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Central point of research in the article is: “What constitutes the fair treatment of people in organisations?” Some of the studies of fairness in the organisation include:

DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE ORIENTATION → an approach that focuses on outcomes: both how allocators distributed them, and how recipients reacted to those allocations.

Expanding the distributive justice orientation means including considerations of the process by which outcomes are determined → PROCEDURAL JUSTICE ORIENTATION.

· however, he existing theories and researches have tended to focus on the mechanisms by which distributive and procedural justice are accomplished; they focus on matters of how fairness may be structured, neglecting another important source of fairness perceptions – the social determinants of fairness. This means that the quality of interpersonal treatment one receives constitutes another source of perceived fairness. 
Conceptual Confusion Regarding the Status of Social Aspects of Justice

INTERACTIONAL JUSTICE – people’s sensitivity to the quality of interpersonal treatment they receive during the enactment of organisational procedures (→ distinct from PROCEDURAL JUSTICE in the sense that it represents the enactment rather than the development of procedures).

There is a debate over recognising the two concepts as separate – interactional justice can be understood as an interpersonal aspect of procedural justice. However, recently it seems that the concept of separating the two is gaining more attention → interpersonal justice is an intermediary between procedures and outcome distributions. 

A taxonomy is proposed to highlight the distinction between the structural and social determinants of justice by placing them in each of the two established types of justice: distributive and procedural. The taxonomy is formed with two independent dimensions: category of justice (procedural/distributive), and focal determinants (structural/social).
DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE refers to the perceived fairness of outcome distributions.
PROCEDURAL JUSTICE refers to the fairness of the procedures used to determine these outcomes.

STRUCTURAL DETERMINANTS – justice is sought by focusing on the environmental context within which interaction occurs.

SOCIAL DETERINANTS of justice – focus on the treatment of individuals.

Justice Classes 

(1) SYSTEMIC JUSTICE – refers to a variety of procedural justice that is accomplished via structural means (for example, structuring the dispute-resolution context such that disputants are given control over the process by which resolution is sought, OR the rules that evaluate the fairness of allocation).
(2) CONFIGURAL JUSTICE – refers to a variety of distributive justice that is accomplished via structural means (for example, ways of structuring the context of reward allocations such that certain distributive patterns result).
(3) INFORMATIONAL JUSTICE – social determinants of procedural justice. It may be sought by providing knowledge about procedures that demonstrate regard for people’s concerns (for example, people receiving negative outcomes such as a rejected proposal or denied job were more likely to accept those results as fair when they received a reasonable explanation regarding the procedure used than when no such justification was provided). For explanations to be perceived as fair, however, they must also be recognised as genuine in intent and based on sound reasoning.

(4) INTERPERSONAL JUSTICE - social aspects of distributive justice. It can be sought by showing concern for individuals regarding the distributive outcomes they received. Thus, it focuses on the consequences of those outcomes directly, and not on the knowledge of the procedures leading to outcomes (=informational justice). Apologies as a tactic for enhancing interpersonal justice – because they involve expressions of remorse, apologies help harmdoers distance themselves from the negative effects of their actions (an effective means of reducing expressions of anger).
CONCLUSION: The social determinants of justice are involved in BOTH procedural justice and distributive justice. The above taxonomy distinguishes between those social determinants of justice that deal with procedures (informational justice), and those that deal with outcomes (interpersonal justice).

Research on the Organisational Impact of Social Determinants of Justice

(1) EMPLOYEE THEFT

Two studies: field experiment and a laboratory study that examined the extent to which the social determinants of justice mitigated theft reactions to underpayment inequity.

a) Participants in the first study were employees of three different manufacturing plants owned by the same company (look at the other Greenberg’s article!) As a response to a cash flow crisis, the company had decided to reduce the pay of all workers in two of the three plants by 15% for a period of 10 weeks. The manner in which the pay cut was explained to the workers in those two plants was manipulated. Employees at one plant were provided with a great deal of information about the need for the cut-offs, and they were also presented with repeated expressions of remorse over the negative outcomes. Employees in the low social justice condition were given only minimal information and the basis for the cut-off decision was not described. Employees in the third plant constituted a control group. The data was collected: 10 weeks before the pay cuts, 10 weeks during, and 10 weeks after normal pay was reinstated.
Results:

· employees who received low levels of information presented in an insensitive manner had a 8%  theft rate (base rate was 3%)

· employees who received high levels of information presented in a highly sensitive manner had a theft rate slightly over 4%
· employees in the control group had a rate of 3% (base rate-unchanged).

Moreover, whereas over 25% of the workers in the low social justice condition resigned in response to the pay cut, only about 2% did so in the high social justice condition.
b) Laboratory setting – undergraduates were promised an established fair pay rate, $5 per hour, to perform a task. After performing the task a random half of the participants were told they would be paid the promised $5, whereas the remaining participants were told they would be paid only $3. Information justice was manipulated by varying the quality of the information used as the basis for establishing this rate of pay. The interpersonal justice was also manipulated-these remarks varied in terms of the degree of caring and sensitivity shown to the participant with respect to their pay rate. The experimenter then placed the money (a handful of beals) on a nearby desk, giving the impression that he was unaware of the exact amount of money he put on the table. He left the undergrads to take the amount they were supposed to be paid.

Results: whereas no appreciable theft occurred among subjects who were equitably paid, the amount of theft was considerable among those who were underpaid. However, theft was reduced when levels of informational justice were high rather than low, and when levels of interpersonal justice were high rather than low.   
(2) ACCEPTANCE OF A CORPORATE SMOKING BAN
Will the introduction of social justice variables enhance worker’s acceptance of a corporate smoking ban?
Separate groups of employees were presented with different degree of information, and with different levels of social sensitivity.

Results: among heavy smokers, the introduction of high levels of informational justice and interpersonal justice effectively raised the acceptance rate of the smoking ban to levels approaching those of light smokers and non-smokers. The non-smokers were affected when it came to recognising the fairness of the procedure the company used to introduce the smoking ban.
(3) MINIMISING NEGATIVE RESPONSES TO LAYOFFS
- the less advance notice that was given, the more the participants favoured governmental regulation, especially when the financial effects of layoffs were great

-  a significantly lower level of organisational commitment was expressed by survivors who believed that the layoff victims were treated in a socially unfair manner, especially when they believed that the effects of the layoffs were particularly severe. 
