliability, lowering the likelihood of demonstrating

relationships between scales. For example, preference for merit principle and withdrawal

intentions demonstrated low coefficient alpha. These scales would need to be revised for

use in future studies such as this. An examination of the specific items making up the

preference for merit principle scale showed that removal of the merit principle scale Item
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89 “It is wrong for an employer to give ajob to someone they know without first

advertising the job to other candidates” would raise the scale coefficient alpha to 0.61.

Removal of the withdrawal intention Item 61 “I have take steps toward applying for jobs”

(reverse coded) from the withdrawal intention scale would result in a coefficient alpha of

0.67. Further, where there are low aggregation values, relationships with the aggregated

variables will be attenuated, providing less powerful tests of hypotheses regarding

relationships with these variables.

Direct comparison of the results of the present study with results of other studies

are made difficult where scales were either written specifically for use in this survey. or

were modified scales that are based on those used elsewhere. For example, the items used

for the four established justice dimensions (Colquitt, 2001), although very similar to

those in other published work, have been modified to be appropriate for those who are

entering the job market. General restorative justice items were developed for this study.

Race centrality was revised from a black centrality scale to being generic race

centrality, and only a small selection of the modified original items were used. Because

of these two changes it is difficult to directly compare results on this study with those of

other researchers. Both race centrality and African centrality scales showed some

evidence of a minimal lack of invariance across race groups, suggesting that people of

different races might conceptualize some of the items differently.

Similarly, preference for merit principle used only a small selection of items from

an existing scale. The current scoring of the scale presents both effort and contribution as

merit-based, and giving a job to someone you know as not merit-based, yet the low scale

reliability in the present study suggests that it may not be appropriate (in the South

239



African context at least) to combine these facets. As noted above, the removal of Item 89,

“It is wrong for an employer to give a job to someone they know without first advertising

the job to other candidates,” would improve scale reliability to alpha of .61. I posit that

giving a job to someone you know first does not necessarily imply that the choice was not

based on merit — you may have a highly qualified friend. Further, in the context of the

local philosophy of Ubuntu, it may be regarded as socially responsible to hire someone

you know. The remaining items captured issues of effort (Items 90 and 91) versus

contribution (Item 88), and having these two facets may be problematic in a context

where there is an affirmative action policy that requires organizations to hire candidates

with “potential to do the job” as many applicants from previously disadvantaged groups

may not make the grade based on traditional selection criteria. In this context. workers

may be especially attentive to who is actually succeeding and making a contribution.

Effort without effect may be viewed differently. Members of different groups may

conceptualize these issues differently. As there are several possible explanations

regarding the limited relationships between preference for merit principle and justice

expectations, including unreliability of measures, the presence of prejudice, and equal

qualifications among candidates, future research is necessary to resolve how merit relates

to justice in the context of preferential selection.

The group belief in white guilt scale was built for this study based on individual-

referent research. Similarly, the social guidance, withdrawal intention, education

intention and entrepreneurial intention items were written for this study. This makes it

difficult to use the results of other studies for benchmarking, but this does create a

reference point for future research.
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While the present study shows clear differences in group means for belief in white

guilt, there is within-group variability that is not fully explored here. Future research that

explains the within-group variability may help us to better understand support for

compensatory systems. For example, political ideology and issues of identity may play a

role here (see Klandermans, Werner, and van Doom, 2008). The evolving African

identity has important implications for reactions to process in Africa. Studies that

examine both the measurement of this self-identification and the effects of this identity

on outcomes in South Africa and other African countries may be valuable in building

understanding regarding intergroup relations and community effects. This is of particular

import due to the rise in xenophobic violence in South Africa (see “Rainbow nation's

outsiders live in fear”, 2009) and the need to ensure stability and a place of welcome for

people of a variety of identities. Martins and Parsons (2007) demonstrated that women

with higher gender identity centrality reacted differently with regard to diversity

management programs than women with low gender identity centrality. Research on

other identities, such as that on gender centrality, may serve as a useful reference point

for structuring future research on the evolving African identity and its implications in the

workplace.

Restorative Justice and Legal Claiming

Groth, Goldman, Gilliland, and Bies (2002) examine commitment to legal

claiming as a function of attributions and social guidance. They show that commitment to

legal claiming is associated with attributions that the organization is at fault, and that

social guidance serves as a moderator of this relationship. When there is a lower level of

external attribution, individuals appears to be more strongly influenced by others with
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regard to legal claiming. Legal claiming literature may be informative in the context of

preferential selection as those who feel maltreated under affirmative action policy where

there is the expectation of general restorative justice may seek legal recourse. One

example of such litigation that has generated broad media interest is the recent US

Supreme Court consideration of a case of white firefighters who claim reverse

discrimination (see “High court backs firefighters in reverse discrimination suit”, 2009).

It is clear from the present study that there are expectations regarding general restorative

justice, people vary in their support of affirmative action policy, and for some groups.

social guidance plays an important role in justice expectations. While I did not examine

litigation intention in this study as those who are prospective applications are likely not

yet deep enough into the selection process to have had experiences that prompt litigation

intention, future research that explores general restorative justice, support for affirmative

action, and social guidance, and their links to litigation intention among those who have

been through the selection process may be informative regarding individual differences

and commitment to legal claiming under preferential selection.

Causality

There is an underlying implication of causality in the overall model as presented.

However, the study as conducted does not allow conclusions regarding causality. Such

directional links would need to be demonstrated in further studies. I do plan to conduct a

follow-up study with these same respondents after a year, allowing a temporal delay

before their reactions are measured again. This will limit attenuation in the relationship

between predictors and outcomes that might be a consequence of common method

variance, and will lend support to causal inferences. Furthermore, this would allow the
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capture of data on additional variables that may be relevant. For example. Kanfer.

Wanberg, and Kantrowitz (2001) demonstrated the importance of personality traits such

as extraversion and conscientiousness in predicting job search behaviors. The present

study does not capture these traits. The Time 2 data collection is beyond the scope of this

dissertation — it is a follow-up study. I anticipate that most of the participants will be

faced with decisions regarding their applications during this period, allowing me to better

examine the effect of the salient direct experiences (getting a job/getting rejected for a

job, going through the interview process, etc.). This will allow measurement of whether

and how expectations change over time, and will also support the capture of additional

information such as potential legal claiming. As noted by Chan and Schmitt (2004).

change in applicant reactions over time is one of the most important but neglected areas

of research into applicant reactions. My interest would be in intra-individual consistency,

change after multiple events, and outcomes that relate to these trajectories. This

dissertation study sets the groundwork for that longer-term study.
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Conclusion

Although Kravitz (2008) notes that most of the problems associated with

affirmative action are with preferential selection, and that preferential selection should be

eliminated, he does not acknowledge that there are many contexts where preferential

selection is highly unlikely to end soon. It remains one of the few options available to

dramatically change the demographics of the workplace in contexts such as South Africa

where the playing field is far from level and dramatic change is needed. Considering that

preferential selection remains a strategy that will very likely be used in such contexts. this

study makes several theoretical and practical contributions.

