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Abstract

Our study aims to explore determinants and mechanisms that sup-
port affirmative action programs (AAPs). Managing the programs
and enhancing women’s well-being in organizational life requires
knowledge about support for AAPs. Although many studies have
examined attitudes toward these, they have confined their scope of
research to their particular theoretical disciplines. Our study ana-
lyzes the impact of four primary factors—gender, political factors,
psychological factors, and social structure on support for the
programs. These in turn consist of eight variables, as we shall see,
and we examine the varieties of causal mechanisms that are con-
cerned with moderation and mediation, as well as the causal rela-
tionships within the variables. Our findings suggest that the four
factors have comparative strengths in explaining support for AAPs
and have moderating, mediating, and causal impact on them.
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Introduction

Affirmative action is one of the most controversial social policies to-
day in the United States and in other countries. It “is defined as the
voluntary and mandatory efforts undertaken by federal, state, and lo-
cal governments, private employers, and schools to combat discrim-
ination and to promote equal opportunity in education and employ-
ment” (APA, 1996: 2). Even though many have lauded it, some have
condemned these efforts as unnecessary, and others have regarded
them as counterproductive to social equality (Crosby & Clayton,
2001). Affirmative action occurs whenever an organization devotes
resources (including time and money) to make sure that people are
not discriminated against because of their gender or ethnic group
(Crosby et al., 2006: 587). In the case of gender, balanced representa-
tion based on affirmative action is expected to alter development pri-
orities, perspectives, and concerns (Sharma, 2000).

Governments have enacted laws and regulations to secure
equality in employment. For example, the 1965 Executive Order No.
11246, issued by Lyndon B. Johnson in the United States, required
the federal government and its contractors to have an affirmative ac-
tion plan. These programs covered 26 million individuals or nearly
22 percent of the U.S. workforce (Harrison et al., 2006). AAPs have
been adapted and have become quite unique in different contexts,
becoming one among the universal policies for promoting equality
in a given society. In Asian countries, because of the short history
of movements for civil or women’s rights and other norms, such as
those propagated by Confucianism, the government has played a
major role in providing women-friendly regulation and institutions,
which liberal feminism views as the first priority because such ini-
tiatives can provide a stepping-stone to achieve women’s interests.

Asian countries have had different forms of affirmative action,
which reflect their respective national histories and contexts. For ex-
ample, in Japan, where all governmental positions are determined
via the competitive entrance exam, it is illegal to consider gender,
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ethnicity and other social backgrounds as criteria for selection. In the
case of Malaysia, since there has been ethnic tension between Malay
and Chinese communities, the ethnic ratio is considered important
in adopting affirmative action. The admission to elite universities in
Malaysia started to implement affirmative action to achieve “racial”
equality (Sowell, 2004). China adopted affirmative action for minority
nationalities in the field of education. India adopted a “reservation”
policy as affirmative action, which is an elaborate quota system
whereby public jobs were filled by members of backward castes. For
example, 15 percent of public service positions are reserved for
Scheduled Castes, 7.5 percent for Scheduled Tribes. Moreover, after
a 1993 constitutional amendment, a third of all seats for locally elect-
ed representatives were reserved for women (World Bank, 2001). In
entrance examinations for civil servants, Korea sought to address
AAPs for local universities, disability, and gender.

The same institution for affirmative action produces different
results. Only India and Thailand hold simple majority voting in
which the candidate with the most votes wins. While India has a
quota system for women, it only applies to local level bodies in rural
areas. This may be one reason why female representatives in political
bodies in both countries remain below 10 percent. In the case of
India, even though women’s groups that seek the goal of improving
the condition of women, have played a vital role in improving wom-
en’s roles in the public sphere by changing institutional laws, such
as the Women’s Reservation Bill, obstacles still remain in ensuring
women’s entry into state and national bodies (Kasturi, 1998).
According to Sharma (2000), the factors against women are tied to
complex factors, such as the historical legacy of women’s oppression
and disadvantage, the nature of gender inequality, male dominance
in political institutions, gender insensitivity vis-a-vis systems of gov-
ernance, the nature of electoral politics, and so on.

Indonesia and South Korea have election laws for including a
quota for women candidates, but the Philippines and Taiwan have
reserved seats for women in national parliaments (in the lower house
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for the Philippines), thus these two countries have a higher percent-
age of female representatives—17.8 percent in Philippines and 22.2
percent in Taiwan (Sun, 2004). In the case of Korea, in order to en-
hance the employment quality of female workers, the government
adopted the Equal Employment Opportunity Act in 1987, which
aimed to provide the chance for equal employment and a non-dis-
criminatory working environment.

The Korean government required public and private organ-
izations to balance employment ratios between male and female
workers. In 1996, it set up a hiring quota of 10 percent for female
applicants in the Grade 5 civil service entrance examinations. Then,
in 2003, it raised this quota to 30 percent of the employment target
for female applicants. According to the Act on Equal Employment
and Support for Work-family Reconciliation, enacted in 2006, the or-
ganizations in the public or private sectors, employing more than 500
workers, should try to maintain female workers at more than 60 per-
cent of the industry average. Those that did not maintain that ratio
were penalized and had to pay a negligence fee. Such measures have
resulted in an increase in the number of women representatives in
most Korean government agencies (see Kim, 2011). After the gender
quota system was introduced, the ratio of employed women has in-
creased from 9.9 percent in 1996 to 38.8 percent in 2010 in the case
of Grade 5 and from 8.2 percent to 34.4 percent in the case of Grade
7 (MPAS, 2011).

Although the number of newly employed females in govern-
ment has increased, their proportion in higher positions is still insig-
nificant and consistently represents around 1 to 1.5 percent over the
20 year period (Park, 2013). In the private sector, for firms with 1,000
or more employees, between 2006 (when Affirmative Action was first
enforced) and 2010, the ratio of female employees rose from 30.7 per-
cent to 35.6 percent, and that of female managers increased from 10.2
percent to 14.7 percent (Jung et al., 2012). However, as Korean affir-
mative action focuses primarily on the female ratio among total
workers or managerial workers, it does not take into account either



34 AW, Vol. 20 No. 1, 2014

the work quality or earnings inequality (ibid., 2012).

