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Abstract

After providing a brief background as to why issuwésdiversity management
within armed forces have become important inteamatily, this article outlines the
diversity challenges facing the South African Natib Defence Force (SANDF).
The first part of the article describes how theialadanguage/ethnic and gender
profile of the SANDF has changed since 1994 andehsions this has evoked. The
second part provides a brief conceptual framewogairst which diversity
management in the SANDF can be interpreted, whiemredtie various diversity
management programmes instituted over the yearsltivate a respect for diversity
are outlined. It is argued that the predominanttesfs on ‘workplace diversity’ at
the cost of ‘valuing diversity’ has meant that ¢ikig stereotypes and tensions
within the ranks have remained, with dire conseqasnnot only for the
cohesiveness and effectiveness of the SANDF, Botfal civil-military relations.

Introduction

Managing diversity has become a major theme inctir@gemporary world, not
least within the armed forces, which have not drdgome more diverse in terms of
race and gender, but which are frequently depldagegéther with or within other
nations. However, the manner in which armed fodwsss with diversity issues differ
substantially, as they are largely influenced bg tholitical, cultural and ethnic
influences emanating from broader society (SoetedsVan der Meulen 2007). Yet,

! The author wishes to thank the two anonymous wvesrig for their useful
comments and critique, which have greatly improtrexicontent and quality of this
article.
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despite these differences, there are a number ioEnsal reasons why diversity
management has assumed greater ‘political’ pronsimém military affairs since the
end of the Cold War.

The first stems from the emphasis placed on indafidights that have obliged
armed forces to review policies and practices tfiatriminate against women,
homosexuals and ethnic minorities. In most caseset reforms have been driven
by lobby groups or legislative impediments. WitBpect to South Africa, it has not
been lobby groupgper se, but rather the need to conform to the legal irafees
spelt out in the new Constitution of the RepublicSafuth Africa, which forbids
discrimination on the grounds of race, ethnicitgnder and sexual orientation,
religion and language, among others, which haweedrpolicy reforms (Heinecken
2007:79-80).

A second reason why armed forces are pressureectinite more representative
is to preserve their legitimacy among key staketdd in broader society. In many
countries, it is a democratic imperative that thened forces are broadly
representative of the populace with respect to, reitaic composition, social class,
religion and gender (Baynam 1990:9-10). The gerssalimption is that control of
the armed forces is more or less guaranteed asdsrajl segments of society are
represented. In South Africa, the White Paper ofebee specifically states that “to
secure the legitimacy of the armed forces, the Bepant of Defence is committed
to the goal of overcoming the legacy of racial gedder discrimination” and that it
will seek to create “a Defence Force that is pmifewl, efficient, effective and
broadly representative” (DOD 1996:32). In this meQamilitaries have not only
assumed an important ‘nationalising’ role, but hals® served as an instrument to
uplift the poorer and less educated segments @étypin some cases becoming the
“school of the nation” (Soeters and Van der Mell889:212).

A third reason why armed forces have become moneeraed with issues of
diversity is the growing problems of recruitmentiaretention associated with the
shift to an all-volunteer force. A number of couedt for example, Canada,
Belgium, the Netherlands and the United Kingdomamae but a few, have seen a
decline in white male recruitment. Shortages, paldrly in the technical and
combat positions in the army, air force and naw @bvserved across nations. This
has obliged armed forces to recruit from non-tiadédl pools, namely ethnic
minorities (and even foreign nationals) and womem,meet their manpower
requirements. Dandeker and Mason (2007:142-143)tlial the “self-interest or
business case” for diversity, which is driven bydenot altruism. In South Africa,
we see similar declines in white male recruitmend a@ifficulties in recruiting
members with the necessary skills, especially ttodseolour’. However, here the
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need to correct past racial imbalances has teradbd tore important than the need
to attract and retain the necessary skills.

A fourth argument in favour of greater diversityti® argument that it improves
the effectiveness of armed forces, especially enfteld of humanitarian missions
and in terms of civil-military cooperation. Ther® growing evidence that a better
gender/racial mix is more suited for non-combat siiss, especially in their
interaction with local communities. In terms of wens participation in
peacekeeping missions, their contribution assumedter importance with the
passing of United Nations Resolution 1325 in 200tis Resolution has reaffirmed
the important role of women in the prevention aadotution of conflicts and in
peacekeeping, and called for gender mainstreanoitg tincorporated in all multi-
national peace operations, as not only somethiagishbeneficial, but essential. In
South Africa, this has given fresh momentum togheater recruitment of women,
with targets being set at 30% and even higher.

A fifth and further reason why some armed forcegehbeen obliged to deal
with issues of diversity, relates to the integnatiof previously adverse military
groups, often from different ethnic or ideologibalckgrounds, to build a new army
after a change in the political dispensation (Ssesmd Van der Meulen 1999:213-
4). We see this occurring for example in Germangrahe end of the Cold War and
in Eritrea and South Africa after years of libevatiwars (Tessema 2007:101-108).
This brings an added dimension to diversity managgjrthat of political ideology
and past loyalties that have a powerful influenoewmrkplace relations. This has
meant that managing diversity has become more jilstraccommodating diverse
groups, but dealing with the underlying tensionat teultural and ideological
differences bring.