Figure 1 provided a general organizing heuristic for this study, where I proposed

that there are both group-level and individual-level antecedents ofjustice expectations.

and that these expectations are directly related to outcomes. At an individual level I

focused on four groupings of direct antecedents ofj ustice expectations. These are

individual differences (race centrality and African centrality), existing beliefs and values

(support for affirmative action and preference for merit principle), remote direct

experiences (educational integration), and indirect experiences (social guidance regarding

unfairness). Although not all anticipated, there were interesting results for individual

differences that should drive future research. African centrality proved to play an

important role in this context, with group differences in African centrality —justice

expectation slopes for procedural, distributive, procedural restorative — blacks.

distributive restorative — blacks, procedural restorative - women and distributive

restorative — women expectations. Of the existing beliefs and values. individual support

for affirmative action was related to general restorative justice expectations and a
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preference for merit principle was related to procedural justice expectations. While both

constructs are useful in this model, a more reliable measure of preference for merit

principle should be used in future research. Remote direct experiences (educational

integration) did not play a meaningful role, and I would drop this facet of the model from

future framing. The indirect experience of social guidance regarding unfairness played a

meaningful role in procedural and distributive justice expectations, and there were group

differences in this slope. Social guidance appeared to be very important in explaining

variance in justice expectations, and should receive greater attention in future research.

At a group level I proposed examining group belief in white guilt as a contributor

to group culture of support for affirmative action. This link was demonstrated. Future

research with regard to white guilt might explore the within-group variability that was

evidenced even though there were differences in mean levels across groups. I posited that

group-level and individual-level predictors would contribute to variance in justice

expectations on three justice dimensions (procedural, distributive, and restorative). Group

support for affirmative action and group expectations regarding restorative justice were

presented as having a cross-level effect on individual justice expectations. This was

demonstrated to be true for climate of support for affirmative action on procedural justice

expectations and general restorative justice expectations. However, group shared

expectations of general restorative justice did not affect individual justice expectations as

anticipated. There were mean group differences in individual justice expectations on

several dimensions: procedural, distributive restorative — blacks and procedural

restorative — women. There were also group differences in slope between certain justice

expectation dimensions: general restorative justice and procedural justice, and general
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restorative justice and distributive justice. The justice expectations were presented as

being linked to important outcomes in this context (withdrawal intention, emigration

intention, entrepreneurial intention, and education intention). The only meaningful

anticipated links were the effect of procedural justice — women on withdrawal intention

and general restorative justice expectation on emigration intention. However, there were

group differences in levels of withdrawal, emigration and education intention, and that

may be a practical focal point for future research. Direct links between normative factors

such as group culture of support for affirmative action and social guidance regarding

unfairness may be more appropriate than the fully mediated model that was proposed

here. Also, this model did not include direct experiences such as being rejected. as most

of the participants had not yet begun the application process. Future research should

expand the individual antecedents to include direct experiences such as rejection.

In summary, this study makes some important theoretical contributions. First, I

have proposed an expansion of the current four—factor frame of organizational justice

(Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001), to include a fifth

organizational justice factor; restorative justice that takes into account duality and

simultaneity (Dawes, 1994). Such specification is necessary as the existing four-factor

model is too simplistic for circumstances of strong preferential selection. 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. This study takes us a step closer to recognizing these principles by

validating general restorative justice, and procedural restorative and distributive

restorative justice for two target groups, women and blacks. This paper extends the
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justice literature by capturing the possibility of distributions based on a broad social

redistribution requirement rather than an individual need, and by considering perceptions

regarding the handling of different target groups. This is different from examining 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). In the present study need and merit are not framed as

exclusively alternative choices, as is the case in extant research (e.g.. Murphy-Herman &

Berman, 2002; Pratto, Tatar and Conway-Lanz, 1999).

Responding to Harrison, Kravitz, Mayer, Leslie, and Lev-Arey’s (2006) call for

multi-level research, this study improves our understanding of how group membership.

group cultures, and individual variables shape justice expectations in the context of

strong preferential selection. Constructs at higher levels can exert independent influences

(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000); this is a top-down contextual influence on individuals. In

this case, I have demonstrated value in capturing group belief in white guilt, group

culture of support for affirmative action, and group expectation of restorative justice.

Importantly, I have demonstrated that both in-group members (whites) and out—group

members (non-whites) build different views with regard to white guilt and responsibility.

although there is variability within groups. I have also demonstrated that the group means

for these variables have cross-level effects on individual justice expectations. However.

individual-level factors also contribute to this sense-making (see Bell, Ryan. &

Wiechmann, 2004). In this case I have demonstrated that social influence regarding

unfairness and African centrality play important roles in justice expectations. Thus. both

group-level and individual-level tiles must be part of the mosaic (see Chao & Moon.
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2005). This work contributes to our understanding of specific value dimensions and the

role of culture in justice, responding to Morris and Leung’s (2000) call for improving our

understanding of the effects of specific cultural beliefs on justice perceptions. Also. I

examine links between applicant expectations and outcomes (Anderson, 2004; Bell ct al..

2004) and identify group differences in withdrawal intention patterns, emigration

intention, and entrepreneurial intention.

By understanding differing justice expectations and resultant outcomes across

cultural groups, organizations will be better equipped to manage and to meet the needs of

their current and prospective employees. This may need to,be accomplished through

aiding individuals in setting appropriate expectations and through implementing

organizational processes that facilitate positive reactions. Understanding the effects of

individual factors such as social influence and African centrality as well as group

membership and group means on factors such as belief in white guilt, support for

affirmative action, and restorative justice expectations may be a starting point for

organizations and communities to consider ways in which they can help to build positive

expectations among men and women of all races who are prospective job applicants.

Hopefully this will result in applicants who are satisfied in=the hiring process experience.

In the long term, this may improve organizational commitment of current employees.

attraction of prospective employees, positive perceptions within the community. and

skills retention in the country.
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Study of the Attitudes and Experiences of

Potential Job Applicants in South Africa

Thank you for participating in this study as a final-year student who will be in the market for

a job in the next year. We will be asking you to respond to a series of questions about your

expectations regarding the selection process that you will be facing. We will also ask about

your background, experiences, and opinions.

 

Please circle the appropriate number to mark your answer, or’fill in the answer where

appropriate.
 

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

disagree disagree agree

nor agree

I 2 3 4 5
 

Thinking about the jobs for which you and your peers will be applying, the following

items refer to company/organisation procedures used to make hiring decisions. To

what extent do you agree:
 

 

 

l. I expect that those procedures 1 2 3 4 5

will be applied consistently across

applicants.

2. I expect that those procedures 1 2 3 4 5

will be free of bias across

applicants.

3. I expect that those procedures 1 2 3 4 5

will be based on accurate

information across applicants.
 

 4. I expect that those procedures 1 2 3 4 5

will uphold ethical and moral

standards.   
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Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

disagree disagree agree

nor agree

I 2 3 4 5

 

Thinking about the jobs for whichyouandyearpeers will be applying, the following

items refer to hiring decisionsaho‘trt44a": it!To;whatextent do you agree:

 

  

5. I expect that the hiring decision I 2 3 4 5

about applicants will reflect the

effort that applicants have put into

their application.

 

(
J
!

6. I expect that the hiring decision 1 2 3 4

about applicants will be appropriate

for the work experience, education,

or skills that applicants have.  
 

7. I expect that the hiring decision I 2 3 4 5

about applicants will reflect the

potential that applicants have to

contribute to the organization.

 

8. I expect that the hiring decision 1 2 3 4 5

about applicants will be justified,

given their performance in the

application process.

 

9. I expect that the hiring decision 1 2 3 4 5

about applicants will reflect their

need for the job.   
Thinking about the jobs for which yOu and your peers will be applying, the following

items refer to company/organisation consideration of job applicants. To what extent do

you agree:
 

10. I expect that special I 2 3 4 5

consideration in hiring will be

provided to those from previously

disadvantaged groups.

 

1]. I expect that preference in 1 2 3 4 5

hiring will be given to women,

blacks, or the disabled.

 

12. I expect that an attempt will be 1 2 3 4 5

made to correct past social

injustices in hiring.