Regarding the effects of AAPs, Crosby and Clayton (2001) and
Crosby et al. (2006) hypothesized that AAPs have two positive im-
pacts: first, they increase ethnic and gender diversity in the work-
place, and second, they improve the fairness in a given organization
or school, both overcoming the problems of meritocracy and con-
tributing to social stability. Research studies regarding AAPs have
yielded extensive findings (for reviews, see Kravitz et al.,, 1997;
Harrison et al., 2006; Taylor-Carter et al., 1995). Harrison et al. (2006)
explained that understanding psychological reactions to AAPs is im-
portant because such attitudes play important roles in the develop-
ment of affirmative action policies in organizations. In addition,
Crosby et al. (2006) point out that support from the executive level
is key to the success of affirmative action because executives facilitate
the mobilization of the resources needed for its implementation. In
particular, in an organizational setting, an affirmative-action-friendly
attitude among organizational members would lead to expanding
and enriching diversity and increasing equality in employment, fi-
nally enhancing organizational effectiveness by reducing the conflict
regarding AAPs. Enhancing women’s well-being in organizational
life by managing AAPs, the programs require knowledge about the
nature of support for them.

To explain variations in attitude toward affirmative action,
scholars have developed a number of specific theoretical frameworks,
such as symbolic politics, intergroup conflict, self-interest, ideologi-
cally delimited cognition, and principled objections (see Crosby et al.,
2006). However, earlier studies have faced three criticisms, even
those that have accumulated extensive evidence of support for AAPs.
First, there is some degree of theoretical fragmentation in studying
the factors of support for AAPs. Many studies have only made lim-
ited attempts to identify determinants in terms of theoretical per-
spectives, although they do not all explicitly agree. Each discipline
in the study of AAPs has its own favorite theoretical concepts and
models. For example, political approaches have preferred to focus on
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political value (for example, egalitarianism, as in Fried et al., 2001
and Fletcher & Chalmers, 1991) and interests (Bobo & Kluegel, 1993).
Gender studies have attempted to discover distinctions between
males and females (Kondard & Hartman, 2001; Kravitz & Platania,
1993; Summers, 1995). Psychology has mainly been interested in per-
ceptual or cognitive biases, such as prejudice (Little et al., 1998;
Tougas et al., 1995), stereotypes (Tan et al., 2000; Bobo & Johnson,
2000), and types of attributes (Matheson et al., 1994). Organizational
behavior and sociology have been engrossed with socio-structural
factors, such as organizational culture (Ryan, 1992), social relation-
ships (Bell, 1989) and social contexts, class, or intergroup inequality
(Quillian, 2006), and sectoral differences (Fletcher & Chalmers, 1991),
such as public versus private sectors. We defined social structure as
fundamental and within which individuals are embedded.
Socio-structural factors include macro-variables, rather than attrib-
utes that individuals cannot control, distinguishing between psycho-
logical attitude and political interest, which are easily attributed to
individuals.

Second, such theoretical fragmentation does not encourage an
integrated research model that would cover micro and macro varia-
bles or the range from psychological to socio-structural variables, re-
gardless of discipline. Harrison et al. (2006) reported that although
a large body of evidence about attitudinal reactions to AAPs in em-
ployment has been accumulated for over 35 years—based on at least
126 independent samples involving 29,000 people—findings are still
not firmly established or integrated.

Third, in terms of method, the research design and sampling
used by previous studies have had a restricted scope in the study
of AAPs. Most studies on these adopted the experimental method,
small samples, and convenient samples. Although such research
practices had the merit of increasing the reliability and under-
standing of specific determinants of support for AAPs, they nar-
rowed down the scope of the research topics, biased the empirical
results, and blocked the generalization of findings.
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Why is theoretical or methodological fragmentation critical?
First, even if each discipline has strengths in terms of theory and
method, each one also has weaknesses. For example, psychologists
have highlighted the role of prejudices and stereotypes in determin-
ing individual-level support for AAPs. However, they have dis-
missed social and political factors, which have mainly been the focus
of studies by sociologists and political scientists. Social structure and
political variables as macro factors critically influence individuals’
prejudices and stereotypes. Hence, even if prejudices and stereotypes
direct the determinants of support for AAPs, they can be changed
according to varying socio-structural contexts and political interests.

Second, fragmentation has created obstacles in identifying all
causal mechanisms. If we do not overcome a narrow theoretical or
methodological scope in research, we cannot fully comprehend the
causal mechanisms, that is, the entities, activities and/or parts that
change the linear or regular relationships between predictors and
predicted variables. Because the determinants of support for AAPs
are intertwined, researchers should pay attention to causal mecha-
nisms, which can be found by focusing on moderation and
mediation. Even though studies on moderation and mediation effects
would provide useful information regarding causal mechanisms and
the contextual conditions for direct effects, there are few studies on
moderation (Bobo & Johnson, 2000; Parker et al., 1997) or mediation
(Kondard & Hartman, 2001) with regard to support for AAPs. To de-
termine moderation and moderation effects, it is necessary to estab-
lish heterogeneous theoretical concepts based on different disciplines
and then test them as moderators and mediators.

These criticisms provide the research motives in our study. To
reflect the theoretical advantages and comparative strengths of differ-
ent disciplines, such as gender studies, politics, psychology, sociol-
ogy, and organizational behavior studies, we adopt a more compre-
hensive approach. Moreover, to explore causal mechanisms by study-
ing the moderation, mediation, and causation effects, we use hetero-
geneous theoretical concepts, that is, factors that derive from the four
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different disciples, gender studies, political science, psychology, and
sociology.

The next section will comprehensively review the literature re-
lated to eight variables we investigate—based on the disciplines of
gender studies, psychology, politics, and sociology—in terms of not
only their main findings, but also their theories and methods. These
variables as predictors have been extensively examined in previous
empirical research. Finally, we analyze not only the determinant
structure based on the variables but also the mediation, moderation,
and overall causal relationships within the predictors.

The Four Factors in Affirmative Action Studies

The gender factor
Previous studies have compared women’s responses to AAPs with
those of men. They have found the consistent effect of gender in
judging AAPs. Although in a few studies, attitudes toward affirma-
tive action were not significantly correlated for women (Kravitz et
al., 2000); many studies have provided consistent evidence that wom-
en have more positive attitudes toward AAPs than do men (Kondard
& Hartman, 2001; Kravitz & Platania, 1993; Summers, 1995). Based
on survey data from a sample (N=198) of university students,
Kondard and Hartman (2001) showed gender differences in attitudes
toward affirmative action programs in Australia. From a different
sample of undergraduates (N=349), opposition to potential AAP com-
ponents varied, depending on gender and ethnicity; women eval-
uated affirmative action more positively than did men (Kraitz &
Platania, 1993, p. 934). Similarly, based on another sample of uni-
versity students (final N=80), Summers (1995) discovered that women
were quite favorable in their attitudes towards affirmative action.
Few studies have made a comprehensive comparison of deter-
minants or identified the causal mechanisms between determinants
and outcomes. Summers (1995) showed that after controlling for
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self-interest, significant differences in men’s and women’s attitudes
toward AAPs disappeared. Kondard and Hartman (2001) showed
that the relationship between gender and affirmative action attitudes
was mediated by other perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes. Parker et
al. (1997) found that gender moderated people’s reactions to their or-
ganizations’ policies on affirmative action/equal opportunity (AA/EO).

