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Figure 2.1 The Net Benefits and Costs of Apartheid, by Race
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Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The bars in this graph represent each racial group’s average score on an index representing
the net benefits of apartheid. The index is simply the difference between benefits and costs, and
thus negative scores indicate that costs outweigh benefits (and vice versa). Cross-race difference
of means: p � .001; � � .63.

to 4.0 among whites (with standard deviations in the range of
about 2.5 to 3.8). Among blacks, 34.9 percent have a score of 0,
while 14.2 percent were net beneficiaries of apartheid; among
whites, for 20.3 percent apartheid was a wash on the factors con-
sidered here, while 76.7 percent see themselves as net beneficiaries
(data not shown). Those of Asian origin tend to have profited from
apartheid (69.8 percent), while Colored South Africans are almost
equally divided in terms of having benefited, having been harmed,
and coming out even from apartheid.19 The old apartheid system
meant quite different things for the different races in South Africa.
Moreover, the groups conventionally classified as “Black” did not
fare the same under apartheid.
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Table 2.1 Demographic Attributes of South Africa’s Racial Groups

Attribute African White Colored
Asian
Origin

Gender
Percentage female 50.1% 50.7% 49.3% 50.6%

Age
18 to 30 years old 39.0 24.6 33.1 29.3
30 to 55 years old 48.2 49.2 79.7 53.7
56 years old and older 12.8 26.2 17.2 16.9

Level of education
None or primary 32.2 .2 23.2 22.4
Secondary 61.4 59.5 64.3 67.8
Tertiary 6.3 40.3 12.5 9.8

Place of residence
Percentage urban 40.3 84.3 59.5 84.1

Social class
Upper or upper-middle 3.8 23.1 8.0 11.0
Middle or nonmanual 14.7 60.0 22.0 31.8
Manual or skilled, semiskilled 39.6 14.4 35.7 43.7
Manual, unskilled or unemployed 41.9 2.4 34.3 13.5

Unemployment
Percentage unemployed 34.7 3.9 20.3 15.1

Opinion leadership
Percentage opinion leaders 8.4 17.4 12.3 12.2

Home language
Afrikaans .1 52.9 78.6 2.9
English .1 47.1 21.1 96.3
Xhosa 25.8 .0 .0 .0
Zulu 25.8 .0 .0 .0

Literacy
Percentage literate 42.9 97.0 75.8 79.6

Religiosity
Percentage attending religious
services more often than
monthly 64.0 54.3 71.8 70.6

Social class—ownership of goods
Refrigerator and/or freezer 66.6 97.1 91.0 98.4
Electric floor polisher 2.0 27.3 14.8 14.7
Vacuum cleaner 4.3 86.1 33.5 44.5
Microwave oven 12.5 83.4 44.1 72.2
Hi-fi music center 59.1 87.5 66.5 77.6
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Table 2.1 (Continued)

Attribute African White Colored
Asian
Origin

Automatic washing machine 6.8 88.8 56.7 56.7
Working telephone 18.7 81.5 55.4 77.1
Television set 73.8 95.1 90.8 95.9
Bank account 39.9 94.3 55.0 62.9
Pension fund 15.4 68.2 35.5 25.7
Automobile 9.7 85.0 36.8 48.6
Percentage owning none of these 10.6 .1 2.1 .8

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.

of differences across these groups, and therefore I report most of
the statistical results according to the four racial groups identified
here.

Indeed, it is perhaps instructive to begin this analysis with a
consideration of the basic socioeconomic differences across these
various groups. Table 2.1 reports a panoply of information about
the attributes of those we interviewed. Rather than address every
piece of information in the table directly (a daunting task), I use
these data to draw some general conclusions.

First, the sample clearly represents the diversity of the South
African population. Unlike some earlier research, for instance, ur-
ban and rural residents are included in the survey. The diversity of
home languages among whites and Colored people is noteworthy:
the white portion of the sample is evenly divided between English-
and Afrikaans-speakers; most Colored respondents speak Afri-
kaans, although a sizable minority speak English as their home
language.

Note as well that the South African population is reasonably
young, with between one-fourth and one-third of each racial
group being thirty years old or younger. Consequently, a sizable
portion of South Africans have never directly experienced the
heavy boot of apartheid. Although it is difficult to identify a specific
time at which apartheid ended, two dates mark important mile-
stones: 1986, when the pass laws were abolished, and 1990, when
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Table 2.2 Racial Differences in Perceived Role Under Apartheid

African White Colored
Asian
Origin

Initial response
Activist 5.4% 1.2% 6.2% 2.0%
Hero 1.4 .2 .2 .0
Victor .7 .8 1.5 .4
Collaborator 1.5 3.0 1.1 .0
Sellout .2 1.0 .4 .8
Bystander 17.1 25.1 21.6 23.3
Spectator 14.9 20.8 19.1 14.3
Inactive opponent 9.0 19.3 6.4 6.1
Victim 19.8 3.5 15.2 38.8
Slave 18.1 .0 3.9 2.0
Beneficiary .4 6.0 2.1 1.6
None .2 .0 .2 .0
Don’t know 11.4 19.2 22.1 10.6

Any response
Activist 7.4 1.7 7.5 2.0
Hero 2.0 .2 .6 .4
Victor 1.8 1.6 3.0 .8
Collaborator 3.0 3.6 1.5 .0
Sellout .3 1.3 .9 .8
Bystander 23.3 34.1 29.8 33.1
Spectator 22.4 34.9 26.1 23.3
Inactive opponent 12.4 22.4 8.4 7.8
Victim 31.4 5.7 20.6 43.3
Slave 26.5 .3 6.0 3.3
Beneficiary .6 8.4 2.6 2.0

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: Entries are the percentage of all respondents of each race selecting the term.

discussion of the age distribution of the sample, a large percentage
of the respondents were only youngsters when apartheid nomi-
nally ended. Thus, determining how apartheid treated each re-
spondent is an important task for this analysis.

Table 2.2 reports our respondents’ replies to what is a decep-
tively simple question: “People use many different words to de-
scribe their relationship with apartheid in the past. Which of the
following best describes your role under apartheid?” The closed-
end list consisted of eleven terms (reported in the table). These
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Table 2.3 Racial Differences in Harms Inflicted by Apartheid

Harms African White Colored
Asian
Origin

Required to move
residence 17.2% 2.1% 16.3% 22.0%

Lost job 15.0 1.7 6.4 6.9
Assaulted by police 15.8 1.8 10.7 4.5
Imprisoned by

authorities 9.9 .6 1.9 2.0
Psychologically

harmed 15.6 4.1 11.1 6.9
Denied access to

education 41.4 1.5 21.1 20.4
Unable to associate

with other races 43.7 13.8 32.4 28.6
Had to use a pass to

move about 35.3 .4 1.6 11.8

No injuries 39.4 82.3 57.7 51.0
Average—injuries

indexa .24 .04 .13 .13
Standard deviation .26 .09 .19 .18
Number of cases 2,003 986 485 245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The question read: “Here is a list of things that happened to people under
apartheid. Please tell me which, if any, of these experiences you have had.”
aCross-race difference of means: p � .001; � � .39.

with people of different races or colors.12 Lack of access to educa-
tion is another widely experienced harm. Still, it is noteworthy
that a large minority of Africans (39.4 percent) claim no specific
injuries from apartheid.13 Indeed, only slightly more than one-third
claim to have been subjected to the infamous pass laws.14 These are
perhaps surprising findings.

Whites, on the other hand, experienced very few injuries from
apartheid.15 Fully 82.3 percent of the white respondents claim to
have been subject to no specific injury on this list, and only 13.8
percent felt harmed by their inability to associate with those of
other races. Obviously, apartheid treated blacks and whites very
differently.

As is often the case with this survey, Colored people and those
of Asian origin had experiences that were somewhere between
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Table 2.4 Racial Differences in Benefits from Apartheid

Benefit African White Colored
Asian
Origin

Access to education 8.2% 64.2% 23.0% 54.3%
Cheap labor 11.7 42.1 12.3 45.7
Low crime rate 7.7 49.8 19.7 59.2
Access to jobs 12.6 58.7 25.3 56.3

Experienced no benefits 75.1 22.2 56.9 28.2
Experienced all four benefits .7 25.3 3.0 30.6
Average—benefits indexa 1.64 3.16 2.26 2.93
Standard deviation .77 1.13 .97 1.27
Number of cases 2,002 981 466 245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The question read: “Some people have told us that they benefited from the old
system of apartheid. What about you—would you say you definitely benefited,
probably benefited, probably did not benefit, or definitely did not benefit from . . .?”
aCross-race difference of means: p � .001; � � .58.

ing that roughly one-fourth of black South Africans claim to have
enjoyed some of these benefits under the apartheid system.

The level at which whites recognize that they were beneficiaries
of apartheid is perhaps unexpected. A majority of whites assert
that they profited from access to education and to jobs, and nearly
a majority admit that they also benefited from a system that con-
trolled crime in the white areas of the country. Puzzling as well is
the comparatively small percentage of whites who acknowledge
that they profited from the cheap labor provided by apartheid. This
finding must surely represent the view that no direct benefit was
provided to the respondent—perhaps it is these whites who had no
housekeeper, gardener, or other staff—rather than rejection of the
view that the price of fruits and vegetables and wine in the country
had something to do with the wages paid to farm and vineyard
workers under apartheid.18 Still, fewer than one-fourth of the
whites deny profiting at all from apartheid, while another one-
fourth believe that they profited in all four ways (and perhaps in
other ways as well). Most whites today accept that they did well
under the apartheid system.
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Table 2.5 Racial Differences in Egocentric and Sociotropic Economic Perspectives

Economic Perceptions African White Colored Asian Origin

Egocentric prospectivea

Lot worse 10.1% 11.9% 4.9% 12.7%
Little worse 7.5 31.3 6.4 16.7
No change 20.9 32.4 22.2 26.5
Little better 33.9 15.6 38.9 25.3
Lot better 15.6 4.4 11.3 6.1
Don’t know 12.0 4.3 16.3 12.7

Egocentric retrospectiveb

Lot worse 15.7 16.7 14.2 14.7
Little worse 20.5 38.8 17.2 25.7
No change 36.1 33.8 38.4 40.4
Little better 22.8 8.4 23.2 13.5
Lot better 4.3 2.0 6.4 4.9
Don’t know .6 .3 .6 .8

Sociotropic prospectivec

Lot worse 15.8 28.4 12.1 25.3
Little worse 11.3 35.3 10.7 26.9
No change 19.1 16.5 20.5 13.9
Little better 30.3 14.2 31.4 22.4
Lot better 11.9 1.5 5.5 4.5
Don’t know 11.6 4.0 19.7 6.9

Sociotropic retrospectived

Lot worse 26.1 48.9 31.3 50.6
Little worse 24.0 33.6 24.7 28.2
No change 22.7 8.6 19.5 11.8
Little better 21.6 6.7 15.8 6.5
Lot better 2.7 .6 2.7 2.4
Don’t know 2.9 1.7 6.0 .4

Worry about unemploymente

Not at all 1.4 13.8 6.4 4.9
Not very 4.4 14.0 10.7 2.9
Worried a little 12.4 30.3 11.9 24.1
Very worried 77.1 40.4 69.2 66.1
Don’t know .2 .7 .6 .8
Unemployed 4.5 .7 1.2 1.2

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
aEgocentric prospective question: “And what about the next twelve months? How do you think your fam-
ily’s living standard will be compared to now? Would you say you and your family’s living standard will be
much worse, a little worse, nothing will change, a little better, or much better?”
bEgocentric retrospective question: “Compared with twelve months ago, would you say your family’s living
standards are much worse, a little worse, nothing has changed, a little better, or much better?”
cSociotropic prospective question: “How do you think the economic situation in South Africa will change in
the next twelve months? Will it get a lot worse, get a little worse, stay the same, get a little better, or get a
lot better?”
dSociotropic retrospective question: “How do you think the general economic situation in South Africa has
changed over the last twelve months? Would you say it has got a lot worse, got a little worse, stayed the
same, got a little better, or got a lot better?”
eUnemployment question: “How much does the thought worry you that, during the next twelve months,
you or some member of your family might become unemployed? Are you not at all worried, not very
worried, a little worried, or very worried?”
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Table 2.6 Racial Differences in Perceptions of Change in South Africa

Perceptions of Improvement in
Various Areas of Life Since 1994 African White Colored

Asian
Origin

Ability to earn a living 47.9% 16.4% 45.0% 29.4%
Race relations 61.9 57.2 70.4 62.0
Personal freedom 75.8 45.3 81.6 51.4
Equality 63.4 55.1 68.5 50.2
Hope for the future 64.5 28.9 62.1 38.0

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The question read: “We are interested in your thoughts about how things
might have changed since the election of 1994 and the end of apartheid in South
Africa. Would you say the following have improved a great deal, improved some-
what, worsened somewhat, or worsened a great deal?”

South Africa since 1994?” The replies are highly instructive. Nearly
two-thirds (64.7 percent) of the white respondents assert that
things have changed a great deal (the most extreme point on the
response set) since 1994, while fewer than one-fourth of the Afri-
can, Colored, and Asian respondents judge that so much change
has taken place. Perhaps the reality of post-apartheid South Africa
is that whites have indeed experienced the greatest amount of
change. Their position in society, their social status, their economic
wealth, their political power, and their ability to determine the
course of their own lives have all been altered rather dramatically
since the black majority came to power in 1994. This is not neces-
sarily to claim that all whites judge such change as unwelcome.

