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ABSTRACYT
. Mdtivational bases for affiruative actzon programs,
partlcularly as these prograes pertain to postsecondary education,
are considered. "Motivatiqnal bases® refers to-the basic incéntives
that are invoked in order to gain public support for affirpative
action pregrass. Three types of motivational bases are addressed:
those associated with reasons of sorality, those associated with
1&gality, and those associated with utility. The effectiveness- of
these aotivational bases. in gemerating popular support and the
. accoaplishaent of its ultisate goal of equal educatiohal and
eaploysent opportunity 'is criticized. Background inforadtion on
aiffirsative action is also' reviewed. There are essentially four
ethical principles that ady be used to deternine the morality of
affiraative action: the principle of simple justice, the principle of
coapensatory justice, the principle of distributive justice, and the
principle of foradl equality. A chief merit of 1ega11ty as a
sotivational basis for affirsative action is that it eamphasizes that
affirsative action is the official policy ©wf the nation (or state, or
qity). It also lays stress on the power of federal {or state, or- :
localy enforcement behind this policy. Otility focuses on the
effectiveness of a prograa or policy as a aeans to an end, rather
than on the intrinsic qualities of the program or policy itself.
Advantages and disadvantages of the three approaches are acalyzed,
and it is argued that the utility perspective appears to have feuer
digsabilities and more strengths than the other two. (5§)
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- This paper focuses on motivational bases for affirmative action
program;, patticularlx\as these. programs pertain to postsecordary
education, I wish ta emphasize at the outset that the paper does not
.attempt to dvaluate the merits of affirmative action as such, bt
only to cpitique the motivational bases for it. By mctivationai
bases,'I mean the basic incentives whiéh are invoked in order to gain
publie support for affirmative acticn programs. These bases might be
thought ¢f as the fundamental rationales which are used to stimulate:

acceptance of the concept and practice of af irmative action.
* For purposes of analysis, I have dividedxthese bases into three

generic t&pes:'i) those assoclated with feaso s of morality (e.g.,
affirmative agtion is "good" or "righ "), 2) those assocliated with
reasons of legality (e.g., affirmative action is "lawful" or "legit-
imate”) and 3) those associated witp reasonecof utility (eezz., ’
affirmative action is "expedient" or "useful"). ,

*  The specific task of this paper will be to critique the
effectiveness. of these motivational bases. That 1s; this paper will
try tc,answer the qQuestion, "How well does each one of these motiva-
tional beses generate popular/ support for the successful pursuit of
affirmative action and the accomplishment of its ultinate goal which
i equal educational-and employment opportunity?” In answering this
question, the paper will take a theoretical rather than empirical
approach. . . ' ’

-Befora beginning the critique, a review of some background
information on affirmative action will be of value. Amang other
tﬁinge. it wlll serve to indicate the meaning of the term "affirm-
ative_action. ‘

Programs to promote affirmative action have had a relatively

brief history. Franklin D. Roosevelt issued an executive order'in

5 yl?@llprnhibiting discrimination‘based on race, creed, color or '

3n;tional origin in government and defense industries. This was
:fdlicwed by several ‘other passive non~discrimination orders in the
_Roosevelt, Truman ;na Eisenhower administrations. In 1961, John F.
feﬁﬁedf issued Executfve Order 10925, the first executive order