The political factors

Interest: Self-interest at the individual and collective levels has a pos-
itive impact on attitudes toward AAPs because affirmative action
provides a potential or real benefit to its beneficiary individual or
groups. Individual self-interest is often defined narrowly to mean
tangible losses or gains to an individual or his or her immediate fam-
ily (Bobo & Kluegel, 1993). Summers (1995) demonstrated that atti-
tudes toward affirmative action in general were related to differences
in self-interest. According to a meta-analysis by Harrison et al. (2006),
there were positive relationships between AAP attitudes and person-
al self-interest as well as collective self-interest. However, this inter-
est straightforwardly influences support for AAPs. Bobo and Kluegel
(1993) accordingly argued that the degree of influence of individual
self-interest, beliefs about inequality, and racial attitudes hinge on
the explicitness of the targeting of race and whether the policy’s goal
is opportunity enhancement or equality of outcomes.

A few studies have extensively compared the effects of differ-
ent independent variables and the process of these effects on the ac-
ceptance of AAPs; for example, women evaluated affirmative action
more positively than men did because of not only self-interest but
also their tendency toward cooperative interests and a liberal ori-
entation (Kraitz & Platania, 1993: 934). In seeing the process of cause
to outcome, attitudes toward specific AAPs were only partly medi-
ated by perceived threats to personal and collective self-interest
(Kravitz, 1995).

Egalitarianism: A political worldview may determine what may
be seen as being in the best interest of one’s group or self and may
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determine how one judges merit (Crosby et al., 2006: 599). Among
political worldviews, liberals are more positive toward AAPs than
are conservatives (Kravitz et al., 2000). Liberalism is closely linked
with egalitarianism, which is defined as the belief that inequality is
harmful to a society (Feldman, 1988). Egalitarians tend therefore to
believe that ensuring formal equal opportunity is insufficient to offset
the effects of prior discrimination and inequality in the distribution
of resources. Therefore, it is legitimate for the government to pro-
mote equal outcomes by intervening on behalf of disadvantaged
groups (Fried et al., 2001: 564).

After analyzing survey data based on a sample of 185 under-
graduates, Nosworthy et al. (1995) empirically proved that egalitari-
anism as a justice ideology was correlated significantly with attitudes
toward one of four AAPs. Furthermore, based on data from 1,150
white respondents, Bobo and Kluegel (1993) showed that egalitarian-
ism (the belief that inequality in income is unfair) was related to sup-
port for affirmative action policies. Egalitarians who viewed fairness
in terms of group equality were more supportive of AAPs than were
individualists, who viewed fairness from the perspective of the in-
dividual (Fried et al., 2001).

A small number of studies have made comparisons between
the determinants of support for AAPs. Attitudes toward affirmative
action in general vary not with belief in the dominant ideology of
opportunity but with self-interest and racism (Kravitz, 1995).
Moreover, Fried et al. (2001) showed inconsistent effects of ideology,
in which the impact of egalitarianism on acceptance of AAPs de-
pended on different experiences with discrimination. These effects of
egalitarianism are contingent on experience. Taylor-Carter et al.
(1995) proposed that egalitarians would be more likely to support af-
firmative action in contexts in which they believed that past discrim-
ination was responsible for racial or gender discrimination.

The psychological factors
Prejudice: Our study uses prejudice as understood in psychology, not
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sociology, as the expression or experience of a negative attitude or
feeling toward another person or group based on certain
group-based characteristics (Steele et al., 2004). Taylor and Pettigrew
(2000) designated two elements of prejudice: antipathy, a negative
emotion or affective feeling toward target groups and stereotypes,
poorly founded beliefs about target groups. Sexism is a prejudiced
attitude or discrimination mainly based on sex and specifically aimed
at women. The more prejudiced or sexist a person feels regarding
specific target groups in affirmative action, the more resistance they
display toward AAPs.

Based on path analysis, tested with a sample of 130 male stu-
dents, Tougas et al. (1995) demonstrated that sexism consistently pre-
dicted opposition to affirmative action. The construct of symbolic
prejudice was found to predict perceptions about affirmative action
in the workplace (Little et al., 1998). Harrison and others’ (2006)
meta-analysis concluded that the correlations between sexism and
support for AAPs were strong and negative.

In comparing self-interest and prejudices in explaining anti-dis-
crimination policies, McConahay (1982) showed that the former re-
lated less to these policies than did the latter. Kravitz (1995) found
that in perceiving the fairness of an AAP structure, personal self-in-
terest was more important than prejudiced racism. Regarding re-
search on the support for AAPs, after showing the negative relation-
ships between egalitarianism and prejudice, Rabinowitz et al. (2005)
suggested that the extent of the relationship between egalitarianism
and prejudice could be explained by out-group orientation.

Stereotype: A stereotype can be defined as an over-generalized
belief about a group of people, such as “African-Americans are ath-
letic” (Steele et al., 2004). In terms of gender, the stereotypes are that
men and women are thought to differ; men are characterized as ag-
gressive, forceful, independent, and decisive, whereas women are
viewed as kind, helpful, sympathetic, and concerned with others
(Heilman, 2001). Those holding on to these stereotypes believe that
women or other minorities are not qualified for responsible jobs.
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Hence, gender stereotypes can obstruct women’s advancement in or-
ganizational hierarchies (Heilman, 2001).

Taylor-Carter et al. (1995) explained that negative stereotypes
about blacks and women might lead people to oppose affirmative ac-
tion because they believe that these people are not qualified to hold
certain jobs. In the study of Tan et al. (2000), negative media por-
trayals predicted negative stereotypes, which opposed affirmative ac-
tion policies. Alternatively, positive stereotypes supported such
policies. In examining causal mechanisms, according to Bobo and
Johnson’s (2000) heuristic mode, the effect of a stereotype in oppos-
ing affirmative action is not only partly mediated by perceived group
competition, but also moderated in some cases by social background
characteristics, religious/social values, social contexts, common fates,
and identity. A negative effect of a stereotype may depend on the
proportion of the majority in particular types of jobs. For example,
if the proportion of males increases, the jobs are seen as masculine,
leading to resistance against women’s entry into these (Greebler et
al., 1982).