Table 2.6 reports the responses to five questions about whether
change since 1994 has brought about improvements in various as-
pects of South African life. The data reveal some important interra-
cial similarities as well as differences in perceptions of change. For
instance, majorities of South Africans of each race agree that
equality has improved in the country since 1994. Similarly, most
agree that race relations have improved, although whites are
slightly less likely to adopt this view and Colored people are
slightly more likely to believe that race relations have gotten bet-
ter. Still, there are some important interracial differences. Whites
are far more likely to assert that the ability to earn a living has
worsened (81.4 percent believe it has worsened at least some-
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Table 2.7 Racial Differences in the Distribution of Primary Positive Social Identities

Primary Identity
All South
Africans African White Colored

Asian
Origin

African 21.1% 28.4% 1.7% 4.5% 1.2%
South African 24.9 21.3 35.2 34.3 37.1
Black 9.4 12.5 1.6
Zulu 6.6 8.8
Christian 6.1 2.1 19.0 14.2 8.6
Xhosa 7.7 10.8
Afrikaner 4.6 21.6 10.9
Tswana 2.8 4.0
North Sotho-Sepedi 2.4 3.2
Colored 2.4 26.1
South Sotho-Sesotho 3.2 4.5
English 1.2 8.5 1.6
Muslim .8 4.9 9.4
Tsonga-Shangaan 1.7 2.2
White 1.0 6.3
European .4 2.6
Boer .5 3.0
Hindu .4 13.5
Indian .6 18.8
Asian .3 9.0
Brown .2 1.4
Other 1.6 1.0
“South African”a 51.9 47.8 62.9 59.1 74.7
Number of cases 3,724 2,001 983 484 245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: Within the racial groups, only percentages greater than or equal to 1.0 percent are
shown. For “All South Africans” the “other” category includes any group identity that was
selected by fewer than 1.0 percent of any of the racial groups. The modal response within
each group is highlighted in the table. �2 for differences across race � 4,954.5; p � .001.
aPercentage of respondents claiming “South African” identity as a primary or secondary iden-
tity.

dents. When asked to rate the importance of the primary identity
selected, very large majorities (80 percent or higher) of Africans,
Colored people, and those of Asian origin score the identity at the
highest point on the scale (“very important”). Though whites are
somewhat less likely to claim this highest level of importance, two-
thirds nonetheless say that the group they selected is very impor-
tant to them. The only primary identities for which fewer than half



Table 2.8 South African National Identity and Pride, by Race

Agree Uncertain Disagree Mean
Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

“I am proud to be a South African.”
African 88.6% 7.4% 4.0% 1.62 .82 2,001
White 77.2 12.4 10.4 2.10 .93 983
Colored 93.0 3.7 3.3 1.62 .76 484
Asian origin 87.8 4.5 7.8 1.88 .86 245

“Being South African is an important part
of how I see myself.”
African 87.1 7.5 5.4 1.68 .87 2,002
White 74.6 9.6 15.9 2.21 1.02 983
Colored 91.7 4.5 3.7 1.68 .76 484
Asian origin 89.4 2.4 8.2 1.87 .82 245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The percentages are based on collapsing the five-point Likert response set (for example, “agree strongly” and “agree” responses
are combined) and total to 100 percent across the three columns (except for rounding errors). The means and standard deviations are
calculated on the uncollapsed distributions. Lower mean scores indicate more agreement with the statement. Cross-race difference of
means: “It makes me proud to be called a South African”: � � .24; p � .001. “Being a South African is a very important part of how I
see myself”: � � .25; p � .001.
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Table 2.9 The Relationship Between South African Group and National
Identifications and Attitudes

Correlation Between Strength of
Group Identity and National Identity

Identity
Proud to Be a
South African

Being South African
Is Important

Number
of Cases

South African .35*** .39*** 1,031
African .10** .16*** 610
Christian .03 �.01 319
Afrikaner .13* .19** 263
Black .25*** .29*** 256
Xhosa .20** .18** 217
Zulu .46*** .40*** 177
Colored .22* .33*** 126
English .09 .10 90
South Sotho-Sesotho .14 .36*** 90
Tswana .31** .31** 80
North Sotho-Sepedi .14 .13 63
White .25* .22 62
Muslim .03 .16 50
Indian .20 .47*** 48
Tsonga-Shangaan .29 .27 44
Hindu .30 .28 34
Boer .28 .24 30
European �.08 .05 26
Asian .29 .33 23
Ndebele .01 .24 18
Other �.05 �.21 15
Seswati-Swazi �.03 .40 13

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: Correlations are shown for groups with ten or more identifiers.
***p � .001; **p � .01; *p � .05

locked in a zero-sum tension with each other. Indeed, quite the
contrary is true. South Africans seem entirely capable of holding
multiple identities simultaneously and without apparent conflict.

Indeed, it seems possible that the opposite of group or national
identity is in fact social isolation or atomization: the failure to iden-
tity with any group. Identity may reflect an enduring psychological
attribute of individuals, with those able to identify with one group
being better able to identify with other groups as well. Of course, I



Apartheid’s Legacy 61

Table 2.10 Racial Differences in the Distribution of Primary Negative Social
Identities, 2001

Primary Identity
All South
Africans African White Colored

Asian
Origin

African 2.1% 1.6% 4.4% .6% 10.2%
South African .4 .4 .5 .0 .4
Black 13.5 8.7 34.6 16.6 14.7
Zulu 3.0 3.1 2.7 1.4 8.2
Christian .5 .4 .4 .4 3.3
Xhosa 1.2 1.0 1.7 2.9 .4
Afrikaner 13.9 17.5 3.0 4.7 12.2
Colored 2.7 2.6 .7 6.6 2.9
English 1.8 2.1 .5 1.4 .8
Muslim 4.4 2.8 9.8 7.2 5.3
Tsonga-Shangaan 1.1 1.3 .3 .4 .4
White 8.5 10.3 .3 5.1 10.6
European 4.0 4.9 .9 2.9 2.0
Boer 17.5 21.3 6.7 8.6 7.8
Hindu 3.1 2.8 5.1 2.1 4.9
Indian 3.6 4.8 1.2 1.6 .8
Asian 1.3 1.4 1.1 .8 .0
Brown 3.0 3.6 .3 3.1 3.3
Venda 1.1 1.3 .3 1.0 .8
Jewish 2.6 2.1 3.4 4.1 3.3
Other 5.0 2.8 14.7 4.5 5.3

None 5.5 2.9 7.2 23.8 2.4
Number of cases 3,724 2,003 990 487 245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: For “All South Africans,” the “other” category includes any group identity that was
selected by fewer than 1.0 percent of any of the racial groups. The modal response within
each group is highlighted in the table. �2 for differences across race � 1445.4; p � .001.

cance. We therefore measured the psychic benefits that South Afri-
cans derive from their social identities by asking them whether
they receive any security, importance, or self-esteem as a result of
their group identifications.30 Roughly two-thirds to three-fourths of
the respondents claim to derive each of these psychic benefits, with
39.9 percent of the respondents asserting strong benefits of all three
types. The measure of benefits received is fairly strongly correlated
with the rated importance of the respondent’s identity (r � .33).

Significant racial differences exist in the perceived value of



Table 2.11 Attitudes Toward Groups and Social Identity, by Race

Agree Uncertain Disagree Mean
Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

“My group is best.”a

All South Africans 67.0% 12.4% 20.7% 2.24 1.17 3715
Black 68.7 11.3 19.9 2.19 1.18 2002
White 57.1 16.1 26.8 2.52 1.15 981
Colored 62.7 15.3 21.9 2.36 1.13 483
Asian origin 63.3 9.8 26.9 2.47 1.10 245

“I support my group’s view.”b

All South Africans 73.6 11.5 14.9 2.14 1.05 3720
Black 74.3 11.4 14.3 2.10 1.06 2003
White 64.7 10.7 24.7 2.47 1.10 985
Colored 74.1 13.8 12.1 2.19 .98 486
Asian origin 81.6 5.3 13.1 2.11 .91 245

“The group fate affects me.”c

All South Africans 81.5 9.3 9.2 1.90 .96 3720
Black 81.1 9.9 9.0 1.87 .97 2003
White 82.1 7.9 9.9 2.01 .91 985
Colored 78.8 9.9 11.3 2.03 .97 486
Asian origin 89.0 2.9 8.2 1.83 .83 245

“The group should stand
together.”d

All South Africans 82.1 8.7 9.2 1.83 .97 3724
Black 81.9 9.7 8.4 1.79 .96 2004



White 78.5 7.0 14.5 2.05 1.02 986
Colored 86.0 5.7 8.2 1.82 .91 487
Asian origin 86.1 2.4 11.4 1.94 .96 245

“I can’t get much without
the group.”e

All South Africans 46.0 22.0 32.1 2.75 1.22 3722
Black 46.2 21.0 32.8 2.75 1.27 2004
White 38.4 24.5 37.1 2.94 1.09 984
Colored 45.4 27.3 27.3 2.72 1.11 487
Asian origin 55.1 13.5 31.4 2.68 1.14 245

“Fate has to do with
politics.”f

All South Africans 48.0 18.7 33.4 2.75 1.29 3720
Black 49.0 19.7 31.3 2.69 1.30 2003
White 42.8 13.6 43.7 2.99 1.24 987
Colored 44.6 23.8 31.6 2.81 1.12 484
Asian origin 43.3 10.6 46.1 3.08 1.27 245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The percentages are based on collapsing the five-point Likert response set (for example, “agree strongly” and “agree” responses are
combined) and total to 100 percent across the three columns (except for rounding errors). The means and standard deviations are
calculated on the uncollapsed distributions. Lower mean scores indicate more agreement with the statement.
a“Of all the groups in South Africa, [my group] is best.” � � .13; p � .001.
b“Even though I might sometimes disagree with the standpoint/viewpoint taken by [my group], it is extremely important to support [my
group’s] point of view.” � � .15; p � .001.
c“What happens to [my group] in South Africa will affect my life a great deal.” � � .08; p � .001.
d“When it comes to politics, it is important for all of [my group] to stand together.” � � .12; p � .001.
e“Unless you are a member of a group like [my group], it is very difficult to get much out of South African politics.” � � .08; p � .001.
f“The well-being of [my group] has more to do with politics than it does with our own hard work.” � � .12; p � .001.
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Figure 3.1 Acceptance of the TRC’s Collective Memory—Average
Number of Truths Accepted, by Race
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Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: Interracial difference of means: p � .001, � � .15.

guage does a reasonable job of differentiating among people in
their views toward apartheid, as I demonstrate more rigorously
later in this chapter.

This survey reveals that most South Africans of every race agree
that apartheid as practiced in South Africa was a crime against hu-
manity. Nonetheless, views about the country’s apartheid past are
complicated. In principle, apartheid is not perceived as inherently
evil by everyone, even if most agree that apartheid ideas were im-
plemented in South Africa in a criminal manner. Not surprisingly,
whites are more forgiving of the failures of apartheid, but blacks,
Colored people, and South Africans of Asian origin hold unexpect-
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Figure 3.2 Lack of Awareness of the Activities of the TRC, by Race
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Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The interracial differences on the full awareness measure are as follows: p � .001,
� � .13.

cannot definitively judge the direction of causality here, it seems
that in general paying more attention to the TRC may have made
South Africans of every race at least somewhat more confident in
the commission.23 Those who are least confident are those who
have been least attentive to the activities of the TRC.

But a central question of this research is whether knowledge of
the TRC’s activities translates into agreeing with the TRC’s truth.
For many South Africans, knowing more about the TRC is indeed
associated with greater acceptance of the truth. The hypothesis is
supported for all but black South Africans (r � �.04). Among
whites, Colored people, and South Africans of Asian origin, greater
attentiveness to the activities of the TRC is related to greater accep-
tance of the truth about the country’s apartheid past, with respec-
tive correlations of .12, .23, and .12. These relationships are not
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Figure 3.3 Confidence in the TRC, by Race
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Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The interracial differences on the full confidence measure are as follows: p � .001,
� � .48.

particularly strong, but these data indicate that it is plausible that
the activities of the TRC contributed to truth acceptance among
nonblack South Africans. What people believe about the country’s
past seems to reflect at least in part what they learned from tend-
ing to the activities of the TRC.

Perhaps another factor involved in these relationships is source
credibility—that is, confidence in the TRC itself. Many South Afri-
cans are deeply distrustful and critical of the TRC, ranging from
some blacks who are angry with the commission for its “poisonous
evenhandedness” (in seeming to equate atrocities committed by



Table 3.1 Acceptance of the TRC’s View of South Africa’s Past, by Race

True Not True
Don’t
Know Mean

Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

Apartheid was a crime against humanity. (true)a

Black 94.3% 4.5% 1.1% 4.54 .80 2002
White 72.9 23.4 3.8 3.75 1.31 984
Colored 86.4 7.6 6.0 4.30 1.05 485
Asian origin 89.0 8.6 2.4 4.27 .95 245

Despite abuses, apartheid ideas were good ones.
(false)b

African 35.5 58.7 5.8 3.44 1.52 2003
White 51.0 43.9 5.2 2.98 1.38 986
Colored 34.9 51.3 13.8 3.40 1.44 487
Asian origin 42.0 52.7 5.3 3.36 1.48 245

The struggle to preserve apartheid was just.
(false)c

African 39.4 57.3 3.3 3.33 1.59 2004
White 33.7 58.6 7.6 3.44 1.30 981
Colored 24.4 58.8 16.8 3.67 1.38 483
Asian origin 35.9 55.5 8.6 3.45 1.48 245

Those struggling for and against apartheid did
unforgivable things. (true)d

African 76.1 9.7 14.2 3.96 .98 2002
White 73.8 6.8 19.5 3.82 .81 986



Colored 66.0 6.2 27.7 3.72 .80 483
Asian origin 82.9 3.7 13.5 3.97 .68 245

The abuses of apartheid were due to evil
individuals, not state institutions themselves.
(false)e

African 41.1 35.1 23.7 2.90 1.30 2003
White 43.2 28.1 28.8 2.81 1.03 987
Colored 28.2 35.3 36.5 3.06 1.03 482
Asian origin 46.5 34.3 19.2 2.83 1.15 245

Number of statements acceptedf

African — — — 3.22 1.18 2003
White — — — 2.76 1.40 988
Colored — — — 2.96 1.46 487
Asian origin — — — 3.14 1.23 245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: All variables are scored such that a high score indicates greater acceptance of the view shown in parentheses at the end of each
statement. Responses were collected on a five-point response set.
aDifference of means test across race: p � .001; � � .32.
bDifference of means test across race: p � .001; � � .14.
cDifference of means test across race: p � .001; � � .08.
dDifference of means test across race: p � .001; � � .10.
eDifference of means test across race: p � .002; � � .06.
fDifference of means test across race: p � .001; � � .15.



Table 3.2 Knowledge of and Confidence in the TRC and Acceptance of the TRC’s Truth Among Black South Africans

Knowledge of the TRC Confidence in the TRC

Accepting
TRC’s Truth

Variance
(�2)

Bivariate
Correlation

Multivariate
Significance

Bivariate
Correlation

Multivariate
Significance

Apartheid was a crime
against humanity. (true) 94.3% .80 .03 n.s. .06** .008

Despite abuses, apartheid
ideas were good. (false) 58.7 1.52 �.07*** .054 �.11*** .000

The struggle to preserve
apartheid was just.
(false) 57.3 1.59 �.10** .004 �.16*** .000

Both sides did unforgiv-
able things. (true) 76.1 .98 .08*** .010 .10*** .000

Abuses were due to indi-
viduals, not institutions.
(false) 35.1 1.30 .01 n.s. �.07*** .000

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: For the multivariate analysis, probabilities are shown if they are less than .10.
n.s. � not statistically significant at p � .10.
***p � .001; **p � .01; *p � .05
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Table 3.3 The Effect of Apartheid Experiences on Truth Acceptance, by
Race

Degree of Acceptance of
the TRC’s Truth

Harms from apartheid
African .14***
White .23***
Colored .22***
Asian origin .03

Benefits from apartheid
African �.07***
White .08*
Colored �.15***
Asian origin �.29***

Harms minus benefits from apartheid
African �.13***
White .06
Colored �.22***
Asian origin �.31***

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The coefficients for harms and benefits are from a multiple regression analysis
including both independent variables. The coefficients reported are standardized re-
gression coefficients (�).
The coefficients for the “harms minus benefits” variable are also standardized re-
gression coefficients, resulting from regressing each of the dependent variables on a
single variable indicating the differences between the benefits and harms experi-
enced under apartheid. This variable is coded such that higher scores indicate
greater net benefits from apartheid.
***p � .001; **p � .01; *p � .05

heid system itself, so the harm variable takes on a somewhat differ-
ent meaning for whites as compared to blacks. Perceived benefits
have little to do with white attitudes, perhaps because to the ex-
tent that whites view themselves as beneficiaries of apartheid, they
view their group (white people in general) as having benefited
rather than accept that they individually profited from apartheid,
thereby reducing the impact of this attitude. Net experiences with
apartheid have little impact on white attitudes toward blacks, per-
haps because the variable is so strongly skewed in the direction of
net benefits (see chapter 2).