requiﬁing government contractors to "take affirmative action io
[ sl . \ B




ensure that applicants are employed, and that employees are treated

during employment, without rggafd to their race, creed.,dolof. or
national origin" (secf'3016${,.emphasis added). Lyndon B.‘gohnsdn‘
issued Executive Oxder 11246 in 1965 Which gave nove effective
1mp1ementation to federal affirmative action policy and delegated
enforcement responsibllity to the Secretary of Labor. In 1971 the’
Depa*tment of Labor issued Revised Order No.- 4 Hhich defined an
affirmative action program as followss '
An affirmative‘action program is a set of specific éﬁd
result-oriented prbcedures to which a éontractor commite
'himself [s1c7 -to apply every good faith effort. The ob jec-
tive of those procedures Plus such efforts i§ equal: empioy-
‘ment opportunity.- Procedures without effort.to make'then
work are meaningless; and effort, undirected by speQifio
and meaningful procedures, is,inadequate An acceptabie .
;-affirmative action program must include an analysis Qf
areas within which the contractor is deficient in the.
utilization of minority groups and women, and further, .
goals and timetables to which the contractor $ godd‘f&itb
" efforts must be directed to- correct the deficiencies and
thus to increase materially the utlization of mirl‘orities '
and women, at all levels and in all segments ofshis Zbi;7
work force where deficlencies exist. (& 60-2+10) .. -,
Executive Order 11246 was not applied to postsecondary edu- .-
cational inssitutions until 19?1. At that time, the Departmen'b of
Health Education and Welfare was designated as the compliance
"agency for these institutions. In 1972, HEW issued the‘Higher
Education Guidelines for -implementing Executive Order 11245,
‘These Guidélines required postsecondary institutions _"’{;\
. 1o do more than ensure employment neutrality with regéid
to race, color, religion, sex and national orig;nuwﬁe
the phrasé implibs, affirmative action requires the b~
plo;er to make additional efforts to recruit, QTPlOXi%?
and promote qualified members of groups formerly ex- -
cluded, even if that exclusion cannot be traced to”

o
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partieuler &iscriminatory ectione on the part of the em-
ployeri The premise of the affirmative action concept of
the Executive Order is that unless pesiti&e actioh is.
taken to overcome the effécts‘of systemic institutional ‘
formy. of exclusion and discriminatlon a benign neutralﬁt&
in employment- practices will tend to perpetuate the
status quo ante 1ndefinite1y (p.3) - | "

"~Besides the programs which have beern mandated by the executive
Eranch of government, the courts have ordered varfous forms of
‘axflrmatlve action as 2 remedy throughout the 1960s and 70s after
findings of illegal dlscrlniqation. Lo

Morality as a Motivational Basis

+

HMorality is the firet‘motivational basis for effirmative
action which will be considered. Etgnologically defined, morality
means that which is customary. This meaning is indicative of the °
fact that what - is correct from the moral standppint often depends

upOn group usage. s .
‘ Apart f;om appeal to religious revelation. morality usually
looks to philospphical ethics for its theoretical determination.
There are essentially four ethieal principles which may be ueed
to &etermiqe the morality of affifmatiVe action. Tﬂe firet is ihe
principle of simple justice. This principle dictateé that one
should give to anothg; that ?hice is her -or his due. While there
is little dispute oveX the principle itself, when it comes to the
question of affirmative action there is a great deal of disagree:
ment in American society over what 1s actually due and to whom‘}if
should be givenf The second principle is the principle of com
- pensatory justice. This dictates that an equitable compensation
is owed parties who have suffered injury in the past. According
to this principle, a case ceqld be made, on the one side, that
since black people have been vittimized for three hundred and
fifty years in America by slavery and 1nstitutiona1 racism, they
should be entitled to the benefits of affirmative action on the -

basis of bompensato;y Justice. On lhe other side, hogever. a
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case cculd be ﬂade that, the present rights “of therwhite majority
may not be violated in order to redress past injustice, since it |
was! not the nembers of the present ma jority whg‘caused the in—

) Justlce. -The. third principle rs the principle of distributive
Justide, This states that . the distribution of goods or" opportun-
Aties ¢n- society should take place in a way :that tends to elim-

" inate present inequities. According tg this principle..a case
could be made, on the one side, trat affifmative action would
provide a mechanisn for the more equitable distribution of -
opportunity in society. On the other sidk, the’ case |could be made
that -such a’mechanism. based as it is simply on a ial class-

' ification (or a sexual or ‘ethnic elaseification = depending- on
the particular affirmative action.program), is completely irrel-

“ evan%; That is, the sole fact of what race_(or sex,*or ethnic-
group) & person belongs to should never be made a relevant con-
sideration in employment matters, even if that considerationnis
supposedly *benign,” The fourth principle is the principle of .
formal equality. This states that .equals shpuld be treated-equally
and-unequals.should be treated unequally. According to this prin- ’J

“eiple, a case could be madey on the one side, that a neutral

. nonfprferential opportunity program would be equitable cnly i

ceveryone were in.a relatively similar sitvation, but since every-—
one is not so situated affirmative action is justified. On the g
y other side, a case could be made that, granted that everyone is
L not 51milarly 81tuated, the way to remedy this is to focus on
; the nectls of individuals rather than te structure -programs for
whole Tacial (or sexual, or ethnic) groups.