Causal Attribution: According to Taylor-Carter et al. (1995), an
evaluator’s causal attribution for inequality may be a key determi-
nant of resistance to or support for affirmative action. If people think
that unequal opportunities derive from social structures or organ-
izations, such as institutionalized unequal treatment of target groups
rather than the characteristics of the target groups, then they typi-
cally support AAPs. Moreover, because those in the minority group
attribute inequality to socio-structural forces rather than their own
capability, they strongly support AAPs.

Those who believe that employment inequalities are the fault
of a minority group or women, tend to oppose affirmative action
(Taylor-Cater et al., 1995). When Matheson et al. (1994) examined
women in a law and security police-training stream (N=19), those
who thought the cause of the employment discrimination was their
fault, revealed support for all forms of affirmative action. However,
this attribution effect depends on situational conditions. According
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to Quinn et al.’s (2001) experimental studies of 95 students, reactions
to affirmative action were determined by their attribution of respon-
sibility for causing and resolving their own disadvantage. When re-
sponsibility was ascribed to minorities for either causing or solving
their underemployment problems, participants were more likely to
endorse specific affirmative action programs, rather than when either
full or no responsibility was ascribed to minorities.

The socio-structural factors
Public Sector: According to Taylor-Carter et al.’s (1995) extensive re-
views, attitudes resisting or accepting AAPs were influenced by two
main types of factors, the evaluator’s perspective and the context in
which the policy is embedded. Whether employment is in the public
or non-public (private) sector is one of the socio-structural factors
that have formed an invisible climate for affirmative action. Fletcher
and Chalmers’ (1991) empirical findings show that respondents ex-
press more support for affirmative action when a program is situated
in the government sector. Ortega et al. (2012) measured managers’
perceptions about affirmative action and workplace discrimination in
two cities (Phoenix, Arizona and San Antonio, Texas) and found that
public-sector managers did not believe that affirmative action policies
and workplace discrimination had affected their own advancement.

Organizational Culture: Organizational culture is an invisible
collective byproduct shared by people in an organization. Dass and
Parker (1999) point to the existence of variations in organizational
culture regarding affirmative action and diversity. Introducing affir-
mative action to an organization has impact on organizational
culture. On the one hand, as Ryan (1992) explained, AAPs redefine
an organization’s culture by explicitly acknowledging a managerial
imperative to sustain integration, thereby refocusing organizational
assumptions about minorities as employees. On the other hand,
equal (or discriminatory) experience in organizational contexts in-
duces positive (or negative) attitudes toward AAPs (ibid.: 2).

In organizational settings, the more the people who perceived
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discrimination in a particular organizational culture, the more they
supported affirmative action. Kravitz et al. (2000) proved that atti-
tudes toward affirmative action were positively associated with the
perceived frequency of employment discrimination experienced by
the target group. Hence, those who have experienced more discrim-
ination tend to support AAPs.

Several studies have examined how a discriminatory culture in
an organization provided the context for the effect of predictors on
support for AAPs. For example, Fried et al. (2001) demonstrated the
moderating effect of discrimination in the workplace and the effects
of political ideology on personnel attitudes toward affirmative action
that in turn depended on the degree of experience of discrimination
in the organizational setting.

Sample and Methodology

We used open data (Survey title: Survey on Workers’ Attitude towards
Equality of Men and Women) that were downloaded from the Korea
Social Science Data Archive (http://www.kossda.or.kr, No. of Data:
A1-2006-0049). Originally, these were collected for a research project
entitled “Searching for Alternative for Building Gender Partnership
for Resolving the Sex Conflict” by Suyeon Lee of the Korean
Women’s Development Institute (http://www.kwdi.re.kr). The survey
selected samples based on the national population. It also adopted
the proportional quota sampling method, which first reflected the
sizes and kinds of enterprises and regions and then chose its re-
spondents from a given workplace through random sampling. Data
from a total of 1,029 respondents were employed, 826 (80.3 percent)
in the private sector and 203 (19.8 percent) in the public sector. In
the case of the private sector, four to six employees were randomly
selected from each private company and classified into 11 industry
types. For the public sector, quota sampling was adopted based on
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Table 1. Variable Concept and Question Statements

Variable

Statement
concept

-When recommending candidates for congressional representatives, the in-
Support for | stitution ensures that 50% of them are women.
Affirmative | - When recruiting new professors at a national or public university, it is required

Action to select a certain percentage of women.
Programs | - Government should give benefits to enterprises that favor women in
employment.

- Women have the greatest interest in affirmative action because they have expe-
rienced the greatest disadvantage in our society.

- Because it is an injustice for either women or men to receive excessive benefits

Self-interest | correcting, this requires a public policy that gives preferential treatment to
women.

- We do not need affirmative action that results in reverse discrimination and
means men will lose the benefits of such jobs. (Reversed)

-1 treat, to a large extent, women and men equally compared with others.
Egalita- -1 am confident that I treat women and men equally regardless of others’
rianism congerns.

-1 will divide property equally between my son and daughter.

- Compared with men, women can’t manage workers.
Prejudice - Women are not talented in science and mathematics.
-Men are more capable of planning and implementing business than women.

-If women are too proud, it will make men depressed.

-In relationships between women and men, the former should not lead the

Stereotype latter.

- Women’s most important role is to take care of children and do household
chores.

- The promotion rate of women is low because they face disadvantages in per-
sonnel evaluations.

External - Women have a low promotion rate because employers or organization chiefs

attribution have favored male managers over female managers.

- Women experience slow promotions because they have been usually employed
in less favored jobs.

-Our organizations have preferred men over women in selection and
Discrimi- advancement.

natory - Male employees usually have a better chance at receiving education and train-
culture ing considered important to the organization than do women employees.
-In general, women take longer to get promoted than do men.

both the ratios of civil servants between central and local govern-
ments (respectively, 63.3 percent and 35.7 percent) and class (50.0
percent in the sixth class or higher and 50.0 percent in the seventh
class or below). The final analysis reflected data from 1,029 re-
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spondents, with 577 men and 452 women in the sample. The survey
was executed via face-to-face interviews (6-28-2006 through 7-20-2006)
by professional interviewers who were employed at Gallup Korea.

Dependent and independent variables were measured using
two or three questions, except for the question on public sector,
which was a dummy variable, O0=non-public sector, 1=public sector
(see Table 1). Participants were asked to give their opinions about
statements after reading and judging them. Responses were on a
four-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly
agree). Multiple items were averaged to yield the composite score for
each concept. Each item was designed to target a particular concept,
such as support for AAPs, women’s collective interest, egalitarian-
ism, prejudice, stereotype, egalitarianism, external attribution, and
organizational culture.