The pattern of relationships is different among Colored people as
well. Like blacks and whites, Colored people who were harmed
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Table 3.4 Racial Differences in the Impact of Social Identities on Truth
Acceptance

Social Identity Dimension African White Colored
Asian
Origin

Existence of South African identity
b .01 .22 .09 �.02
Standard error .03 .05 .06 .10
� .00 .14*** .07 �.01

Strength of South African identity
b �.02 �.04 �.07 .14
Standard error .02 .03 .04 .06
� �.02 �.04 �.07 .16*

Strength of primary identity
b .03 �.05 �.01 �.06
Standard error .03 .04 .06 .09
� .03 �.05 �.01 �.05

Psychic benefits of identity
b .12 �.07 �.09 �.05
Standard error .02 .03 .04 .07
� .13*** �.07* �.10* �.06

Any anti-identity
b �.06 �.15 .24 .14
Standard error .09 .09 .07 .28
� �.02 �.05 .15*** .03

Group solidarity
b .03 �.12 .14 .09
Standard error .03 .04 .05 .08
� .04 �.14** .17** .10

Political relevance of groups
b �.26 �.18 �.28 �.24
Standard error .03 .04 .06 .08
� �.32*** �.18*** �.30*** �.25**

Intercept 3.40 3.74 3.93 3.22
Standard error .15 .19 .45 .45
R-squared .10*** .14*** .10*** .07**
Standard deviation—dependent
variable .70 .73 .67 .68

Standard error of estimate .67 .68 .65 .67

Number of cases 1,991 946 472 245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The dependent variable in this analysis is the degree of acceptance of the TRC’s truth.
***p � .001; **p � .01; *p � .05



Table 3.5 Multivariate Determinants of Truth Acceptance by South Africans

Africans Whites

b
Standard

Error � r b
Standard

Error � r

Interracial contact .01 .02 .01 .05 .09 .02 .14*** .27
Net benefits of apartheid �.04 .01 �.14*** �.13 �.00 .01 �.00 .05
Knowledge of the TRC �.03 .02 �.03* �.05 .03 .03 .03 .12
Confidence in the TRC �.07 .02 �.09*** �.10 .09 .03 .10** .19
Strength of South African identity �.01 .02 �.01 �.03 �.01 .03 �.02 �.16
Psychic benefits of identity .12 .02 .13*** .13 �.04 .03 �.04 �.18
Group solidarity .04 .03 .05 �.17 �.10 .04 �.11** �.30
Political relevance of groups �.26 .03 �.31*** �.29 �.08 .04 �.09* �.28
Media consumption .06 .02 .08** .08 .05 .03 .06* .07
Interest in politics .01 .02 .01 .02 .00 .03 .00 .06
Opinion leadership �.07 .06 �.03 .00 .02 .06 .01 .05
Level of education .03 .02 .04 .05 .06 .02 .08** .21
Illiteracy .03 .02 .04 �.01 �.03 .10 �.01 �.07
Afrikaans language — — — — �.28 .05 �.19*** �.33
Age �.00 .00 �.02 �.01 �.00 .00 �.05 �.09
Social class �.00 .02 �.00 �.04 �.10 .03 �.10** �.18
Size of place of residence �.00 .01 �.01 �.06 �.04 .02 �.07* �.13
Gender �.02 .03 �.01 �.03 .07 .04 .05 .04

Intercept 3.33 .17 3.33 .22
Standard deviation—dependent
variable .71 .73

Standard error of estimate .66 .64
R-squared .14 .25
Number of cases 1,950 924



Table 3.5 (Continued)

Colored South Africans South Africans of Asian Origin

b
Standard

Error � r b
Standard

Error � r

Interracial contact �.02 .02 �.03 .06 �.04 .04 �.06 .02
Net benefits of apartheid �.04 .01 �.16*** �.22 �.05 .01 �.27*** �.31
Knowledge of the TRC .00 .04 .00 .21 .06 .07 .06 .11
Confidence in the TRC �.01 .04 �.01 .11 �.06 .05 �.07 �.05
Strength of South African identity �.04 .04 �.04 �.08 .12 .07 .14 .13
Psychic benefits of identity .00 .04 .00 �.13 �.00 .06 �.00 �.02
Group solidarity .13 .05 .15** �.07 .05 .08 .06 �.05
Political relevance of groups �.26 .05 �.27*** �.22 �.20 .07 �.22** �.21
Media consumption .04 .03 .06 .23 .00 .06 .00 .03
Interest in politics .08 .04 .12* .28 .06 .05 .07 .14
Opinion leadership �.17 .09 �.08 .02 .10 .13 .05 .14
Level of education .12 .04 .18** .31 �.04 .06 �.05 .14
Illiteracy �.01 .05 �.02 �.20 .07 .08 .07 �.02
Afrikaans language �.23 .09 �.14** �.27 — — — —
Age .00 .00 .03 �.01 �.01 .00 �.19** �.16
Social class .06 .04 .08 �.17 �.08 .05 �.11 �.18
Size of place of residence �.03 .02 �.08 �.21 .06 .03 .12 �.02
Gender �.19 .06 �.14** �.18 �.14 .09 �.10 �.11

Intercept 3.48 .32 3.80 .44
Standard deviation—dependent
variable .68 .69

Standard error of estimate .60 .63
R-squared .26 .22
Number of cases 447 241

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Significance of standardized regression coefficient (�): ***p � .001; **p � .01; *p � .05.
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Figure 4.1 Processes by Which “Truth” Leads to Attitude Change
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Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.

good-versus-evil view of the struggle, a space for reconciliation can
be opened.

In its attempts to reshape South Africa’s understanding of its
apartheid past, the truth and reconciliation process is a force per-
haps capable of getting people to rethink their attitudes. If the TRC
was successful in stimulating South Africans to reevaluate their
understandings of race and racial conflict in South Africa, perhaps
it was capable of creating enough attitudinal dissonance to provide
an engine for change in racial attitudes.

How might the truth and reconciliation process have created
this dissonance? Perhaps the most important lesson of the TRC was
that both sides in the struggle did horrible things. How might this
finding of the TRC have affected white and black attitudes?

White people could have learned from the truth and reconcilia-
tion process that the defense of the apartheid state involved nu-
merous indefensible actions. Many of the atrocities unearthed by
the TRC involved the state’s acts of extreme excess in the political
repression of dissidents. Whether they should have known or not,
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Table 4.1 Cross-Racial Understandings and Misunderstandings of the “Opposite
Race”, by Race

Agree Uncertain Disagree
Number
of Cases

It is difficult to understand
their customs and ways.
African 68.0% 9.5% 22.5% 2,004
White 48.6 10.5 40.9 992
Colored 50.3 8.0 41.6 485
Asian origin 54.3 4.5 41.2 245

They are untrustworthy.
African 56.0 23.1 20.9 2,002
White 33.4 20.7 46.0 983
Colored 26.6 23.4 50.0 482
Asian origin 41.6 16.7 41.6 245

I often don’t believe what
they say.
African 44.5 23.5 32.0 1,999
White 35.9 17.7 46.4 988
Colored 29.5 20.1 50.4 482
Asian origin 40.8 12.2 46.9 245

I feel uncomfortable around
them.
African 46.8 12.3 40.9 2,004
White 34.7 12.5 52.8 989
Colored 24.3 8.7 67.0 485
Asian origin 36.7 6.5 56.7 245

They are more likely to
engage in crime.
African 40.7 31.1 28.3 2,000
White 59.2 10.7 30.1 989
Colored 40.2 20.5 39.2 482
Asian origin 59.2 11.4 29.4 245

They are selfish and only
look after their group
interests.
African 68.9 15.7 15.3 2,001
White 45.3 18.3 36.4 986
Colored 40.1 19.8 40.1 479
Asian origin 45.7 11.8 42.4 245

I could never imagine being
in a party made up mainly
of them.
African 58.5 20.1 21.4 1,999
White 42.1 17.8 40.1 980

(Table continues on p. 124.)
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Table 4.1 (Continued)

Agree Uncertain Disagree
Number
of Cases

Colored 19.5 19.7 60.8 472
Asian origin 29.8 15.1 55.1 245

It is hard to imagine ever
being friends with one of
them.
African 52.7 13.1 34.2 2,004
White 18.5 12.9 68.6 987
Colored 12.8 10.3 76.9 485
Asian origin 19.2 1.6 79.2 245

South Africa would be a
better place without any of
them.
African 19.4 18.5 62.1 2,001
White 19.1 16.6 64.2 973
Colored 5.7 15.1 79.2 477
Asian origin 14.7 9.0 76.3 245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: All cross-race differences are statistically significant at p � .001.

Without understanding, it is perhaps not surprising that levels of
interracial trust are not particularly high. A majority (56.0 percent)
of blacks believe that whites are untrustworthy, while one-third of
whites believe that blacks are untrustworthy (with another 20.7
percent being uncertain whether blacks can be trusted). Uncer-
tainty on this item is particularly noteworthy (perhaps because
some respondents believe that some are trustworthy but others are
not, and they did not know how to fit that view into the available
responses to this question).4 Still, it is perhaps a bit surprising that
nearly one-half of the white respondents (46.0 percent) reject the
view that blacks are untrustworthy, while only 20.9 percent of the
black respondents reject the stereotype of white untrustworthiness.
A (bare) majority of Colored people repudiate the stereotype about
blacks, as do about four in ten of the respondents of Asian origin.

This lack of trust is also manifest in an unwillingness to believe
what members of the opposite racial group say—a plurality of
blacks assert that whites are not to be believed. Levels of trust and
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Table 4.2 Racial Differences in Levels of Interracial Reconciliation

African White Colored
Asian
Origin

Reconciliation index
Meana �1.78 .88 2.54 1.27
Standard deviation 4.80 5.41 4.86 4.82
Number of cases 2,004 988 485 245

Reconciliation trichotomyb

Less reconciled 49.1% 32.4% 19.0% 22.9%
Mixed 30.5 23.1 27.8 34.7
More reconciled 20.5 44.5 53.2 42.4

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
aDifference of means, across race: F � 138.29, p � .001. � � .32.
bThis index is based on the following categorization of the reconciliation index:

�9 to �3 � less reconciled
�2 to 2 � mixed

3 to 9 � more reconciled

dents is �1.78, which means that, on average, blacks gave more
unreconciled replies than reconciled ones when asked these ques-
tions about whites. In contrast, our Colored respondents were
much more positively oriented toward blacks, with a tendency (on
average) to give more reconciled than unreconciled responses. Ra-
cial differences on this index are highly statistically (and substan-
tively) significant.6

The reconciliation trichotomy highlights these interracial differ-
ences in racial reconciliation. Nearly half of the black respondents
are scored as “less reconciled” (by virtue of giving at least three
more unreconciled than reconciled responses), while roughly one-
third of the whites are less reconciled. Again, our Colored respon-
dents were the most likely to hold racially reconciled attitudes,
while a plurality of whites and those of Asian origin expressed
more reconciled viewpoints.

Within each racial group, there are some differences in racial
reconciliation based on language and ethnicity. Among blacks, al-
though not a great deal of variability in degrees of racial reconcilia-
tion can be found according to ethnicity or language, a couple of
exceptions are significant. Africans who speak North Sotho tend to



Interracial Reconciliation 131

Table 4.3 Attitudes Toward the Mishlenti Society (a Fictitious Group), by Race

No
Opiniona Dislike Like

Number
of Cases

African 73.2% 22.2% 4.6% 1,994
White 76.0 23.6 .4 985
Colored 80.9 17.0 2.1 482
Asian origin 73.5 22.0 4.5 245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
aCross-race differences on a dichotomous measure of opinionation: � � .06; p � .004.

is 3.4, with a median of 3.0 (53.3 percent of the white respondents
gave three or more unreconciled responses toward blacks). These
data indicate that the overwhelming majority of whites feel no
need to disguise at least some of their negative attitudes toward
black South Africans.10 Thus, there is little evidence to suggest that
white racial attitudes are anything but sincere.11

Although many South Africans hold ambivalent views on racial
reconciliation, it seems that these attitudes are relatively coherent
and meaningful to the respondents. Statistically, they are quite re-
liable, among South Africans of every race. Substantial racial dif-
ferences exist in average levels of reconciliation, with Colored peo-
ple exhibiting the most racially reconciled attitudes and blacks
holding the least reconciled views. Generally, however, racial rec-
onciliation in South Africa is perhaps more common than might be
expected in light of the country’s history of racism and racial sep-
aration and domination.

Is Truth Associated with Reconciliation?

It is of course extremely difficult to test the causal hypothesis link-
ing truth acceptance and reconciliation, since truth may contribute
to reconciled attitudes, but reconciled attitudes may also make it
easier to accept the truth about the past. So, while deferring the
question of causality to the last portion of this chapter, I here con-
sider the degree to which acceptance of the truth and reconciled
attitudes “go together,” the degree to which they are interrelated.
If no such relationship is found, then the two attitudes are not
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Table 4.4 The Effect of Truth Acceptance on Racial Reconciliation

Truth Acceptance →
Racial Reconciliation African White Colored Asian Origin

Intercept
(standard error) �2.52 (.57) �11.76 (.71) �6.12 (1.19) �3.33 (1.63)

b .21 3.76 2.37 1.29
standard error .15 .21 .32 .45
� .03 .51*** .33*** .18***

Standard deviation—
dependent variable 4.81 5.42 4.88 4.82

Standard error of
estimate 4.81 4.67 4.62 4.75

R-squared .00 .26*** .11*** .03***
Number of cases 1,958 958 457 241

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: Significance of standardized regression coefficients (�): ***p � .001, **p � .01; *p � .05.

likely to be causally connected. If connected, then the question of
causality arises and must be systematically addressed.

The results of regressing attitudes toward racial reconciliation on
acceptance of the truth about apartheid are startling (see table 4.4).
For black South Africans, those who accept more truth are no
more or less likely to hold racially reconciled attitudes than those
who accept less truth (� � .03). But among whites, Colored peo-
ple, and those of Asian origin, the relationships are both statis-
tically and substantively significant (� � .51, .33, .18, respec-
tively). Indeed, among whites in particular, the relationship is
remarkably strong.