 

13. I expect thatjobs will go to 1 2 3 4 5

people from affirmative action’s

tar et beneficiar rou s.    
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Strongly

disagree

I

Disagree Neither

2

disagree

nor agree

3

Agree Strongly

agree

4 5
 

Thinking about thejobs for which youmdyourpeers twill be applying, the following

. item's referto muslin-80f.applimtsTomemnt do you agree: 

14. I expect that the 1

company/organisation will treat

applicants in a polite manner.

2 3
l

 

15. I expect that the l

company/organisation will treat

applicants with dignity.

 

16. l expect that the l

company/organisation will treat

applicants with respect.

 

17. I expect that the l

company/organisation will refrain

from improper remarks or

comments.

 

18. I expect that the l

company/organisation will be

candid in its communication with

applicants.

 

19. I expect that the l

company/organisation will explain

the procedures thoroughly.
 

20. I expect that the l

company/organisation’s

explanations regarding the

procedure will be reasonable.

 

21. I expect that the l

company/organisation will

communicate details in a timely

manner.
  22. I expect that the l

company/organisation will seem to

tailor its communications to

individual applicants’ needs.   
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Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

disagree disagree agree

nor agree

I 2 3 4 5

 

Thinking about the jobsforwhichyetiandyourpens will be applying, the following

items refer to (rampant/organisation i tiresneed to make hiring decisions about

3959;; When selecting womamowhatexteatdoyoangree

 

 

 

23. I expect that those procedures I 2 3 4 5

will be applied consistently across

women.

24. I expect that those procedures I 2 3 4 5

will be free of bias across women.

 

25. I expect that those procedures I 2 3 4 5

will be based on accurate

information across women.

 

26. I expect that those procedures I 2 3 4 5

for women will uphold ethical and

moral standards.

 

27. I expect that the hiring decision I 2 3 4 5

about women will reflect the effort ’

that they have put into their

application.

 

28. I expect that the hiring decision I 2 3 4 5

about women will be appropriate

for the work experience, education,

or skills that they have.

 

29. I expect that the hiring decision I 2 3 4 5

about women will reflect the

potential that they have to

contribute to the organization.

  30. I expect that the hiring decision I 2 3 4 5

about women will be justified,

given their performance in the

application process.   
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Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

 

disagree disagree agree

nor agree

I 2 3 4 5

Thinking about thejobsfor whichyouandyampeers will be applying, the following

items refer to compauylorg ' ‘ nod to make; hiring decisions about 

m(including black African, coloured, andIndian people). When selecting blacks

to what extent do you agree:
 

 

31. I expect that those procedures I 2 3 4 5

will be applied consistently across

blacks.

32. I expect that those procedures I 2 3 4 5

will be free of bias across blacks.

 

33. I expect that those procedures I 2 3 4 5

will be based on accurate

information across blacks.

 

34. I expect that those procedures I 2 3 4 5

for blacks will uphold ethical and

moral standards.

 

35. I expect that the hiring decision I 2 3 4 5

about blacks will reflect the effort

that they have put into their

application.
 

36. I expect that the hiring decision I 2 - 3 4 5

about blacks will be appropriate for

the work experience, education, or

skills that they have.

 

37. I expect that the hiring decision I 2 3 4 5

about blacks will reflect the

potential that they have to

contribute to the organization.
  38. I expect that the hiring decision I 2 3 4 5

about blacks will be justified, given

their performance in the application

process.   
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Next are some questions about your experience and interests.
 

 

39. How are you currently Full time Part time Not employed

employed? 1 2 3

40. Have you begun looking for a Yes, I have I No, I have not

l0b for after you graduate? begun looking ‘ begun looking

I 2

(If No, SKIP TO QUESTION

45)
 

41. If you have begun looking, how

long have you been looking for a

job?

months

 

42. If you have begun looking, how

many jobs have you applied for in

the past 6 months?

jobs 

 

43. Ifyou have begun looking, how

many times in the past 6 months

have you been turned down by a

company/organisation (e.g., by

letter, e-mail, telephone, or in

person)?

times

 

44. Ifyou have begun looking, how

many times in the past 6 months

have you been offered ajob?

times

 

 

45. What types ofjobs are of

interest to you?

(Please circle all that apply.)

I Consulting

2 Education

3 Government

  

         
4 Industry

5 Non-profit

6 Other:

46. If there are organizations that I

stand out to you as very attractive 2

places to work, please list your top 3

five.

4

5
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Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

disagree disagree agree

nor agree

I 2 3 4 5

Next are some questions regarding your close friends.

47. My close friends have said that l 2 3 4 5

the job application process is fair.

48. My close friends have I 2 3 4 5

suggested that my job applications

will be fairly handled.

49. My close friends have said that l 2 3 4 5

the job application process is unfair. '

50. My close friends have I 2 3 4 5

suggested that my job applications

will be unfairly handled.

Next are some questions regarding your close family members.

51. My close family members have I 2 3 4 5

said that the job application process

is fair.

52. My close family members have I 2 3 4 5

suggested that my job applications

will be fairly handled.

53. My close family members have I 2 3 4 5

said that the job application process

is unfair.

54. My close family members have I 2 3 4 5

suggested that my job applications

will be unfairly handled.   
Next are some questions regarding your co-worlrers in your current or previous jobs.
 

 

  
55. My co-workers have said that l 2 3 4 5

the job application process is fair.

56. My co-workers have suggested I 2 3 4 5

that my job applications will be

fairly handled.

57. My co-workers have said that l 2 3 4 5

 the job application process is unfair.  
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58. My co-workers have suggested I 2 3 4 5

that my job applications will be

unfairly handled.

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

disagree disagree agree

nor agree

I 2 3 4 5

Following are some questions about your feelings, behaviour, and intentions:

59. There is no point in my I 2 ' 3 4 5

applying forjobs.

60. I don’t intend to apply for many I 2 3 4 5

jobs.

61. I have taken steps toward 1 2 3 4 5

applying forjobs.

62. I intend to improve my I 2 3 4 5

education beyond this degree.

63. I frequently discuss getting I 2 3 4 5

fiirther education beyond this

degree with people who are close to

me.

«"4

64. I probably won’t put much I 2 3 4 S

effort into applying forjobs.

65. l have taken steps toward 1 2 3 4 5

studying further beyond this degree.

66. I intend to start my own I 2 3 4 5

business.

67. I frequently discuss starting my I 2 3 4 5

own business with people who are

close to me.

68. l have taken steps to start my I 2 3 4 5

own business.

69. I am very likely to emigrate. l 2 3 4 5

70. I frequently discuss emigration l 2 3 4 5

with people who are close to me.

71. l have taken steps toward 1 2 -. 3 4 5

emigration.   
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72. l have friends who have settled Yes, I have fiiends who No. I do not have

abroad. friends have settled abioad who have

settled abroad

I 2

73. l have family members who Yes, I have family No, I do not have

have settled abroad. family members abroad members

abroad

I 2 
 

 

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

disagree disagree agree

nor agree

I 2 3 4 5

Following are some questions about your feelings, behaviour, and intentions:

74. I am dissatisfied with I 2 3 4 5

conditions within South Africa.

75. I believe that my quality of life I 2 3 4 5

would be better overseas.

76. I am confident I get the success I 2 3 4 5

I deserve in life.

77. Sometimes I feel depressed. I 2 3 4 5

78. When I try, I generally succeed. I 2 3 4 5

79. Sometimes when I fail I feel I 2 3 4 5

worthless.

80. I complete tasks successfully. I 2 3 4 5

81. Sometimes, I do not feel in 1 2 _ 3 4 5

control of my work. '

82. Overall, I am satisfied with l 2 3 4 5

myself.

83. I am filled with doubts about I 2 3 4 5

my competence.