Table 2 provides basic descriptive statistics—the means, stand-
ard deviations (SDs), and Pearson correlation coefficients. Gender, in-
terest, egalitarianism, external attribution, and discriminatory culture
had positive relationships with support for AAPs, whereas prejudice,
stereotype, and public sector maintained negative relationships. Even
though these relationships complied with what we would usually ex-
pect, it remains questionable that respondents in the public sector
showed negative attitudes toward AAPs as discussed below.

Empirical findings: determinants, mediation, moderation, and
interaction

Comparing gender, political, psychological, and socio-structural factors
To show the independent or comparative effects of each of the four
dimensions (gender, politics, psychology, and social structure), we
performed five-step hierarchy regressions (see Table 3). Support for
AAPs was regressed on four demographic variables in the first step,
followed by gender (Model 2) in the second step, political factors
(Model 3) in the third, psychological factors (Model 4) in the fourth,
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socio-structural factors (Model 5) in the fifth, and finally the full set
of variables (Model 6). Model 1, based on socio-demographic varia-
bles, provided the anchoring points to be compared with the other
targeted models.

Testing the significance and explanatory power of each addi-
tional dimension entails examining the F-value and the change in
R-square. Based on the F-value, we concluded that all five dimensions
significantly contributed to increments of explained variance. More-
over, the R-square changes (14.6 percent in Model 2, 9.6 percent in
Model 3, 12.0 percent in Model 4, and 3.4 percent in Model 5) repre-
sented an increased percentage of the variance in support for AAPs
explained after adding each dimension. To a large extent there were
differences in the explained variances between gender model and so-
cial structure model (11.2 percent). This result proved that gender
was the critical factor among the independent variables.

In the full model, we simultaneously regressed support for
AAPs on the five dimensions to test their significance. The full model
with 12 variables explained 34.1 percent of the variance, contrasted
with 9.1 percent in Model 1. While all of the interdependent variables
in each additional dimension model, from Models 2 to 5, revealed
significance, only six out of eight variables in the full model did so.
Among independent socio-demographic variables, as age increased,
support for AAPs was greater. It is noticeable that higher organiza-
tional level implied decreased support for AAPs.

With regard to sex, women had significantly more positive re-
lationships with AAPs. Moreover, the beta coefficient of women
(.322) was the largest among the independent variables. This result
confirmed previous findings on the gender effect (Kondard &
Hartman, 2001; Kravitz & Platania, 1993; Summers, 1995). Next, in
terms of the effect of political factors, both self-interest and egalitari-
anism significantly predicted support for AAPs in Model 2. The pos-
itive role of self-interest has been found in previous empirical studies
(Harrison et al., 2006; Summers, 1995). These results imply that wom-
en’s attitudes toward AAPs reflected their collective interests in op-
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portunities in society. Hence, the greater the numbers of jobs and
promotions women obtained with the aid of AAPs, the more they
expressed support for them. Moreover, the standardized coefficient
of self-interest was the second largest after gender, which demon-
strated its important role in explaining women’s support.

The more the respondents demonstrated egalitarianism, the
more they supported AAPs. Egalitarianism is different from self-in-
terest in that the former, rooted in ideological value, is not usually
as versatile as the latter because personal and collective interests are
based on more rational thinking. However, egalitarianism has sig-
nificant independent power. This result is generally consistent with
findings from Nosworthy et al. (1995), Bobo and Kluegel (1993), and
Fried et al. (2001).

In terms of psychological variables, stronger prejudice and ster-
eotypes triggered less support for AAPs, whereas external attribution
increased this support. These results appeared consistent with find-
ings from previous studies on prejudice (Little et al., 1998; Tougas et
al., 1995) and external attribution (Taylor-Carter et al., 1995; Matheson
et al., 1994). However, even though negative stereotypes about wom-
en decreased support for AAPs, the result did not have statistical
significance. The larger correlation (.432 in Table 2) between prejudice
and stereotypes may have suppressed the latter’s coefficient in
regression.

Regarding the two socio-structural variables, only working in
the public sector appeared to be significant; respondents affiliated
with a public organization expressed less support for AAPs. This
contrasted with previous findings by Fletcher and Chalmers (1991).
Because affirmative action was generally implemented early and
easily in the public sector, this was an unexpected result. We can
suggest a plausible hypothesis, in that the more discriminatory prac-
tices and cultures there are in the private sector, the greater the in-
crease in the demand and support for AAPs. In contrast, however,
in the public sector a widespread affirmative-action-friendly environ-
ment did not necessarily urge respondents to increase their support
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for AAPs.

Specifying the Gender Effect

To specify the effect of gender on support for AAPs, we first com-
pared the regression in Model 8, which included gender variables,
with that of Model 7, which did not. In addition, to compare the dif-
ferent determinants between the two genders, shown in Model 9 and
Model 10, we regressed the support for AAPs on models based on
each final sample from females (N=452) and males (N=577).

In Model 7 and 8, in which we included gender in the re-
gression model, there was a significant increase in R-square from
283 to .341, or a 5.8 percent increase in explained variance. This gen-
der-related effect confirms the findings from Kravitz and Platania
(1993) and Summers (1995). Next, when we compared the sig-
nificance of the individual independent variables in both models, it
was noticeable that they had differences. Stereotypes and discrim-
inatory culture revealed their statistical significance in Model 7,
whereas they did not possess statistical power in Model 8. These re-
sults imply that gender had too large a covariance with these two
variables. If there had been a large covariance between gender and
these two, their impact on the dependent variables would have large-
ly depended on the specification of the model. Moreover, if the ef-
fects of stereotypes and discriminatory culture on support for AAPs
had been related to gender, it could have substantially changed the
direction and degree caused by the two variables. To demonstrate
the intervening effect of gender on the relationships between stereo-
types/discrimination and support, we illustrated Figures 1 and 2. To
prepare the figures, we used the procedure suggested by Aiken and
West (1991) and Frazier et al. (2004). Both figures demonstrate that
even when stereotypes and discriminatory culture influenced sup-
port for AAPs, these outcomes largely depended on gender. In this
case, gender moderated the relationships between predictors and
outcomes. Gender attenuated the impact of stereotypes on AAPs and
reinforced the effect of discriminatory culture on support for them.
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Figure 1. STxgender=SAAPs
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Next, in Model 8, in which we included the gender variable,
the public sector had more statistical power than it did in Model 7.
This emergence of significance implies that gender as a suppressor
may have constrained the effect of the public sector on support for
AAPs. A simple comparison of the mean value of support for AAPs,
between the public and non-public sectors, confirmed such a possi-
bility; without gender, public sector (mean=2.568) versus non-public
sector (mean=2.652) was not significant (ANOVA F-value=1.863,
P-value >.10). Next, when we considered gender, the male group did
not show a significant difference with regard to the public sector



KIM Sunhee and KIM Seoyong 53

(mean=2.255) versus the non-public sector (mean=2.313), with
ANOVA F-value=535, P-value >.10. However, in the female group,
comparing public sector (mean=2.911) and non-public sector
(mean=3.103) showed a significant difference, with ANOVA F-val-
ue=7.629, P-value <01. It is plausible that the sufficient variance—in
particular among females—in the public sector, after controlling for
gender, contributed to regaining significant power in Model 8.