It is useful to illustrate just how substantial this relationship is
among whites. Note first that the index of racial reconciliation
varies from �9 to �9, and that the truth acceptance indicator
varies from 0 to 5. According to the equation in table 4.4, when a
white South African accepts none of these propositions about the
truth, the expected score on the reconciliation index is �4.1—a
not very reconciled state indeed. The effect of accepting one addi-
tional statement about apartheid is to increase racial reconciliation
by 1.8 units (which is nearly two of the nine statements). Thus, the
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Table 4.5 Interracial Interactions Among South Africans

African White Colored
Asian
Origin

Contact at work
A great deal 7.0% 42.3% 35.0% 39.2%
Some 10.4 21.7 17.3 14.7
Not very much 15.0 11.5 9.7 6.9
Hardly any 11.9 9.5 8.0 3.3
No contact at all 55.6 15.0 30.0 35.9
Number of cases 1,991 989 486 245

Contact outside work
A great deal 2.1 11.7 21.5 15.1
Some 8.4 31.5 20.0 28.2
Not very much 13.0 23.5 15.1 28.2
Hardly any 16.2 19.7 13.6 18.0
No contact at all 60.4 13.5 29.5 10.6
Number of cases 2,000 990 484 245

Eaten a meal together
Quite often 3.3 17.3 24.7 21.2
Not very often 15.7 37.2 35.2 43.7
Never 81.0 45.5 40.1 35.1
Number of cases 2,004 991 486 245

“True” friends
Quite a number 1.5 6.6 17.7 19.2
Only a small number 17.6 28.7 30.0 45.3
Hardly any 24.4 26.9 20.2 20.0
None 56.4 37.8 32.1 15.5
Number of cases 2,002 988 486 245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.

I have measured levels of interracial contact using four different
indicators. The extant literature suggests that different forms of ex-
perience have different effects, so a global measure of interactions
is less useful at this point in the analysis than a set of items indicat-
ing different types of relationships. Table 4.5 reports the frequency
of different types of interracial contact.

It is perhaps not surprising that the racial minorities—whites,
Colored people, and South Africans of Asian origin—report more
contact with the black majority than blacks report contact with
whites.18 Only 7.0 percent of the African respondents report having
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Table 4.6 The Effect of Interracial Contact on Racial Reconciliation Among South
Africans

African White Colored
Asian
Origin

Contact at work
b (standard error) .15 (.10) �.17 (.11) .13 (.15) .22 (.17)
� .04 �.05 .04 .08
r .19 .19 .28 .24

Contact outside work
b (standard error) .28 (.13) .51 (.14) .63 (.18) .64 (.26)
� .07* .12*** .20*** .16*
r .22 .35 .38 .36

Eaten a meal together
b (standard error) 1.18 (.27) 2.53 (.24) .81 (.39) .29 (.45)
� .12*** .35*** .13* .05
r .24 .47 .37 .31

“True” friends
b (standard error) .71 (.15) 1.21 (.19) .54 (.27) 1.70 (.36)
� .12*** .21*** .12* .34***
r .23 .42 .36 .46

Intercept (standard
error) �2.87 (.14) �2.81 (.34) �.33 (.37) �3.70 (.64)

Standard deviation—
dependent variable 4.79 5.42 4.85 4.82

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Significance of standardized regression coefficient: ***p � .001; ** p � .01; *p � .05.

friendship question as essentially “none,” as it most likely should
be understood).

A key question for this analysis is whether contact increases ra-
cial reconciliation. Table 4.6 reports the answer, based on regress-
ing the index of racial reconciliation on the four measures of inter-
racial contact.

The first thing to consider in this table is the bivariate correla-
tion coefficients (r). These statistics indicate the total relationship
between the variable and reconciliation. Since the contact variables
are themselves interrelated, the total effect and the independent ef-
fects are often quite different. Nonetheless, all of the bivariate cor-
relations are correctly signed (as contact increases, reconciliation



Table 4.7 Multivariate Determinants of Truth Acceptance and Racial Reconciliation Among Four Racial Groups

Truth Acceptance Racial Reconciliation

b
Standard

Error � r b
Standard

Error � r

Colored South Africans
Interracial contact �.01 .02 �.02 .06 1.40 .16 .38*** .45
Net benefits of apartheid �.04 .01 �.18*** �.23 �.20 .07 �.12** �.23
Knowledge of the TRC �.00 .04 �.01 .22 .18 .27 .04 .32
Confidence in the TRC .01 .04 .01 .12 .40 .26 .08 .24
Media consumption .05 .03 .08 .24 .24 .23 .05 .16
Interest in politics .08 .04 .12* .29 .67 .24 .14** .32
Opinion leadership �.19 .09 �.09* .03 .74 .60 .05 .14
Level of education .14 .04 .20*** .32 .18 .26 .04 .22
Illiteracy .01 .05 .01 �.20 .27 .33 .04 �.13
Afrikaans language �.24 .08 �.15** �.26 �1.88 .56 �.16*** �.21
Age .00 .00 .02 �.01 �.03 .01 �.09* �.11
Social class .06 .04 .08 �.17 .23 .26 .04 �.15
Size of place of residence �.03 .02 �.07 �.21 �.12 .12 �.05 �.15
Gender �.19 .06 �.14** �.19 .93 .40 .10* �.06

Intercept 3.19 .27 �1.22 1.78
Standard deviation—

dependent variable .68 4.88
Standard error of estimate .61 4.08
R-squared .22*** .32***
Number of cases 457 457

South Africans of Asian
origin
Interracial contact �.05 .04 �.07 .02 1.82 .28 .40*** .47
Net benefits of apartheid �.05 .01 �.28*** �.31 �.08 .08 �.06 �.09
Knowledge of the TRC .05 .07 .05 .11 .53 .46 .08 .26



Confidence in the TRC �.05 .06 �.06 �.05 .35 .35 .06 .13
Media consumption .00 .06 .01 .03 .30 .37 .05 .16
Interest in politics .03 .05 .04 .14 �.13 .35 �.02 .16
Opinion leadership .16 .13 .08 .14 �.99 .84 �.07 .02
Level of education .02 .06 .02 .14 1.18 .39 .23** .30
Illiteracy .08 .08 .08 �.02 .74 .50 .10 �.12
Age �.01 .00 �.17* �.16 3.73 1.66 .13* .15
Social class �.09 .06 �.12 �.18 �.01 .02 �.02 �.13
Size of place of residence .04 .03 .08 .02 .14 .35 .03 �.17
Gender �.12 .09 �.09 �.11 .30 .19 .09 .01

�.79 .56 �.08 �.17

Intercept 4.14 .39 �8.64 2.47
Standard deviation—

dependent variable .69 4.82
Standard error of estimate .64 4.12
R-squared .17*** .31***
Number of cases 241 241

Irreligious Africans
Interracial contact .01 .04 .01 .05 1.21 .23 .23*** .30
Net benefits of apartheid �.05 .01 �.17*** �.14 .29 .07 .16*** .17
Knowledge of the TRC �.08 .04 �.09* �.05 .38 .24 .07 .15
Confidence in the TRC �.09 .03 �.12** �.12 �.29 .20 �.06 �.05
Media consumption .11 .04 .15** .15 .42 .22 .09 .20
Interest in politics .02 .03 .02 .04 �.00 .21 �.00 .09
Opinion leadership �.02 .11 �.01 .03 .49 .66 .03 .09
Level of education .07 .04 .10 .13 .18 .26 .04 .17
Illiteracy �.01 .04 �.01 �.08 �.05 .26 �.01 �.17
Age �.00 .00 �.03 �.05 .01 .02 .04 �.06
Social class .03 .04 .03 �.04 .09 .26 .02 �.12
Size of place of residence �.00 .01 �.00 �.06 �.09 .08 �.05 �.15
Gender �.01 .07 �.01 �.05 �.14 .44 �.01 �.06

(Table continues on p. 146.)



Table 4.7 (Continued)

Truth Acceptance Racial Reconciliation

b
Standard

Error � r b
Standard

Error � r

Intercept 3.44 .29 �4.43 1.80
Standard deviation—

dependent variable .72 4.64
Standard error of estimate .70 4.35
R-squared .08*** .14***
Number of cases 578 578

Religious Africans
Interracial contact .02 .02 .03 .05 1.34 .16 .24*** .28
Net benefits of apartheid �.04 .01 �.13*** �.13 .21 .05 .11*** .12
Knowledge of the TRC �.03 .03 �.03 �.04 .06 .17 .01 .10
Confidence in the TRC �.08 .02 �.11*** �.10 �.15 .14 �.03 .01
Media consumption .05 .02 .06* .05 �.06 .16 �.01 .11
Interest in politics .00 .02 .00 .01 .10 .15 .02 .09
Opinion leadership �.06 .07 �.02 �.01 �.01 .47 �.00 .04
Level of education .02 .03 .02 .01 �.17 .17 �.04 .16
Illiteracy .04 .03 .06 .03 �.92 .19 �.19*** �.22
Age �.00 .00 �.03 .01 .01 .01 .03 �.07
Social class �.01 .03 �.02 �.03 .03 .17 .01 �.10
Size of place of residence �.01 .01 �.05 �.06 �.07 .06 �.03 �.12
Gender �.00 .04 �.00 �.02 .09 .27 .01 �.02

Intercept 3.69 .18 �.12 1.17
Standard deviation—

dependent variable .70 4.87
Standard error of estimate .69 4.60
R-squared .04*** .12***
Number of cases 1,380 1,380



Whites
Interracial contact .11 .02 .16*** .27 2.32 .15 .45*** .52
Net benefits of apartheid .00 .01 .01 .05 �.05 .05 �.03 .01
Knowledge of the TRC .03 .03 .03 .13 .30 .21 .04 .18
Confidence in the TRC .11 .03 .12*** .20 1.16 .20 .16*** .26
Media consumption .06 .03 .07* .09 .06 .18 .01 .07
Interest in politics �.02 .03 �.03 .06 �.16 .19 �.03 .09
Opinion leadership .03 .06 .01 .06 �.43 .39 �.03 .04
Level of education .07 .02 .10*** .20 .32 .14 .07* .17
Illiteracy �.03 .10 �.01 �.06 �1.10 .69 �.04 �.11
Afrikaans language �.36 .05 �.25*** �.33 �1.42 .31 �.13*** �.25
Age �.00 .00 �.04 �.07 .01 .01 .03 �.03
Social class �.12 .03 �.11*** �.18 �.17 .22 �.02 �.10
Size of place of residence �.04 .02 �.07* �.13 .03 .12 .01 �.03
Gender .08 .04 .06 .03 .57 .30 .05 .02

Intercept 3.19 .19 �3.74 1.30
Standard deviation—

dependent variable .73 5.42
Standard error of estimate .65 4.46
R-squared .22*** .33***
Number of cases 958 958

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Significance of standardized regression coefficient (�): ***p � .001; **p � .01; *p � .05.



Table 4.8 Two-Stage Least Squares Analysis of Truth Acceptance and Racial Reconciliation Among Three Racial Groups

Truth Acceptance Racial Reconciliation

b
Standard

Error � b
Standard

Error �

Whites
Truth acceptance — 6.11 1.36 .82***
Interracial contact — 1.68 .23 .33***
Racial reconciliation .05 .01 .36*** —
Net benefits of apartheid .00 .01 .02 —
Knowledge of the TRC .02 .03 .02 —
Confidence in the TRC .06 .03 .06* —
Media consumption .05 .02 .06* —
Interest in politics �.01 .03 �.02 —
Illiteracy .02 .09 .01 —
Size of place of residence �.04 .02 �.07** —
Opinion leadership .05 .05 .02 —
Level of education .05 .02 .08** �.06 .18 �.01
Afrikaans language �.29 .05 �.20** .97 .62 .09
Age �.00 .00 �.05 .02 .01 .06
Social class �.11 .03 �.10** .49 .29 .06
Gender .06 .04 .04 .19 .33 .02

Intercept 3.38 .17 �24.53 4.69
Standard deviation—dependent variable .73 5.42
Standard error of estimate .60 4.68
R-squared .25*** .30***
Number of cases 958 958



Colored South Africans
Truth acceptance — 5.29 1.26 .73***
Interracial contact — 1.59 .17 .44***
Racial reconciliation �.01 .02 �.05 —
Net benefits of apartheid �.05 .01 �.19*** —
Knowledge of the TRC �.00 .04 .00 —
Confidence in the TRC .01 .04 .02 —
Media consumption .05 .03 .08 —
Interest in politics .09 .04 .13* —
Illiteracy .01 .05 .01 —
Size of place of residence �.03 .02 �.08 —
Opinion leadership �.18 .09 �.09* —
Level of education .14 .04 .21*** �.42 .35 �.09
Afrikaans language �.25 .09 �.15** �.76 .70 �.06
Age .00 .00 .02 �.03 .02 �.09*
Social class .06 .04 .09 �.11 .28 �.02
Gender �.18 .06 �.13** 1.70 .52 .17***

Intercept 3.18 .27 �17.20 4.42
Standard deviation—dependent variable .68 4.88
Standard error of estimate .61 4.55
R-squared .22*** .26***
Number of cases 457 457

South Africans of Asian origin
Truth acceptance — 2.29 1.16 .33*
Interracial contact — 2.04 .28 .45***
Racial reconciliation �.03 .03 �.22 —
Net benefits of apartheid �.05 .01 �.27*** —
Knowledge of the TRC .08 .08 .09 —
Confidence in the TRC �.05 .06 �.05 —

(Table continues on p. 154.)



Table 4.8 (Continued)

Truth Acceptance Racial Reconciliation

b
Standard

Error � b
Standard

Error �

Media consumption �.01 .06 .01 —
Interest in politics .04 .06 .05 —
Illiteracy .10 .08 .10 —
Size of place of residence .05 .03 .11 —
Opinion leadership .10 .14 .05 —
Afrikaans language .57 .30 .14 —
Level of education .05 .07 .07 1.04 .35 .20**
Age �.01 .00 �.17* .02 .02 .05
Social class �.10 .06 �.12 .48 .38 .09

Gender �.14 .09 �.10 �.44 .59 �.05
Intercept 3.88 .41 �15.87 5.37
Standard deviation—dependent variable .69 4.82
Standard error of estimate .67 4.19
R-squared .17*** .28***
Number of cases 241 241

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Significance of standardized regression coefficient (�): ***p � .001; **p � .01; *p � .05.
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Table 4A.1 Racial Differences in Admitted Support for the National Party

“Before Nelson Mandela was
elected in 1994, did you ever
vote in favor of or support the
National Party?” African White Colored

Asian
Origin

Yes .7% 54.4% 21.4% 15.1%
No 54.5 34.4 53.3 16.3
Did not vote 44.3 10.2 24.5 67.3
Don’t know .4 .9 .9 1.2

Number of cases 2,001 958 458 245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.