" * As cdn be seen.above, the principles of philosophical ethics
on which moral claims are buillt, are open to conflieting inter-
pretations. This is. true primarily because of two fundazmental
puman dilemmas., The first is the dilemma of the one and the

. rmany. In social terms, this dilemma raises the problem of the '
individudl’s place in society. Dbes the individual have a unique
discrete identity or is she or he to be defined basically in

9‘ \

“ reference to a group? -To put the question another way,cdoes the
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indlvidual give moaning to the group or does the group give'
megning to the individual? A reply that there is some truth in
both of these pOSSibllities does not fully solve the dilemma,
Thé second di1emma is thg dilemma of the absolute -and the‘relative
In eocial terms, this dilemma raises the question of fhether
reality, truth and value -are of a fixed and unchanging ¢haracter
0T whether-they are of a tran31ent and variabie character. To
put the guestion another ways are there. obJectively existing
« right answersv or is Hhat 15 right a matter of subJective cir-
cumstahce? o

The.tzuth of either side of thé two foregoing dilemmas
cannot be proved - at least it cannot be proved to the satis- .
faction of tﬁe opposing view.‘Queetions of morality are difficud%
LV to resclve when they involve only individuals, and are all the .
more ®:fflcult when they involve groups and are extended over.’
generations. When there is the—further domplication of‘funda-
mentally different outlocks on reality, then the yrobability
P ® s quite high‘that the moral problem in question Hill remain J
1rresolvab1y nootk Thus, the cholece of a moral badis as the R
motivation for an affirmative acv}on program is not likely to
attract the kind of broad-based (Concensus which is needeé-to_
support such- a nrogram, slnce the questton of whether this {5
the "right” or good" thing to do will be perennially Qontro-
versial The twuth of this lattexr statement may be gauged by the
. fact that no sooner 1s one “reverse discrimination” epit.resolved
in a court-than another one is *introduced.for hearing. L,

.
»
" ¥

Legality.as Motivational Basis .
’ 'E;' L o
Legality is the second motivational basis for‘affirmative

action to be considered. Legality is defined as adherence or
‘conformity to la%, with law belng defined as a rule\oflorgﬂr of
conduct set up by community authority. o 7e

- Perhaps the chief mérit of legality as a motivationai basis
for affirmative action is that it emphasizes that affirmative
action is the official policy of thegnation (or state. or cityj.‘




4

[

It also lays stress on the power of federal (or State, or local)

enforcement behind this policy A number of empirical studies
(e.b.. Adams & Jones, 1980; Bell, Waren, Yérgler, 19753 Beno—
kraitis & Feagin, 1978; Loeb, Ferber & LoHry. 19?8* Steele &
Greer, 1976) have showh. howewer. that government regulatlon of
affirmative action progranms in the fleld of postsecondary educa— ..
tion has been. less than Succe sful., One problem of government—
rvb mulated afflrmative action programs is that these prOgrams
' utlllze a simplistlc systemsfanaly31s a?proach. They, mandate
that a work foree analysis be made periodicallw and that goals
and tio“tablns be establiihed. A great .deal oft record-kccbing
rs‘}hrs necessitatad, but only a "good faith" effort is requircd
rather than a showing of subsfantial.results. In pbstsecondary
* education, many deans and depariment chairpersons know that they
can vet by, under the law, with 'a mininum of ~effort.. It is not .
that these people consciously wisn to discriminate. Indeed, my
" experience as an university. afflrmative action Jfficer has indi-
cated that, In my university at least, admlnistrators vere in
.every case apparefitly well~intentioned. But they, llke nature,
abhor a ‘yacuum, They want to fill a position as sobon as p0851b1e,
worrying|that either superior cangdidates. might not be available
laters that a freeze mlght bé placed on hiring, or that the
- position might be transferred to another department, or that Some,
" other unforesecm c}rcqmstance mlght prevent them from filling the
‘ post, . K L Cowl N =
/ Another problem of basing motivational support for affirmative
action on vrounds of legallty is that these grounds are liable %o
- shift. Conslder that it was less than one hundred and fifty years
ago that;Chle; Just;ce Roger Brooké Taney wrote in Dred Scott v.
Sa‘ndford"[_ij (1857) that b]:ao‘k neople. whether slave or free,
L were ;d'féf inferior-to whites’ that they had no rights which whites
) were bound to respect ‘It was iess than one hundred years ago - and
*after the.Fourteenth Amendment was passed ~\that the Supreme Court
stated injits de0151on in Plessy v, Ferguson (1896)
' s oeHe conslder the underlying fallacy of the plantiff’s

