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Affirmative action programmes have been accused of violating the norms of distributive justice. Clayton and
Tangn (1989) contest these criticisms as ill-founded as firstly, they assume that the principle of equity and the
practise of affirmative action are incompatible and secondly, they presume that equity is the only pertinent
principle of distributive justice. With regard to the first argument, it is claimed that affirmative action policies
violate equity because the irrelevant characteristics of race and gender are factored into the equation of inputs
being transformed into outputs. However, one needs to question whether the characteristics of race and gender
are indeed irrelevant. Clayton and Tangri (1989,p.180) argue that “relevance has been defined for generations
by white males, and merely extending the boundaries to include other groups does not mean that the relevant
inputs will be the same for them". For example, how is one to evaluate the history of accomplishments of an
African American versus a white manager when the former has had to make it through the rapks in an era of
overt racism? Fairness dictates that cognisance must be taken of the fact that individuals bring into the
organisation different amounts of the same things as well as different things, all of which make them valuable
to the organisation. The second argument of Clayton and Tangri (1989) namely that equity is not the only
principle of distributive justice requires determining what equity really means and in evalyating what appears
(0 be the same inputs. Standardised scholastic tests provide a good example, where scores of white students have
a certain amount of predictive value but for students of colour have low validity. Ensuring 2o objective
calibration of outputs to inputs means weighting the equity equation by inciuding factors of race OF gender to
the input side of the model. Non-equity models are more legitimate than equity under circumstances where social
refations and human growth are of primary importance. Under these conditions, the principles of equality and

need become more reievant and necessary than the principle of equity.

Retributive justice can be seen as a form of distributive justice, where punishments rather than rewards are
allocated. The key difference between retributive and distributive justices is that the amount of punishments are
theoretically infinite whilst resources are generally limited.

Inherent in the criticism that affirmative action penalises the innocent rather than the guilty, is the
acknowledgement that there has been discrimination but that the punishment is misdirected to those who have
done nothing to deserve such punishment. This argument is often termed as affirmative action punishing the sODS
for the sins of the father. However, this argument is based on the erroneous assumption that the goal of
affirmative action is retribution. This is not true as affirmative action programmes do not take away from any
individuals money or status they already have. Rather, they adjust what people can expect. Affirmative action
programmes usually have finite resources and thus the gain for men of colour and women can be perccived as
a cost to white males. Glasser (1988) agrees with this argument when he notes that the past distribution Of jobs
on the basis of race and gender has created an expectation amongst whites and males. The loss of that
expectation may seem unfair to them but he asserts that these expectations were not fair to begin with. Fairness

requires the end of discrimination, not the perpetuation of it.
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(i) Setting realistic targets

Blanchard (1989) notes that any effective affirmative action programme is based on realistic numeric goals. The
use of targets enhances the rate of inclusion of men of colour and women because progress is continually
monitored against a pre-determined measure. However, targets must be realistic because in the quest to reach
these goals, standards must noi be compromised and merit must not be disregarded. For under this situation,
affirmative action becomes window-dressing and tokenism. "Companies will come under pressure to show
progress in affirmative action at all costs and, in view of the existing shortage of qualified, competent and
ready-made black managers, both tokenism and paternalism will once again come under the spotlight. Companies
will have to ensure that accelerated 'black advancement” does pot collapse into window-dressing and under-
performance” (Charoux, 1991,p.15). In a blueprint on affirmative action, expected to form the basis of
affirmative action legislation under a new government, the BMF have put forward proposals that by the year
2000, non-whites (no distinction is made between Coloureds, Indians and biacks) must occupy fifty percent of
all board seats, thirty percent of senior management positions, eighty percent of trainee positions and more than
half of middle, junior and supervisory jobs. These according to the BMF, are broad targets which will be
negotiable with an equal opportunities commission (EQC) depending on what sector the organisation operates
in. Rewards and penalties for compliance also form part of this proposal. Failure to meet targets will result in

quotas been imposed on the company by the EQC (Ryan,1993).

() Adopting a holistic approach

Anton Roodt (1992) believes that effective affirmative action programmes will only occur if emphasis is placed
on the responsibilities of the individual as well as the organisation and the interaction of both as an integrated
social system. It is the organisation’s responsibility to create an enabling environment for black advancement.
This implies dealing with negative attitudes to affirmative action and stereotypes of and prejudice towards
potential candidate groups. Roodt (1992,p.15) contends that it also goes beyond preparing "blacks to fit into the

*white’ business environment”.

Supporting this, Human (1991a) advocates that a paradigm shift is required, from the black advancement to the
people management school of thought, where the model of development is a holistic one. The fundamental
difference between these two schools of thought are the models of development on which they are based. There
are three key differences that can be noted. The first difference is that the black advancement school views
development in simplistic terms namely that of "putting knowledge and skills into black people and then
expecting them to function in an environment which remains fundamentaliy unchanged” (Human, 1991a,p.220).
In contrast, the people management school views the process of development as involving three important
elements : the individual's perceived ability (are they able to do the job?), the individual’s motivation (are they
willing to do the job?), and the manner in which the individual is managed (are they allowed to do the job?).
The people management school recognises that the latter element (are they allowed to do the job?) is ignored

far too often as a contributing factor to the failure of black men and women within the organisation. The second






































































































































































































































































































































































