84. I determine what will happen in I 2 3 4 5

my life.

85. I do not feel in control of my I 2 3 4 5

success in my career.

86. I am capable of coping with I 2 3 4 5

most of my problems.   
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87. There are times when things I 2 3 4 5

look pretty bleak and hopeless to

me.
 
 

 

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

 

 
 

 

 

 

disagree disagree agree

nor agree

I 2 3 4 5

Following-are some , .. "I, grout beliefsand values.

88. In organisations, people who do I 2 3 4 5

their job well ought to rise to the

top.

89. It is wrong for an employer to l 2 3 4 5

give a job to someone they know

without first advertising the job to

other candidates.

90. The effort a worker puts into a l 2 3 4 5

job ought to be reflected in the size

of the raise he or she receives.

91. Promotion decisions ought to I 2 3 4 5

take into account the effort workers

put into their job.

 

Followingaresomequestlons regardmgyowMahmud affirmative action.
 

92. I believe that affirmative action I 2 3 4 5

is a good policy.

 

 

93. All in all, I oppose affirmative I 2 3 4 5

action plans in industry.

94. I believe that the goals of I 2 3 4 5

affirmative action are good.

 

95. I believe that affirmative action 1 2 3 4 5

does more harm than good.

  96. I believe that affirmative action I 2 3 4 5

is beneficial to society.   
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Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

disagree disagree agree

nor agree

I 2 -. 3 4 5

 

Fellowing are some questions regarding.fiehemand valuesof peopleMm
. _ I ll ..

 

.WF
you think Indian menhave
 

97. People of my race and gender 1 2 3 4 5

believe that affirmative action is a

good policy.

 

98. All in all, people ofmy race I 2 3 4 5

and gender oppose affirmative

action plans in industry.

 

99. People of my race and gender 1 2 3 4 5

believe that the goals of

affinnative action are good.

 

100. People of my race and , l 2 3 4 5

gender believe that affirmative ‘

action does more harm than good.

 

101. People of my race and I 2 3 4 5

gender believe that affirmative

action is beneficial to society.

 

102. People of my race and l 2 3 4 5

gender believe that whites should

feel guilty that they have enjoyed

benefits and privileges at the

expense of non-whites.

 

103. People of my race and I 2 3 4 5

gender believe that whites are

guilty of having received benefits

and privileges simply because of

their race.

  104. People of my race and l 2 3 4 5

gender believe that whites should

feel guilty about the past behavior

of their race.   
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Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

disagree disagree agree

nor agree

1 2 3 4 5

 

Thinking about the jobs for which you and your peers will be applying, the following

items refer to the beliefs of people ofyour race and gender regarding

company/organisation consideration ofjob applicants. For example, if you are an

Indian man, respond about the expectations that you think Indian men have.

 

105. People of my race and I 2 3 4 5

gender expect that special

consideration in hiring will be

provided to those from previously

disadvantaged groups.

 

106. People of my race and I 2 3 4 5

gender expect that an attempt will

be made to correct past social

injustices in hiring.

 

107. People of my race and 1 2 3 4 5

gender expect that jobs will go to

people from affirmative action’s

target beneficiary groups.
 

108. People of my race and I 2 3 4 5

gender expect that preference in

hiring will be given to women,

blacks, or the disabled.  
 

Following are some demographic and identity questions. Your answers to these

questions are very important as they allow us to look at results across different population

groups.
1

 

 

   

 

109. What year were you born?

110. Gender: Male Female

I 2

III. Race: I Black African 4 White

2 Coloured 5 Other

3 Indian
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112. Home language: I Afrikaans 7 Sesotho

2 English 8 Setswana

3 isiNdebele 9 siSwati

4 isiXhosa IO Tshivenda

5 isiZqu II Xitsonga

6 Sepedi 12 Other

 
 

 

I

  
 

 

 

 

 
 

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

disagree disagree agree

nor agree

I 2 3 4 5

Thinking ofyour race, please complete these questions:

113. Overall, being ofmy race I 2 3 4 5

has very little to do with how I feel

about myself.

114. In general, being of my race I 2 3 4 5

is an important part of my self-

image.

115. I have a strong sense of I 2 3 4 5

belonging to people of my race.

116. Being ofmy race is an I 2 3 4 5

important reflection of who I am.  
 

There are people of all races who view themselves as Afi'ican. Regardless of your race.

please answer the following questions about being African.

 

117. Overall, being African has I 2 3 4 5

very little to do with how I feel

about myself.

 

 

  
118. In general, being African is I 2 3 4 5

an important part ofmy self-image.

1 19. I have a strong sense of I 2 3 4 5

belonging to African people.

120. Being African is an I 2 3 4 5

important reflection of who I am.   
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Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

disagree disagree agree

nor agree

I 2 3 4 5

Next are some questions about crime. '

121. I am worried about I 2 3 4 5

mugging, rape, or physical attack

by a stranger.

122. I am worried about having I 2 3 4 5

my home broken into.

123. I am worried about having I 2 3 4 5

 something of mine stolen.

 

 

1 Next arequesnonsregardingyour backgroundndexperEnees.
 

124. What was the racial

composition of your class in your

final year of high school?

(Please indicate the percentage accounted for by

each race.)

Black African

Coloured

Indian

White

Other +
+
+
+

11TOTAL

%

%

%

o/O

%

I ()0 %

 

125. What was the gender

composition of your class in your

final year of high school?

1 Single sex (girls or boys only)

2 Co-educational (both girls and boys)

 

 126. Do you fall into any of the

groups that are designated to benefit

from affirmative action?  
(Please mark all that apply to you.)

1 Black (includes black African. coloured. Indian)

2 Female

3 Disabled   
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127. What is you major field of

study?

1 Science, engineering & technology (engineering.

health science, life sciences, physical sciences,

computer sciences and mathematical sciences)

2 Business & management (accounting.

management, and all other business-related majors.

such as marketing)

3 Education

4 Humanities (languages and literary studies. fine

arts, music and the social sciences)

q

 

128. If you do not intend to

apply for jobs, please note the most

important reasons behind this

intention.

 

 

 

 

 

129. If you intend to emigrate,

please note the most important

reasons behind this intention.

 

 

 

 

 

130. If you intend to start your

own business, please note the most

important reasons behind this

intention.

 

 

 

 

 

 
131. If you plan to study further

beyond the present degree, please

note the most important reasons

behind this intention.  
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If you have any comments that you would like to make regarding your expectations or

experience as ajob applicant in South Africa, please do so in the space provided.
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This is the end of this survey. Your answers are very important to us.

Thank you for participating in this study.
 

 Please remain in your seat until the proctor calls you to hand in your

survey.

The proctor will provide you with a R100 Woolworths gift certificate in

exchange for your completed survey.   
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APPENDIX B

Sample Advertisement

 

 

MICHIGAN STATE‘

U N I V E R SIT Y

 

Are you a final-year undergraduate student?

Will you be in the market for a job in the next year?

We invite you to participate in an important research study on the attitudes and

experiences of potential job applicants in South Africa today.

As a study participant you will complete a paper-based survey regarding your

attitudes and experiences. The survey should take about 30-45 minutes to

complete. As a token of appreciation for your completing the survey we will give

you a Woolworths gift certificate worth R100.

Surveys will be administered on UCT campus on

Thursday, March 26,

Monday, March 30, and

Tuesday, March 31,

between 2:00 and 3:45 PM.

To apply to take part in the survey, and sign up for a session, please visit

www.understandingwork.com

We hope to hear from men and women of all races. We will accept the first 200

participants who meet our sample needs. To be eligible to participate, you must be

a final-year student at University of Cape Town, and be in the market for a job in the

next year.