In many respects, South Africa represents a micmcof the issues armed
forces have to deal with in terms of diversity ngaraent, albeitvith some unique
differences. Hence, the aim of this article is tovide an overview of how the South
African National Defence Force (SANDF) has dealthwihe issue of diversity
management. The first section of the article dessri how the racial,
language/ethnic and gender profile of the SANDF dfzenged since 1994, and the
tensions this has evoked. The second section meddrief conceptual framework

2 At the recent DOD Gender Conference on Solicitirgjentolleagues support in
pursuit of gender equality, St George’s Hotel, &iat20-22 August 2008, it was
argued that, because of attrition, it is necessariyncrease the recruitment of the
number of women to 40%. This aspect of diversitynaggement is the subject of
another research project and will not be discudsedetail in this article (see
Heinecken and Van der Waag 2007).
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against which diversity management in the SANDF barinterpreted, whereafter
the various diversity management programmes inistitaver the years to cultivate a
respect for diversity are outlined. The argumemésle that the overriding emphasis
on creating a representative military has beerhateixpense of valuing diversity,
which has not only harmed work relations, but whictay also have dire
consequences for the long-term effectiveness ofSBRDF and for civil-military
relations.

A diverse society, arepresentative military

While in most countries the management of diveriség meant accommodating
minorities, in South Africa this has involved thaegration of the majority black
populatiorf into a minority white-dominated workplace. Yearks discrimination
denied many blacks access to certain jobs and rseofosociety, including the
military. This was to change radically when theiédn National Congress (ANC)
came into power in 1994. Since then the governrhastsystematically set about
not only repealing various racially discriminatdayvs, but also implementing others
that would correct the past social and economiquaéties caused by decades of
colonialism and apartheid. This included an assersffirmative action (AA) and
equal opportunities (EO) programme that would cleathg racial, ethnic and gender
profile of the South African armed forces foreves reflected in the following
section.

Racial profile

South Africa has a multiracial and multiethnic plapion of 47,9 million of
which black Africans (hereafter Africans) const#t9,6% of the population, whites
9,1%, coloureds 8,9% and Asians 2,4%. Thus, fotrofdive South Africans are
(black) Africans. Whereas the former South AfricBefence Force’'s (SADF)
permanent force of the early nineties was mostliteyvhthis was to change
significantly with the integration of the former vdutionary and Transkei,
Bophuthatswana, Venda and Ciskei (TBVC) Defence Foitwes 1994, but was
still some way off the targets set by the Defencei@®ein 1996 (see Table 1).

3 within the South African context, ‘blacks’ refeis all those other than whites,
namely Africans, coloureds, Indians and, more rége@hinese.
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Table 1: Racial profile of general population and\EX (as percentages)

Defence SANDF SANDF

Population .
Review 1994 —post- 2007 —
Race — 2007 . )

target§ integration October

Africans 79,6 64,7 39,2 69,7
Coloureds 8,9 10,2 12,6 115

Asians 2,4 0,75 1,3 1,2
Whites 9,1 25,4 46,8 17,7

The Defence Review set quotas of 64,5% Africanspuwelds 10,2%, Asians
0,75%, and Whites 25,4%. These targets have begnam by October 2007, the
SANDF (uniformed component) consisted of Africar}786, coloureds 11,5%,
Asians 1,2% and whites 17,7%. This marks a radicid in the racial profile of the
SANDF where whites are now in effect under-represgtraccording to the set
targets while Africans are over-represeritddowever, this racial profile is not
reflected at all the different rank groups and essfonal branches in the SANDF.
At the operational level, (middle management) whaéll made up more than half
of the officer and non-commissioned ranks. Yetthat lower levels, only 2% of
privates were whites, while almost 90% were Afrigan

L anguage/ethnic profile

South Africa is not only a racially, but also ahretally diverse society. As the
SANDF does not keep statistics by ethnic group, cae get a sense of this by
examining ethnicity with reference to language @refice. Whites are generally
Afrikaans or English speakefsyhile Africans belong to any of the following nine
different ethnic groups: Zulu, Xhosa, Pedi, Soffisyana, Tsonga, Swazi, Ndebele
and Venda, all with their own languages.

4 Figures may not add up to 100% due to rounding Bifures provided in
Department of Defence, 2006. Annual Report, Findnétéar 2005-2006, Military
Printing Press, Pretoria, p. 12.

® The statistics quoted here are for Defence Acsdrerel (SANDF) only and
exclude civilians working in the Department of Defe (Public Servant Act
Personnel).

® As many may be of mixed origin, language prefeseran be seen as an indicator
of identifying with a specific racial/ethnic group.

" Whites may predominantly speak either English drikAans but may not
necessarily classify themselves as either Englsfitigh) or as Afrikaners given
their diverse heritage.
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Currently there are 11 official languadesf which most speak [1] IsiZulu
(23,8%), followed by [2] IsiXhosa (17,6%), [3] Akaans (13,3%), [4] Sepedi
(9,4%) [5] Setswana (8,2%), [6] Sesotho (7,9%), Xitkonga (4,4%), [8] SiSwati
(2,7%), [9] Tshivenda (2,3%) and [10] IsiNdebelesgh). Although English [11] is
the official language of communication, only 8.2%e c¢his as their first language
(SSA 2007). Language is also region-specific, faneple in KwaZulu-Natal most
Africans speak IsiZulu, in the Eastern Cape, IsiXhand in the Western Cape the
coloured community speaks mostly Afrikaans. Asaetd in the statistics provided,
vast discrepancies exist between the national lsadOD language profile (Table
2). In October 2007, 8,3% members of the DOD ingidasiZulu as their first
language, 9% IsiXhosa, 23,6% Afrikaans, 7,5% Sep8d@% Setswana, 5,7%
Sesotho, 1,6% Xitsonga, 2,1% SiSwati, 3% TshiveQdi®o IsiNdebele, and 10,3%
English (DOD 2007).