Party. If whites are answering our questions by trying to make
themselves appear in a favorable light, then we would expect that
few would be willing to assert that they supported the party of
apartheid. Table 4A.1 reports the replies to the question: “Before
Nelson Mandela was elected in 1994, did you ever vote in favor of
or support the National Party?”

As it turns out, it is fairly common for white South Africans to
admit to having supported or voted for the National Party, with a
majority of whites (54.4 percent) confessing to having been in the
NP camp. Large differences exist between English and Afrikaans-
speaking whites, with roughly two-thirds of the latter acknowledg-
ing their allegiance to the NP (data not shown). And indeed, when
we implement a control for the age of the respondent (recognizing
that many of the respondents in the survey in fact had few if any
opportunities to vote for the NP since they were too young), we
find that almost two-thirds of white South Africans above the age
of thirty-four assert that they supported the NP at some point prior
to the transition. Surely some whites disguised their true feelings
during the interview, but it seems from all the available evidence
that this was not very common among the white respondents.

Support for the NP was not as widespread among Colored South
Africans, although neither was the level of support trivial. Perhaps
the most interesting finding concerning those of Asian origin is
their low level of (reported) voting: two-thirds of the Asian respon-
dents claimed not to have voted under the old system.
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Table 4A.2 The Connection Among White South Africans Between
Supporting the National Party and Apartheid

“Did you ever vote for the
National Party?”“Was your vote based on the

National Party’s position on
apartheid?” Yes No

Yes
Because I supported apartheid 24.8%
Because I opposed apartheid 31.9%

No 72.2 62.0
Don’t remember 3.1 6.1

N 521 329

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.

Voting for the NP may not be exactly the same as supporting
apartheid. We therefore asked the respondents whether their sup-
port for the NP was due to its position on apartheid and, con-
versely, whether their choice not to support the NP was due to
apartheid. Table 4A.2 reports the results for the white respondents
in the sample.

It is true that only one-fourth of the whites in the sample
claimed to have supported the National Party owing to its policies
on apartheid. This figure may underestimate the truth, because
whites are reluctant to acknowledge their own support of apart-
heid. But it is also evident that whites do not assert that they op-
posed the NP owing to apartheid. Indeed, the percentage of NP sup-
porters and opponents who based their support on the party’s
apartheid position is roughly equivalent. If whites are not clearly
overstating their opposition to apartheid, then perhaps neither are
they understating their support for it.

Finally, table 4A.3 reports the interviewer assessments of the
honesty of the respondents they interviewed. Recall that nearly all
blacks and whites were interviewed by interviewers of the same
race, and that same-race interviews were conducted with a large
majority of Colored people and those of Asian origin. Generally, an
impressive majority of the respondents were judged to be reason-
ably honest. To the extent that there is an exception to this finding,
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Table 4A.3 Racial Differences in Perceived Honesty of Replies

Interviewer Judgment African White Colored
Asian
Origin

Not as honest 21.6% 7.2% 17.0% 11.3%
As honest as most 61.5 80.8 74.7 74.8
Somewhat more honest 10.6 8.8 4.7 8.4
A great deal more honest 6.3 3.1 3.6 5.5

Number of cases 1933 953 470 238

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.

it is among black respondents, not whites. Only a very small per-
centage of whites were gauged by the interviewers to be not very
honest.

No analysis such as this can ever provide definitive evidence
that survey respondents were absolutely honest in their replies to
questions. But the evidence adduced here does not set off alarm
bells about the possibility of strong social desirability influences in
the data. It appears that the climate of race in contemporary South
Africa allows most people to voice their true views, for better or
worse, at least in private, to a same-race interviewer.

The Causal Connection Between Contact and Interracial Reconciliation

A major contention of this chapter is that interracial contact con-
tributes to more salutary racial attitudes. The opposite direction of
causality—tolerant racial attitudes lead to more contact—is not
implausible and therefore deserves some additional consideration.

Data can rarely reveal causality; rather, causality comes from
theory, and the only thing data can do is make us more or less
confident of our causal inferences. This assertion is generally true,
but it is especially the case with cross-sectional data. Unraveling
the causality of two variables that occur at the same point in time
is challenging, to say the least, and this problem afflicts every type
of political science. Unfortunately, however, we care about making
inferences about causality.

How might the nature of a causal structure be discerned? There
are three possibilities. First, one might conduct a logical analysis to
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Table 4A.4 The Impact of Contact on Reconciliation

Coefficient Without
Control

Coefficient with
Xenophobia Control

Blacks .28 .27
Whites .52 .49
Colored people .43 .43
Asian origin .47 .47

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.

be a personality characteristic (Cloninger, Svrakic, and Przybeck
1993), I discover the results reported in table 4A.4 on the relation-
ship between contact and interracial reconciliation:

Thus, these results (standardized regression coefficients), after
controlling for the personality attribute that might well predispose
one toward interracial contact, add considerable weight to the
claim that contact shapes racial attitudes.

Of course, I recognize that this test is not perfect because it is
highly contingent on the assumption that xenophobia is a person-
ality trait that is inculcated early in life and fairly resistant to
change (or at least resistant to change through interactions with
other people). Wilson (1996, 56) defends this approach, asserting:

This conclusion and the analysis leading to it rest heavily [on the
assumption] that diffuse prejudice toward other minorities, used
here as an indicator of personality based prejudice, is unaffected by
contact with Blacks. If this assumption is wrong, then this study’s
procedure of using diffuse prejudice as a control for self-selection is
clearly inappropriate. However, this assumption has a firm theoreti-
cal basis in Allport’s (1954) account of contact’s effect on prejudice
and in his view that personality-based prejudice is highly resistant to
change.

Thus, at least some theory and statistical evidence support the
causal structure I propose in this chapter.28

Extant Research What does the literature tell us about the nature
of the relationship between contact and racial attitudes? The con-
tact literature is vast and has taught us several things.



Table 5.1 Support for the Rule of Law, by Race

Agree—Do
Not Support Uncertain

Disagree—
Support Mean

Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

1. “Sometimes it is better to ignore the law
and solve problems immediately.”
All South Africans 44.7% 14.5% 40.8% 2.93 1.31 3,726
Africana 48.8 14.4 36.8 2.82 1.34 2,003
White 31.6 13.1 55.3 3.29 1.20 991
Colored 35.3 17.5 47.2 3.18 1.20 487
Asian origin 44.1 8.6 47.3 3.02 1.20 245

2. “It’s okay to get around law if you don’t
break it.”
All South Africans 51.6 14.4 34.0 2.76 1.28 3,724
Africanb 57.3 15.2 27.4 2.58 1.25 2,002
White 29.0 10.4 60.6 3.45 1.15 990
Colored 44.4 15.8 39.8 2.99 1.22 487
Asian origin 64.9 6.9 28.2 2.58 1.12 245

3. “In times of emergency, the government
should be able to suspend law.”
All South Africans 58.9 19.2 21.9 2.48 1.18 3,724
Africanc 61.2 19.5 19.3 2.39 1.18 2,003
White 49.2 17.7 33.1 2.81 1.17 990
Colored 56.3 21.0 22.7 2.61 1.08 485
Asian origin 59.0 11.1 29.9 2.70 1.12 244



4. “It is not necessary to obey the laws of a
government I didn’t vote for.”
All South Africans 27.6 10.9 61.6 3.46 1.31 3,716
Africand 33.0 11.7 55.3 3.31 1.38 2,002
White 8.3 4.3 87.4 4.06 .86 988
Colored 19.4 15.0 65.6 3.56 1.11 479
Asian origin 21.6 6.5 71.8 3.62 1.11 245

Average support for the rule of law
All South Africans — — — 2.91 .82 3,727
Africane — — — 2.77 .80 2,004
White — — — 3.40 .74 991
Colored — — — 3.08 .75 487
Asian origin — — — 2.98 .68 245

Average number of items endorsed
All South Africans — — — 1.58 1.16 3,727
Africanf — — — 1.39 1.08 2,004
White — — — 2.36 1.15 991
Colored — — — 1.74 1.23 487
Asian origin — — — 1.77 1.13 245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The percentages are calculated on the basis of collapsing the five-point Likert response set (for example, “agree strongly” and “agree”
responses are combined) and total across the three rows to 100 percent (except for rounding errors). The means and standard deviations are
derived from the uncollapsed distributions. Higher mean scores indicate greater support for the rule of law.
ap � .000; � � .16.
bp � .000; � � .30.
cp � .000; � � .16.
dp � .000; � � .25.
ep � .000; � � .33.
f p � .000; � � .34.



Table 5.2 Cross-National Comparisons of Attitudes Toward the Rule of Law, 1995 and 2001

Agree—Do
Not Support Uncertain

Disagree—
Support Mean

Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

1. “Sometimes it is better to ignore the law
and solve problems immediately.”
Bulgaria 32.3% 30.7% 37.1% 3.08 1.26 1,184
France 50.8 18.8 30.4 2.73 1.31 762
Hungary 34.1 23.4 42.5 3.13 1.16 783
Poland 27.4 26.7 45.9 3.28 1.22 813
Russia 34.3 39.4 26.4 2.90 .90 759
Spain 35.3 15.8 49.0 3.18 1.10 768
United States 21.7 7.6 70.7 3.60 1.00 806
South Africa, 2001 44.7 14.5 40.8 2.93 1.31 3,726

2. “It’s okay to get around law if you don’t
break it.”
Bulgaria 40.5 26.3 33.2 2.90 1.28 1,188
France 51.4 14.8 33.8 2.83 1.27 757
Hungary 36.9 24.7 38.4 3.05 1.18 784
Poland 49.8 18.4 31.8 2.74 1.33 815
Russia 36.2 28.8 35.0 2.98 .96 760
Spain 39.1 22.8 38.2 3.00 1.00 768
United States 29.0 10.2 60.8 3.42 1.07 807
South Africa, 2001 51.6 14.4 34.0 2.76 1.28 3,724

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The percentages are calculated on the basis of collapsing the five-point Likert response set (for example, “agree strongly” and “agree”
responses are combined) and total across the three rows to 100 percent (except for rounding errors). The means and standard deviations are
derived from the uncollapsed distributions. Higher mean scores indicate greater support for the rule of law.



Table 5.3 Change in Support for the Rule of Law, 1996 and 2001

Agree—Do
Not Support Uncertain

Disagree—
Support Mean

Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

1. “Sometimes it is better to ignore the law
and solve problems immediately.”
1996 36.4% 16.9% 46.6% 3.18 1.27 2,559
2001 44.7 14.5 40.8 2.93 1.31 3,726

2. “It’s okay to get around law if you don’t
break it.”
1996 48.4 16.7 34.9 2.89 1.25 2,560
2001 51.6 14.4 34.0 2.76 1.28 3,724

3. “In times of emergency, the government
should be able to suspend law.”
1996 51.2 24.9 23.9 2.66 1.14 2,560
2001 58.9 19.2 21.9 2.48 1.18 3,724

4. “It is not necessary to obey the laws of a
government I didn’t vote for.”
1996 30.2 13.0 56.8 3.40 1.33 2,560
2001 27.6 10.9 61.6 3.46 1.31 3,716

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The percentages are calculated on the basis of collapsing the five-point Likert response set (for example, “agree strongly” and “agree”
responses are combined) and total across the three rows to 100 percent (except for rounding errors). The means and standard deviations are
derived from the uncollapsed distributions. Higher mean scores indicate greater support for the rule of law.
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Table 5.4 The Influence of the Truth and Reconciliation Process on Support for
the Rule of Law

Predictor b
Standard

Error � r

Africans
Knowledge of the TRC .05 .02 .05* .02
Confidence in the TRC �.09 .02 �.10*** �.11
Acceptance of the TRC’s truth .28 .03 .25*** .26
Media consumption .04 .02 .05* .06
Interest in politics �.02 .02 �.02 .00

Intercept 1.78 .11
Standard deviation—dependent
variable .80

Standard error of estimate .77
R-squared .08***
Number of cases 1,999

Whites
Knowledge of the TRC �.03 .03 �.03 .06
Confidence in the TRC .09 .03 .10** .16
Acceptance of the TRC’s truth .28 .03 .28*** .31
Extent of media consumption .02 .03 .03 .07
Interest in politics .08 .03 .09** .11

Intercept 2.26 .12
Standard deviation—dependent
variable .74

Standard error of estimate .69
R-squared .11***
Number of cases 975

Colored people
Knowledge of the TRC �.08 .05 �.10 .04
Confidence in the TRC �.01 .04 �.01 .03
Acceptance of the TRC’s truth .26 .05 .23*** .26
Media consumption .01 .04 .01 .09
Interest in politics .14 .04 .18*** .20

Intercept 2.08 .19
Standard deviation—dependent
variable .75

Standard error of estimate .72
R-squared .09***
Number of cases 479

Asian origin
Knowledge of the TRC .04 .07 .04 .02
Confidence in the TRC �.07 .06 �.08 �.09

(Table continues on p. 196.)
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Table 5.4 (Continued)

Predictor b
Standard

Error � r

Acceptance of the TRC’s truth .07 .07 .07 .07
Media consumption .02 .06 .03 .02
Interest in politics �.03 .05 �.04 �.02

Intercept 2.77 .29
Standard deviation—dependent
variable .68

Standard error of estimate .68
R-squared .01
Number of cases 244

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
***p � .001; **p � .01; *p � .05

gether. But for the vast majority of South Africans, endorsing more of the
TRC’s truth is related to a stronger acceptance of the need for universalism
in law.

This finding requires further explication. What specifically is the
connection between accepting the TRC’s truth and valuing the rule
of law? The two variables are no doubt linked by the commission’s
insistence on applying rules and principles of human rights equally
to all combatants in the struggle over apartheid. It is the TRC’s
insistence on universalism (judging all sides in the struggle accord-
ing to the same criteria) and its unwillingness to accept arguments
to the effect that ends justify means (that a “just war” can excuse
violations of the rule of law) that probably cemented relationship
between the truth and legal universalism. Causality is always dif-
ficult to establish (especially with cross-sectional data), but the
TRC’s lesson was that law (human rights) must be respected by all,
and those accepting that lesson are more committed today to uni-
versalism in the application of the rule of law in South Africa.