Further information regarding this study can be found at

www.understandingwork.com or by calling Lauren Ramsay at 076 716 0400.

The major purpose of this project is to begin to investigate how individuals of

different backgrounds perceive the hiring process, and how those backgrounds and

that process might affect their attitudes, behavior or well-being. We will be asking

participants to respond to a series of questions about their background and

experiences and their observations and opinions about hiring processes in South

Africa.

Investigators: Neal Schmitt and Lauren Ramsay

Department of Psychology

Michigan State University

East Lansing, MI 48824

USA
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Research Participant Information and Consent Form

STUDY OF THE ATTITUDES AND EXPERIENCES OF

POTENTIAL JOB APPLICANTS IN SOUTH AFRICA

You are being asked to participate in a research project. Researchers are required to

provide a consent form to inform you about the study, to convey that participation is

voluntary, to explain risks and benefits of participation, and to empower you to make an

informed decision. You should feel free to ask the researchers any questions you may

have.

PURPOSE OF RESEARCH

You are being asked to participate in a research study of the attitudes and experiences of

potential job applicants in South Africa today. The major purpose of this project is to

begin to investigate how individuals of different backgrounds perceive the hiring process.

and how differences between people and groups, and expectations about the job

application process, might affect individual attitudes, behavior or well-being.

0 In the entire study, 400 people from two universities are being asked to

participate.

° You have been selected as a possible participant in this study because you

indicated via our web-based sign up that you would like to take part. you are a

final-year student, and you will potentially be in the market for ajob in the next

year. .

° Your participation in this study will take about 30-45 minutes.

° If you are under 18, you cannot be in this study.

WHAT YOU WILL DO

In this project we will ask you to respond to a series of survey questions in a paper

booklet. These questions are about your background and experiences and your

observations and opinions about hiring processes in South Africa.

0 Participation in this study is voluntary and you are free to refuse to participate in

this project or any part of the project. You may refuse to answer some of the

questions and may discontinue your participation at any time.

' A summary of the study findings will be posted at www.understandingwork.com

at the conclusion of this study. If you would like to receive the results of this

study via e-mail, please provide your e-mail address in the space provided at the

end of this form.
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POTENTIAL BENEFITS

You will not directly benefit from your participation in this study. However, your

participation in this study may contribute to the understanding of the attitudes and

experience of potential job applicants in South Africa.

POTENTIAL RISKS

The potential risks of participating in this study are some possible discomfort associated

with potentially sensitive questions about race and gender.

PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY

Information about you will be kept confidential to the maximum extent allowable by law.

Only the project team, and the Institutional Review Board if necessary, will have access

to the survey responses.

' You will be assigned a unique identification number and the data file containing

survey responses will not identify your name. The key linking names and

identification numbers will be stored separately under lock and key. All electronic

data will be stored securely on a password-protected computer. Data will be

stored for five years.

' The results of this study may be published or presented at professional meetings.

but the identities of all research participants will remain anonymous. All results of

this study will be reported at a group level or anonymously so that no one will be

able to identify a particular person.

' One year after the completion of this study you will be contacted via e-mail and

invited to participate in a follow-up survey. The follow-up survey will cover

similar questions, and your responses for the follow-up studies would be linked to

your responses to this current study using your unique identification number so

that we can see how your attitudes have changed over time. You would be

compensated separately for taking part in that and any other follow-up studies

related to this project. Your participation is voluntary.

YOUR RIGHTS TO PARTICIPATE, SAY NO, OR WITHDRAW

Participation in this research project is completely voluntary. You may change your mind

at any time and withdraw. You may choose not to answer specific questions or to stop

participating at any time.

COSTS AND COMPENSATION FOR BEING IN THE STUDY

You will receive compensation of a R100 gift certificate for submitting the completed

survey. That is, if you skip a few questions, but have in essence completed the survey,

you will receive a R100 certificate. However, if you complete only about half of the

survey, you will receive only a R50 gifi certificate. There is no compensation provided if
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you choose to withdraw from the survey, or for responding to fewer than about half of the

questions.

CONTACT INFORMATION FOR QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS

If you have concerns or questions about this study, please contact the researchers,

Prof. Neal Schmitt or Ms. Lauren Ramsay

Department of Psychology, Michigan State University, 2628 Psychology Building.

East Lansing, Michigan 48824, USA

E-mail: schmitt@msu.edu.

Phone in the US: +1 517-355-9563. Phone in South Africa: 076-716-0400.

If you have any questions or concerns about your role and rights as a research participant,

or would like to register a complaint about this study, you may contact, anonymously if

you wish, the Director of MSU’s Human Research Protection Program, at 517-355-2180.

Fax 517-432-4503, or e-mail irb@msu.edu or regular mail at 202 Olds Hall, MSU, East

Lansing, MI 48824, USA.

DOCUMENTATION OF INFORMED CONSENT

Your signature below means that you voluntarily agree to participate in this research

study.

 

 

Signature Date

Would you like to receive a summary of study results via e-mail?

Cl Yes Cl No

If yes, please provide your e-mail address:

 

May we contact you via e-mail in the future to invite you to take part in follow-up

studies?

[3 Yes Cl No

If yes, please provide your e-mail address:

 

You will be given a copy of this form to keep.

270

 



APPENDIX D

Correlation Matrices and Descriptive Statistics for Items

Used in Confirmatory Factor Analyses
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis —— Validation ofGeneral Restorative Justice

Descriptive Statisticsfor Items 1 to 8 and 10 - 22
 

 

 

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V1 3.59 1.21

V2 3.33 1.38

V3 3.88 1.05

V4 3.78 1.16

V5 3.58 1.1]

V6 3.89 1.03

V7 3.91 0.99

V8 3.70 1.01

V10 3.69 1.24

V11 3.51 1.32

V12 3.78 1.16

V13 3.46 1.28

V14 4.15 0.79

V15 4.19 0.75

V16 4.18 0.78

V17 4.02 0.95

V18 3.81 0.93

V19 4.02 0.97

V20 3.96 0.84

V21 3.86 1.00

V22 3.17 1.14

Note. N = 327.
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis — Validation ofProcedural Restorative and Distributive

Justicefor Women and Blacks

Descriptive Statisticsfor Items 1 to 8 and 23 -

 

 

 

38

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V1 3.59 1.21

V2 3.33 1.38

V3 3.88 1.05

V4 3.78 1.16

V5 3.58 1.11

V6 3.89 1.03

V7 3.91 0.99

V8 3.70 1.01

V23 3.65 1.10

V24 3.53 1.23

V25 3.90 0.97

V26 3.87 1.03

V27 3.70 1.08

V28 3.93 1.03

V29 3.98 1.00

V30 3.82 1.01

V31 3.62 1.23

V32 3.53 1.29

V33 3.73 1.10

V34 3.75 1.14

V35 3.57 1.24

V36 3.66 1.27

V37 3.79 1.19

V38 3.64 1.14

Note. N = 327.
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis — Invariance Across Gender

 

 

 

Women:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Justice Items

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V1 3.62 1.28

V2 3.34 1.42

V3 3.96 1.07

V4 3.95 1.14

V5 3.64 1.15

V6 3.83 1.08

V7 3.96 1.00

V8 3.62 1.06

V10 3.56 1.27

V11 3.43 1.34

V12 3.73 1.22

V13 3.40 1.30

V23 3.70 1.15

V24 3.59 1.23

V25 4.01 0.93

V26 3.94 1.09

V27 3.75 1.12

V28 3.94 1.07

V29 3.96 1.06

V30 3.83 1.06

V31 3.56 1.26

V32 3.44 1.29

V33 3.72 1.11

V34 3.75 1.19

V35 3.51 1.28

V36 3.55 1.30

V37 3.70 1.23

V38 3.51 1.20

Note. N: 162
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Men:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Justice Items
 