Table 2: Language profile of general population Begartment of Defence

Language | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 | 11
Population| 23,8 176 138 94 82 79 44 p7 PR,36 (182
DOD 8,3 9,0 236 79 83 5F 16 21 30 5 1p;3

Concerning the language profile of the DOD, Zulue aignificantly under-
represented while Afrikaans speakers are over-septed. This is a legacy of the
past as most former SADF members were Afrikaanaispg and so are many
civilian employees and coloureds serving in the DB&r many Africans, Afrikaans
is still negatively associated with apartheid. Giwbat almost a quarter of those
serving in the DOD cite Afrikaans as their firshdmage, it is still widely spoken in
the SANDF, particularly in the South African Armwhich is the largest arm of
service. While many Africans who served in the fernSADF could speak
Afrikaans, the same does not apply for many integk&nto and joining the SANDF
after 1994

8 Language profile as recorded at last populatiorsies 2001.

® Afrikaans was (and for some still is) considereel language of the oppressor and
many Africans resisted been taught in Afrikaans twode who were in exile during
the years of apartheid had little exposure to géimgliage.
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As the Constitutiolf prohibits discrimination on the basis of languatie
Department of Defence was obliged to formulatenglage policy based on what it
called “thread” and “link” languages. For the pusps of command and control,
English is the official thread language for defenoexmunication, supported by the
appropriate link language (dominant language oioregzone, command, formation
or unit). In practice, English and Afrikaans ovexdbw the other languages, and
equitable language treatment does not translat éofuality. Language is an
important source of power, and English is often skeond or third language of
Africans. Consequently, they are at a disadvantagegecially where linguistic
shortcomings are construed as a sign of intellédndariority, when in fact it is
merely an inability to express oneself adequately.

In addition, language usage perpetuates otherosyges that undermine the
achievement of equality (Human 1996:61). Frequerntig status and intellect of
persons are judged by their accent across the rcblru— whether black or white.
For example, if Africans have a European rathen g African English accent they
are often regarded as “coconuts” — black on theidet but white on the inside (thus
part of them). In turn, whites tend to judge suchio&ns as more educated and
competent! Few whites speak the different African languages jast as Africans
who cannot speak Afrikaans feel alienated by itgtiooed use, so do whites when
Africans speak in their home language.

Educational disparities

Another divisive issue is the vast disparities iu@ational profile of the
different racial groups. The majority of South Afihs grew up in segregated
communities and schools where the quantity and itguaf education varied
significantly. Statistics for 2007 on educationthenment of those aged 25 years
and older indicate that fewer than 6% of Africand aoloured women have a post-
school education. In comparison, 36% of white maweha higher qualification and
29% of white women. An estimated 18% of African wamand 13% of African
men have no formal schooling. Consequently, it ig Bsarprising that the

19 The Constitution of the RSA, Act No 108 of 1996 mmkeclear that “every
person shall have the right to use the languadesadr her choice (Section 30); that
no person shall be unfairly discriminated direailyindirectly against on the basis
of, among others, language (Section 9[3]); anchurthat each person has the right
“to receive education in the official language anduages of their choice in public
educational institutions(Section 29 [2]).

1 This is something | have observed in my 17 ye&seovice in the Department of
Defence and which was confirmed in discussions wifitiers on the topic.
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unemployment rate is highest among African wom&@¥{Band African men (29%)
and lowest among white males (5%) (SSA 2007:23-25).

Comparing this with the overall educational profié the Department of
Defence (DOD), reveals stark disparities. Of theb®se educational qualifications
have been captured on the DOD personnel databalse4,G% have some form of
higher education (degree, diploma or technical ifjcation), of which 61% are
whites, 12% coloureds, 2% Indian and 25% Africalvkile these statistics should
be read with some caution, as 33% of DOD membesgllof education has not
been recorded in the personnel database, theyh@ess illustrate the discrepancies
in education based on the available dat@ihis has a significant impact on the
management of diversity, as poor education oftentrimtes to feelings of
incompetence.

With reference to the SANDF, Menon and Kotze (288Yreport that Africans
find it “difficult to lead well-educated and traidewhite subordinates, and
experienced a sense of disempowerment”. Exacegptitia is that whites are said to
consider “blacks inherently less capable, innaigfigrior and intellectually limited”
and have doubts about their capabilities when igitipms of power and authority
(Human 1996:54-55). Unfortunately, these percegtiofiracial incompetence are
often made worse by AA, where blacks are perceigdthve been promoted to high
positions without the necessary experience antdorimg.

M anaging diversity: Explaining the concepts

All these issues have complicated diversity managerm the SANDF. Before
discussing this, it is necessary to clarify the oBeertain terms that are frequently
confused. Often the terms ‘affirmative action’, jgloyment equity’ and ‘managing
diversity’ are used interchangeably, whereas ieafthey mean different things.
Affirmative action (AA) is a politically driven programme that includes faw
programmes and activities designed to redressipdmtiances and ameliorate the
conditions of specified groups who have been digathged on the grounds of race,
gender and disability (Uys 2003:32). AA is the msg used to achieve the desired
outcome of greater equality of opportunitgd ultimately, employment equity. One
of the means to ensure employment equity, accortditige Employment Equity Act
of 1998 (Section 2) is the systematic “eliminatmunfair discrimination and the

12 Of the total number of 76 159 uniformed and carilipersonnel serving in the
Department of Defence, the educational level 0P@8 (almost 33%) was not
recorded. The statistics calculated are for thdsese education has been recorded.
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establishment of specific measures to accelerage dtivancement of those
previously disadvantaged”.

Both AA and EO are aimed at creating employment dppdies and ensuring
the promotion of those previously disadvantaged.ig\therefore seen as a means of
correcting historical injustices and an attemptldeel the playing fields where
everyone can compete on an equal basis, therelhigvaahp employment equity
(Thomas 1996:6). This is why AA has often been &sliavith terms such as
‘corrective action’, ‘black advancement’ or ‘posdi action’ (Uys 2003:32). AA is
not a proactive strategy, but a reactive strateggetl on statutory and moral
imperatives that compel organisations to includen&n and other groups into the
mainstream. According to Thomas (1991:18-21), hisatly this process has
evolved through different phases: the passive bagipeline or hierarchy scenario.