Still, it is debatable whether the activities of the TRC actually
caused these attitudes, since the coefficients for knowledge and con-
fidence in the TRC are weak or trivial for all of the groups. Perhaps
we would not expect the multivariate effects of knowledge and
confidence to be very strong—since their influence on support for
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Table 5.5 Multivariate Determinants of Support for the Rule of Law Among Four
South African Racial Groups

b
Standard

Error � r

Africans
Acceptance of the TRC’s truth .23 .03 .20*** .26
Knowledge of the TRC .04 .02 .04 .03
Confidence in the TRC �.05 .02 �.06** �.10
Injuries from apartheid .02 .07 .01 �.01
Perceived seriousness of crime �.04 .03 �.04 �.02
Perceived increase in crime �.02 .01 �.05* �.03
Racial reconciliation .02 .00 .13*** .18
Support for strong
majoritarianism �.24 .02 �.25*** �.30

Support for individualism .11 .03 .08*** .16
Affect for the African National
Congress �.03 .01 �.09*** �.12

Affect for the Inkatha Freedom
Party .02 .01 .05* .10

Media consumption .03 .02 .04 .07
Interest in politics �.00 .02 �.00 .01
Opinion leadership �.05 .06 �.02 �.02
Level of education �.04 .02 �.05 .04
Illiteracy �.06 .02 �.07 �.07
Afrikaans language .42 .52 .02 .01
Age .00 .00 .02 �.01
Social class .01 .02 .01 �.04
Size of place of residence .01 .01 .03 �.03
Gender .07 .04 .04 .01

Intercept 3.04 .23
Standard deviation—dependent
variable .80

Standard error of estimate .72
R-squared .19***
Number of cases 1,944

Whites
Acceptance of the TRC’s truth .15 .04 .15*** .30
Knowledge of the TRC �.05 .03 �.05 .06
Confidence in the TRC .04 .03 .04 .15
Injuries from apartheid �.50 .25 �.06* .05
Perceived seriousness of crime .01 .06 .01 �.00
Perceived increase in crime �.03 .02 �.06* �.13
Racial reconciliation .03 .01 .21*** .35
Support for strong
majoritarianism �.23 .03 �.23*** �.28

Support for individualism .00 .04 .00 .05
(Table continues on p. 202.)
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Table 5.5 (Continued)

b
Standard

Error � r

Affect for the African National
Congress .03 .01 .08* .30

Affect for the Inkatha Freedom
Party �.00 .01 �.01 .10

Media consumption .01 .03 .01 .06
Interest in politics .04 .03 .05 .10
Opinion leadership .01 .06 .01 .04
Level of education .03 .02 .04 .16
Illiteracy .02 .10 .01 �.04
Afrikaans language .13 .05 .09** �.04
Age .00 .00 .03 .04
Social class �.05 .03 �.04 �.15
Size of place of residence .01 .02 .02 .02
Gender .04 .04 .03 .04

Intercept 3.34 .36
Standard deviation—dependent
variable .73

Standard error of estimate .65
R-squared .23
Number of cases 957

Colored people
Acceptance of the TRC’s truth .20 .06 .18*** .27
Knowledge of the TRC �.09 .05 �.12* .05
Confidence in the TRC �.01 .04 �.01 .03
Injuries from apartheid �.07 .19 �.02 .12
Perceived seriousness of crime �.01 .09 �.01 .03
Perceived increase in crime �.03 .02 �.08 �.06
Racial reconciliation .02 .01 .11* .23
Support for strong majoritarianism �.27 .04 �.27*** �.29
Support for individualism .09 .06 .06 .13
Affect for the African National
Congress .02 .01 .07 .07

Affect for the Inkatha Freedom
Party .00 .01 .01 .07

Media consumption �.01 .04 �.01 .09
Interest in politics .11 .04 .14** .20
Opinion leadership .11 .10 .05 .08
Level of education .01 .04 .01 .16
Illiteracy .00 .06 .00 �.09
Afrikaans language �.05 .10 �.03 �.16
Age .00 .00 .00 �.02
Social class �.06 .04 �.08 �.14
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Table 5.5 (Continued)

b
Standard

Error � r

Size of place of residence �.00 .02 �.00 �.08
Gender .06 .07 .04 �.03

Intercept 3.21 .53
Standard deviation—dependent
variable .75

Standard error of estimate .68
R-squared .21
Number of cases 467

Asian origin
Acceptance of the TRC’s truth .05 .06 .05 .06
Knowledge of the TRC .03 .07 .03 .00
Confidence in the TRC �.06 .06 �.07 �.07
Injuries from apartheid .21 .26 .06 �.01
Perceived seriousness of crime �.04 .11 �.02 �.04
Perceived increase in crime .03 .03 .07 .03
Racial reconciliation .04 .01 .25*** .23
Support for strong
majoritarianism �.27 .06 �.28*** �.32

Support for individualism .27 .08 .22*** .23
Affect for the African National
Congress .00 .02 .02 �.01

Affect for the Inkatha Freedom
Party �.04 .02 �.13* �.08

Media consumption .01 .06 .01 .00
Interest in politics �.07 .05 �.09 �.03
Opinion leadership �.12 .13 �.06 �.06
Level of education �.07 .06 �.09 .05
Illiteracy .03 .08 .03 .01
Afrikaans language �.07 .26 �.02 �.04
Age �.00 .00 �.03 �.02
Social class .06 .05 .07 .04
Size of place of residence .00 .03 .00 .02
Gender �.13 .09 �.10 �.05

Intercept 3.26 .69
Standard deviation—dependent
variable .68

Standard error of estimate .62
R-squared .23
Number of cases 241

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
***p � .001; **p � .01; *p � .05
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Figure 6.1 Interracial Differences in Intolerance of the Most Disliked
Group
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Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.

intolerant as blacks but are more intolerant than whites. Generally,
however, this is a conservative test of intolerance (for example,
“don’t know” responses are implicitly treated as not intolerant),
so the levels of intolerance among all four racial groups must be
judged to be remarkably high.16

I should note as well that substantial differences exist within
these racial groups according to language and ethnicity. For in-
stance, among Africans, the least intolerant are those who speak
Xhosa (55.8 percent are completely intolerant of their most dis-
liked group), while the most intolerant are Shangaan-speakers
(78.9 percent intolerant). Even the difference between Xhosa- and
Zulu-speakers is nearly twenty percentage points.17 Among whites,
the difference between Afrikaans- and English-speakers is statis-
tically significant but not great, although the linguistic difference
among Colored people is slightly more substantial: 59.2 percent of
Afrikaans-speakers versus 44.6 percent of English-speakers are
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Figure 6.2 Theoretical Linkages Between Group Identities and Political
Intolerance

Group Affiliation ––––>

Strength of Group Identification ––––>

Psychic Benefits from Group Identification ––––>

Beliefs About the Importance of Group Memberships ––––>

Need for Group Solidarity ––––>

Out-group Antipathy ––––>

Perception of Group Threat ––––> 

Political Intolerance

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.

.25—Colored***

.40—Asian origin***

Note: ***p � .001

Obviously, this hypothesis is strongly and uniformly supported.
Those who ascribe greater significance to their group identities are
substantially more likely to derive psychological benefits from
those identities (such as thinking better of themselves).

Hypothesis 2: Beliefs About Groups

Psychic Benefits of Identification → Beliefs About Group Soli-
darity

.10—African***

.31—White***

.27—Colored***



Table 6.1 The Distribution of Affect Toward Political Groups in South Africa

Dislike
Very Much Meana

Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

Interracial
Differences—�b

Afrikaners 47.7% 3.89 3.23 3716 .77
African National Congress 11.2 8.02 3.32 3707 .70
Afrikaner Resistance Movement (AWB) 74.6 2.10 1.82 3712 .34
South African Communist Party 21.8 5.47 2.96 3713 .59
Pan-Africanist Congress 21.2 5.29 2.82 3708 .51
New National Party 34.8 4.25 2.75 3713 .51
Democratic Party 27.8 4.81 2.97 3713 .62
Inkatha Freedom Party 41.9 3.77 2.64 3711 .17
One-party state advocates 24.4 5.25 3.04 3708 .35
PAGAD 52.4 3.23 2.51 3714 .14
Trade unionists 9.7 6.74 2.72 3710 .45
Muslims 25.8 4.63 2.57 3710 .29

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
aHigh scores indicate greater positive affect.
bThis statistic indicates the degree of racial polarization in affect ntoward these groups. All cross-race differences in means are statistically
significant at p � .001.
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Table 6.2 Group Sympathy and Antipathy, by Race

Groups African White Colored Asian Origin

Disliked by one-half
or more
Afrikaners 90.5% 69.0%
African National
Congress 71.6%

Afrikaner Resistance
Movement 95.5 77.9 92.1% 89.0

South African
Communist Party 88.0 65.6 68.6

Pan-Africanist
Congress 81.6 63.8 67.3

New National Party 80.4
Democratic Party 76.3
Inkatha Freedom
Party 75.3 56.2 67.2 71.0

Supporters of a
one-party state 76.9 51.7

PAGAD 75.8 84.1 70.8 71.4
Trade unions 60.8
Muslims 59.6 61.4

Liked by one-half or
more
Afrikaners 77.4 54.5
African National
Congress 87.4

Afrikaner
Resistance
Movement

South African
Communist Party

Pan-Africanist
Congress

New National Party 50.7 54.7
Democratic Party 77.1 51.5 62.0
Inkatha Freedom
Party

Supporters of a
one-party state

PAGAD
Trade unions 62.0
Muslims 54.7

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: Only percentages greater than or equal to 50 percent are shown in this table.
Thus, fewer than half of the African respondents dislike the ANC.
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Table 6.3 The Distribution of Disliked Groups

Group

Among
Most

Disliked
Most

Disliked

Second
Most

Disliked

Third
Most

Disliked

Fourth
Most

Disliked

Afrikaners 36.1% 19.1% 14.3% 8.3% 4.2%
African National
Congress 20.1 7.1 2.6 2.1 1.8

Afrikaner Resistance
Movement 74.7 36.7 27.6 9.4 5.6

South African
Communist Party 24.9 3.3 5.5 4.2 2.5

Pan-Africanist Congress 23.7 2.4 4.8 5.9 4.0
New National Party 27.0 4.3 9.8 12.3 7.3
Democratic Party 18.1 1.9 4.8 8.6 7.1
Inkatha Freedom Party 36.5 8.7 10.3 13.5 8.6
Advocates of a one-
party state 14.4 2.5 2.6 3.1 2.0

PAGAD 47.5 10.4 10.8 11.7 11.1
Trade unionists 5.2 0.4 0.7 1.2 1.4
Muslims 14.1 1.7 2.7 3.9 4.4
Other 6.4 1.5 2.3 1.6 1.6

None — .0 1.5 14.2 38.4
Number of cases 3,660 3,660 3,660 3,660

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The percentages for the most disliked, second most disliked, third most disliked, and
fourth most disliked groups total to 100 percent down the columns (except for rounding
errors).

are in table 6.4. That table shows that a large majority of Africans
name the AWB as among their most disliked group, but that no
other group attracts a supermajority from Africans, and only Afri-
kaners draw strong antipathy from a majority of the African re-
spondents. Even the IFP, which in 1996 was named as among the
most disliked groups by fully 77.5 percent of the African respon-
dents (Gibson and Gouws 2003, 54), is listed as among the most
disliked groups by fewer than half of the African respondents. These
data suggest that African political animosity is dispersed across a
number of groups, even if it is concentrated on those groups repre-
senting mainly white interests (such as the National Party and the
Democratic Party). Among Africans, there are three significant
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Table 6.4 The Distribution of Disliked Groups, by Race

Named as Among Most Disliked African White Colored Asian Origin

Afrikaners 59.4% .8% 13.4% 32.7%
African National Congress 4.1 46.7 27.1 28.6
Afrikaner Resistance Movement 86.8 45.6 83.4 77.6
South African Communist Party 3.9 60.5 34.8 33.1
Pan-Africanist Congress 6.9 51.3 35.4 26.5
New National Party 43.2 3.5 15.6 12.7
Democratic Party 28.9 1.2 11.3 11.8
Inkatha Freedom Party 47.5 15.4 32.8 39.6
Advocates of a one-party state 3.8 34.2 17.3 15.5
PAGAD 39.2 57.5 55.7 58.8
Trade unionists 1.4 12.9 4.1 6.9
Muslims 10.6 23.4 11.3 11.0
Other 8.0 5.7 2.3 4.9

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: Entries are the percentages of each racial group naming the political group as among
their most disliked groups. All cell entries greater than 50.0 percent are shaded.

changes since the comparable survey conducted in 1996: a sub-
stantial increase in animosity toward Afrikaners (42.5 percent
versus 59.4 percent named them as among the four most disliked
groups, in 1996 and 2001, respectively); the substantial decline
in animosity toward the IFP; and the rise of ill feelings toward
PAGAD (which was not among the most disliked groups in 1996).

A majority of whites list Communists, PAGAD, and the PAC as
among their most disliked groups, while Colored people focus on
the AWB and PAGAD, as do those of Asian origin. Otherwise, po-
litical animosity is dispersed across numerous groups. Among
whites, there are three significant changes since 1996: a decline in
animosity toward the Communists (perhaps under the theory that
the Communists are now less powerful and relevant to South Afri-
can politics), toward the PAC, and toward trade unionists; a slight
rise in animosity toward the ANC; and of course the dramatic in-
crease in hatred for PAGAD. For Colored people, there are two
significant changes: declines in animosity toward the PAC and IFP
and the growth of anti-PAGAD feelings. Finally, within our Asian
sample, anti-Afrikaner sentiment grew, anti-PAC and anti-IFP feel-
ings declined, and anti-PAGAD views blossomed. Across all groups,
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Table 6.5 The Perceived Threat of Highly Disliked Groups, 1996 and 2001

Perception
At Most

Extreme Score Meana
Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

Most disliked group
Dangerous to society

1996 68.2% 6.2 1.5 2,503
2001 60.7 6.1 1.5 3,695

Unpredictable
1996 57.1 5.8 1.8 2,502
2001 43.5 5.4 1.9 3,695

Dangerous to the normal
lives of people
1996 54.2 5.7 1.9 2,503
2001 43.7 5.5 1.8 3,696

Likely to gain a lot of
power in South Africa
1996 6.1 2.5 1.9 2,504
2001 7.5 2.9 1.9 3,696

Likely to affect how well
my family and I live
1996 32.1 4.6 2.2 2,502
2001 27.1 4.6 2.1 3,696

Angry toward the group
1996 53.3 5.4 2.1 2,498
2001 44.2 5.3 2.0 3,692

Unwilling to follow the
rules of democracy
1996 62.6 6.1 1.5 2,499
2001 50.0 5.9 1.5 3,692

Powerful
1996 13.0 3.2 2.2 2,499
2001 10.8 3.4 2.1 3,692

If got power, everything
would change
1996 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
2001 46.4 5.3 2.1 3,691

If got power, my freedom
would be reduced
1996 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
2001 44.6 5.6 1.7 3,688

If got power, my personal
security would be
reduced
1996 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
2001 45.0 5.6 1.7 3,692
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Table 6.5 (Continued)

Perception
At Most

Extreme Score Meana
Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

Another highly disliked
group
Dangerous to society

1996 43.4 5.1 2.1 2,492
2001 36.4 5.2 1.9 3,601

Unpredictable
1996 43.4 5.3 1.9 2,491
2001 33.2 5.0 1.9 3,600

Dangerous to the normal
lives of people
1996 34.2 4.8 2.1 2,493
2001 27.4 4.8 2.0 3,601