Models 9 and 10 showed similar or different determinants of
female and male samples. In both models, regardless of gender,
“interest, egalitarianism, and external attribution” significantly in-
creased support for the AAPs, whereas prejudice decreased it.
Personal interests in both models had the largest impact on support
for AAPs. Discriminatory culture had no significant impact in either
model. However, two differences appeared among the determinants.
First, out of the 11 independent variables, seven in Model 9 were sig-
nificantly effective, contrasting with five in Model 10. With regard
to significance coefficients, stereotypes and public sector showed stat-
istical significance only in the case of females. Considering that neg-
ative stereotypes have been exclusively attributed to men in previous
studies, the finding that the negative impact of the stereotypes on
support for AAPs was related only to women is theoretically
interesting. This finding means that alternative methods for reducing
negative stereotypes about women should focus more on women
than on men. Second, in terms of the size of the standardized co-
efficient (beta), females and males had different ranking of
predictors. In a noticeable difference, external attribution had a larger
share in explaining the variance for males than it did for females.
In short, the above findings demonstrate the significance of gender
in support for AAPs: Even though common factors existed across
genders, different determinants could still be observed.

Exploring the various roles of predictors
Predictors as moderators: To explore multidimensional relationships in
terms not only of dependent/independent variables (two parties), but
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Table 5. Coefficients of Interaction Terms
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Gender Interest ~ Cgaltar-  Preju- o Stereo- g Publi atory

anism dice type bution sector e

Gender

Interest -009(.112)

Egalitaria- | 150107y .038139)

nism

Prejudice | 049(067) -043(100)  .146(093)

Stereotype | -077(088) -126(102) .249(096)"* -105(.064)

External

a:(t;g?xﬁon S112(078) -012(090)  131(087) .001(064) .000(.064)

i’ggf 1640102 106(135)  113(133)  .052(104) A79(103)¢  217(089)*

Discri-

minatory | -014(069) -093(081)  .078(079) .006(059) -097(064) -08L(048)F .132(091)

culture

Note: The figures inside the parentheses indicate the standard emor of coefficient,*P< .1,
**p<0.05, ***P<0.01.

also of independent/independent/dependent variables (tripartite), we
first analyzed the between-independent-variable interaction effects for
AAPs. The interaction effect is checked by moderation. A small num-
ber of studies have focused on such interaction effects. According to
Bobo and Johnson (2000), the effects of stereotypes on affirmative ac-
tion are moderated by various factors. Moreover, Fried et al. (2001)
showed that the effects of political ideology on attitudes toward affir-
mative action are moderated by experience of discrimination.

To construct the interaction terms, we multiplied each variable
in each row by each one in column in Table 5. Then, after adding
each interaction term to Model 6 (the full model), we regressed the
support for AAPs on that model. For a simpler explanation, Table
5 provides only the beta-coefficients and the significances of their in-
teraction terms.

We observed the significant effects of four interaction terms out
of 28: stereotypes x egalitarianism, public sector x stereotypes, public
sector x external attribution, and discriminatory culture x external
attribution. To illustrate this interaction effect, we plotted four inter-
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actions, shown below from Figure 3 to Figure 6, according to the
method used by Aiken and West (1991). After we standardized the
values for independent variables, except for the public sector, we
again calculated the coefficients that were used for drawing the lines
in the figures below. In these figures, we set up public sector and
discriminatory culture as moderators because they have characteristic
structural contexts that could have changed other variables. In addi-
tion, when we modeled the relationship between egalitarianism and
stereotypes, the latter was regarded as the moderator because the
former is a fundamental value that cannot be easily changed whereas
the latter is a cognitive base that can be changed if a person is pro-
vided with appropriate stimuli.

The interaction between stereotypes and egalitarianism in
Figure 3 reveals that stereotypes largely reduced support for AAPs
when there was a low level of egalitarianism; in contrast, stereotypes
increased acceptance of AAPs slightly when there was more
egalitarianism. Egalitarianism diverged the effect of stereotypes on
support for AAPs. However, the decreasing number of stereotypes
showed a clearer pattern under weak egalitarianism than did the in-
creasing pattern of stereotypes under strong egalitarianism.

The interaction between the public sector and stereotypes in
Figure 4 shows that with a high level of stereotypes, the moderating
effect of the public sector converged in support for AAPs.
Stereotypes decreased support for AAPs in the non-public sector but
increased support in the public sector. It seems that the specific cul-
ture of “publicness” or equity in the public sector, attenuated the
negative effects of stereotypes.

From the interaction between the public sector and external at-
tribution in Figure 5, external attribution generally increased support
for AAPs. At a low level of external discrimination, those in the
non-public sector revealed more support for AAPs than did those in
the public sector. However, at the high level, there were no differ-
ences between the two groups, implying that the effect of sector in-
fluenced relationships between external attribution and support for
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AAPs. The interaction between discriminatory culture and external
attribution in Figure 6 shows that the effect of discrimination culture
converged when the effect of external attribution on support for
AAPs increased. Even though discrimination culture as a moderator
had positive effects on AAPs, these effects were facilitated more so
in strongly discriminatory cultures than they were in weakly discrim-
inatory cultures.

In short, although the various predictors had impact on AAPs,
their roles in the causal mechanisms appeared different. For example,
they (e.g., the public sector, discriminatory culture, and egalitarian-
ism in our case) played roles not only as independent variables but
also as secondary moderators.