The ‘passive scenario’ is found where organisattake the necessary steps to
ensure compliance to AA policy and to eliminatetduhd racism and sexism within
the workplace with the assumption that this wikkate equal opportunity. When
women and blacks fail to advance, they blame thisaolack of experience or
education, but fail to implement any form of renadiction as this is regarded as
constituting reverse discrimination or preferentieatment. The ‘pipeline scenario’
moves beyond the intervention-free approach toeeme the number of previously
disadvantaged groups by supporting development ranages. However, this
approach is still based on the assumption thaa @ducational background or lack
of preparation is the major barrier to upward mighilThe ‘upward hierarchical or
mobility scenario’ is motivated by moral considéas. Organisations adopting this
approach to AA actively recruit and promote womerd dlacks by providing
‘special’ training, setting targets for the numbeibe developed and promoting and
setting up mentoring and tracking systems. The thay\SANDF has approached AA
has progressively moved towards this latter approac

Whatever the approach, the underlying assumptioalloAA initiatives is that
interventions are necessary to ‘better equip’ ldaakd women for corporate life.
According to Thomas (1991:23), “AAs intent was wtfif a legal, moral, and social
responsibility by initiating ‘special’ efforts toneure the creation of a diverse
workforce and encourage upward mobility for minedtand women”. In the case of
the dominant group, white males, this processtenageen as reverse discrimination
and preferential treatment. As AA embodies a fofrdiscrimination it often leads
to resentment and tension, especially where thasfas on getting the numbers
right, instead of valuing diversity (Thomas 1993:24

While AA contributes to an increase workforce diversity, the process itself
does not encourage awareness and respect for itliversthe workplace. Often
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managing diversity and affirmative action is coes@tl as one, but this is incorrect.
Managing diversity as an organisational strategy that “seeks to karaed capitalise
on sensitivity to gender, racial, cultural and ottmre salient differences to create a
more dynamic and competitive organisational cuftufelys 2003:33). This
encompasses a range of activities aimed at makimgagers or leadership more
aware of the values and assumptions of differeverde groups, which may affect
the way they “cooperate, compete, communicate,, eganize and are motivated”
(Horwitz, Bowmaker-Falconer and Searll 1996:139)e Titimate aim is to develop
an organisational environment in which all empl®yean contribute to the strategic
and competitive advantage of the organisation (Td®m996:10). Failure to
assimilate and manage diversity can, accordingdmwiiz et al. (1996:140) lead to
“misconceptions, poor work relations, underperfanogand discrimination”.

Managing diversity is a multifaceted concept andees the recognition and
value of cultural diversity. However the problem with many managing diversity
initiatives is that they often reinforce underlyisigreotypes by focusing on national
or ethnic culture and not on the relevance of caltdifferences that can improve
“cultural knowledge” (Human 2005:14). According uman (2005:14), this has
given rise to a tension between those who havetadop more generalised (or
maximalist) approach to diversity training, usingtianality, ethnic, religious or
gender (such as Hofstede) in diversity trainingl #rose who have adopted a more
detailed (minimalist) approach, which tries to itgnother cross-cutting cultural
and social variables, such as education, languadesacial class that impact on
diversity management.

Given the complexity of this subject, one can ustierd why “many so-called
managing diversity programmes not only confuse teéationship between
managing diversity and affirmative action and emgpient equity, but also confuse
managing diversity with managing culture” (Humarf8%1). In the SANDF, the
focus has been primarily on workplace diversitynteet equity targets, although
there have been some remarkable attempts to irteopkogrammes that attempt to
create awareness and respect for cultural diversity

Workforce diver sity ver sus managing diversity

According to Menon and Kotze (2007), the SANDF laopted a ‘hard’
approach to diversity management, which has tetmleduate managing workplace
diversity with affirmative action. This has meafat other cross-cutting social
variables, such as education, language, cultudhpatitical differences that underlie
existing tensions across race and gender, have oftebeen adequately addressed.
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In the following section, | attempt to explain haive emphasis on workplace
diversity or ‘representivity’ has influenced wordations in the SANDF.

Affirmative action, integration and political expedience

Since the formation of the SANDF in April 1994, tihansformation process has
been dominated by the need to reform the racial gemtler profile of the armed
forces (Heinecken 2005:74-96). This approach wappated by statutory
intervention in terms of AA and EO legislation, whihas effectively changed the
racial profile of the SANDF, with the added poliictwist that many of the new
military leaders are from the former revolutionfoyces. To illustrate this, by April
1997 after integratidi was complete, the senior-command leadership pasiti
Brigadier-General to General within the SANDF corspd of MK (14%) officers,
APLA (1%), TBVC (4%) and SADF (81%). By October 200whilst comprising
only 19% of the total force strength of the SANDBrmer MK and APLA
represented 46% of officers in senior-command lesiudle, whilst former SADF
members represented 47% and the homeland armié$ 7%.

Table 3: Composition by former force and rank (188@ 2007) (as percentages)

Former force Rank profile Former force Rank profile
1997 Brig-Gen — Gen 2007 Brig-Gen — Gen
MK 15 14 13 37
APLA 5 1 6 9
TBVC 11 4 7 7
SADF 58 81 32 47
SANDF* 11 0 42 0

Note: *The SANDF composition reflects those whan@d the SANDF after 1994
and who had no former force affiliation.

13 Integration refers to the amalgamation of the fémnmer homeland armies,
namely the Transkei Defence Force (TDF), BophuthatswDefence Force (BFD),
Venda Defence Force (VDM) and Ciskei Defence Fo@eK) (collectively known
as the TBVC forces) and the former non-statutory legianary forces of Umkhonto
we Sizwe (MK), the liberation army of the ANC andetiAzanian People’s
Liberation Army (APLA) of the black consciousnesanPAfrican Congress (PAC),
which collectively formed the new South African Maial Defence Force in April
1994. Included later was the KwaZulu Self-Protechm@rce (KZSPF) of the Inkhata
Freedom Party (IFP).