E

]
]




argument, to consist in the assumption that the enforceq
" separation of the two reces‘stamps the colored race
“with a badge of inferiority. If this be so, it is not
by. reason of.anything found in the act, but, solely because.
" the colored race chooses to "put that construction on i%....
Iiegislation is powerless to eradicate racial inst}ncts.dt b
0 abolish distinctions based upon physical differences,
and the attempt to do so can only result in ecccntuating
the difficulties of the present situation. (Plessy v.
Ferguson [in Noll & Kelly, 1970, pp. 270-27L) N
1 W¥hile it is doubtful that our law. will revert to such ricist inter-
nre+at10ns, ﬁ% is well to rg&ember that, law is not immutable. In .
the 1960% and 703, as indicated above, affirmative action . o8
egores‘sw‘ely pursued ¥ the government. More recently, however,
vthere beve been signd that this official legal support is weaken-
ing, This.men Qe seen most clearly in the judicial area in the |
recent’ reiatively conservative'@ecision of the Supreme Court in
the Bakke case (Regentn‘of'the University of California v. Bakke,
1978)..In this case, the Court held that race may be jone of a
number of factors, kh admisSions decisions, but it may not be the
controlling factor. Tt can.also be deen in the executive area in
the Reagan administration s policx of eliminating anything con-~

. , hected with affirmative action whlch is interpreted aS\gnvolving
—

"quotas. .

' The mote basic difficulty with law as a motivational'basis '
13 that it is simply -nod able-to serve as a- sufficient rationale,.
_1in itself, for a social policy like affirmative actioz;,'law is
meant to serve as a codification and basis for adjudication of
policy whichr is already valued for some reasorn, "Dewey affirmed
this peint in 1897, saying that “All reforms which rest simply - .
upon the enactment ofllaw. or the threatening of certain penalties’,
or upon changes in mechanical or outward arrangements, are transi-
tory and futile” (Dewey /in Noll & Kelly, 1970, p. 2427);: Witt-
genstein (1922) has saids "Tnere must indeed be some kind of

. ethical ‘refard and,ethical punishment, but they must reside in- -
tne action itself” ‘(no. 6.422). This judgment applies beyond the
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specifically moral sphere. In other:words; afﬁirmafive action
cannot effectively be based on external 'incentives (é:g.,
‘getbing or keeping govermment contracts) or on fear (e.g.,
avoldance of court sults), dut rather on the understanding

that affirmative actioniis to the benefit of the pPpstsecondary ‘
insﬁitgtion as well as to the benefit of all of the individuals
associalted with the institution. ‘

)
-

—

Utility as a Motivational E@.ig '
Utility is. the third motivational basis for afflrmaf

action to be con51dered Utility may be defined as usefulness,
measured in terms of results or consequences. Utility Thus focus-.

_es on the effectiven?ss of a program or policy as a means an
end, vather than on the intrinsic qualities of the Tregram or
policy lpSEIf' This basis for affirmative action cannot be cré-
thued in an abstract i%olated fashion apart from some specified
eftd for.which it serves as a means, for, in the uti1itarian T
perspectiye, the‘means nust always be Justifieg by the erd.
?hereforeﬁjthe following scenario is offered to illustrate how
éff}rmativesactibn might be motivatéd by a utilitarian basis.

It is generally ackﬁowledged that most postsecondary insti-
tuti@ﬁs will face’ the nossibility of,a seridus decllne in enroll- |
ment in fne next bﬂo decades. ;ndeed the American Associ;ilon of
Colleglate R\!;istrars and- @aissions Offi?s and the College
Entrance Examination Board (1980) havwe reborted that Postsecondary
education is alregdy a buyer s rq,arket Not so- i@y rec'ognized is
the fact that, when the. démographic changes which are now climb-
ing the educational ladde;{féach the postsecondary rung, ‘some
’signlficant changes may odcur in the composition of the post-

. secondary bopulation. Kerr (1978) has forecasted that, "it is
‘quite possible that a greater proportion of minority group members\
will, in the near future, at%end college‘thqn of the white majority"
(p. 3). This forecast is supported by a recent Carnegie Council oh
Policy Studies in Higher Education rbport‘(1980).)The report,

©l after affifming that "under the conditiohs of the next two deéades.