Likely to gain a lot of
power in South Africa
1996 4.7 2.6 1.8 2,491
2001 6.1 3.0 1.9 3,601

Likely to affect how well
my family and I live
1996 21.7 4.0 2.2 2,498
2001 18.0 4.3 2.0 3,598

Angry toward the group
1996 36.1 4.8 2.2 2,498
2001 25.6 4.5 2.1 3,599

Unwilling to follow the
rules of democracy
1996 44.1 5.3 1.9 2,493
2001 31.3 5.2 1.8 3,599

Powerful
1996 10.5 3.0 2.1 2,492
2001 7.7 3.4 1.9 3,601

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: n.a. � not asked.
aHigh scores in every instance indicate greater degrees of perceived threat.

that few accept that the group they dislike the most will achieve
political power.10

Since the same questions using the least-liked technology were
asked in our 1996 survey, it is possible to compare the levels of
threat perceived in 2001 with threat perceptions five years earlier.
Two caveats are important. First, this is not a panel survey, so the
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Table 6.6 The Structure of Perceptions of Threat from Least Liked Group

Perception
Sociotropic

Threat
Group
Power

Egocentric
Threat

Dangerous to the normal lives of
people .74

Dangerous to society .58
Angry toward the group .54
Likely to affect how well my
family and I live .46

Unwilling to follow the rules of
democracy .34

Powerful .70
Likely to gain a lot of power in
South Africa .68

If got power, would reduce my
freedom .83

If got power, would reduce my
security .63

If got power, everything would
change .38

Unpredictable

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The table entries are pattern loadings. All loadings greater than or equal to .30
are shown in the table. The adjective pair “predictable” versus “unpredictable” loads
significantly on none of the factors. The eigenvalues of the first four factors are:
2.85, 1.66, 1.21, and .98, respectively.

extent, perceptions that if the group got power, everything would
change (.38).12

The intercorrelations of these factors are quite revealing. Based
on the factor scores, perceptions of group power (and power po-
tential) are only weakly related to perceptions of sociotropic threat
(r � �.12) and only moderately to egocentric threat (r � �.22).
However, not only are these correlations modest, but the direction
of these relationship is not as expected: those who perceive greater
group power are less threatened, on both aspects of threat. These
relationships thus reflect the rather odd nature of perceptions of
group power in South Africa.13

Perceptions of sociotropic and egocentric threat are strongly re-
lated (r � .62). Those who perceive more of one type of threat are
likely to perceive more of the other threat. Though the relationship



Table 6.7 Levels of South African Political Intolerance, 1996 and 2001

Intolerant Uncertain Tolerant Meana
Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

Most disliked group
Allow candidates

1996 61.8% 10.7% 27.4% 2.4 1.4 2,512
2001 69.0 9.6 21.4 2.2 1.3 3,689

Allow demonstrations
1996 74.3 10.5 15.2 1.9 1.2 2,512
2001 76.9 8.1 15.0 1.9 1.2 3,686

Not banned
1996 65.3 12.1 22.6 2.2 1.3 2,510
2001 63.1 12.6 24.2 2.3 1.3 3,686

Tolerance index
1996 — — — 2.2 1.0 2,515
2001 — — — 2.1 1.0 3,693

Another highly disliked group
Allow candidates

1996 53.7 11.7 34.6 2.6 1.4 2,509
2001 58.6 11.6 29.8 2.4 1.3 3,600

Allow demonstrations
1996 66.8 11.2 22.0 2.3 1.2 2,508
2001 66.7 9.8 23.5 2.4 1.2 3,600

Not banned
1996 54.0 13.7 32.3 2.6 1.4 2,507
2001 53.1 15.9 31.0 2.6 1.3 3,600

Tolerance index
1996 — — — 2.5 1.1 2,508
2001 — — — 2.5 1.0 3,600

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The percentages total to 100 percent across these three columns, except for rounding errors.
aHigh scores indicate greater political tolerance.



Table 6.8 Intercorrelations of Social Identity Measures

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

African South Africans
1. Claims South African identity 1.00
2. Strength of primary identity .06** 1.00
3. Psychic benefits of identity .03 .33*** 1.00
4. Any anti-identity �.01 �.00 .02 1.00
5. Group solidarity �.01 .13*** .10*** .11*** 1.00
6. Political relevance of groups �.05* .06** .01 .08*** .69*** 1.00
7. Importance of national identity .10*** .28*** .19*** .00 .24*** .15*** 1.00

White South Africans
1. Claims South African identity 1.00
2. Strength of primary identity �.06 1.00
3. Psychic benefits of identity �.12*** .28*** 1.00
4. Any anti-identity .12*** �.07 .00 1.00
5. Group solidarity .04 .34*** .31*** .04 1.00
6. Political relevance of groups .09** .17*** .13*** .04 .70*** 1.00
7. Importance of national identity .01 .22*** .23*** .03 .28*** .22*** 1.00



Colored South Africans
1. Claims South African identity 1.00
2. Strength of primary identity .10* 1.00
3. Psychic benefits of identity �.06 .25*** 1.00
4. Any anti-identity .16*** .06 .05 1.00
5. Group solidarity .05 .26*** .27*** �.03 1.00
6. Political relevance of groups .05 .11* .17*** �.03 .67*** 1.00
7. Importance of national identity .09* .14*** .17*** .06 .16*** .11** 1.00

South Africans of Asian origin
1. Claims South African identity 1.00
2. Strength of primary identity .17** 1.00
3. Psychic benefits of identity .03 .40*** 1.00
4. Any anti-identity �.03 �.07 �.11 1.00
5. Group solidarity .03 .29*** .25*** �.02 1.00
6. Political relevance of groups �.03 .09 .12 �.04 .59*** 1.00
7. Importance of national identity .03 .35*** .42*** .06 .23*** .02 1.00

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: Entries are bivariate correlation coefficients.
***p � .001; **p � .01; *p � .05



Table 6.9 Multivariate Determinants of Political Tolerance Among Four Racial Groups

African White

b
Standard

Error � b
Standard

Error �

Sociotropic threat �.25 .02 �.28*** �.26 .03 �.31***
Group power .02 .01 .03 .08 .02 .14***
Egocentric threat �.12 .02 �.17*** �.02 .02 �.03

Strength of primary identity �.02 .04 �.01 �.03 .05 �.02
Psychic benefits of identity �.03 .03 �.03 �.09 .04 �.07*
Importance of national identity �.04 .03 �.03 �.03 .04 �.02
Group solidarity �.02 .04 �.01 �.07 .05 �.06
Political relevance of groups �.08 .04 �.07* �.06 .06 �.04

Truth acceptance .09 .03 .07** .25 .04 .18***

Intercept 4.08 .24 3.05 .32
Standard deviation—dependent variable 1.01 .99
Standard error of estimate .93 .91
R-squared .15*** .16***
Number of cases 1,976 935



Table 6.9 (Continued)

Colored Asian Origin

b
Standard

Error � b
Standard

Error �

Sociotropic threat �.20 .04 �.26*** �.23 .05 �.29***
Group power .04 .03 .08 .12 .04 .21***
Egocentric threat �.06 .03 �.10* �.09 .04 �.13*

Strength of primary identity .11 .08 .06 �.04 .11 �.02
Psychic benefits of identity �.03 .06 �.03 �.04 .09 �.03
Importance of national identity .02 .06 .01 �.01 .08 �.00
Group solidarity �.20 .08 �.17** �.14 .11 �.10
Political relevance of groups .14 .08 .11 �.01 .10 �.01

Truth acceptance .14 .07 .10* .06 .09 .04

Intercept 2.57 .50 3.43 .63
Standard deviation—dependent variable .95 .95
Standard error of estimate .90 .88
R-squared .11*** .18***
Number of cases 460 245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
***p � .001; **p � .01; *p � .05
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Table 6.10 Intercorrelations of Social Identity and Threat Perceptions for Four
Racial Groups

Sociotropic
Threat

Group
Power

Egocentric
Threat

Black South Africans
South African identity .02 �.03 .09***
Strength of primary identity �.04* �.05** .04*
Psychic benefits of identity .08*** .06** .03
Any anti-identity .02 �.01 .04
Group solidarity .10*** .10*** .05**
Political relevance of groups .02 .08*** �.04
Importance of national identity .05** �.01 .06**

White South Africans
South African identity .04 .00 .06*
Strength of primary identity �.05 .09** .01
Psychic benefits of identity .02 .07* �.09**
Any anti-identity .10*** .03 .05
Group solidarity .06* .09** �.03
Political relevance of groups .04 .09** �.09**
Importance of national identity �.10*** .02 �.06*

Colored South Africans
South African identity .01 .04 .21***
Strength of primary identity .05 .08* .01
Psychic benefits of identity .11** .05 �.13**
Any anti-identity .24*** .06 .13**
Group solidarity .07 .12** �.06
Political relevance of groups .02 .17*** �.20***
Importance of national identity .07 �.01 .07

South Africans of Asian origin
South African identity �.01 .05 .13*
Strength of primary identity �.05 �.13* �.01
Psychic benefits of identity �.06 .05 �.07
Any anti-identity .04 �.11* .12*
Group solidarity .16** .09 �.04
Political relevance of groups .10 .20*** �.11*
Importance of national identity �.12* �.06 .01

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: Entries are bivariate correlation coefficients.
***p � .001; **p � .01; *p � .05



Table 7.1 Perceptions of the Experimental Manipulations (Manipulation Checks)

Independent Variables
Not

Perceived Perceived Mean
Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

Manipulation: Procedural justicea

Family got voice 26.0% 71.4% 3.70 1.42 1,883
No voice 74.4 22.4 2.06 1.38 1,835

Manipulation: Retributive justiceb

Phillip was punished 31.5 63.9 3.48 1.45 1,864
Not punished 73.8 21.1 2.03 1.34 1,855

Manipulation: Restorative justicec

Family received apology 34.5 63.5 3.43 1.50 1,879
No apology 78.8 18.7 1.89 1.27 1,842

Manipulation: Distributive justiced

Family got compensation 23.3 73.5 3.81 1.43 1,855
No compensation 84.2 13.2 1.66 1.19 1,862

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: These two percentages total to 100 percent, except for “don’t know” responses. The dependent variable for each manipulation check is a
five-point scale, with higher scores indicating greater degrees of certainty that the action happened.

The questions used to check the manipulations were:

“Do you think that the families of the victims were given a chance to tell how the bombing has affected their lives?” Certain they were,
probably were, probably were not, certain they were not. (Don’t know)
“Do you think that Phillip’s apology was accepted by the families of the victims?” Certain it was, probably was, probably was not, certain it
was not. (Don’t know)
“Do you think that Phillip was punished by the actions of his own family?” Certain he was, probably was, probably was not, certain he was
not. (Don’t know)
“Do you think that the families of the victims received compensation for what happened to them?” Certain they did, probably did, probably
did not, certain they did not. (Don’t know)

aDifference of means test: p � .000; � � .51.
bDifference of means test: p � .000; � � .46.
cDifference of means test: p � .000; � � .48.
dDifference of means test: p � .000; � � .63.



Table 7.2 The Variability in Fairness Judgments Across Versions of the Vignette

Version Manipulations: Type of Justice Judgments of Fairnessa

Procedural Retributive Restorative Distributive Mean
Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

1 Voice Punishment Apology Compensation 5.19 3.16 245
2 Voice Punishment Apology No compensation 3.14 2.67 242
3 Voice Punishment No apology Compensation 4.52 3.04 220
4 Voice Punishment No apology No compensation 2.97 2.45 238
5 Voice No punishment Apology Compensation 5.11 3.14 231
6 Voice No punishment Apology No compensation 3.29 2.82 237
7 Voice No punishment No apology Compensation 4.21 3.00 235
8 Voice No punishment No apology No compensation 2.65 2.42 236
9 No voice Punishment Apology Compensation 4.15 2.92 235
10 No voice Punishment Apology No compensation 2.60 2.24 224
11 No voice Punishment No apology Compensation 4.03 2.87 230
12 No voice Punishment No apology No compensation 2.45 2.16 230
13 No voice No punishment Apology Compensation 4.70 3.21 231
14 No voice No punishment Apology No compensation 2.58 2.28 232
15 No voice No punishment No apology Compensation 3.84 2.99 227
16 No voice No punishment No apology No compensation 2.24 2.00 224
Total 3.61 2.90 3,716

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: Difference of means across versions: � � .33; F � 30.14; p � .001.
aHigher mean scores indicate perceptions of greater fairness.
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Table 7.3 The Effect of Justice Manipulations on Judgments of Fairness to the
Victims

Unfair Fair Mean
Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

Manipulation: Procedural justicea

Family got voice 70.1 28.4 3.88 2.99 1,883
No voice 78.2 20.2 3.30 2.77 1,833

Manipulation: Retributive justiceb

Phillip was punished 74.2 24.1 3.64 2.86 1,863
Not punished 74.0 24.6 3.58 2.93 1,853

Manipulation: Restorative justicec

Family received apology 70.1 28.5 3.85 3.00 1,877
No apology 78.2 20.2 3.36 2.76 1,839

Manipulation: Distributive justiced

Family got compensation 63.1 34.9 4.47 3.07 1,853
No compensation 85.1 13.9 2.75 2.42 1,862

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The percentages are based on dichotomizing the continuous variable and placing
“uncertain” or “don’t know” responses between “unfair” and “fair.” The percentages in the
table do not total to 100 percent, since some small proportion of the respondents were unable
to arrive at a view of whether the families of the victims were fairly treated in the vignette.
aDifference of means test: p � .001; � � .10.
bDifference of means test: p � .05; � � .01.
cDifference of means test: p � .001; � � .09.
dDifference of means test: p � .001; � � .30.

tistics: the percentage who view the outcome as to any degree un-
fair, the comparable percentage of those who judge the families to
have been fairly treated, and the mean and standard deviation of
the continuous fairness judgment.

Perhaps not surprisingly, the single strongest predictor of per-
ceived fairness is the distributive justice manipulation (see the eta
coefficients in the notes to the table). The mean scores on the fair-
ness index differ substantially (and of course statistically signifi-
cantly as well). When the government promises compensation,
over one-third of the respondents think that the families were
fairly treated, as compared to only 13.9 percent when compensa-
tion is denied. This is a substantial statistical and substantive effect.