14 Figures for KZSPF not provided in latest statistic
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This transfer of racial/political power has acuteplications for race relations
within the SANDF. Former SADF officers tend to benformist, authoritarian and
bureaucratic. In contrast, former revolutionaryiaefs operated in a culture free
from rigid regulations and prescribed channelsy thelued initiative and were
highly politicised. This has led to a clash in leeghip styles where former MK and
APLA officers still tend to rely on their former tveorks for information, advice and
support rather than channelling issues through dinein of command. Former
loyalties continue to persist to the extent thatdies often refuse to testify against
each other” (Setai Report 2001). This not only intpaxegatively on discipline and
morale, but also disrupts the chain of command. E&gmantly, Van Ryneveld
(2006:13) claims that “the centuries-old militargngiple of unified command has
been lost”. This is exacerbated by the fact thatenvbfficers are often reluctant to
take disciplinary action for fear of reprisal, afibbg accused of being racist or due to
the repercussions this may have for their own carg¢eineckenNel and Janse van
Vuuren 2003:93).

As reflected in Table 3, former non-statutory far¢eve benefited greatly from
AA and, according to Honey (2003:29), many loyakgiia fighters have been
rewarded with high ranks, often without due consitlen of experience, skills or
age. Many have little experience of managing adugeacy or planning large-scale
military operations and this has given rise to @esble tension among whites,
who perceive that military competency has beenifsat for the sake of political
expediency. South African Air Force (SAAF) instraict and former fighter pilots,
for example, say that the relaxation of standarteres pupils who only manage a
40% pass rate still qualify as fighter pilots isothing short of a death sentence”
(Makings 2004:38).

The Air Force and Navy face serious challengesilasspsea-going officers,
engineers and highly skilled technicians leave eenthot be replaced with persons
of colour. This has been aggravated by AA polidiest have driven too many
whites out of the SANDF before they could transfesir knowledge and skills, and
those with the necessary skills are often denigubpnities due to the fact that they
are white, despite the skills shortatéHeinecken 2007:83-84). Therefore, it is not
surprising that an EO and AA climate survey dur@5 indicated that whites
(64%) are the least positive about the SANDF's Adligies, with coloureds
becoming increasingly more negative (DOD 2006). Gedds claim that in the past

15 This has often resulted in posts staying vacaripfig periods in the hope that the
‘right” appointment of colour can be made. This paty impacts on the morale of
others having to carry the work load until sucha@ppnents can be made, but on
the organizational effectiveness of the SANDF al. we
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they where not ‘white enough’ and now they arerilisinated against for not being
‘black enough’. Yet, despite the fact that Africdresre benefited greatly from AA,
41% still felt that “equal opportunities” are notadlable to them, while 49% of
whites thought everyone has equal benefits.

Although racial tolerance may have improved, ommoasay that there is racial
harmony in the SANDF. As one witness in the Setain@ission stated, “if you
have black and white, you will have racism, angafi have black and black of
different cultures, you'll still have problems” (@&é Report 2001). There is still a
high degree of racial tension and racism in the BRNHowever, much of the racial
tension is driven by the past inequalities (andidgeof inferiority) in education and
perceived standards of training, rather than racese (Dube and Gifford 1999:1-2).

Gender, sexuality and culture

Race has dominated the discourse in the SANDF, wdthaot to the total
exclusion of gender issues. Since 1996, greatesttidve been made to improve the
gender profile and to remove barriers that resthietfull integration of women. To
illustrate this, the percentage of women servinghim SANDF increased from an
average of 11% in 1994 to 13% in 2000 to 19,5% atoBer 2007. In addition,
women comprise almost 11% of the senior leadergbgitions rank Brig-Gen and
above. The question is whether this is enough. Sdaie that women must number
at least 15% of an organisation to be viewed arttman a token, and 30% if they
are to be a critical mass to ensure that they aaedh(Pinch 2006:6). Here it is of
interest to note that, while only 11% of women senn the senior ranks of Brig-
Gen and above by October 2007, they were well semted in the junior officer
ranks of 2% Lieutenant/Lieutenant (35%) and Captain (36%). Shobése women
remain in the military, a critical mass of 30% poepd by government may well be
achieved within the next decade.

The racial/gender profile of the SANDF has alsongeal markedly over the past
decade (Table 4). In 1994, white women made up 81%e female component;
today they represent 22% with the majority beingidsh women 65%. While they
are well represented in the lower officer rankoad 22%), at troop level white
women make up less than 3% of privates. This mae mmme challenges for the
SANDEF in future, especially where women'’s leadgrskinot be accepted by male
counterparts.
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Table 4: Racial gender profile of the SANDF (as patages)

1994 2000 2007
Asians 0,8 1 1
African 13 48 65
Coloured 5,2 8 12
White 81 43 22

Note: Figures cited for only uniformed women segvin the SANDF (civilians
excluded).

As for career options, whereas in the former SAD&m&n served only in
supportive roles such as finance, personnel, liogisintelligence, medical services
and welfare, today women in the SANDF have an opseer. While many still
serve in these supportive roles, by October 2007estimated 14% served in the
armour corps, 18% in artillery, 8% as infantry, 218combat navy and 6% as
aircrew (including pilots§® Women receive the same training as men and there i
gender discrimination except with respect to ftiedi and certain drill adaptations
that are considered fair discrimination based oysjgtogical differences. This does
not mean that prejudice against women serving énntlere hard-core combat roles
does not exist (Heinecken 2002:715-728).