 

 

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V] 3.56 1.14

V2 3.33 1.33

V3 3.81 1.04

V4 3.62 1.16

V5 3.53 1.07

V6 3.95 0.97

V7 3.86 0.98

V8 3.78 0.95

V10 3.81 1.20

V11 3.59 1.29

V12 3.82 1.11

V13 3.52 1.27

V23 3.59 1.06

V24 3.48 1.22

V25 3.78 1.01

V26 3.81 0.98

V27 3.66 1.04

V28 3.92 1.00

V29 3.99 0.94

V30 3.81 0.96

V31 3.68 1.19

V32 3.62 1.29

V33 3.75 1.10

V34 3.75 1.10

V35 3.64 1.20

V36 3.76 1.24

V37 3.87 1.16

V38 3.76 1.06

Note. N = 165
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Women:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Race Centrality Items
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V1 13 2.37 1.22

V114 3.34 1.25

V115 3.41 1.17

V116 3.35 1.19

Note. N: 162.

Women:

Correlationsfor Race Centrality Items

V113 V114 V115 V116

V113 1.00

V114 0.33 1.00

V115 0.13 0.62 1.00

V116 0.30 0.66 0.74 1.00

Note. N= 162.

Men:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Race Centralfl» Items

Mean Std. Deviation

V113 2.45 1.29

V114 3.36 1.25

V115 3.71 1.12

V116 3.50 1.30

Note. N= 165.

Men:

CorrelationsLor Race Centrality Items

V113 V114 V115 V116

V113 1.00

V114 0.24 1.00

V115 0.11 0.53 1.00

V116 0.26 0.61 0.68 1.00

Note. N = 165.
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Women:

Descriptive Statisticsfor African Centrality Items
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V117 3.09 1.18

V118 3.46 1.09

V119 3.54 1.10

V120 3.56 1.08

Note. N= 162.

Women:

Correlationsfor Afiican Centrality Items

V117 V118 V119 V120

V117 1.00

V118 0.35 1.00

V119 0.20 0.72 1.00

V120 0.23 0.75 0.76 1.00

Note. N = 162.

Men:

Descriptive Statisticsfor African Centrality Items

Mean Std. Deviation

V117 3.08 1.29

V118 3.73 1.12

V119 3.76 1.12

V120 3.72 1.17

Note. N = 165.

Men:

Correlationsfor Afiican Centrality Items

V117 V118 V119 V120

V117 1.00

V1.18 0.33 1.00 \

V119 0.21 0.73 1.00

V 120 0.30 0.86 0.78 1.00

Note. N= I65.
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Women:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Aflirmative Action Items
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V92 2.98 1.19

V93 3.11 1.20

V94 3.54 1.03

V95 2.72 1.15

V96 3.04 1.10

Note. N -——- I 62.

Women:

Correlationsfor Aflirmative Action Items

V92 V93 V94 V95 V96

V92 1.00

V93 0.64 1.00

V94 0.64 0.51 1.00

V95 0.72 0.68 0.49 1.00

V96 0.79 0.65 0.51 0.70 1.00

Note. N = 162.

Men:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Affirmative Action Items

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V92 3.12 1.23

V93 3.18 1.25

V94 3.77 1.07

V95 2.83 1.22

V96 3.02 1.17

Note. N = 165.

Men:

Correlationsfor Aflirmative Action Items

V92 V93 V94 V95 V96

V92 1.00

V93 0.58 1.00

V94 0.56 0.34 1.00

V95 0.56 0.53 0.34 1.00

V96 0.70 0.49 0.49 0.65 l .00

Note. N = 165.
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Women:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Merit Items
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V88 4.46 0.75

V89 4.28 0.98

V90 4.17 0.93

V91 4.53 0.63

Note. N = 162.

Women:

Correlationsfor Merit Items

V88 V89 V90 V91

V88 1.00

V89 0.03 1.00

V90 0.24 0.15 1.00

V91 0.21 0.13 0.38 1.00

Note. N = 162.

Men:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Merit Items

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V88 4.37 0.83

V89 4.05 1.13

V90 4.21 0.92

V91 4.43 0.74

Note. N = 165.

Men:

Correlationsfor Merit Items

V88 V89 V90 V91

V88 1.00

V89 0.16 1.00

V90 0.31 0.28 1.00

V91 0.41 0.16 0.52 1.00

Note. N: 165.
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Women:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Social Guidance Items
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V49 3.55 1.00

V50 3.12 1.01

V53 3.42 1.03

V54 3.17 1.04

V57 3.23 0.89

V58 3.01 0.85

Note.N=151.

Women:

Correlationsfor Social Guidance Items

V49 V50 V53 V54 V57 V58

V49 1.00

V50 0.64 1.00

V53 0.34 0.33 1.00

V54 0.40 0.50 0.69 1.00

V57 0.42 0.43 0.31 0.35 1.00

V58 0.30 0.50 0.29 0.42 0.60 1.00

Note. N = 151.

Men:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Social Guidance Items

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V49 3.38 1.08

V50 3.21 0.99

V53 3.22 1.15

V54 3.07 1.10

V57 3.25 1.02

V58 3.14 0.98

Note. N= 148.

Men:

Correlationsfor Social Guidance Items

V49 V50 V53 V54 V57 V58

V49 1.00

V50 0.79 1.00

V53 0.60 0.48 1.00

V54 0.56 0.57 0.80 1.00

V57 0.45 0.43 0.45 0.44 1.00

V58 0.44 0.48 0.43 0.51 0.82 1.00

Note. N = 148.
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Women:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Group Aflirmative Action

and Group Guilt Items
 

 

 

 

 

 

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V97 3.04 1.398

V98 3.09 1.302

V99 3.34 1.227

V100 2.92 1.266

V101 3.04 1.213

V102 2.66 1.379

V103 3.07 1.354

V104 2.88 1.313

Note. N: 162.

Women:

Correlationsfor Group Affirmative Action and Group Guilt Items __

V97 V98 V99 V100 V101 V102 V103 V104

V97 1.00

V98 0.65 1.00

V99 0.72 0.64 1.00

V100 0.69 0.69 0.62 1.00

V101 0.71 0.60 0.75 0.72 1.00

V102 0.45 0.41 0.33 0.40 0.35 1.00

v103 0.44 0.39 0.34 0.37 0.35 ‘ 0.69 1.00

V104 0.33 0.33 0.20 0.27 0.27 0.62 0.60 1.00

Note. N = 162.

Men:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Group Aflirmative Action

and Group Guilt Items
 

 

 

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V97 2.81 1.281

V98 3.01 1.176

V99 3.29 1.158

V100 2.85 1.218

V101 2.95 1.183

V102 2.88 1.504

V103 2.99 1.366

V104 2.99 1.304

Note. N = 165.
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Men:

Correlationsfor Group Aflirmative Action and Group Guilt Items
 

V97 V98 V99 V100 V101 * V102 V103 V104
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

V97 1.00

V98 0.55 1.00

V99 0.63 0.42 1.00

V100 0.69 0.70 0.65 1.00

V 101 0.73 0.55 0.65 0.78 1.00

V102 0.27 0.16 0.22 0.28 0.32 1.00

V103 0.27 0.14 0.21 0.19 0.26 0.63 1.00

V104 0.22 0.19 0.15 0.25 0.21 0.53 0.41 1.00

Note. N = 165.

Women:

Descriptive Statisticsfor General Restorative Justice

Items

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V105 3.64 1.06

V106 3.79 0.86 .