Predictors as mediators: To determine whether each predictor
would mediate the effect of other predictors on support for AAPs,
we conducted a path analysis using the AMOS software. Mediators

Figure 3. ST(I) x<EG(M)=SAAPs(D)  Figure 4. ST(I) xN/P(M)=SAAPs(D)
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show “how” or “why” one variable predicts or causes an outcome
variable (Frazier et al., 2004). However, there is very little discussion
of mediation effects in studies on support for AAPs. When construct-
ing the path models, there were 42 combinations between the eight
predictors, as shown in Table 6; the second row is the name of the
mediator in each given mediation model and the second column is
the independent variable in the mediation model. We did not input
gender and public sectors into the mediator role because they could
not be changed by independent variables. Hence, as shown in Table
6, there were three coefficients (from IV [independent variable] to
MV [mediating variable], MV to DV [dependent variable], IV to DV)
under each model in which AAPs were always regarded as the DV.

Among the 42 models, 34 showed significant mediating effects,
of which two models showed full mediation and 32 had partial
mediation. The effect of public sector on support for AAPs was fully
mediated only by external attribution and discriminatory culture.
However, statistical significance did not prove theoretical and logical
validity. Frazier and others (2004: 126) argued that at the conceptual
level, the proposed relationships between the predictor and the me-
diator should be grounded in theory and clearly articulated.
Moreover, they should satisfy the causation condition: that the medi-
ator both is caused by the predictor variable and causes the outcome
(Baron & Kenny, 1986). Among 34 forms of mediation, only a few—
such as by egalitarianism in Kondard and Hartmann (2001), personal
and collective self-interest, or by self-interest (Kravitz, 1995)—have
been empirically tested.

Moreover, we evaluated the mediation in terms of the media-
tor’s statistical power and comparison. First, Hoyle and Kenny (1999)
explained that the power of mediation is greatest when the relation-
ship between the mediator and the outcome goes beyond a relation-
ship between the predictor and the mediator. In our case, interest
and egalitarianism as mediators showed higher values in the rela-
tionships between the predictors and the mediator than in those be-
tween the mediator and the outcome. Second, in the comparison of



Vol. 20 No. 1, 2014

]

58 AW

100>dssx SO0>dsx T >dx

Qlque Juspuada( AQ IOTRIPIN (N

‘oqenre Juopuadopu] AT HOISIOA ()'8T SOJNV Suisn AQ poyiow pooyreyl] WNUIIXEUs oY) SUISN POJEWIISe 01M SIUDIOIJO0d PIEPUR)S SION

- - T | el kb skl | el a8 90 | 6T ses€F #660° | 40€E 5068E" £4aS0 | 44487 4s8G 4SO’ boﬁEhwwmﬂDu

PO' wesl€ enBE=| FO™ 4O 0460 | oIl w8E= 590 | «I1'= sl G0~ | 60 b€ TO | lI™ 468 F0° | 10IOS DM
e T et ]t Je S RS SO S ) [ O e I e AN
wl€ wal€ wl07 [ wnl€ wnll wbl-| - - B ) A LR e ot T A A | A IO SR R adfjoarang uep
w060 80 40887 s 50817 [a98™ el T walV | - - R % B AT R A PP i | aopnfr] ..MWM
#6887 € 2l 0l wnaST U0 | a0 s+ wnalC | 0sabl’ sl wa€=| - - T €€ webS 00 | WSTELENESY
PRI ATy A ) B ROt SRt ) A PP 1 R /|l (TR | R T e s S 1) - - - jseI]
wrll anll #0098 | 506997 4naST w0V | ssall €l wnal€= | 20689 4sa€T #0a8E™" | sVl waabl’ sl | sall’ 0sSV sl 1opusD)
AQEAT AQEN WEAT |AQEAL AQEIN WEAT |AQEAL AQEIN WEAT |AQEAL AQEIN WAL |AQEAL AQEIN IWEAL | AQEAT AQEIN INEAL

%Hoﬁmmwﬂw%ﬁ uoynquye [eusd)xg adfyoaraig ao1pnlarg wstuene)esy 1sa103u]

T0JeIpa

SPOJ UOHEIPIN '9 S[qeL



KIM Sunhee and KIM Seoyong 59

indirect effect with direct effect, out of 32 partial mediations, only
one mediation—discriminatory culture (IV)—external attribution
(MV)—support for AAPs (DV)—had a larger coefficient in the in-
direct effect (.191) than in the direct effect (.121). In other mediations,
direct effect had larger coefficients than did indirect effect. In short,
even though much mediation existed between the eight variables and
support for AAPs, we acknowledge that it is difficult for them to sat-
isfy statistical or theoretical conditions.

Causal relationships within predictors: To explore the more com-
plicated relationships among predictors rather than between pre-
dictors and outcomes, first the two groups, female and male, were
separated, because we already recognized the different determinant
between females and males. Then, after controlling for variables, in-
cluding sex, age, and organizational level, we executed partial corre-
lation analysis. Lastly, to display a causal map based on the sig-
nificant correlations underlying the predictors, as shown in Figures
7 and 8, we drew causal or interactive lines based on the correlation
coefficients presented in the parentheses only if they had statistical
significance.

The two figures above (7 and 8) highlight several ideas for
causal relationships among predictor variables. First, a different pat-
tern of predictors between females and males appeared not only for
the determinants, as already analyzed, but also among predictors. For
males, the discriminatory culture maintained relationships with all

Figure 7. Causal Map for Females Figure 8. Causal Map for Males
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other predictors, whereas for females, discriminatory culture only
maintained relationships with three predictors and kept the weak
coefficients. Second, in comparison of the coefficients, each gender
had particular correlations that retained higher values: three co-
efficients, between prejudice and egalitarianism, between stereotypes
and egalitarianism, and between external attribution and stereotypes,
had higher correlations for females than they did for males.
However, other coefficients were greater for males than for females.
Third, we recognized the diversity and density of the relationships
underlying the predictors of support for AAPs. As shown in Figure
8, males had more diverse relationships between predictors than did
females, shown in Figure 7. The predictors for females had an aver-
age of 1.16 (=the number of relationships; predictors in the correla-
tion map=7/6) relationships with others, whereas the predictors for
males had an average of 1.8 relationships (=13/7). Moreover, on the
correlation map for females, stereotypes and egalitarianism took on
a structural role, which means that they had more relationships with
other predictors. However, for males external attribution and dis-
criminatory culture played the structural role.