A survey among women in 2001 showed that 60% of @obelieved that men
are threatened by female counterparts performinglasi duties. In a follow-up
study in 2004, focusing specifically on the depl@yrof women in peace support
operations, this view persisted (DOD 2004:5). Meeravparticularly guarded in
their views of whether women should serve in thecd Forces that require
exceptional endurance, courage, mental strengthitendbility to operate alone and
far behind enemy lines for lengthy periods of tirvken still consider women more
suited to support positions because they are phljsieveaker. In reality, few
women have managed to complete the elite paratrcmp8pecial Forces courses
successfully, but even where they have ‘out-maled’nthey frequently continue to
feel inferior.

Besides gender differences, the way women percéiie integration into the
military as differing by race. Menon and Kotze (28b) found that white women
feel less empowered and integrated in the militeegause they are not regarded as
professional “career” soldiers, serve mainly inmup roles, and face role ambiguity

16 Although this may sound impressive, many of thesenen may wear the corps
badge but are employed in personnel or logisticatg
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in terms of home-maker versus career roles. Blackmevo experience
disempowerment due to cultural impediments, seRashssment, family stress and
their greater childcare responsibilities. This shavat there is a cultural-gender
divide, where white women feel disempowered duesttutional constraints, while
black women experience subordination rather in sesfrtraditional African culture.

An aspect that is often ignored, but which is cartty the discrimination women
experience in the military is the double standdrdexual morality that both reflects
and reinforces gender inequality. Within the miltawomen are often judged by
their sexuality in a variety of ways. Mankayi (2006-64) for example, found that
men accuse women of using their sexuality to “aehisuccess in the system”, in
other words to get promotion or preferential treztim Women'’s sexual conduct is
also judged differently. Unlike in the case of memere sexual prowess is admired
by peers, sexual assertiveness in women is sesuabieert military discipline and
authority. For a woman to be a respected soldier rededs to be an honourable
woman or face being assigned derogatory labels asicstate mattress’, ‘whore’ or
‘slut’, or otherwise ‘lesbian’ (Mankayi 2006:59).e8ual harassment and abuse
continues to be a major problem facing women sgririthe SANDF, although this
is significantly underreported for a number or mees such as the impact it may
have on their future career prospects (Maughan:2006

The rights of homosexuals in the SANDF have notfgatured prominently on
the diversity agenda of the SANDF. Although homasdixy is legally permitted it
is a “silent right” and has remained in the privaphere, but this does not mean that
discrimination does not exist (Heinecken 1999). Bqual Opportunity survey
conducted in 2003 showed that there is substaptigjudice and stereotypes
regarding gays and lesbians. These range from owncebout the impact
homosexuals may have on the spread of HIV/Aidssiptes abuse of authority
(seniors harassing juniors), the impact “openly’gagly have on morale, the impact
on combat effectiveness, the sharing of the sawibtifss and issues of immorality.
Most felt that homosexuals ‘are still in the clodetcause they are afraid of being
rejected, scorned, oppressed, victimised, crititised publicly judged (EOCD
2004). As such, few incidences have been reported.

Ethnicity and cultural accommodation

Besides race and gender, there is the issue ofcethdi cultural diversity. Many
of the present military traditions have British anigy and for years the SADF was
dominated by Afrikaner Christian culture, which, acting to Mashike (2007:614),
was equated with military culture. As such, mangnfer SADF members “found it
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difficult to accept members wearing traditional dietions such as sangotha
bracelets” and there was little understanding af sensitivity for different cultural
practices. Many Africans still feel that their euk is not accommodated within the
“SANDF culture”. Typical problems experienced indéuthe lack of recognition by
superiors of the importance assigned to certaitull ceremonies, the need to
attend funerals of extended family members, thérelés consult traditional healers
and to communicate with the ancestors and the e of customary marriages
and dependants (Setai Report 2001:34).

To accommodate this, an array of policies have beiher adapted or
implemented to include the various cultural pragiand beliefs of members. The
SANDF Dress Policy was revised to allow memberswear certain religious
adornments, for example, the Zulu custom of Isiplearfa piece of cattle or goat
skin worn on the wrist), Lakshimi string (band even strands of red cotton), the
cultivation of a beard and a moustache by menHtavsislamic, Jewish or Shembe
orthodoxy), the fez or turban worn by men (prestiby various Islamic traditions)
and the official mourning button or band (DOD 2Q02) addition, a special leave
dispensation was introduced that allows memberstaipfive days “special
responsibility” leave to attend funerals (DOD 2Q03)

The African practice of having multiple spouses (opfive wives) has been
accommodated as has customary marriages. Life guartare also recognised,
whether this is of two persons of the oppositeher game gender. This entitles the
dependants to enjoy the same benefits as dependén®estern marriages,
including medical benefits. At present, the rightonsult traditional healers instead
of registered medical practitioners is not recoggind members have to take
normal leave instead of sick leave if they wishdto so. This remains a point of
contention, but increasingly, as time goes by, giedi and practices are being
adapted to accommodate African traditions and rallfractices. Then again, many
young Africans who have come to adopt a Westernigalle system, find
themselves in conflict with their own traditionallure as they are pressurised to
conform to traditional rituals such as circumcisioespect for elders, the role of
traditional healers, and so forth.

Another cultural aspect is the tension betweenviddalism and collectivism. In
general, whites display a stronger sense of indalidm, where merit and individual
performance serve as strong incentives to achiéfecans tend to be more
collectivist, stressing sharing “ubuntu” (humanex)eand a sense of community

7 sangomas are traditional healers and are beli@vpdssess special healing
powers.
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(Eaton and Louw 2000). Individual self-interesfrmvned upon, especially if it is to
the detriment of the group. This has led to somsita on military courses, where
whites prefer to be evaluated individually, rathlean as part of a syndicate or
group. This too is changing. A study by Van Dyk &l Kock (2004:90-95) among
young officers attending the South African Militacademy found that there was
no longer the extreme adherence to forms of indafidm or collectivism assigned
by race. Thus, one also needs to consider the fggéoe gap” in managing
diversity, a dimension frequently ignored in divrgrogrammes.