b

conoumer soverelgnty may well prevail largely uﬁdisputéd in mosd
irstitutlons® (p. 29), goes on to predict.that more white women,
ﬁorEitlacks and more !ispanics will be attending colloge, despite
a general decdline in enrollment., Speaking of blacks in particular,
‘the report statesla . ‘ .
We expect that théiy attendance rptos will equal those of
whites.:They already exceed those for whites wlthin the
same lncomg ranges. We oxpeot attendance rates for blacks
in the top half 6f the overall income range 't exceed
those for whites in the top half of the‘Puerall*income
range, but we expect attendance rates for blacks in the
Yol ¥m half of the overall incono rapge to remain trelow
those for whites in that half of the overal]l income range.
.Sone parts of the black community are moving ahead faster
-than others. Blagks, also, are beconing a higher propor-
tion of all youths. (pp. b2~ &3) ’ - '
. Clven Jhese demographic changes, it seems probable that
post;econdary education will become a huyer’s market for minority
otUdentS. In this event, postsecondary institutions will most

1ike1y becone moré\oohcerned with minority student recruitment

and minority ‘student retention since these factors will become
important in maid{aining enrollment as the volume of the tra- -
d1tiona1 majority clientele begins to.decline. In other words,
oonsiderations of utility will naturally incline postsecondary
irstitutions to recruit and retain minority students. But in
order to reoyuit and retain minoxity stude in the time of a
niilikneed tc address”’
the problems\of making postsecondary instltptions more socially,
eulturally, economically and ‘politically attractive to” minority
‘ *students, *One element involved in these *problenms is the parvitude

buyer's market, " postsecondary institutions

of numbers of mino;ity staff preseqtly enpleyed in most postsecon-
dary institubions. Without more representativer numbers of -
minorities on staff, a number of difficulties may well ensue:

1) minorlty students willasufger f;om lack oftsole modéls;

2) counseling for minorit§ students by synppat _tic minority

faculty will be more difficult to find; 5) the breaking of
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stercotypes will be lampered; L) oprortunitles for the growth

oi minority~\tudcni§' self-respact will be diminished; 5) the

promo*ion® of iftercultUIal and interrcaeial undegstanding ‘and
) cooperation uil} be inhibited; 6).tcach1ug and researeh concemhs .
#hich might benefit from a minority psrspective will be less
adequately pursued; 7) the P?bvision of a Source fer future
minority facuMy will be endangered; 8) ppstseccndary ins}itu-
fions will be seen as hypoeritical in that tﬁey will not
appear to practice the affirmative action policy which they

proclaim; and 9) other social, economic and political consid-

_erations of a longer range,; less specific, Iess predictable.
f but none the less real chanacter. will be affected .-
To avold these difflculties. an appeal might be made to
_institutional and individual self—interest in d{ier to-motivate
i

affirmative action and Increase the number of m ority staff. ]
Majority faculty and adminlstratOrs, who might otherwise re-
- gaxd affirmatiVe adtion programs as improper intervention in
the traditional process of autonomous peer selection. might be
led to understand that if more mincorities are_nop ZFppointed and
‘if %he attendant difficulties described above occur, then growth
and even sursival of some postsecondary units or programs in an ¥
1ns*itut¢0n + and conscquencly, continued enployment of the present
magoritj nersonnel within.those units or programs - will be
threatened because of. loss of minority enrolliment. ¥here moral-

¥  or legal reasons may not provide quffic*ent motlvat on tsg cncre*se
mnirority é.aff, theze utilitarian cdneideratlons based n the
awarenéss that what is in the interest of lnstltutlonel stability -
ig eventually in the interest of the maﬁority ihdividual's Job
securzty, ‘may prOVide such motivation. It should be noted that
these considerations are not entirely of the extrinsic incentive
rarjety. They stress, ins}ead, the nealization that the interests
of the majority aﬁd the miﬁority are confluent. I am not suggegt-
ing here that moral or legal motivations should be completely
abandcned, however. Such mctivations are necessary, tut I do not
believe that they are sufficient: d

- ‘ -
The utilitarian motivation in the previous scenario would not

——— ‘_.
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seen to injure equity considexations in the hirlng process. Searth
conmittess have been krdwn to renort that minority faculty oandi-
dates do not meet the criterion of being "best qualified" for the