V107 3.71 0.96

V108 3.75 1.09

Note. N = 162.

Women:

Correlationsfor General Restorative Justice Items

V105 V106 V107 V108

V105 1.00

V 106 0.54 1.00

V107 0.48 0.26 1.00

V108 0.49 0.28 0.66 1.00

Note. N = 162.

Men:

Descriptive Statisticsfor General Restorative Justice

Items

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V105 3.73 0.98

V106 3.70 0.95

V107 3.79 0.96

V108 3.79 1.09

Note. N = 165.
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Men:

Correlationsfor General Restorative Justice Items
 

 

 

 

 

 

V105 V106 V107 V108

V105 1.00

V106 0.50 1.00

V107 0.46 0.41 1.00

V108 0.47 0.35 0.71 1.00

Note. N: 165.

Women:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Intentions Items

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V59 1.42 0.72 '

V60 1.54 0.91 '

V61 2.48 1.07

V62 4.38 0.85

V63 4.33 0.89

V64 1.56 0.91

V65 3.51 1.19

V66 3.24 1.21

V67 2.95 1.28

V68 2.31 1.09

V69 3.35 1.34

V70 3.41 1.34

V71 2.34 1.15

Note. N = 162.
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Men:

Descriptive Statisticsjbr Intentions Items
 

 

 

Item Mean Std. Deviation

V59 1.48 0.85

V60 1.75 1.01

V61 2.39 1.03

V62 4.33 0.87

V63 4.26 0.93

V64 1.86 1.06

V65 3.50 1.19

V66 3.56 1.28

V67 3.38 1.33

V68 2.62 1.27

V69 3.15 1.30

V70 3.37 1.31

V71 2.35 1.16

Note. N: 165.
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis — Invariance Across Gender

Black African, Coloured and Indian:

Descriptive Statisticflor Justice Items
 

 

Black African Indian ‘White

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

VI 3.82 1.09 3.72 1.13 3.18 1.30

V2 3.67 1.25 3.51 1.30 2.73 1.36

V3 4.01 1.09 3.87 1.06 3.66 1.08

V4 4.07 1.07 3.75 1.19 3.41 1.19

V5 3.67 1.13 3.67 1.20 3.40 1.09

V6 3.92 0.98 4.00 1.00 3.71 1.15

V7 3.94 0.91 3.91 1.04 3.79 1.12

V8 3.74 0.99 3.81 0.98 3.54 1.11

V10 3.58 1.22 3.62 1.15 4.01 1.21

V11 3.50 1.26 3.51 1.21 3.71 1.37

V12 3.83 1.11 3.67 1.12 3.86 1.17

V13 3.27 1.11 3.41 1.32 3.81 1.28

V23 3.69 1.00 3.89 1.06 3.38 1.16

V24 3.61 1.15 3.78 1.16 3.18 1.28

V25 3.93 0.94 3.92 0.98 3.75 1.02

V26 3.95 0.96 4.01 1.01 3.61 1.10

V27 3.82 1.13 3.76 1.03 3.51 1.08

V28 3.97 1.00 4.06 0.93 3.73 1.12

V29 4.06 0.93 4.10 0.93 3.81 1.10

V30 3.90 0.99 3.95 1.02 3.60 1.05

V31 3.57 1.17 3.66 1.28 3.58 1.22

V32 3.64 1.19 3.58 1.32 3.34 1.32

V33 3.87 0.97 3.85 1.09 3.37 1.21

V34 3.95 0.94 3.75 1.22 3.40 1.29

V35 3.95 1.06 3.53 1.30 3.26 1.31

V36 3.96 1.00 3.71 1.33 3.31 1.36

V37 4.12 0.96 3.70 1.31 3.46 1.26

V38 3.84 0.98 3.75 1.27 3.30 1.18
 

Note. Black African N = 102, Indian N = 79, White N = 99.
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Black African, Coloured and Indian:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Race Centraligy Items
 

 

 

Black African Indian White

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

V113 2.30 1.33 2.57 1.28 2.33 1.13

V114 3.86 1.21 3.51 1.19 2.76 1.09

V115 4.11 1.02 3.73 1.07 2.97 1.05

V116 3.95 1.13 3.72 1.13 2.76 1.10
 

Note. Black African N = 102, Indian N = 79, White N = 99.

Black African:

Correlationsfor Race Centrality Items
 

V113 V114 V115 V116
 

 

V113 1.00

V114 0.24 1.00

V115 -0.01 0.64 1.00

V116 0.06 0.70 0.81 1.00

Note. N= 102

Indian:

Correlationsfor Race Centrality Items
 

V113 V114 V115 V116
 

 

V113 1.00

V114 0.23 1.00

V115 0.32 0.54 1.00

V116 0.43 0.52 0.72 1.00

Note. N = 79.

White:

Correlationsfor Race Centrality Items
 

V113 V114 V115 V116
 

 

V113 1.00

V114 0.40 1.00

V115 0.04 0.26 1.00

V116 0.36 0.57 0.52 1.00

Note. N = 99.
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Black African, Coloured and Indian:

Descriptive Statisticsjar Afiican Centrality Items
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Black African Indian White

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

V117 2.93 1.34 2.99 1.14 3.42 1.20

V118 3.97 1.09 3.48 1.07 3.66 1.03

V119 4.17 0.90 3.51 1.06 3.51 1.13

v120 4.06 1.06 3.48 1.08 3.63 1.08

Note. Black African N = 102, Indian N = 79, White N = 99.

Black African:

Correlationsfor African Centrality Items

V117 V118 V119 V120

V117 1.00

V118 0.16 1.00

V119 0.09 0.68 1.00

V120 0.07 0.75 0.69 1.00

Note. N: 102

Indian:

Correlationsfor Afiican Centrality Items

V117 V118 V119 V120

V117 1.00

V118 0.29 1.00

V119 0.11 0.75 1.00

V120 0.11 0.87 0.84 1.00

Note. N = 79.

White:

Correlationsfor African Centralij/ Items

V117 V118 V119 V120

V117 1.00

V118 0.53 1.00

V119 0.38 0.73 1.00

V120 0.43 0.80 0.81 1.00

Note. N = 99.
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Black African, Coloured and Indian:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Aflirmative Action Items

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Black African Indian ‘White

Item Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

V92 3.74 1.04 2.97 1.13 2.49 1.16

V93 3.71 1.09 2.91 1.16 2.83 1.28

V94 3.96 0.96 3.52 1.02 3.52 1.14

V95 3.46 1.09 2.63 1.13 2.26 1.05

V96 3.66 0.97 2.95 1.17 2.49 1.00

Note. Black African N: 102, Indian N = 79, White N = 99.

Black African:

Correlationsfor Affirmative Action Items

V92 V93 V94 V95 V96

V92 1.00

V93 0.40 1.00

V94 0.66 0.28 1.00

V95 0.53 0.64 0.42 1.00

V96 0.71 0.52 0.54 0.52 1.00

Note. N = 102.

Indian:

Correlationsfor Aflirmative Action Items

V92 V93 V94 V95 V96

V92 1.00

V93 0.55 1.00

V94 0.45 0.33 1.00

V95 0.35 0.37 0.13 1.00

V96 0.61 0.37 0.30 0.54 1.00

Note. N = 79.

White:

Correlationsfor Afi‘irmative Action Items

V92 V93 V94 V95 V96

V92 1.00

V93 0.67 1.00

V94 0.60 0.49 1.00

V95 0.69 0.63 0.44 1.00

V96 0.71 0.59 0.52 0.69 1.00

Note. N = 99.
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Black African, Coloured and Indian:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Merit Items
 

 

 

Black African Indian White

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

V88 4.40 0.81 4.52 0.68 4.43 0.73

V89 4.40 0.94 4.22 1.03 3.97 1.13

V90 4.14 0.96 4.34 0.73 4.17 0.97

V91 4.51 0.73 4.57 0.57 4.43 0.67
 

Note. Black African N = 102, Indian N = 79, White N = 99.