Managing cultural diversity

Based on the preceding discussion it is clear tlaataging diversity within such
a diverse environment is extremely complex anda# hot been met with great
success in South Africa (Grobler, Marnick, Carré&lbert and Hatfield 2006:79).
The same applies to the SANDF, which has introdueadous programmes to
increase employee knowledge on multi-cultural iss@d to promote racial
tolerance. In most cases, the approach has bemaltygmaximalist”, dealing with
culture in terms of ideal-type national differendétofstede 1991). According to
Human (1996:51), this approach is often “value-aded can “create either positive
or negative self-fulfilling prophecies”. This coulte one of the reasons for the
failure of the first diversity management programimglemented in the SANDE.

Shortly after integration in 1994 and before AArsgd in earnest, the SANDF
first tried to approach diversity management by lementing a truth and
reconciliation process referred to as the Psychcdbdntegration Programme (PIP).
The first phase was for members to discuss thelimfgs of guilt, bitterness, fear or
anger — to get these feelings ‘out in the opero thait all could be sensitised to the
different perceptions that exist. People were @ditp reveal their private feelings
and subjected to uncomfortable and invasive psyciichl exercises. After this, the
next step was to address aspects of cultural diyénsorder to create an awareness
of the different cultures. The last phase aimebring about unity among the many
diverse groups that needed to be integrated (Hieédme2007:88-89).

PIP failed dismally in its attempt to create respie cultural diversity on
account of a number of reasons. The inability aflitators to defuse tensions that
arose in the first phase, created even deepernsmms of resentment. The
facilitators focused on the ills of apartheid, whinade former SADF personnel feel
that they have been unfairly accused and blameddiwons for which they were not

8 For a more detailed overview of all the differediversity programmes
implemented, see Heinecken (2007:77-94).
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directly responsible. The result was that, instehdreating unity, the programme
increased divisiveness and animosity and exacettmtisting tensions. According

to Von Bergen, Soper and Foster (2002:24), thiségsramon mistake in diversity

management, “namely, that respect for diversity kaél enhanced if the sexism and
racism of individual employees is confronted, obadled and eliminated”.

Consequently, the facilitators failed to make thensition to the last phase, to
facilitate unity. As a result, the programme lastdibility and was abandoned.

The next attempt was to include diversity managenasnpart of the Civic
Education Programme of the Department of Defenbe. Aard lessons learnt from
PIP led the SANDF to move away from the issues aifer but towards an
explanation of what constitutes culture, how ta@rabout cultural change and the
negative consequences of stereotypes and prejiigie. education formed part of
all military developmental courses. The idea was #veryone in the DOD would
gain an understanding of what management of diyeesid equal opportunities
entails. However, as with PIP the lack of adeqyatglined personnel to present the
cultural diversity programmes resulted in it beidigbhanded towards the end of
2003. This component of the Civic Education Programwas replaced by a section
focusing on shared values (DOD 2003). The shift wasattempt to move away
from the focus on cultural differences to the némdreate one universal military
culture acceptable to everyone serving in the SANBEspective of race, military
background, creed, religion or gender. This wasfitst real attempt to create a
more universal organisational culture based on galges within which diversity
can be tolerated, valued and accommodated.

After the creation of the Equal Opportunities Chiifectorate (EOCD), this
directorate developed its own diversity managenantrse based on the Equal
Opportunities Advisors Course presented at the DefeRqual Opportunity
Management Institute (DEOMI) in Florida in the nritheties onwards. In the US
armed forces, DEOMI has a long and successful flyisib dealing with issues of
racial discrimination, gender issues and sexuadsment (Moskos 2007:16). It also
trains equal opportunity advisers and the SANDF $&®t numerous members to
attend these courses. Subsequently, the EOCD deekltppown courses to ‘train’
people how to manage diversity and deal with lalbyelations matters. The EOCD
five-week course was designed to alert designaficers™® on the nature, origin
and ramifications of discrimination and to increasieeir knowledge and

19 Previously, this was the task of the multi-taskeactionaries, who served at the
various general support bases. However, with thegueturing of the SANDF, units
now nominate a specific person in the unit to deigh these issues, such as the
Adjutant or Communications Officer.
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understanding of EO and AA. The topics discusseathdiuthese courses included
aspects relating to socialisation, communicatiomosg cultures, power and
discrimination, racism, sexism and religious disgnation, sexual harassment,
conflict management and affirmative action.

Besides this training course, middle managementalssencouraged to attend
a four-day management of diversity seminar, one rfoddle-ranking officers
(Captains and Majors) and another for Warrant Officand Senior Non-
Commissioned Officers. This course was divided waoious phases. In the first
phase, participants were requested to expand ontlyperceive the concepts of
race, gender, ethnicity, culture, attitudes, pesbaifferences and socio-economic
class. Here the facilitators explained that theeedifferent layers of diversity based
on (1) one’s own personality traits, (2) internahdnsions of diversity as a result of
socialisation, (3) external influences such as nmep personal habits, religion,
educational background, and lastly (4) organisafidactors, which include aspects
such as seniority, division, work location, unidfiliation and management status.
Hereafter, the way these four layers of diversiterf one’s own perception of the
world and of others were examined. Participantsewequested to explain how
these perceptions and stereotypes impact on congationi and relationships in the
work environment. They were also asked to debatethis could influence mission
readiness and goal accomplishment (Heinecken 20613

Having seen how diversity filters can influence waoelations, the impact of
communication in a culturally diverse work settwgs then examined within this
seminar. Specific attention was paid to factors #iepe prejudice based on race
and gender, the different sources of power vargrosips have (such as education,
language, military background) and how certain estgppes and perceptions
influence one’s behaviour. The final phase of temigar looked at the benefits of
having a diverse workforce and the long-term adages of managing diversity
effectively. By means of practical examples it itasstrated how this improves the
utilisation of the organisation’s human capitalwh@t can reduce interpersonal
conflict, enhance mutual respect, foster a shareghnisational vision and
commitment, stimulate innovation (as more ideamfdifferent viewpoints lead to
better solutions to everyday problems) and howait énprove productivity and
organisational effectiveness.