\ position. However. if a postsecondary institution is in need ot
minority fhculty for previously-described reasons of utility, -
then a cendidate s minority status could be one significant and
valid factor to be weighed along with such ather factors as
educational background, te&ching, research and service experience"
in deciding who 15 "best qualified.” Utilitar an preference for
minorities could be served in this case qithout unfair diserim-
ination against majority candidates by simply allowing éxtra con-
sideration for race (or sex, or ethnicity) The Bakke (Regents o;
the University.of California v, Bakke, 1978) and the Weber (United
Steelworkersfo*‘xferica. AFL-CIO-CLC v. Weber et al., 1979) decl-
sions provide precedent‘fdréthis approach. Justice Lewis Powell's
controiling opinion in the Bakke case makes mention of a legiti-

" mate state interest in an ethnically diverse student body and -
suggests how an admissions program might be structured to provide
for this kind of diversity without violating the Fourteenth )
Amendment. On the basis of the considerations Mmeritionéd in theabové -
ubilitarian scenario, 1t would seem that.a state Ainterest-in gn
ethnically diverde faculty would be éeen by the Court as equally
legitimate. Likewise. Justice Hilliam Brennan's maJority opinion- ~

Tin the.Heber case holds that Title VII' prohibi#lon of racial ‘

discrinination does not condemn all private, voluntapy, racdd
consoioﬁs affirmative action plans. Employers are free, accoxding
to the Weber decision to take race—consciouﬁ steps to, eliminate )
‘manifest racial imbalances in traditionally segregated job cate-
goriesfvfé-this regard, postsecondary faculty positions could be.t
viewed as traditionally segregated job categories. Thus, such an

approach as suggested in the scenario would seem not only to give
‘promise of being effective; but also able to withstand legal
challenge. ’ ' ' _ _ ‘

) The wtilitarian motivation 1llustrated in the scerario would
alsd seem to overcome the objections of Sowell (1975) that minor-
ities can be hurt and that racism can be Perpetuated by making it

'
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appeaf that minority jrogress is simply the resuvlt of govern-

ment -mandated affirma¥ive action, However, if minorities are
seen as necessary to employ from a viewpoint of enllghtened self-
interest, then their preserice on staff should be viewed as no .
more gratuitous than the presence of other essential employees.
The same reasoning would seem to defeat the objections of Cohen

. (19??) who fears that afflrmatlve action will pit one racial
group against another, “focusing attention to race, creating

" anxiety and agitation about race in all the wrbng contexts,
excitlng envy, ill’will and wldespread regentment of unfair
penalties and undeserved rewards" (P iH3’)“"\ - -

It may be that the particular utilltarianSarguments which
I have offered by way of example in the above sCenario will not

+ préve convincing. However, the gcenario is meant slmply to illus-
‘trate the type or kind of argument which I believe has the best,

. »chance of underpinning an effective affirmative action effort,

T 1t m&& bé %pat other examﬁles of the dfili@ari%n argument would
prove more convincing, e.‘g. , Yhe avoidamce of violence which will

‘most likely result if the oppressive non-pluralistic structuring
of society 1s not changed. & .

The principle disedvantage of utility as & motivation for
affirmative action is that it is two-edged If it should appear -~
at.some time to the majority that increasing the number of minor-

-1ty staff is not in the majority*s best interest, then the effi-
ciency of this ‘motivation would be lost, Td prevent this, 75’
awareness might be developed that what i the minority“s
interegl‘is eventually in the majérﬁty's interest, e.g., that
increaging the number of minority students and minority staff is
good for everybody ,in postsecondary education - minorlty and .

"

na.,]ority alike., .

Conclusion ,

_The above critique of morality, legality and utilitw as
motivationa.l bases for aff‘imative action has indicated that
none of the three is- entirely free from disabllity, Still,




—

utility seems to have fewer disabilities and more strengths than

the other two. Historically, this seems confirmed by the fact that
_no significant majority has ever yilelded ground to a q}norlty
unless {t was perceived to be in the.majority's own best interest
to do so. This is to-say that no matter how-moral people’s rhetoric
might be, Yo 1 mattery how law-abiding they might bejgeve- that thelr
t{?dition is, and no matter how sincerely. they might feel that they
are compitted 'to liberal ideals, when it comes to the point of
‘action, most people will usually respond in a self-interested
manner. Therefore, unless an utilitarian motivational basis for,
affirmative action is more widely adopted, I fear that the qtatus
quo will not change. '

#*
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