Black African:

Correlationsfor Merit Items
 

V88 V89 V90 V91
 

 

V88 1.00

V89 0.15 1.00

V90 0.17 0.06 1.00

V91 0.29 0.19 0.28 1.00

Note. N: 102.

Indian:

Correlationsfor Merit Items
 

V88 V89 V90 V91
 

 

V88 1.00

V89 0.04 1.00

V90 0.23 0.36 1.00

V91 0.32 0.12 0.48 1.00

Note. N = 79.

White:

Correlationsfor Merit Items
 

V88 V89 V90 V91
 

 

V88 1.00

V89 0.13 1.00

V90 0.34 0.27 1.00

V91 0.36 0.06 0.48 1.00

Note. N = 99.
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Black African, Coloured and Indian:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Social Guidance Items
 

 

 

Black African Indian White

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

V49 3.36 1.15 3.44 1.02 3.65 0.93

V50 3.08 1.12 3.08 0.94 3.39 0.91

V53 3.13 1.11 3.25 1.08 3.56 1.10

V54 2.84 1.12 3.27 1.00 3.35 1.07

V57 3.17 1.05 3.28 0.91 3.33 0.89

V58 2.88 1.02 3.23 0.90 3.20 0.82
 

Note. Black African N = 89, Indian N = 71, White N = 95.

Black African:

Correlationsfor Social Guidance Items
 

V49 V50 V53 V54 V57 V58
 

 

V49 1.00

V50 0.70 1.00

V53 0.42 0.42 1.00

V54 0.44 0.56 0.82 1.00

V57 0.49 0.41 0.66 0.55 1.00

V58 0.38 0.51 0.55 0.64 0.66 1.00

Note. N = 89. ’

Indian:

Correlationsfor Social Guidance Items
 

V49 V50 V53 V54 V57 V58
 

V49 1.00

V50 0.76 1.00

V53 0.56 0.43 1.00

V54 0.58 0.46 0.61 1.00

V57 0.60 0.62 0.45 0.48 1.00

V58 0.40 0.49 0.29 0.33 0.81 1.00
 

Note. N= 71.
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White:

Correlationsfor Social Guidance Items
 

V49 V50 V53 V54 V57 V58
 

 

V49 1.00

V50 0.69 1.00

V53 0.47 0.40 1.00

V54 0.49 0.60 0.76 1.00

V57 0.19 0.26 0.08 0.26 1.00

V58 0.26 0.38 0.22 0.33 0.74 1.00

Note. N = 95.

Black African, Coloured and Indian:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Group Affirmative Action and Group

Restorative Justice Items
 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Black African Indian White

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

V97 4.18 0.80 2.77 1.13 1.81 0.84

V98 3.90 1.01 2.96 1.09 2.21 1.05

V99 4.13 0.94 3.03 1.05 2.75 1.15

V100 3.97 0.94 2.65 1.08 2.02 0.86

V101 3.95 0.92 2.81 1.11 2.18 0.89

V102 3.43 1.36 2.87 1.29 1.99 1.34

V103 3.63 1.27 3.16 1.31 2.28 1.13

V104 3.56 1.19 3.09 1.23 2.24 1.12

Note. Black African N = 102, Indian N = 79, White N = 99.

Black African:

Correlationsfor Group Aflirmative Action and Group Restorative Justice Items

V97 V98 V99 V100 V101 V102 V103 V104

V97 1.00

V98 0.46 1.00

V99 0.72 0.53 1.00

V100 0.38 0.68 0.45 1.00

V101 0.55 0.50 0.57 0.49 1.00

V102 -0. 12 0.01 -0.02 —0.01 -0.05 1.00

V103 0.11 0.09 0.20 0.10 0.15 0.49 1.00

V104 -0.15 -0.01 -0.11 -0.04 -0.05 0.63 0.44 1.00

Note. N = 102.
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Indian:

Correlationsfor Group Aflirmative Action and Group Restorative Justice Items

V97 V98 V99 V100 V101 V102 V103 V104

 

V97 1.00

V98 0.25 1.00

V99 0.62 0.25 1.00

V100 0.32 0.43 0.46 1.00

V101 0.47 0.14 0.54 0.57 1.00

V102 0.13 -0.08 0.13 0.00 0.11 1.00

V 103 0.06 -0.16 -0.01 -0.21 -0.01 0.69 1.00

V104 -0.06 -0.08 0.00 -0.16 -0.07 0.66 0.48 1.00

Note. N = 79.

White:

Correlationsfor Group Affirmative Action and Group Restorative Justice Items

V97 V98 V99 V100 V101 V102 V103 V 104

 

V97 1.00

V98 0.37 1.00

V99 0.33 0.32 1.00

V100 0.52 0.48 0.54 1.00

V101 0.51 0.43 0.61 0.68 1.00

V102 0.23 0.13 0.21 0.30 0.27 1.00

V103 0.23 0.17 0.18 0.31 0.18 0.59 1.00

V104 0.15 0.17 0.10 0.25 0.11 0.24 0.32 1.00

Note. N = 99.

Black African, Coloured and Indian:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Group Restorative Justice Items

 

 

Black African Indian White

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

V105 3.81 0.96 3.49 0.83 3.76 1.17

V106 4.08 0.84 3.44 0.90 3.71 0.88

V107 3.70 0.93 3.53 0.96 4.07 0.97

V108 3.79 1.06 3.56 1.11 3.94 1.14
 

Note. Black African N = 102, Indian N = 79, White N = 99.
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Black African:

Correlationsfor Group Restorative Justice Items
 

V105 V106 V107 V108
 

 

V105 1.00

V106 0.69 1.00

V107 0.47 0.45 1.00

V108 0.60 0.52 0.68 1.00

Note. N= 102.

Indian:

Correlationsfor Group Restorative Justice Items
 

V105 V106 V107 V108
 

 

V105 1.00

V106 0.34 1.00

V107 0.33 0.14 1.00

V108 0.30 -0.02 0.49 1.00

Note. N = 79.

White:

Correlationsfor Group Restorative Justice Items
 

V105 V106 V107 V108
 

 

V105 1.00

V106 0.56 1.00

V107 0.58 0.32 1.00

V108 0.50 0.33 0.84 1.00

Note. N = 99.
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Black African, Coloured and Indian:

Descriptive Statisticsfor Intentions Items
 

 

 

Black African Indian White

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

V59 1.50 0.84 1.43 0.83 1.45 0.72

V60 1.56 0.92 1.61 0.95 1.76 1.02

V61 2.29 1.05 2.38 1.03 2.53 1.01

V62 4.52 0.81 4.38 0.91 4.23 0.82

V63 4.39 0.94 4.29 0.95 4.29 0.75

V64 1.83 1.10 1.76 1.04 1.68 0.95

V65 3.54 1.24 3.57 1.15 3.39 1.19

V66 3.71 1.11 3.46 1.28 3.08 1.32

V67 3.50 1.20 3.39 1.40 2.78 1.31

V68 2.66 1.31 2.57 1.11 2.28 1.14

V69 3.08 1.37 3.46 1.23 3.46 1.30

V70 3.17 1.37 3.57 1.17 3.70 1.26

V71 2.21 1.12 2.51 1.05 2.53 1.26
 

Note. Black African N= 102, Indian N = 79, White N = 99.
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