Two other manipulations influence fairness assessments as well.
When the families were given the opportunity to “tell their stories”



Table 7.4 The Effect of the Experimental Manipulations and Perceptions of the Manipulations on Judgments of Fairness

Model 1 Model 2

Independent Variables b
Standard

Error � r b
Standard

Error � r

Manipulations
Procedural justice .56 .09 .10*** .10 �.06 .10 �.01 .10
Retributive justice .06 .09 .01 .01 �.16 .10 �.03 .01
Restorative justice .48 .09 .08*** .09 �.07 .10 �.01 .09
Distributive justice 1.73 .09 .30*** .30 .91 .11 .16*** .30

Perceptions of manipulations
Procedural justice .30 .03 .17*** .25
Retributive justice .12 .03 .07*** .13
Restorative justice .31 .03 .17*** .27
Distributive justice .32 .03 .19*** .36

Intercept 2.19 .10 .41 .13
R-squared .11*** .21***
Standard deviation—dependent

variable 2.90 2.90
Standard error of estimate 2.74 2.58

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: N � 3,710.
***p � .001; **p � .01; *p � .05
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Table 7.5 Racial Differences in Reactions to the Amnesty Experiment

Equation Comparing Blacks With:

Independent Variables Whites Coloreds
Asian
Origin

Manipulations
Procedural justice n.s. n.s. n.s.
Retributive justice n.s. n.s. n.s.
Restorative justice n.s. n.s. n.s.
Distributive justice .000 .000 .000

Perceptions of manipulations
Procedural justice .000 .000 .000
Retributive justice .037 .038 .034
Restorative justice .000 .000 .000
Distributive justice .000 .000 .000

Race dummy variable .000 n.s. .033

Race—manipulation interactions
Procedural justice n.s. n.s. n.s.
Retributive justice n.s. n.s. n.s.
Restorative justice .029 n.s. n.s.
Distributive justice n.s. n.s. n.s.

Race—perceptions interactions
Procedural justice n.s. n.s. .068
Retributive justice .058 n.s. n.s.
Restorative justice n.s. n.s. .039
Distributive justice .002 n.s. n.s.

Equation statistics
Intercept (standard error) .21 (.18) .21 (.18) .21 (.17)
R-squared .20*** .23*** .24***
Standard deviation—dependent
variable 2.86 2.92 2.87

Standard error of estimate 2.56 2.57 2.52
Number of cases 2,979 2,476 2,245

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: Cell entries are the significance of the test of the null hypothesis that the regression
coefficient is indistinguishable from zero. H0: b � 0. All probabilities greater than .10 are
shown. When coefficients are statistically significant, the actual coefficients are reported in the
text.
n.s. � not statistically significant at p � .10.
***p � .001
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Figure 8.1 Bivariate Connections Between Institutional Awareness,
Performance Satisfaction, and Loyalty Among the Four Racial
Groups
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Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: n.s. � not statistically significant at p � .10. All other coefficients are significant at
p � .001.



Table 8.1 Indicators of Loyalty Toward the South African Constitutional Court and Parliament, Attentive Publics

Not Supportive
of the Institution Uncertain

Supportive of
the Institution Mean

Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

Do away with the Court 49.7% 23.2% 27.1% 2.65 1.19 3,094
Do away with the Parliament 42.9 19.1 37.9 2.91 1.29 3,683
Court can be trusted 12.1 27.9 60.0 3.65 .97 3,092
Parliament can be trusted 14.0 25.4 60.6 3.67 1.02 3,684
Court favors some groups 15.7 31.7 52.6 3.52 1.09 3,092
Parliament favors some groups 20.2 26.6 53.3 3.48 1.15 3,682
Reduce Court jurisdiction 36.7 36.2 27.1 2.86 1.07 3,091

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The percentages are calculated on the basis of collapsing the five-point Likert response set (for example, “agree strongly” and “agree”
responses are combined). The means and standard deviations are calculated on the uncollapsed distributions.

The difference of means on the first item (“do away with”) is statistically significant at p � .001. Neither of the other two cross-institutional
differences of means is statistically significant (p � .05).

The propositions are:
“If the [the institution] started making a lot of decisions that most people disagree with, it might be better to do away with [the institution]
altogether.”
“The [institution] can usually be trusted to make decisions that are right for the country as a whole.”
“The [institution] treats all groups who come before it—black, white, Colored, and Asian—the same.”
“The right of the South African Constitutional Court to decide certain types of controversial issues should be done away with.”



Table 8.2 Indicators of Loyalty Toward the South African Constitutional Court, Attentive Publics, 1997 and 2001

Not Supportive
of the Institution Uncertain

Supportive of
the Institution Mean

Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

Do away with the Court
2001 49.7% 23.2% 27.1% 2.7 1.2 3,094
1997 39.5 32.6 27.9 2.9 1.1 1,083

Court can be trusted
2001 12.1 27.9 60.0 3.7 1.0 3,092
1997 9.9 34.7 55.4 3.6 .9 1,083

Reduce Court jurisdiction
2001 36.7 36.2 27.1 2.9 1.1 3,091
1997 29.5 42.3 28.2 3.0 1.0 1,081

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The percentages are calculated on the basis of collapsing the five-point Likert response set (for example, “agree strongly” and “agree”
responses are combined). The means and standard deviations are calculated on the uncollapsed distributions.

The propositions are:
“If the South African Constitutional Court started making a lot of decisions that most people disagree with, it might be better to do away with
the Court altogether.”
“The South African Constitutional Court can usually be trusted to make decisions that are right for the country as a whole.”
“The right of the South African Constitutional Court to decide certain types of controversial issues should be done away with.”
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Table 8.3 Average Diffuse Support for National High Courts Among
Attentive Publics

Unaware
of Court Mean

Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

Spain (1993) 10.3% 46.3 22.3 258
Bulgaria 13.4 48.8 18.4 860
Germany (East) 1.0 49.4 22.4 301
Belgium 9.2 52.2 22.0 211
South Africa (1997) 15.1 53.8 17.4 1,083
Spain (1995) 10.7 53.9 17.2 658
South Africa (2001) 16.9 54.2 16.9 3,095
Ireland 1.6 54.5 18.3 291
France (1995) 9.2 55.0 19.6 660
France (1993) 7.6 55.2 20.8 278
Russia 50.8 56.6 14.4 360
Canada 1.0 56.7 19.6 594
Hungary 9.0 57.1 20.5 654
Italy 9.0 57.8 23.3 271
Great Britain 1.7 58.0 20.2 295
Luxembourg 25.0 58.8 21.5 145
Portugal 17.7 61.6 22.0 235
United States .6 62.2 19.7 804
Poland 11.7 62.5 20.5 696
Greece 6.1 65.0 23.0 281
Germany (West) 1.5 65.4 20.4 194
Denmark 1.3 66.6 20.3 295
Netherlands 6.0 69.9 22.4 282

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: The 100-point summated index is created from responses to the items reported
in table 8.1. The countries are ranked according to the degree of support for the
national high court (lowest to highest). Most of the data from countries other than
South Africa are taken from Gibson, Caldeira, and Baird (1998) and are drawn from
surveys conducted in 1993 or 1995. For some countries, survey data are available
for more than one year. In these instances, the year of the survey is indicated in the
table.

in South Africa is about the same as that of Portugal. Second, as I
have already noted, support for the Court changed very little be-
tween the surveys in 1997 and 2001.

Third, in comparison to other courts, the Constitutional Court
does not enjoy a very wide or deep “reservoir of goodwill”—only a
handful of institutions have lower support scores than the South
African Court. Finally, though the South African Court is a young
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Table 8.4 Racial Differences in Loyalty Toward the South African Constitutional
Court and Parliament, Attentive Publics

High
Supporta Meanb

Standard
Deviation

Number
of Cases

African
Constitutional Court 54.2% 1.50 .99 1,646
Parliament 59.9 1.66 .98 1,981

White
Constitutional Court 35.3 1.11 1.08 931
Parliament 30.0 1.12 1.01 983

Colored
Constitutional Court 38.9 1.16 1.08 378
Parliament 40.9 1.24 1.11 479

Asian origin
Constitutional Court 48.6 1.41 1.04 222
Parliament 49.6 1.46 1.03 240

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
a“High support” is defined as two or three supportive responses to the three items.
bRacial differences in attitudes toward the Court and the Parliament are statistically significant
at p � .001. For the Constitutional Court, � � .18; for the Parliament, � � .23.

these institutions but only about one-third of the whites holding
loyal attitudes. The Colored respondents are also characterized by
relatively low loyalty toward the Court and Parliament, while
those of Asian origin tend to be closer to Africans in their attitudes.
Generally, race makes an important difference in how these insti-
tutions are judged.

It is noteworthy as well that in terms of relative support, the
Constitutional Court and the Parliament are judged similarly within
all four racial groups. The Parliament perhaps has a slight edge
among Africans (for the cross-institutional difference of means,
p � .001, � � .08), and perhaps the Court draws slightly more
support from whites (though the difference is not statistically sig-
nificant), but generally the difference in attitudes toward these two
institutions is inconsequential within each racial group. The sim-
pleminded view that minority South Africans tend to be especially
supportive of minoritarian political institutions like courts while
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Table 8.5 Cross-Institutional Similarities in Institutional Assessments by
the Four Racial Groups

Perceptions of Constitutional
Court and Parliament African White Colored

Asian
Origin

Awareness .47 .47 .57 .42
Specific support .44 .34 .51 .47
Institutional loyalty .59 .44 .45 .40

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
Note: Entries are Pearson correlation coefficients indicating the relationship between
responses toward the Parliament and toward the Constitutional Court.

If the Constitutional Court is not viewed as a distinctively legal
institution, then to what degree does institutional loyalty differ
from simple approval of the immediate policy outputs of the insti-
tutions? That is, it is possible that specific support and diffuse sup-
port are indistinguishable because insufficient time has elapsed for
loyalty to emerge as a stable attribute of the beliefs and evaluations
of individual South Africans. Perhaps at this point in South Africa’s
nascent democracy, how one judges a political institution is based
on little more than whether one views that institution as produc-
ing desirable public policy.

This raises the important question of how people form impres-
sions of institutions, especially in transitional political systems. Lit-
tle prior research on this question exists, so not much is known
about the processes involved. However, in earlier research (Gibson,
Caldeira, and Baird 1998), my colleagues and I have drawn several
important conclusions from our cross-national study of the legit-
imacy of national high courts that have some bearing on this ques-
tion. We argue that courts first acquire specific support by gaining
visibility. Visibility leads to satisfaction in part because judges are
adept at framing their decisions with reference to the law. Courts
claim credit for pleasing decisions but disperse responsibility for
displeasing decisions, blaming “the law” for any odious outcomes.
They refer to this as a “positivity bias,” by which they mean that
courts profit from pleasing decisions and are not harmed by dis-
pleasing decisions. Judges are able to “frame issues in a light favor-
able to the maintenance of institutional legitimacy, thereby blunt-
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Table 8.6 Racial Differences in Willingness to Accept a Contrary Constitutional
Court Decision on Amnesty

Amnesty Attitude: Accept
Court Decision African White Colored

Asian
Origin

Strong grant
Meana 6.59 5.61 6.42 5.14
Standard deviation 3.27 3.67 3.45 3.11
Number of cases 266 73 67 14
Accept the Court decision 64.7% 48.6% 58.2% 50.0%

Probably grant
Meana 6.38 6.59 6.21 6.72
Standard deviation 2.47 2.30 2.73 2.29
Number of cases 417 186 67 34
Accept the Court decision 62.4% 67.7% 49.3% 70.6%

Probably not grant
Meana 4.27 5.42 4.30 4.65
Standard deviation 2.43 2.53 2.42 2.51
Number of cases 452 217 94 39
Accept the Court decision 21.9% 44.0% 22.3% 23.1%

Strong not grant
Meana 2.79 3.33 3.48 2.86
Standard deviation 2.42 2.70 2.75 2.64
Number of cases 734 444 208 154
Accept the Court decision 12.1% 18.9% 15.9% 17.5%

�, across amnesty attitudes
(within race) .53 .45 .40 .48

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
aHigher scores indicate greater willingness to accept the decision.

Average scores for the continuous acceptance variable are reported,
as are the percentages of respondents willing to any degree to ac-
cept the decision (scores of 6 or higher on the ten-point acceptance
continuum). Thus, 64.7 percent of the African respondents who
strongly favor granting amnesty to Phillip would accept a decision
by the Constitutional Court to deny Phillip amnesty.

The data in this table support many interesting conclusions.
First, for all racial groups, there is a substantial asymmetry in ac-
ceptance depending on the initial viewpoint of the respondent.
Those who would grant amnesty are far more willing to accept a
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Table 8.7 Bivariate Correlations Between Institutional Legitimacy and
Acquiescence, by Race

Initial Position

Deny Amnesty
(Number of Cases)

Grant Amnesty
(Number of Cases)

African .13*** (966) .01 (586)
White .08*  (623) .05 (248)
Colored �.07  (228) .06 (122)
Asian origin .02  (175) .21 (44)

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
***p � .001; **p � .01; *p � .05

Among those who favored granting amnesty, only among South
Africans of Asian origin does the legitimacy of the Court have
much to do with acquiescence. The coefficient does not achieve
statistical significance, owing to the small number of cases, but the
relationship is sizable. An insignificant similar tendency exists among
Colored people and whites, but no relationship exists among Afri-
cans. Generally, the coefficients in this table provide no consistent
evidence that the Court profits in citizen acquiescence from its insti-
tutional legitimacy.35

These findings are consistent with those of our earlier research
(Gibson and Caldeira 2003, 23) based on a similar survey con-
ducted in South Africa in 1997. We concluded: “Acquiescence does
not necessarily require legitimacy. . . . Many are willing to accept a
Court decision irrespective of how much legitimacy they ascribe to
the institution.” Exactly the same conclusion characterizes this cur-
rent survey.

Concluding Comments

The analysis in this chapter has not produced results that are par-
ticularly encouraging from the point of view of institutional recon-
ciliation. To the extent that political reconciliation requires that all
South Africans express a basic loyalty to the primary institutions of
democracy, then reconciliation has a long way to go. South Afri-
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Figure 9.1 Racial Differences Among South Africans in Overall Levels of
Reconciliation
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Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.

tion, but a long road must be traversed before reconciliation pre-
dominates in all sectors of the South African population.

Did Truth Contribute to Reconciliation?

I need not repeat the many caveats associated with drawing con-
clusions about the causal relationship between truth and recon-
ciliation. I shall, however, risk drawing a clear conclusion about
the success of South Africa’s truth and reconciliation process.

Many people associated with the truth and reconciliation pro-
cess believe in the TRC’s moderate view of responsibility for the



Table 9.1 Summary Levels of Reconciliation Among the Four South African Racial Groups, 2001

Dimension of Reconciliationa African White Colored Asian Origin

Interracial reconciliation Not very Somewhat Somewhat Somewhat
Support for a human rights culture Not very Somewhat Somewhat Somewhat
Political tolerance Not very Not very Not very Not very
Institutional legitimacy Somewhat Somewhat Somewhat Somewhat

Somewhat or Highly Reconciled

Interracial reconciliation 37.2% 57.4% 71.7% 59.2%
Support for a human rights culture 44.9 77.0 62.4 54.3
Political tolerance 21.4 34.5 26.2 25.3
Institutional legitimacy 81.2 62.3 77.5 66.5

Source: Author’s compilation from the 2001 Truth and Reconciliation Survey.
aThe possible scores on each dimension of reconciliation are: highly reconciled, somewhat reconciled, not very reconciled, and hardly reconciled
at all.
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