Summary and Implications

Even though many studies on AAPs have contributed to learning
about their determinants and the nature of support for them, there
are few comprehensive and integrated analyses in which the hetero-
geneous variable and causal mechanisms have been considered un-
der an integrated model. Among the dominant affirmative action
studies, there are four parallel perspectives of gender studies, politi-
cal science, psychology, and sociology. Because these have not been
consolidated into a more comprehensive and integrated model, we
tested not only a more integrated model, but also causal mecha-
nisms, such as the effect of mediation, moderation, and internal caus-
al interactions among predictors. Empirical results based on a large
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sample of workers revealed the following findings:

First, based on hierarchical regression testing, the four di-
mensions (gender, politics, psychological factors, and social structure)
each have a niche to explain support for AAPs. Moreover, we know
the comparative power of explanation of each of the four factors and
the eight variables. In particular, in comparing the standardized co-
efficients in regression, it appeared that gender was a critical factor
in explaining support for AAPs, followed by political interest, ex-
ternal attribution, and prejudice. In the full model, gender, self-inter-
est, egalitarianism, and external attribution had positive impact on
support for AAPs whereas prejudice, stereotypes, and public sector
affected it negatively.

Second, when specifically examining the effect of gender, we
found it had a powerful impact on changing the structure of the
determinants. Moreover, gender intervened in the relationships be-
tween other predictors and outcome variables; although the culture
of stereotypes/discrimination influences the support given, it de-
pends on gender. This was evident in that females expressed more
support for AAPs than did males, given the same culture of stereo-
types/discrimination. In addition, each negative stereotype and the
public sector showed statistically significant negative impact regard-
ing support for the AAPs only in the case of females. In terms of
each predictor’s explained variance, females and males showed a dif-
ferent order.

Third, we screened the relationships between predictors com-
prehensively, particularly focusing on the mediation, moderation,
and causal relationships among predictors. In interaction terms, four
terms out of 28 had significant explanation power: stereotypes x ega-
litarianism, public sector x stereotypes, public sector x external attri-
bution, and discriminatory culture x external attribution. Following
the logical step, this means that public sector, discriminatory culture,
and egalitarianism were not only independent variables but also
moderators. However, this varying role of specific variables should
be examined in future empirical research.
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Next, in the mediation process, out of 42 models, 34 showed
significant mediating effects, among which two models showed full
mediation and 32 showed partial mediation. Although such causal
mechanisms need more examination using theoretical or statistical
methods, they provide for various possible relationships between
predictors and outcomes. When we examined inner causal relation-
ships among predictors, gender provided the fundamental context
that influenced causal relationships between predictors. Moreover,
we recognized the diversity and density in the underlying relation-
ships between predictors of AAP support.

Based on the four factors discussed in this study, we de-
termined the niche or comparative power of explanation that theoret-
ical concepts used by different disciplines have and the new media-
tion and moderation effects that existing studies have dismissed. We
demonstrated that more comprehensive and integrated approaches
can contribute to carving out an entangled causal structure and
mechanism for AAP support.

These findings lead to the following implications. First, atti-
tudes toward AAPs have many comprehensive causes and varied
causal mechanisms. The more complicated the intervention by vari-
ous predictors, the wider the demand for theoretical and methodo-
logical views covering various topics, such as gender, politics, psy-
chological factors, and social structure. Hence, more integrated theo-
retical models or approaches across different disciplines are required.
Similarly, after reviewing the research on prejudice, Quillian (2006)
concluded that discrimination, racism, and prejudice, largely ad-
dressed by psychologists, should be incorporated into sociological ac-
counts as well.

Second, the results regarding causal mechanisms suggest that
support for AAPs is not a direct output from independent variables
but a process outcome from interactive relationships between
variables. Apparent variability in support for affirmative action may
also be a function of variation in how attitudes operate (Crosby et
al., 2006: 595). This implies that attitudes toward AAPs are compli-
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cated, which require researchers to consider the various factors
together. Moreover, to address the more complicated relationships
between predictors, we should proceed with further studies, in-
corporating both more logical deliberation and more theoretical
validation.

Third, from the practical viewpoint of managing AAPs in or-
ganizations, management efforts to increase support for AAPs need
a more comprehensive or balanced approach. For example, managing
political interests is different from managing psychological stereotypes;
the former are related to the exchange of interests between stake-
holders, whereas the latter relate to changes in cognitive structure.
Moreover, if there are different paths and variables in the course of ef-
fecting support for AAPs, we should account for a mix of diverse pub-
lic management efforts that cover various possible solutions and that
consider moderation, mediation, and causal interactions.

Research about affirmative action is closely related to argu-
ments supported by liberal feminism. The latter has argued that that
there should be no discrimination against women since there are no
biologically-based differences between men and women. People, re-
gardless of their sex, should have equal opportunity to prove
themselves. If there are any systems that bolster the unequal treat-
ment of women, they should be gotten rid of. Law and regulation
should set up the foundation for gender equality in the public
sphere. Liberal feminism thus stresses the role of the state and politi-
cal rights for protecting individual rights, in particular of women
(Levy, 2002). It has supported affirmative action because this can cor-
rect the unfair discrimination that exists in male-dominant society.
Affirmative action both corrects existing unfair treatment and gives
women equal opportunity in the future. The support for it is a basic
foundation for introducing and enforcing these.

Affirmative action is particularly important for Asian countries,
because they have maintained a patriarchal paternalistic culture for
a long time. Some of these countries have been influenced by
Confucianism, stressing the hierarchical order of human society.
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Chinese culture has always assumed that “man” and “woman” are
socially constructed categories (Brownell & Wasserstrom, 2002). As
the male had precedence over the female, the inferiority of women
was socially accepted and social practice was developed on this basis
(Jayawardena, 1986). According to the UN’s Human Development
Reports, Asian countries as per the Gender Inequality Index (GII),
did not rank among the highest: Japan: 21st, Korea: 27th, China: 35th,
Viet Nam: 48th, Nepal: 102nd, and Bangladesh: 111th. As patriarchal
culture has simply overlooked many qualified women applicants,
there is an imbalanced ratio between men and women. Many Asian
women have suffered social and economic discrimination. However,
in Asia, it is not easy to introduce affirmative action programs be-
cause of the overwhelming traditionalism of its patriarchal cultures.
Hence, several attempts at introducing affirmative action have been
made recently to reduce discrimination based on gender and to miti-
gate the effects of past discrimination (Kim & Yoo, 2010). However,
introducing affirmative action is not all. To ensure substantial out-
comes in a given society, efforts for affirmative action should focus
on attitudes toward discriminatory practices and behaviors.

Our research has several limitations, including those that we
did not consider as relevant variations and options for the AAPs
themselves. Different AAP alternatives can change attitudes, for ex-
ample, Kravitz and Platania (1993) found that recruitment, training,
and attention to qualifications of applicants were favored, whereas
discrimination, quotas, and preferential treatment were opposed.
Second, as our study has focused on exploring diverse relationships
rather than testing a specific hypothesis, our research results need
further elaboration in the future.
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