Unlike the emphasis on AA and EO, which have mereigpught about
workplace diversity, the latter programmes tendedatlopt a more minimalist
approach to diversity management with the focus autural diversity.
Unfortunately, these programmes where never falyjitutionalised and they are no
longer presented, some claim because there ithadatapacity to do so, others that
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they are no longer necessary. After all, the palltiimperative of workplace
diversity has been achieved.

Conclusions

Largely as a result of government’'s assertive AAices, the South African
armed forces are for the first time in history ltiyarepresentative of society. The
targets set by the Defence Review in 1996 have bexaeeded. National
commitment to promote not only racial, but also dgmequality has added a new
dimension to diversity management in the SANDF. Y¥he initially the focus was
on correcting past racial imbalances, in recentsytee shift has been on improving
the gender representation not only in terms of rems)tbut also across all branches
(including combat branches). However, getting thembers rights means nothing, if
those representing the numbers are not valued aspected. Although many
women now serve in traditionally male-dominatedniciees, they have not reached a
sufficient critical mass to be fully accepted asuag, nor has the unique
contribution they can make been fully endorsed.

This may change in future as the SANDF's gendemsig@aming initiatives
take hold. At a recent conference on solicitingealpport for gender equality, an
appeal was made for men to support gender maingimgato join the fight against
gender inequality and to recognise the unique dmrttons women can make. While
their value is slowly being acknowledged, the avadles greater numbers of women
serving in the armed forces pose in terms of returrinvestment, retention, their
unigue needs as women, issues of cultural subdidimand sexual abuse have not
been fully grasped. The extent to which these facand the greater deployment of
women on peacekeeping operations may have on apeheffectiveness, remains
to be seen. In terms of diversity management,itagsnot received enough attention
primarily because the focus has been on gettingtiebers right.

While the SANDF has made great steps in removingakaand gender
discrimination and improving its legitimacy amorigetbroader populace, this has
come at a price. The exodus of a large number peranced white SANDF
officers, before their skills could be adequatensferred has evoked concern. Yet,
at the same time, AA continues to alienate andtriites many whites who remain
clustered in the middle ranks. Despite their lgyand long-term experience, they
recognise that political expedience counts morenwiheomes to appointments and
promotions. The following comment by a senior whitaval officer highlights their
frustration:
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| feel that as a White senior officer with scarcaleded skills in a
branch that is not attractive to Africans my sesii no longer wanted
or needed based on the colour of my skin. | find trery hard to
accept as | serve my country and service [arm ofica] just as
loyally as in the past. My goal of attaining ranftea a successful
career is no longer achievable. For the first timeeed to think of
another career in the medium term (Heinecken 2@)7:8

This sense of alienation has left many disillusthngemoralised and resentful.
Drawing on lessons from the private sector, Hun200%:52) has pointed out that
“organisations that play the numbers game tenadse ktaff that are not from the
dominant group”. This has been the case in the SANihich has not only affected
retention, but also recruitment of minority groupfany white youth aspiring to a
military career have opted to join the armed foradsother commonwealth
countries, even sacrificing their citizenship tosio Other long-serving experienced
white officers and non-commissioned officers havéurn opted to join the growing
private security sector, which has evoked greatipal concern.

Although the DOD’s AA and EO strategies have brdugbout the desired
workplace diversity, one cannot say that thesecjgdihave embraced the unique
strengths diversity has brought. The hard approadiiversity management has not
led to a productive environment where all feel edland where everyone’s talents
are fully recognised. Despite various attemptsrprove the understanding of how
culture and power impact on workplace relationshsattempts have been met with
limited effect as they have not formed part of dherall human resource strategy of
the SANDF. Whether this is due to a lack of capaat because these programmes
are no longer considered necessary since the milgasufficiently representative, is
an open question. The fact that minority groupsit@eh coloureds and Indians) feel
increasingly alienated does not appear to be areisd great political concern,
possibly because former revolutionary soldiers hbeeefited greatly from the
DOD’s AA and EO policies.

As many party loyalists come to dominate the seaiwt middle officer ranks,
concern is raised about the impact this may havéherpolitical neutrality of the
armed forces. The opposition party, the Democratiance, has warned that the
“ANC is slowly but surely taking control over the fdace force” (Van Eeden
2005:5). In the SANDF, former force and past padditiloyalties have been more of
a dividing force than ethnicity. On this point ibuld be interesting to observe to
what extent appointments of senior leadership mi@gnge should Jacob Zuma
assume presidency, given the under-representafiaulas in the SANDF. How
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these racial and ethnic tensions will affect civilitary relations in this fledgling
democracy is yet to be seen, but it should be lasenitored.

For some, diversity management may be a ‘soft’d@ssuterms of defence
priorities, but it could have ‘hard’ consequencesthe SANDF. Not only does a
lack of sensitivity to diversity issues increaseseonceptions, leading to under-
performance, discrimination, ill-discipline and pawork relations, but it also affects
the operational effectiveness and legitimacy ofatreed forces. Should the SANDF
become unrepresentative and should leadership ncentto comprise of party
loyalists, then there is some unease over the temg-impact this may have for
civil-military relations and the political stabyjitof South Africa. Recent events in
Zimbabwe and our own apartheid legacy should bicgerit warning for us to take
diversity management more seriously.
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